Western Municipal Water District Section 2
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments

Section 2 Response to Comments

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to comments presented in this section
address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted comment letters.
Complete copies of the original letters, including all attachments, are presented at the end of this section.
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Response to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
Letter Dated April 5, 2011

Overview of Comments:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) has reviewed the above-referenced document. Our
review and comments are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEOJ Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review
authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (“CAA”)). Our comments are provided in accordance
with your approval on March 16" of an informal EPA-specific extension to the comment deadline date
from March 22, 2011 to April 5, 2011. We greatly appreciate the additional time to conduct our review.

The Bureau of Reclamation (“BOR”) proposes to provide funds for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project
(“RCF™), an aquifer storage and recovery project (conjunctive use), planned by Western Municipal Water
District (“Western”). The project includes new groundwater extraction wells and a 28-mile water
distribution pipeline with pump stations and a reservoir storage tank. The project is intended to improve
Western’s water supply reliability through managed storage, extraction, and distribution of local and
imported water, using available groundwater capacity in the San Bernardino and Chino Groundwater
Basins.

We have rated the Preferred Alternative — Realignment Alternative with Additional Connections and the
Draft EIS (“DEIS”) as Environmental Concerns — Insufficient Information (EC-2) (see the enclosed
“Summary of Rating Definitions™). There are five large contaminated groundwater plumes in the San
Bernardino Groundwater Basin and eleven plumes in the Chino Groundwater Basin. While EPA supports
coordinated management of surface and groundwater resources, we are concerned with the potential
direct and cumulative effects on groundwater quality, and the proponent’s ability to ensure that
replenishment and extraction of water does not result in adverse effects on drinking water supplies, the
environment, other third party beneficial uses, or the remediation and management of contaminated
groundwater plumes.

While this draft EIS proposes both a feeder line and approximately twenty new production wells, the
information provided on well locations is very limited. EPA understands that the well drilling will be
addressed in the permitting process, however, in light of the numerous contaminated groundwater plumes
in the immediate vicinity of these wells, EPA has the following concerns: i) that the new production well
might spread one or more of the contaminated plumes into a clean aquifer zone, thereby affecting existing
clean production wells; and ii) that any potential contamination of previously clean wells will not be
addressed until the level of contamination exceeds Drinking Water levels. The Final EIS (FEIS) should
include additional information on the risk of contamination to existing groundwater or recharged
imported water, and provide a clear process to address the above concerns.

EPA encourages local and regional efforts to enhance water supply reliability, provided proposed actions
are consistent with a balanced water supply and demand strategy, based upon a reliable developed water
supply, and do not have adverse effects on the environment or third party beneficial uses. Conjunctive use
of surface and groundwater, whereby excess surface water is stored in the groundwater aquifer for later
recovery when surface water resources are scarce, can be an effective means to ensure a more reliable
supply. Accurate monitoring, accounting, and active management of the aquifer are key in preventing
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adverse effects. We recommend that BOR include in the FEIS, a detailed description of the proposed
operations, monitoring, accounting, and management procedures of the proposed RCF.

EPA advocates sustainable water supply management, which balances existing water supply with
demand. Sustainable water use makes efficient use of currently developed water through conservation,
reuse, and recycling; manages groundwater to avoid long-term overdraft and reduction in quality;
encourages users to diversify water management strategies; and promotes compatible multiple benefits of
water use (for example, productive agriculture and wildlife habitat). VVoluntary water exchanges and
transfers that have no significant socioeconomic or environmental impacts also have a role in ensuring a
sustainable water supply. We recommend the FEIS describe current and planned demand-side
management strategies to promote sustainable water use and a reliable water supply for this region.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this conjunctive use project. We are available to
discuss our recommendations. When the Final EIS (FEIS) is released for public review, please send one
hard copy and one CD to the address above (Mail Code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please
contact me at (415) 972-3521 or contact Laura Fujii, the lead reviewer for this Project. Laura can be
reached at (415) 972-3852 or fujii.laura@epa.gov.

Response to Overview:

Western Municipal Water District (“WMWD”) and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (“BOR”) appreciate
the EPA’s interest in this Project. The responses to the EPA’s detailed comments are provided below.
WMWD and BOR look forward to working with the EPA to encourage local and regional efforts to
enhance water supply reliability through sustainable water supply management.

It is hoped that the additional information and clarifications provided below will be adequate to allow the
EPA to rate the Preferred Alternative — Realignment Alternative with Additional Connections -- and the
Draft EIS (DEIS) as: Environmental Concerns — Adequate (EC-1). Should further information be needed,
do not hesitate to contact:

Amy Witherall, Water Resources Planner, BOR, (951) 695-5310 or
Jack Safely, Water Resources Manager, WMWD, (951) 571-7241
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Comment 1:

U.S. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
RIVERSIDE-CORONA FEEDER PROJECT, BUNKER HILL GROUNDWATER BASIN, SAN
BERNARDINO AND RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, CA, APRIL 5, 2011

Include additional information on the risk of contamination to existing groundwater or

recharged imported water. The Chino Basin extraction wells were added to the RCF to alleviate San
Bernardino Basin water agency concerns with potential effects of the RCF on management and protection
of San Bernardino Basin groundwater. Of major concern is the potential for the RCF to change
contaminant plume movement, shape, and direction through its recharging and pumping, causing the
plumes to migrate beyond their control wells and further contaminate groundwater (p. 4.7-19). EPA has
similar concerns, especially given the presence of five large contaminated plumes inside and outside of
the San Bernardino Basin (Newmark and Muscoy, Norton Air Force Base, Redlands-Crafton, Burlington
Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) and Rialto Colton), and eleven plumes in the Chino Basin (Chino Airport,
California Institute for Men (Clvi), General Electric Flatiron Facility, General Electric Company’s Engine
Maintenance Center Test Cell Facility, Kaiser Steel Fontana Steel Site, Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill,
Milliken Sanitary Landfill, Municipal Wastewater Disposal Ponds, Upland Sanitary Landfill, Un-named
VOC Plume South of the Ontario Airport, Stringfellow NPL Site).

Recommendations: The Final EIS (FEIS) should include additional information on the risk of
contamination to existing groundwater or recharged imported water as a result of RCF operations.
A process should be described that clearly outlines how each well will proceed through the
permitting process, including an impact analysis that shows that the location and operation of the
well would not impact any existing contaminated plumes. The impact analyses should address the
following concerns:

i) That the new production well would not spread any of the contaminated plumes into a
clean aquifer zone. (Toward this end, a system of monitoring wells would need to be
identified for each proposed well location. These monitoring wells would provide both
water level data for the capture analysis and chemistry data to detect any potential
contaminated plume expansion.)

i) That any detection of contaminants in previously clean wells should be addressed as soon
as possible, rather than waiting until such time as the contaminant levels exceed the
Drinking Water Permit standards.

In addition, the following issues should be addressed: state whether imported water, recharged
into portions of the aquifer formerly occupied by contaminated plumes, could be contaminated by
residual volatile organic compounds (VOC), perchlorate, trichloroethylene (TCE), or other
contaminates. Describe the probable end uses, applicable drinking water standards, and proposed
treatment of extracted water. We recommend the PETS include a description of the horizontal and
vertical location of the contaminated plumes in the aquifers, and their relative spatial relationship
to the “cones of depression” of probable extraction wells. If applicable, describe past or present
effects of recharge and extraction of SWP water in the San Bernardino Basin and Chino Basin. If
the information was provided in the 2005 PER, we recommend providing a summary of this
information and any conclusions in the current FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

A number of topics are touched upon in this comment and include: A) the inclusion of a new potential
well field in addition to those analyzed in the 2005 PEIR, B) identification of pollution plumes affected
by the Project, C) management and protection of the groundwater quality of the Basin, especially as it
relates to potential impacts to existing wells and/or pollution plumes, D) well permitting procedures, E)
description of end uses of Project water, F) how water will be treated, G) vertical and horizontal
characterization of the pollution plumes potentially affected by the Project, and H) the past and present
effects of recharge and extraction of SWP water in the basins.

To clarify, this environmental document evaluates storage of imported water in the San Bernardino Basin
with commensurate extraction of up to the amount of previously stored imported water. No recharge of
the Chino Basin is a part of this Project; only extraction of water already available to WMWD through a
previously approved project. Although the comment implies that the Project will impact the Chino Basin
similarly to the San Bernardino Basin, this is not the case and the Draft SEIR/EIS correctly incorporated
prior Chino Basin environmental documents and analyses. The RCF Project does not propose to recharge
water into the Chino Basin; and proposes to extract no more than 5,000 acre-ft per year (AF/YR) from the
Chino Basin desalter project, which represents 3.6 percent of the safe yield of the Chino Basin, which is
140,000 AC FT/YR. (SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-26) The extraction of up to 5,000 AF/YR was determined to be the
appropriate maximum for WMWD in “the [Optimum Basin Management Program,] Chino Groundwater
Basin (Chino Basin) Dry-Year Yield Program Expansion (DYYP Expansion) [which] is a proposed
conjunctive-use program developed by the Chino Basin Watermaster in association with the Inland
Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA), MWD, Three Valleys Municipal Water District (TVMWD), and
WMWD.” (SEIR/EIR, p. 4.7-31) The RCF Project facilitates WMWD’s primary role in the DYYP
Expansion by providing a direct export connection to the Chino Basin; WMWD’s primary role is on the
extraction, or “take” side, of the DYYP Expansion. (SEIR/EIR, pp. 4.7-31 through 4.7-32) The DYYP
Expansion was included as part of the Project previously evaluated in the IEUA’s Final Subsequent EIR
for the IEUP Peace Il Project, 9/25/2010, which concluded, “all hydrology and water quality impacts can
be offset or otherwise mitigated, and the hydrology and water quality impacts (including those identified
under Utilities and Services Systems [section of the Peace Il SEIR]) have been found to be less than
significant, on a project-specific and cumulative basis.” (SEIR/EIR, pp. 4.7-31 through 4.7-32) Therefore,
the RCF Draft SEIR/EIS included the potential Project impacts to the Chino Basin through reference and
summary of the Peace Il Final SEIR, and further evaluation is not needed related to the Chino Basin. All
responses below will refer to the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin (the Basin).

A) The EPA is correct that the San Bernardino Basin extraction wells were added to the RCF Project
evaluated in the 2005 Programmatic Final EIR (2005 PEIR) to alleviate the San Bernardino
Basin water agency’s specific concerns with the potential effects of the RCF on management and
protection of the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin (Basin) with the potential extraction wells
for the RCF limited to the Priority Group areas analyzed in the 2005 PEIR (Draft SEIR/EIS,
Figure 3.0-2, p.3.0-11). The City of San Bernardino was concerned with the potential effect of the
RCF Project on their EPA-mandated cleanup efforts of the Newmark and Muscoy plume while
City of Riverside was concerned about contamination of its wells, which are located in the Basin.
In addition, with the drought conditions of the late 2000s and legal constraints on imported water
from the Sacramento Delta area, modeling the Project operations with much lower levels of
available surplus water from the SWP, also needed to be evaluated. The Draft Supplemental
EIR/EIS (SEIR/EIS) addressed these concerns and evaluated the Project’s effect on groundwater
in the San Bernardino Basin, as discussed in the following paragraphs.
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B)

C)

The Draft SEIR/EIS analyzed water quality impacts to the San Bernardino Basin in Section 4.7,
as recognized in the EPA comments. The contamination plumes within the San Bernardino Basin
are described in the Draft Supplemental EIR/EIS (SEIR/EIS) and include: Newmark and
Muscoy, Norton Air Force Base, Redlands-Crafton, and Burlington Northern and Santa Fe
(BNSF). (SEIR/EIS, p. 4.7-4 and Figures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2) However, the Rialto-Colton plume is
not located in the San Bernardino Basin, as shown on Figure 4.7-1 of the SEIR/EIS. As of 2005
when the original EIR for this Project was certified, “All of the existing pollution plumes that are
mentioned above are currently undergoing remediation in accordance with state and federal
laws.” (Final PEIR 2005, p. 11-6-4) This statement still holds true.

In this comment, concern is expressed that operation of the Project would cause existing
groundwater contaminants such as residual volatile organic compounds (VOC), perchlorate,
trichloroethylene (TCE), and other contaminates associated with the existing pollution plumes to
contaminate imported water or eventually cause previously “clean” wells to become
contaminated. “By the nature of the project, no additional sources of contaminants such as TCE,
PCE, DBCP, and nitrates (NO3) will be added by the RCF project.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.7-11)
However, such contaminants can be “pulled” or “pushed” by water extracted or recharged within
the Basin. Thus, groundwater modeling was conducted for the Final PEIR 2005 and for the Draft
SEIR/EIS 2011.

The 2005 Project Alignment PEIR evaluated potential Project groundwater contamination
impacts related to TCE, PCE, Perchlorate, nitrates (NOs), and a pesticide, dibromochloropropane
(DBCP), all known contaminants within the plumes. At the time of the 2005 modeling analysis,
the primary location where wells were anticipated (new or existing), was in the general areas
shown on Figure 3.0-2 of the Project Description. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 3.0-11) A summary of the
results of the 2005 PEIR analysis is presented in the Draft SEIR/EIS beginning on page 4.7-10.
Specifically, “WMWD joined with the City of San Bernardino and other producers that could
affect the effectiveness of inhibitor wells in preventing the spreading of volatile organics
contamination to develop an Institutional Controls Groundwater Management Program (ICGMP).
To respond to the City’s concerns about the RCF Project substantially and adversely affecting the
movement of the contamination plumes in the Bunker Hill Basin, the MODPATH and MT3DMS
models were run based on the same assumptions used for operations in the MODFLOW
analysis.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.7-11) In response to concerns raised by Basin water agencies (as
described above), a potential well field was located further east and TCE, PCE, and Perchlorate
associated with this additional well field, were evaluated in detail by GEOSCIENCE in,
Groundwater Modeling of Riverside-Corona Feeder Project Conjunctive Use Scenarios, October
2009. (Draft SEIR/EIS, Appendix F) This analysis was summarized in Section 4.7 beginning on
page 4.7-15 of the Draft SEIR/EIS. Therefore, results from the groundwater modeling performed
for the Project is included in the Draft SEIR/EIS and addresses the Project’s potential to impact
individual wells, ICGMP inhibitor wells, and/or affect the extent of existing contamination
plumes.

In response to the results of the groundwater modeling completed for the Certified Final PEIR,
2005, mitigation measures were included that required ongoing operating plan testing, monitoring
and modification to avoid impacts and/or implement various types of mitigation strategies
depending on the location, contaminant levels, etc., that might be encountered at any given well
site. The Certified Final PEIR 2005 was very clear that, additional California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) compliance would be needed for well placement. As a result of
GEOSCIENCE’s 2009 modeling and in response to the EPA’s and other’s comments, herein,
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D)

mitigation measures related to groundwater quality will be modified in the Final SEIR/EIS. (See
Response to Comment 2, below.)

As a large public water wholesaler and retailer, WMWD understands that one of the more
significant threats to health and safety is the purity and quality of the water consumed by the
public, and is subject to the many federal and state laws and regulations that have been developed
and adopted over the years to assure that public drinking water is safe for human consumption.
The adoption of implementing regulations and the enforcement of the drinking water laws of
California are the responsibility of the California Department of Public Health (Department)
pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act (chapter 7 of the California Health and Safety Code). A
key feature of the Safe Drinking Water Act is the requirement that no person or organization may
operate a public water system without having secured a domestic water supply permit from the
Department, which of course, WMWD secured long ago. An amendment to the water supply
permit is required for any changes in the water system such as:

Change in ownership of the water system

The addition of new water sources

Any changes in the method of treatment

The addition of any storage reservoirs

A major expansion of the service area

Any change in the distribution system that does not comply with the waterworks
standards

Pursuant and subject to the requirements of the California Health and Safety Code, Division 104,
Part 12, Chapter 4 (California Safe Drinking Water Act), Article 7, Section 116550, relating to
changes requiring an amended permit, WMWD will be mandated to amend its water supply
permit prior to the following actions:

1. Addition of a new distribution reservoir (100,000 gallon capacity or greater) to the
distribution system;
2. Modification or extension of an existing distribution system using an alternative to the
requirements in this chapter;
3. Modification of the water supply by:
a. Adding a new source;
b. Changing the status of an existing source (e.g., active to standby); or
c. Changing or altering a source, such that the quantity or quality of supply could be
affected;
4. Any addition or change in treatment, including:
a. Design capacity or
b. Process (California Code of Regulations Title: 22, Chapter 15, Article 2, Section 64556)

Thus, due to the long-term, phased nature of construction of the Project, each reach or operable
component of the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project coming on line for service, will require an
amendment to WMWD’s water supply permit.

In addition and specifically associated with drinking water wells, each well will be required under
its permit, to test, report, and treat in certain ways and timeframes depending on the contaminants
at that specific well; basin-side cooperative monitoring also occurs. A water purveyor might use a
hypothetical example schedule for the water quality monitoring of its wells, as presented below.
Results of this type of monitoring are required to be reported to the County of San Bernardino
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Department of Public Health. However, because no specific well siting/drilling is a part of this
environmental evaluation, no Project-specific well water quality monitoring schedule can be

presented at this time.

Monitoring Type

Monitoring Location

Monitoring Frequency

Bacteriological Monitoring

Annually

Background monitoring for basin-wide Al wells
authority (August)
Wells A and B Monthly

New wells placed into service

Monthly until 6 consecutive
results showing absence of
coliform are obtained

Established wells

Quarterly

Every 3 years

EDB/DBCP Wells A, C7,D, & F1 (2011, 2014, 2017)
DBCP Wells H & M Quarterly
General Mineral/General Physical All wells Quarterly
Inorganics All wells Annually (October)
Nitrate Wells E, E1, G, H1, and N Quarterly
Nitrate WellsH & M Monthly
Perchlorate All wells Quarterly
. . Every 3 years (2011, 2014,
Radiological All wells 2017)
Every 3 years
SOCs Wells P, R& R1 (2011, 2014, 2017)
Every 3 years
VOCs All wells

(2011, 2014, 2017)

E) The end users of WMWD’s water are both retail and wholesale customers of treated drinking
water as described in detail in Section 2.1, Background, of the Draft SEIR/EIS. “Today, the
District serves roughly 24,000 retail and eight (8) wholesale customers with water from the
Colorado River, State Water Project, and groundwater. As a member agency of the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (MWD), WMWD provides supplemental water to the cities
of Corona, Norco, a portion of Murrieta, and Riverside and the water agencies of Box Springs
Mutual, Eagle Valley Mutual, Elsinore Valley, Lee Lake, and Rancho California. WMWD serves
customers in the unincorporated areas of El Sobrante, Eagle Valley, Temescal Creek, Woodcrest,
Lake Mathews, and March Air Reserve Base.! An interconnected water distribution network and
a reliable water supply are critical to serve the needs and meet the demands of these water
customers.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 2.0-1) The Project water extracted from the Basin Area will be
treated and used for potable purposes which include human consumption and private landscape
irrigation. See Responses to Comments 2, 3, and 4 for clarifications regarding the use of the
water stored and extracted by this Project and water quality.
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F) The Riverside-Corona Feeder Project is designed to transport potable water. Water produced
from any new project well or from an existing well that is transported and/or stored in the Project
facilities must meet drinking water standards. Based on this comment by the EPA and some
confusion on the part of other commenters, the Annotated Draft SEIR/EIS, which is bound with
the Responses to Comments to form the Final SEIR/EIS, will be edited as follows:

Various paragraphs on pages 1.0-1 and 1.0-2:

The project is proposed to store excess imported water, when it is available, to
increase firm water supplies, to improve water guality, and to reduce water costs.
The project proposes to manage the groundwater levels through the construction of
groundwater wells in the San Bernardino Basin Area and pumps to deliver the
treated groundwater supply to water users. The project will also include a new
potable water pipeline system to connect to existing water facilities in serve-portions
of San Bernardino and Riverside counties. This system of storage, extraction,
treatment, and distribution will improve the reliability of WMWD’s water supply
through the managed storage and distribution of excess imported water and reduce
possible water shortages during dry years through reduced dependence on imported
water during dry year conditions. To achieve this purpose, the RCF project
replenishes excess State Water Project (SWP) water supplied by Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California (MWD) into the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin,
and extracts, treats, and moves water throughout the region by way of
interconnections between local groundwater basins . . .

The realignment evaluated by this SEIR also allows WMWD to address the reduced
potential for California State Water Project water availability for groundwater
replenishment purposes and includes connections to the Jurupa Community Services
District’s pipeline facilities, the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s
Inland and Central Feeders, and other existing WMWD facilities. These connections
will facilitate the transportation of potable water from one water agency to another
and one groundwater basin to another through the development of multiple
interconnected pipelines within the project area. The facilities may also be used to
convey local water supplies, once treated, pursuant to rights held by . . .

Various paragraphs on pages 2.0-3, 2.0-4, and 2.0-5:

The purpose of the RCF is to store excess imported water, when it is available, to
increase firm water supplies, to improve water quality, and to reduce water costs.
The project proposes to manage the groundwater levels through the construction of
groundwater wells and pumps to deliver the treated groundwater supply to water
users. The project will also include a new potable water pipeline system to connect
to existing water facilities in serve portions of San Bernardino and Riverside
counties . . .

RCF infrastructure will allow WMWD to purchase State Water Project water from
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) and store that water
in the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin Area, and to extract, treat and distribute
the water from the Basin Area when it is needed. . . .
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The facilities may also be used to convey local potable water supplies pursuant to
rights held by the City of Riverside and the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water
District and to deliver treated imported water to wholesale customers. If appropriate
agreements can be reached, additional native water may at times also be available.
The facilities may also be used to obtain and convey native water, once treated
pursuant to rights held by other agencies, such as the City of Riverside, Jurupa
Community Services District, Rubidoux Community Services District, the Chino
Basin Desalter Authority, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, and
Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District. This project will make WMWD less
dependent on the direct delivery of water from the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (MWD).

Page 3.0-23

The Central Feeder Connection consists of approximately 6,350 linear feet of an up
to 54-inch diameter pipeline located in the San Bernardino Avenue right-of-way
between Alabama Street in unincorporated San Bernardino County and Webster
Street in the city of Redlands. (Figure 3.0-8, Central Feeder Connection) Adjacent to
the Central Feeder Pipeline are up to five new proposed 350-HP x 2,200-gallons-
per-minute (GPM) groundwater production wells, including treatment facilities to
meet drinking water standards, within the well field identified on Figure 1.0-1 (exact
locations not determined) which will be connected into the San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District’s Central Feeder Pipeline; thereby providing additional
means for transporting San Bernardino Groundwater Basin water through regional
pipeline facilities that are connected to the Riverside-Corona Feeder project. These
five wells are included within the 20 total wells associated with the RCF.

G) The comment suggests that a vertical and horizontal characterization of the pollution plumes and
their relative special relationship to the cones of depression of the proposed RCF Project
extraction wells be included in the Final SEIR/EIS. To provide this information, GEOSCIENCE
was asked to evaluate available data and provide such characterizations, as requested.

There are five major groundwater contaminant plumes that are known to affect the SBBA, which
include: (1 and 2) Newmark/Muscoy plumes; (3) Crafton-Redlands plume; (4) Norton Air Force
Base (AFB) plume; and, (5) Santa Fe plume. These plumes have been extensively investigated
and documented by Federal and private entities. The current level of monitoring and remediation
varies for each plume. A description of the horizontal and vertical location of each contaminant
plume is provided below. Additionally, a discussion of the relative spatial relationship of each
plume to the cones of depression associated with the proposed RCF Project wells is provided.

Crafton-Redlands Plume

The current horizontal distribution of the Crafton-Redlands Plume is approximately 10 miles long
(east to west) and 0.75 to 3.25 miles wide (north to south). The vertical extent of the plume in the
area of the proposed Project well field located within San Bernardino County east of Alabama
Street and north of Almond Avenue (Draft SEIR/EIS Figure 3.0-8), was determined from water
quality samples collected from City of Redlands” Well 31-A. Well 31-A is perforated from 480 ft
below ground surface (bgs) to 700 ft bgs, and is located approximately 3,000 feet east of this
proposed well field. In August 2008, the perchlorate concentration in Well 31-A was reported to
range from 32 to 33 pg/L; and depth to groundwater in Well 31-A is approximately 190 feet bgs.
Since the aquifer is unconfined in this portion of the Basin, it is assumed that the vertical extent
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of the plume is from approximately 190 feet bgs to as much as 700 feet bgs. The proposed Project
well field located within San Bernardino County east of Alabama Street and north of Almond
Avenue (Draft SEIR/EIS Figure 3.0-8) is located within the Redlands-Crafton Plume.

Norton AFB Plume

The Norton AFB plume is located downgradient from the former Norton Air Force Base in the
central part of the SBBA. The horizontal distribution of the plume was reported to be
approximately three miles long (northeast to southwest) and approximately a half mile wide (U.S.
Air Force, 1993). In July 1992, the known vertical extent of the plume was from approximately
100 ft bgs to approximately 280 ft bgs, which is within HSU-2 (U.S. Air Force, 1993).

Newmark-Muscoy Plumes

The Newmark Plume and Muscoy Plume have been designated by the U.S. EPA as the Newmark
Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site, which borders Shandon Hills in the northwestern
and west-central portions of the SBBA. This site consists of three Operable Units® (OUs),
including the Source OU, the Newmark OU, and the Muscoy OU. The Newmark OU covers
approximately seven square miles on the north and east sides of Shandon Hills. The Muscoy OU
covers approximately eight square miles west of Shandon Hills (USEPA, 2007). The groundwater
contaminant plume is dispersed approximately five miles downgradient on the Newmark side and
three miles downgradient on the Muscoy side (USEPA, 2007). The hydrostratigraphy of the
Newmark OU consists of an unconfined alluvial aquifer that overlies igneous and metamorphic
bedrock units in the northern portion of the OU, and a two-aquifer system in the eastern and
southern portions of the OU. The unconfined aquifer consists of 350 to 400 ft of unconsolidated
sands and gravels with discontinuous layers of silt and clay (URS, 1995). The hydrostratigraphic
units of the two-aquifer system have been termed the Upper Water Bearing Member (UWBM),
the Middle Confining Member (MCM), and the Lower Water Bearing Member (LWBM). The
LWBM generally occurs between 450 and 500 ft bgs, but may also extend to as much as 1,200 ft
bgs (SECOR, 2005). The hydrostratigraphy of the Muscoy OU is similar to that of the Newmark
OU, existing as a single unconfined aquifer in the northern portion that gradually separates into a
multiple aquifer system in a southerly direction (SECOR, 2005). Contaminated groundwater
associated with both OUs was found to be present in the unconfined aquifers, the UWBM, and
the LWBM (possibly to the bedrock surface) (USEPA, 2007).

Santa Fe Plume

Although potential impacts to the Santa Fe plume were not evaluated in the same manner as the
Newmark-Muscoy and Norton AFB plumes, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board recently declared that the Santa Fe plume has been remediated to the point where it no
longer possess a threat to human health (RWQCB, 2011). Therefore, since the operation of the
RCF Project is not predicted to impact this plume, a description of its horizontal and vertical
locations and relative spatial relationship to the proposed RCF wellfield is not needed.

As indicated in section 3.7 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, there are currently four operational alternatives
for the RCF Project. The fourth alternative, referred to as the Realignment Alternative with
Additional Connections (Preferred Alternative) is the proposed “project” and would include the
use of 20 project extraction wells. Five of these 20 wells are proposed to be drilled and
constructed in the Redlands area. The locations of the remaining 15 project wells have not been
determined. The five new wells would have an estimated capacity of 3,000 acre-ft/yr each (total

% A term for an area where separate activities are undertaken as part of an overall Superfund site cleanup.
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of 15,000 acre-ft/yr), based on local geohydrologic conditions. The proposed area for the new
wells (i.e., “RCF Project extraction wellfield”) is located immediately west of the 210 Freeway in
between Lugonia Avenue and the Santa Ana River (refer to Figure 2 of Item 1, Appendix F of the
Draft SEIR/EIS). The Redlands Plume Project Feasibility Study Remedial Action Plan (Strategic
Engineering and Science et. al., 2010) indicates that this area of the SBBA is composed of
undifferentiated sand and gravel that overlie crystalline basement rocks (i.e., non-water bearing).
Groundwater in this area of the basin is unconfined, having no significant layers of silt and clay
throughout the formation. This unconfined condition of the aquifer continues approximately one
mile west of the proposed RCF wellfield. From this area westward, silt and clay layers confine
and divide the aquifer system into “upper,” “middle” and “lower” aquifers that have been
designated by Tetra Tech as HSU-2, HSU-4, and HSU-6, respectively. Results of model predicted
groundwater levels show the cone of depression created from the RCF wellfield would be
minimal (see Figures 18-29 of Item 1, Appendix F in the Draft SEIR/EIS).

Results from the model runs reported in Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS were used to
determine the relative spatial relationship of the major contaminant plumes to the cones of
depression associated with the proposed RCF Project extraction wells. However, since the
relative locations are only known for the proposed five new wells, an evaluation of the spatial
relationship of the contaminant plumes and the remaining 15 project wells was not performed.

The Crafton-Redlands Plume is the only known contaminant plume to exist within the proposed
RCF Project wellfield. Model results show that the difference between average groundwater
levels in City of Redlands Well 32 (located next to Well 31-A, approximately 3,000 ft east of the
RCF wellfield) for the Baseline Run (No Project) and Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 (i.e., Baseline water
level minus Scenario water level) would be -1 ft, -4 ft and -6 ft, respectively (see Table 1 of
Item 1, Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS). Therefore, change to the horizontal or vertical extent
of the Crafton-Redlands Plume due to the operation of the RCF wellfield would be minimal
compared to the change predicted to occur under Baseline Run (No Project) conditions. The
remaining four contaminant plumes in the SBBA (i.e., Newmark, Muscoy, Norton AFB, and
Santa Fe) do not occur within the predicted cones of depression of the proposed RCF Project
wellfield. Results for the TCE transport model show no change to the Norton AFB, Newmark-
Muscoy, or Santa Fe plumes for RCF Scenarios 1 through 3 as compared to the plume area under
Baseline Run (No Project) conditions (see Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS).

Replenishment of the Basin with SWP water has been occurring since 1972.* The past and
present effect of that activity plays into the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Santa Ana Region 8’s (RWQCB’s), water quality objectives (which are presented in Table 4.7-B
of the Draft SEIR/EIS). Similar to the question EPA is asking in this comment, in 2006 RWQCB
asked all the water agencies that recharge SWP water within the Santa Ana River aquifer system
to provide information regarding SWP recharge and extraction in the basins. A cooperative
agreement between the RWQCB and these seven agencies now requires all agencies up and down
the Santa Ana River who replenish with SWP water to model and report systematically to
RWQCB. Currently within the San Bernardino Basin, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District (SVMWD) is the agency that receives and spreads SWP water and thus, is a party to this
agreement with respect to the Basin. WMWD is also a party to the agreement with respect to the
Riverside Basin. The agreement spells out sampling methods and timing, responsible party(ies),
and reporting requirements and timing. The reporting years required start with agencies at the

* Phone communication between Cathy Perring of Webb Associates and M. Samuel Fuller, Chief Engineer, San Bernardino
Municipal Water District, 7/15/2011.
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uppermost reaches of the SAR, such as San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency which is due to report
to RWQCB in 2012. The results of its report are then used in the modeling/reporting performed
by SBVMWD which is due to RWQCB in 2013, and so on, down the river basin. Thus, the
effects of recharge and extraction of SWP water in the basins is being monitored and evaluated on
an ongoing basis by the state.

The modeling done for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project used historic recharge levels and
locations, as well as other agreements and accords, that mandate replenishment in its baseline
modeling which includes SWP water spread by SBVMWD under its replenishment obligations in
the Western Judgment. Therefore, in addition to regional modeling, sampling and reporting
required by RWQCB, with respect to this project, the monitoring of well water required by the
state and the ongoing modeling of Project operations will also provide evaluation and monitoring
of SWP water effects on the basins in the SAR watershed.

Comment 2:

Describe the effectiveness and feasibility of proposed remedies for project-contaminated wells
and groundwater. The DEIS describes possible remedies to be implemented if monitoring and
well testing reveal project contamination of existing or proposed well sites and groundwater.
These remedies include appropriate use of the contaminated water, blending the poor quality
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barrier wells and/or wellhead treatment (p. 1.0-33). EPA recommends the FEIS provide
additional details on how the mitigation measures will be selected, prioritized, and implemented.
This will likely depend upon the contaminants that require mitigation, but some specifics can be
provided.

Recommendations:

We recommend the FEIS include a description of the process whereby a specific baseline
mitigation plan would be developed for each new production well. This mitigation plan
would serve to identify the appropriate performance measures for identification of
contaminated plume migration, allow immediate notice of violation, and lay out the
specific response actions to be taken to remedy any problems identified. A baseline
mitigation plan (as existed for the Newmark Groundwater Superfund Site) will allow
immediate response action, while further analysis and negotiation take place to address

1nstance, gescribe welineaa reatment [ecONOIOgies ana olner remedies tnat would be used
to achieve acceptable levels of VOC, perchlorate, TCE, and other contaminants of
concern in extracted water.

Response to Comment 2:

The comment is referring to mitigation measure MM GWQ 2 (Revised), which appears in the table
referenced from page 1.0-33 and which is explained in greater detail in Section 4.7, Groundwater Quality.
This mitigation measure from the Certified 2005 PEIR was revised to address similar concerns raised in
the comments received during the Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent period for preparation of this
SEIR/EIS and to reflect WMWD’s involvement in Basin management with the Basin Area Technical
Advisory Committee (BTAC). (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.7-32) As described in Response to Comment 1,
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above, prior to the drilling and construction of each new well, WMWD will be required to amend its
Water Supply Permit. This is a rigorous process that takes into account the contamination levels at the
time of initiation of production and appropriate and effective treatment must be provided prior to permit
issuance. Thus, in addition to the “RCF operations management plan” required in MM GWQ 2, the
permit amendment application process will serve as the “baseline mitigation plan” and receive approval
from the State Department of Public Health.

The various possible remedies outlined in MM GWQ 2, are all feasible but have various levels of
effectiveness and appropriateness depending on the contaminants at issue in a given well and whether the
well is new or existing. With respect to existing wells, the first priority for the Project is to avoid having a
significant impact on any existing wells through operating in such a manner that will prevent new
contamination or worsening of existing contamination. MM GWQ 2 will be modified in the Final
SEIR/EIS (see the end of Response to Comment 2, below) to identify when action and implementation
of preventative measures are warranted. The first trigger to make operating modifications will be during
the required annual modeling of the Basin, which must include RCF operations. Planned operations can
be changed prior to implementation if model results indicate that the Project’s projected annual recharge
and/or extraction plan causes an existing well to drop more than 10 feet (see MM GWL 2), if a
previously “clean” well is projected to become contaminated, or if a contaminated well is projected to see
a significant increase in contaminant levels as a result of the RCF Project. Monitoring wells around each
new well constructed for the Project (as suggested in Comment 1) would not be necessary since this
information is measured and reported regularly for all potable water wells.

Based on this comment, MM GWQ 2 will be revised in the Final SEIR/EIS as follows:

MM GWQ 2 (Revised): To assure that ongoing management of the RCF is coordinated with
management of the Basin Area as a whole, monitoring and adaptive management shall be
employed.

a) The RCF operations management plan will be developed and tested using the groundwater
modeling employed by the Basin Area TAC (or its successor or assignee) on an annual
basis. Existing groundwater flow and groundwater quality model(s) shall be used to
predict the effects of project operations on groundwater quality. The results of the
modeling shall be presented to the BTAC. If the results indicate that the location of
pollution plumes will be shifted by project operations such that additional existing ‘clean’
wells could become contaminated, WMWD shall modify planned operations to avoid the
result or otherwise address the modeled situation to the satisfaction of the BTAC.
Examples of operational modifications that could be used, are provided in the following
table.

b) When a new well is drilled, indicator wells in the vicinity that could be affected by Project
operation will be selected to become part of the annual operations management plan. If
water quality testing at any indicator wells (which are already tested regularly) suggests
that the replenishment and pumping regime of the proposed project operation is causing
drinking water quality in a given well to become newly contaminated or to worsen due to

the RCF Project,—exeeed-state-drinking-water—standards, production and/or spreading in

the area(s) contributing to the contamination shall cease until a remedy is identified and

implemented. adverse-affects-associated-with-the-project-no-longer-oceur- Such remedies

may include but not be limited to the following:
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Contamination Remedy Examples and Method Priorities

New Wells Drilled for Project Operations

Treatment Option

First Priority Methods

Secondary Priority Methods

Avoidance

e Move or Avoid Production in a
Contaminated Location

e Wellhead treatment

Wellhead Treatment?

e Chlorination or ozonation for
disinfecting (required for all wells)

¢ lon Exchange for nitrates and other
contaminants

e Activated Carbon

e Reverse osmosis

Blending

o If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents, blending
could occur to dilute contaminants to
legal levels prior to distribution

Existing Wells at Risk of Contamination by Project Operations

Treatment Option

First Priority Method

Secondary Priority Method

Careful Management

o Participate in ongoing conjunctive use
management of the Basin so Project is a
benefit to Basin health for a safe
drinking water supply and for the
ecological health of the watershed

o choose alternative production
and/or spreading location(s)

e produce or spread at a different
time of year

o install barrier wells

Blending

e If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents, blending
could occur to dilute contaminants to
legal levels prior to distribution

Alternative use of
contaminated water

e Could be effective in areas where non-
potable system or other non-potable use
exists if affected well operator is
provided with drinking water quality
replacement water from another source

! Other than disinfecting, all other treatment approaches are dependent on the contaminants that need to
be removed.
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Comment 3:

In the reasonably 1oreseeable future, the water quality standards 1or chromium will likely be
changed and it is possible that a drinking water standard for hexavalent chromium will be
promulgated. The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has
recently released a revised draft public health goal (PHG) of 0.02 parts per billion (ppb) for
hexavalent chromium, which is also known as chromium 6. The current MCL for chromium is
50 ppb. Establishing a PHG is the first step in the development of a new or revised maximum
contaminant level (MCL). Since the PHG is so much lower than the current MCL, a new MCL
could have a large effect on the project in the future.

Recommendation:

Development of a new MCL is a lengthy process and takes years to achieve. The FEIS
should account for how the proposed project will be made to comply with any future
changes in this regard, and planners should track potential water quality standards that
may affect future development.

The FEIS should describe the process whereby the permitting agency and project
proponent will identify, characterize, and mitigate water quality impacts from “emerging
contaminants” that may be found in groundwater and/or have new regulatory limits
imposed on their concentrations in groundwater. Mitigating emerging contaminants is
particularly problematic to evaluate when the hazard from the emerging contaminant is
recognized by the water supplier but the regulatory macmnery has not provided a
reference standard for mitigation.

Response to Comment 3:

As with all public water systems, WMWD is subject to the adopted maximum contaminant levels (MCL)
established by the state and federal governments. “[California Department of Public Health (JCDPHI[)]
can set the MCL above the level of the PHG if it finds that it is not economically or technically feasible to
reduce the contaminant to the PHG level. State law prohibits OEHHA from considering economic issues
when it develops a PHG. An MCL is an enforceable standard. This means that when an MCL is
established for a specific contaminant, the level of that contaminant in public drinking water systems must
not exceed the MCL. The PHG is not an enforceable standard.” As stated by the EPA, no MCL has been
adopted by CDPH for hexavalent chromium (a.k.a. chromium 6). The federal government currently
regulates only total chromium (trivalent chromium plus hexavalent chromium). The current PHG for
chromium 6 is a first for California and once the MCL is established, it will also be the first in the nation
to address chromium 6 in drinking water. “California's MCL for total chromium was established in 1977,
when it adopted what was then a "National Interim Drinking Water Standard™ for chromium. . . The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted the same standard, but in 1991 raised the federal MCL
to 100 pg/L. California did not follow U.S. EPA's lead and stayed with its 50-pug/L MCL for total
chromium.”® When a new MLC is set, all public water systems in the state must comply. WMWD will
comply with the law and treat for chromium 6, or any other “emerging contaminants,” as necessary.

® A fact sheet by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California Environmental Protection Agency, Draft
Public Health Goal for Hexavalent Chromium, August 2009.

® california Department of Public Health, Chromium-6 in Drinking Water: MCL Update, accessed on July 15, 2011. (Available
at http://www.cdph.ca.gov/certlic/drinkingwater/Pages/Chromium6.aspx)
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WMWD is also working closely with other water agencies with interests in the Basin to manage water
quality and help all agencies meet drinking water standards. Specifically, with respect to emerging
contaminants, WMWD is a party to a Cooperative Agreement with the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board Santa Ana Region (RWQCB) and six other water agencies to “protect water quality and
encourage the conjunctive uses of imported water in the Santa Ana River Basin.” This agreement also
established an Emerging Contaminants Working Group, the purpose of which is to: “1) establish a
baseline to evaluate fate and transport mechanisms, and potential trends in water quality which is essential
to develop a risk-based approach to understanding and managing exposure to ECs; 2) aid federal and state
authorities as they set priorities for and determine whether to develop new water quality criteria; and 3) be
useful for evaluating the effectiveness of pollution prevention and source control programs.”’

Comment 4:

Some of the information cited in Section 4.7 (p. 4.7-25) in regards to the Newmark
groundwater plumes is not correct. The DEIS states that the capture requirement for the
Newmarks plume is 80%, when, in fact, the capture requirements were 90% for the Newmark
plume, 85% for the Muscoy intermediate plume, and 80% for the Muscoy shallow plume. At the
present time, the performance of the remedies in place results in 100% capture of all three

AAAAA 1~

Response to Comment 4:

It is not clear to where the commenter is referencing since page 4.7-25 or the preceding or subsequent
pages do not include the statement that the “capture requirement for the Newmark plume is 80%.” There
is however, a statement that “The Newmark and Muscoy Operable Units Statement of Work specifies a
minimum particle recovery of 85% for the Newmark Plume Front extraction well network and the
Muscoy Plume Front extraction well network when these extraction wells are set equivalent to or above
the design extraction rates.” Language shall be added to this section of the Final SEIR/EIS to note that the
current remedies in place result in 100% capture of all three contaminant plumes and that the Newmark
Groundwater Site has an Institutional Control in place as follows:

Page 4.7-4 will be changed in the Final SEIR/EIS:

Newmark Plume and Muscoy Plume: The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
has identified and designated two plumes within the identified “Newmark Groundwater
Contamination” site, which consists of area-wide groundwater contamination underlying portions
of the city of San Bernardino. The two groundwater plumes border Shandin Hills. On the east
side of the site, a contaminated groundwater plume extends for 5 miles and is referred to as the
Newmark Plume area. On the west side of Shandin Hills is a 4-mile long contaminated
groundwater plume known as the Muscoy Plume area. Although the suspected disposal may have
occurred as early as the 1940s, the problem was not discovered until a water supply monitoring
program was instituted in 1980. The contaminated groundwater contains volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) including TCE and PCE. (EPA) Treatment plants are operating to remove
VOC contamination. A total of thirteen extraction wells produce on average approximately
26,000 AFY, which is treated at the four treatment plants. (SAWPA, pp. 179-180) At the present

! Cooperative Agreement to Protect Water Quality and Encourage the Conjunctive Uses of Imported Water in the Santa Ana
River Basin, January 18, 2008. (Available at WMWD.)
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time, the performance of the remedies in place results in 100% capture of the contaminants from
all three contaminated plumes. The Newmark Groundwater Site has an Institutional control in
place to require that all new wells or new operating conditions go through a permitting process to
prove that the existing EPA remedies would not be affected.®

Page 4.7-25 will be changed in the Final SEIR/EIS:

... The Newmark and Muscoy Operable Units Statement of Work specifies a minimum particle
recovery of 85% for the Newmark Plume Front extraction well network and the Muscoy Plume
Front extraction well network when these extraction wells are set equivalent to or above the
design extraction rates. Results of the particle tracking from the Newmark and Muscoy Plumes
show that the RCF Conjunctive Use project would not impact the contamination plumes. At the
present time, the performance of the remedies in place results in 100% capture of the
contaminants from all three contaminated plumes. The Newmark Groundwater Site has an
Institutional control in place to require that all new wells or new operating conditions go through
a permitting process to prove that the existing EPA remedies would not be affected.’

Comment 5:
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aquifer tavl;revent adverse effects.

Recommendations:
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Conjunctive Use Policy.! If applicable, include information regarding conjunctive use in
the Chino Basin, and whether the Chino Basin is also in need of a Conjunctive Use
regional groundwater requirements that may apply to the proposed project, such as an

aquifer recharge obligation to leave a percentage of replenished water in the aquifer, and
raw water treatment requirements.

8 United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX, comment letter regarding Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project, Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, California
(CEQ #20110017), April 5, 2011.

® United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX, comment letter regarding Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project, Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, California
(CEQ #20110017), April 5, 2011.
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Response to Comment 5:

Both the San Bernardino and Chino Basins are subject to stipulated judgments as described in the Related
Regulations section on pages 4.6-25 through 4.6-27, referred to as the Western Judgment and the Chino
Basin Judgment, respectively. The Western Judgment (and stipulated judgments in general) requires the
maintenance of a safe yield from the San Bernardino Basin. “The Western Judgment provides for a
Watermaster, consisting of a committee composed of two persons appointed by the Court, one hominated
by San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) and one by Western Municipal Water
District (“WMWD”). The Watermaster is charged with the responsibility of administering the Western
Judgment, and all subsequent orders of the Court made pursuant to the Court’s continuing jurisdiction.
The Watermaster is required to file with the Court annual reports which include, among other
information, summaries of extractions by all parties pumping water from the Basin Area, groundwater
level measurements, and an accounting of all credits and obligations in the groundwater basin.” RCF
operation will be accounted for in the annual report. WMWD is also a cooperator in the Cooperative Well
Measuring Program™ which has been collecting and reporting well levels throughout a portion of western
Riverside and San Bernardino counties since 1964, so well level information is also readily available
annually to evaluate with respect to mitigation measure MM GW.L 2.

Mitigation measure MM GWQ 2 describes in detail the management procedures and approach to
monitoring groundwater quality for the Project. See Response to Comment 2, above.

Currently, there is no policy for conjunctive use in the San Bernardino Basin. However, the Watermaster
is conducting a comprehensive review of management policies and procedures with stakeholders, as
identified by the City of Redlands and the City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department in their
comments. WMWD is committed to work with the stakeholders in the Basin by being an active
participant in conjunctive use of the Basin as evidenced by this project. As the General Manager of
WMWD serves as Watermaster with San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District General Manager,
WMWD is keenly aware of and will abide by policies and procedures that come out of the Watermaster
review process.

In the Chino Basin Judgment, the Chino Basin Watermaster was appointed to administer and enforce the
provisions of the Judgment and any subsequent instructions or orders of the Court. Reporting is required
annually. In addition, the Superior Court mandated that the Chino Basin Watermaster develop an
Optimum Basin Management Plan (OBMP). The OBMP, developed in 1998, established primary
management goals to address issues, needs and interests of the water producers in Chino Basin, including
four primary goals: (1) enhance basin water supplies, (2) protect and enhance water quality, (3) enhance
management of the Basin, and (4) equitably finance the OBMP (OBMP). In July 2000, the Watermaster’s
planning process culminated with the adoption of the Peace Agreement and certification of the OBMP
Program EIR (PEIR, SCH#2000041047) that ended over 15 years of litigation within the Chino Basin. In
December 2007, the Peace Il Agreement was approved by the court; its two main features include: the
expansion of the desalter program and the strategic reduction in groundwater storage to achieve hydraulic
control for the Chino Groundwater Basin. A Subsequent EIR (SEIR) was prepared for the Peace Il
Program and was certified on October 6, 2010. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-27) The Chino Groundwater Dry-
Year Yield Program Expansion (DYYP Expansion) is a proposed conjunctive-use program developed by
the Chino Basin Watermaster in association with Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA), MWD, Three
Valleys Municipal Water District (TVMWD), and WMWD to implement Program Elements of the

10 \Water Master Support Services and Western Municipal Water District, Cooperative Well Measuring Program Covering the
Upper Santa Ana Watershed, San Jacinto Watershed and Santa Margarita Watershed Fall 2010, published February 2011; and
phone communication between Cathy Perring of Webb Associates and Mr. Steve Mains of Watermaster Support Services, July
15, 2011.
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OBMP. (Draft SEIR/EIS, beginning p. 4.6-40) Therefore, WMWD is actively involved in conjunctive use
planning efforts in the Chino Basin, as well as the San Bernardino Basin.

Comment 6:

advocates sustainable water supply management, which balances existing water supply with
demand. Water conservation, efficient use, and diversification of water supply sources are key

ecosystem health, and water supply demand. Conjunctive use is but one tool in providing water
management flexibility and water supply reliability.

Recommendations:
The FEIS should describe how the RCF will meet the following sustainable water
management principles:

- .
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be approved only in the context of, and consistent with, efficient and
environmentally protective use of developed supplies.

e Base water quantities for imported SWP water on long-term sustainable supply.
Take into account environmental requirements and potential third-party adverse
effects.

e Properly price the water supply. The water supply — particularly any newly
developed supplies-- should not be under-priced. Cheap water supplies are a

——— a8

LW Suppucs.

To maximize benefits and project flexibility, we recommend Western work with all
interested parties to evaluate and integrate available tools for enhancing water
management flexibility, supply reliability, and water quality. Other tools to consider for
implementation, in conjunction with the RCF, include conservation, appropriate pricing,
irrigation and water use efficiencies, operational flexibilities, market-based incentives,
water acquisition, voluntary temporary or permanent land fallowing, wastewater
reclamation and recycling, and short-term temporary water transfers.

The proposed RCF should be designed to accommodate future shifts in water policy and

consideration of in-stream and other public interest beneficial uses in long-term water
resource planning.

Response to Comments 6:

WMWD understands that the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project is but one tool in its overall water
management strategy and within the larger Santa Ana River watershed as a whole. In fact, the Project was
designed specifically to address key aspects of sustainable water management in conjunction and
cooperation with other projects, programs, and agencies that are designed to meet other aspects. See also
Responses to Comments 1, 2, 5, and 7.
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The purpose of Section 6.6 of the Draft SEIR/EIS is to discuss the Project’s consistency with applicable
regional water plans. In addition to San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s Regional Water
Facilities Master Plan and California’s Colorado River Water Use Plan (California 4.4 Plan), which were
evaluated in the 2005 PEIR, the following plans are key to understanding the Project’s role and
WMWD’s level of involvement in sustainable water management in the region:

e Western Municipal Water District, Updated Integrated Regional Water Management Plan
Report, May 2008. (Available at http://www.wmwd.com/irwmp-weump.htm, accessed July 30,
2009.)

e Upper Santa Ana Water Resources Association, Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated
Regional Water Management Plan, November 2007. (Available at San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District.)

WMWD completed an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) in October 2006. Since
that time, there have been many developments related to regional water planning. These developments
include preparation of a Draft Water Conservation Master Plan for WMWD, release of a Drought
Shortage Allocation Plan by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), judicial
decisions affecting availability of State Water Project (SWP), and the publication of Integrated Regional
Water Management Plans for neighboring regions. Furthermore, in November 2006, California voters
passed Proposition 84, a bond measure specifically addressing Integrated Regional Management Plans. In
response to these events, an update of the IRWMP was completed in May 2008.

The purpose of the IRWMP for the WMWD service area is to continue to address long-range water
guantity, quality, and environmental planning needs within WMWD’s service area. The essence of the
IRWMP is the identification and evaluation of water management strategies that could increase local
water supply, thereby improving water supply reliability. Additionally, the IRWMP addresses local and
regional water quality, environmental, and disadvantaged community issues. The IRWMP also includes
discussion of other regional planning efforts that impact water management within the WMWD service
area as well as compilation of estimates of water demands by member agencies, water supplies (e.g., local
groundwater, recycled water, surface water, and imported water) available to the agencies, and means to
coordinate investments in water management, as appropriate, between agencies.

The objectives of the IRWMP are to prepare a comprehensive document to describe WMWD, its member
agencies and the local and regional water planning issues; identify and evaluate programs on a regional
basis that provide water supply reliability for dry periods as well as short-term MWD outages, address
regional surface water, groundwater quality, and environmental concerns particularly as they intersect
with water supply, and provide operational redundancy especially for MWD outages; and provide an on-
going process with which to evaluate and compare water supply and other water management strategies.

The RCF Project is one of 90 proposals evaluated and included in the IRWMP, each with its own purpose
to address all aspects of a comprehensive sustainable water management strategy. Table 5-2 in the
IRWMP shows that the RCF Project meets the California Water Plan strategy of “Improve Operational
Efficiency and Transfers” as a “conveyance” project; and the “Increase Water Supply” strategy as a
“Conjunctive Management & Groundwater Storage” and “Desalination — Brackish and Seawater” project.
IRWMP Table 5-3 shows that the RCF Project meets the IRWMP objectives of “New Water Supply,”
“Basin Water Quality,” and “Operational Flexibility (potable).”

On a larger level, in 2005, the Upper Santa Ana Water Resources Association (Association) agreed to
develop an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWM Plan) to address major water
management issues for the communities of the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed. The main benefit of
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the plan was the development of a process for managing the San Bernardino Basin Area (BASIN AREA).
A secondary benefit was to identify regional projects and to receive grant funding for these projects. The
plan was developed through the participation of water managers and stakeholders and was finalized in
November 2007.

The IRWM Plan Area (Region) covers 852 square miles, approximately 32 percent of the total Santa Ana
River watershed. The primary purpose of the IRWM Plan is to assist local agencies with developing tools
for optimizing the management and use of the region’s water resources while protecting the groundwater
basins from water quality degradation and the threat of liquefaction. The IRWM Plan sets forth three
principal objectives:

e Water Supply Reliability Improvement,
e Water Quality Protection, and
e Ecosystem Restoration and Environmental Improvement.

which are described in detail in the Draft SEIR/EIS. (Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 6.0-20 to 21)

This regional IRWM Plan identifies and evaluates over 100 projects and the Riverside-Corona Feeder
Project was evaluated and identified as a Tier 1a project that addresses two of the plan’s objectives. Table
5-2 in the IRWM Plan shows that the Riverside-Corona Feeder project meets the IRWM Plan objective of
“Water Supply Reliability” as a primary objective and meets the IRWM Plan objective subset of “Surface
Water and Groundwater Management” as a secondary objective. Additionally, the RCF Project was
identified as supporting “conveyance and intertie,” and water supply strategies. By being included in this
overall regional approach to water management, the RCF Project supports the whole and allows other
projects to focus on ecosystem health, conservation, water recycling, or demand management.

To manage demand, WMWD has instituted water conservation and pricing strategies with its customers.
They include the WMWD’s Water Use Efficiency Master Plan, November 2008 (Master Plan), which
addresses conservation through sustained outreach to customers, ordinances, and programs such as:

o Selective Efficiency Evaluation Program (free water audits)

e Large Landscape WBIC Direct Installation Program (free smart controllers installed for
residences greater than 1 acre)

e Smart Watering Free WBIC Distribution Program (free smart controllers provided)

e Turf Replacement Program

e Multi-family & Hotel/Motel Toilet Installation Program

e Regional Landscape Design Support Program

e Wiser Start Program (free site evaluation and free product & installation of conservation
measures for single-family residences)

e  Multi-family Sub Metering Pilot Program (install submeters to promote conservation)

e Commercial Drip Irrigation Incentive Program

e Restaurant Pilot Program

e Beauty Shop Pilot Program

WMWD also actively promotes and participates in five water conservation programs sponsored by the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). As a result of the Master Plan, WMWD has
added staff to implement and administer its conservation efforts.
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Water conservation ordinances can also be powerful tools to achieve passive water efficiency. WMWD is
developing a “no water waste” ordinance modeled after MWD’s which it will implement with its retail
customers and encourage its wholesale customers to adopt. WMWD has developed a model landscape
ordinance and the County of Riverside has adopted such water conservation ordinance (Ord. 879) based
in part on WMWD’s work. WMWD s also working on a new construction ordinance that will address
such things as upgraded plumbing fixtures, dedicated irrigation meters, and required use of recycled
water. (Master Plan, p. 26)

WMWD works with its customers to implement proper pricing for the water supply. It provides
supplemental water to the cities of Corona, Norco, a portion of Murrieta and Riverside, and the water
agencies of Box Springs Mutual, Eagle Valley Mutual, Elsinore Valley, Lee Lake, and Rancho California.
WMWD serves customers in the unincorporated areas of El Sobrante, Eagle Valley, Temescal Creek,
Woodcrest, Lake Mathews, and March Air Reserve Base. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 2.0-1) WMWD adopted
Ordinance 371, Drought Allocation Plan (DAP), on September 3, 2008, in response to MWD’s 1999
Water Surplus and Drought Allocation Plan (“WSDM Plan”). In addition to addressing the guiding
principle of the WSDM Plan, which is to encourage storage of water during periods and surplus to
minimize the impacts of water shortages on retail consumers and the economy during periods of shortage,
the DAP sets a tiered penalty rate schedule for its wholesale customers to provide a significant incentive
to stay within an agency’s allocation of imported water and to cover any penalties that WMWD has to pay
to MWD.

WMWD’s customers are also following suit by establishing water budgets and tiered pricing. For
example, in February 2010, the Corona City Council approved Ordinance 3025 to establish tiered water
rates and water budgets for Corona Department of Water & Power customers. The new Tiered Water
Rates and Water Budgets went into effect in April 2010. Tiered rates and water budgets are effective at
promoting efficient water use and resource conservation. They provide enough water for typical but
efficient water use indoors and outdoors. Tiered rates also provide a means to charge fair rates based on
how water is being used. Inefficient water users will pay a higher cost for water than efficient water
users.’ The Norco City Council adopted an increase in the water and sewer rates Wednesday, March 16,
2011, citing expenses that are outstripping income. The increases are needed, a City staff report said, to
pay for higher costs to import water, maintain the water and sewer systems, comply with water-quality
standards, pay off debt, and reimburse the general fund for overhead expenses.”> WMWD is in the process
of implementing proposed water budgeted tiered rate structures for its retail customers in Riverside,
Murrieta, and elsewhere. The Murrieta rates will take effect October 1, 2011, while the WMWD Board is
still considering the rates for Riverside."

Thus, based on its own water management strategies; consistency with and inclusion in regional plans for
sustainable water resource management; and its ongoing development of programs, policies, ordinances
and pricing to reduce demand and conserve water, WMWD and its development of the RCF Project will
conserve and efficiently use water to the benefit of long-term water resource planning.

1 hitp://www.ci.corona.ca.us/City-Departments/Department-of-Water--Power/Tiered-Rate-and-Water-Budgets.aspx#Background
12 hitp:/iwww.pe.com/localnews/corona/stories/PE_News_Local D_wrates17.275e3af.html
13 hitp://mww.wmwdrates.com/murrieta-residential.htm
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Comment 7:

Describe benefits and effects of water transfers between local water agencies and groundwater
basins. The Preferred Alternative includes connections with other local water districts’
distribution systems. These connections would facilitate the transportation of water from one
water agency to another and one groundwater basin to another basin (p. 1.0-2).

Recommendation:

The FEIS should describe and evaluate the potential benefits and effects of water
transfers between local water agencies and groundwater basins.

Response to Comment 7:

“A water transfer is defined in the Water Code as a temporary or long-term change in the point of
diversion, place of use, or purpose of use due to a transfer or exchange of water or water rights. Many
transfers, such as those among contractors of the SWPPP, do not fit this definition. A more general
definition is that water transfers are a voluntary change in the way water is usually distributed among
water users in response to water scarcity. Transfers can be from one party with extra water in one year to
another, who is water-short that year.”14 This is a basic premise of the inter-basin water transfers
proposed by the Project.

As stated on the Department of Water Resources webpage, “The California Water Plan provides a
framework for water managers, legislators, and the public to consider options and make decisions
regarding California’s water future. The Plan, which is updated every five years, presents basic data and
information on California’s water resources including water supply evaluations and assessments of
agricultural, urban, and environmental water uses to quantify the gap between water supplies and uses.
The Plan also identifies and evaluates existing and proposed statewide demand management and water
supply augmentation programs and projects to address the state’s water needs.” The Water Plan identifies
the general benefits of water transfers, such as those that will result from the Project. “In practice, many
water transfers become a form of flexible system reoperation linked to many other water management
strategies including surface water and groundwater storage, conjunctive management, conveyance
efficiency, water use efficiency, water quality improvements . . . These linkages often result in increased
beneficial use and reuse of water overall and are among the most valuable aspects of water transfers.
Transfers 1651|SO provide a flexible approach to distributing available supplies for environmental
purposes.”

With the construction of the Riverside-Corona Feeder facilities, it is WMWD’s primary intent to provide
such a “flexible system” as a part of the overall water management strategies for the San Bernardino and
Chino Basins. The Project provides the connections needed to facilitate more flexibility in the overall
system of water movement in western Riverside and San Bernardino counties. For example, the Bunker
Hill Pressure Zone is also referred to as the Area of Historic High Groundwater (AHHG), because water
levels have routinely been within 10 feet of land surface. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-3) This area is also
immediately adjacent to the San Jacinto Fault and within a few miles of the San Andreas Fault; therefore,
this urbanized area is highly susceptible to liquefaction. One benefit the Project may have is to alleviate
dangerously high groundwater levels in urban areas of the Basin by providing pumping, treatment and
distribution facilities to move water outside the Basin.

14 Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority, One Water One Watershed, 2009 Santa Ana Integrated Watershed Plan, An
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan Moving Toward Sustainability, 2009. (Available at SAWPA)
15 california Department of Water Resources, California Water Plan, Update 2009, p. 7-6.
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The other aspect of the Project is water banking of SWP water in the San Bernardino Basin when surplus
SWP supplies are available for later extraction when supply is scarce. Because WMWD’s service area
does not include the San Bernardino Basin, this necessitates the movement of this previously-stored water
from the Basin for use by WMWD customers in other basin areas. In dry periods when SWP water is
needed to serve other beneficial uses in other parts of the state (e.g., environmental benefits in the
Sacramento Delta or irrigation for crops which could avoid economic effects), producing previously-
stored water will allow WMWD to reduce its demand for imported water.

Also see Responses to Comments 2, 3 and 4 for discussion of water quality effects of the Project.

Comment 8:

RCF will not induce growth because it would not directly increase population or economic
growth. The DEIS implies that Western is responding to projected growth within its service area
(p. 7.0-2). However, no evaluation or data are provided to demonstrate that the project would not
remove obstacles to growth or provide water service to areas not previously served. We note that
the Western Replenishment and Extraction Agreement with the San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) states that Western, at its option, may assign and transfer

right shall be in addition to any right that such producer may hold, and shall not be constrained
by the injunctive provisions of the Judgment in the Western case (Western Judgment)(See p. 6 of
Western Replenishment and Extraction Agreement with SBVMWD for the RCF project,
Appendix D).

Recommendation:
The FEIS should include a more rigorous evaluation of growth inducing impacts. We
recommend including a detailed evaluation and data dcmons,-_uating that the RCF_ pmject

served.

Response to Comment 8:

Growth inducing impacts are discussed in Section 7.2 of the Draft SEIR/EIS and consist of a summary of
the 2005 PEIR discussion, which is incorporated by reference, because it is still valid. The Draft
SEIR/EIS does not conclude that the RCF will not induce growth. It concludes, “This proposed project is
not required for any specific development proposal or even a particular level of development in any given
area. Growth is projected to occur throughout the region with or without this project. WMWD looks at
local agency projections for growth when formulating its long-term plans, which include the reliability
provided by this project.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 7.0-3) The discussion states “such a water storage,
conveyance, and distribution project may have the potential to remove obstacles to growth” so there is no
need to demonstrate that the Project would never indirectly do this.

In addition, the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project pipelines will have no direct retail connections; it will
serve wheeling needs among potable water service providers and wholesale customers only through turn-
outs in the pipelines. Each agency the Project serves currently provides service to particular geographic
area. No new water purveyors will be able to operate in a new area because of this project. “Western
[WMWD] provides supplemental water to the cities of Corona, Norco, a portion of Murrieta and
Riverside and the water agencies of Box Springs Mutual, Eagle Valley Mutual, Elsinore Valley, Lee
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Lake, and Rancho California. WMWD serves customers in the unincorporated areas of El Sobrante, Eagle
Valley, Temescal Creek, Woodcrest, Lake Mathews, and March Air Reserve Base. An interconnected
water distribution network and a reliable water supply are critical to serve the needs and meet the
demands of these water customers.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 2.0-1)

“Actual growth is approved at the local level where land use policies and decisions are made by local
elected and appointed officials. In an area where growth occurs, such environmental factors are
considered within the framework of local land use and regulatory decisions. Future development in any
jurisdiction is influenced by many factors, only one of which is the reliability of the water supply. Other
factors include such things as General Plan policies and zoning ordinances; the availability of community
services and infrastructure, such as sewers, streets and libraries; employment opportunities; and
maintenance costs.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 7.0-2) No new significant effects or information not previously
addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

STATE AGENCIES
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Response to the
State Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Letter Dated January 26, 2011

Comment 1:

We have completed our review for the noted project which is mostly located within street right-
of-way in the Jurupa area of unincorporated Riverside County, portions of San Bernardino
County, and cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Rialto, Riverside, and Corona. The project
facilities will also run northeast to southwest and generally parallel to Interstate 215 (1-215) and

State Route 91 (SR-91).

As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. As the responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it
is also our responsibility to make recommendations to offset associated impacts with the
proposed project. Although the project is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside due to
the Project’s potential impact to State facilities it is also subject to the policies and regulations
that govern the SHS.

Response to Comment 1:

The above description of the Project is generally correct, however, it is hereby noted that a small portion
of the Project is located within street rights-of-way in the city of Redlands, and the large portion of the
Project identified above as being within “the Jurupa area of unincorporated Riverside County,” is now
located within the new city of Jurupa Valley (incorporated July 1, 2011). Until such time as the City of
Jurupa Valley makes changes, it has adopted and is operating under the regulatory framework and
General Plan of the County of Riverside, as evaluated in the Draft SEIR/EIS for this Project.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is identified as a Responsible Agency in the Draft
SEIR/EIS. Encroachment permits are identified as needed for this Project for crossing of State Route 60,
Highway 91, and Interstate 10. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 2.0-10) For clarification, the Project will be built
within the variety of jurisdictions identified above, not just the city of Riverside, and Western Municipal
Water District is the proponent of the Project. No new significant impacts or information not previously
addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 2:

We do not anticipate this project will generate any additional traffic to the SHS. However, due to this
project any activities before, during, or construction within, under, or over the State Highway Right of
Way, an Encroachment Permit is required.

Permit Reguirements:

1. Any proposed alterations to existing improvements within State right-of-way may only be performed
upon issuance of a valid encroachment permit and must conform to current Caltrans design standards
and construction practices.

!\-.r

Review and approval of strect, grading and drainage construction plans will be necessary prior to
permit issuagce, Information regarding permit application and submittal requirements may be
obtained by contacting:

Office of Encroachment Permits
Department of Transportation
464 West 4" Street, 6™ Floor, MS-619
San Bermmardino, CA 92401-1400
(909) 383-4526

Response to Comment 2:

See Response to Comment 1, above. A Caltrans Water Pollution Control Plan (“WPCP”) will also be
submitted as part of the permit process.

As stated on page 4.12-40 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, mitigation measure MM Trans 13 requires
encroachment permits from applicable governing agencies prior to commencement of any construction of
the pipeline within their jurisdictional rights-of-way. Standard information included in these permits will
also address issues associated with short-term traffic impacts. These governing agencies include, but may
not be limited to, City of San Bernardino, Caltrans, City of Colton, City of Jurupa Valley, County of San
Bernardino, City of Rialto, City of Riverside, City of Redlands, the Gage Canal Company, and City of
Corona. Therefore, encroachment permits will be obtained and no further analysis is required.

Comment 3:
We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments concerning this project. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Joe Shaer at (909) 383-6908 or myself at (909) 383-

4557 for assistance.

Response to Comment 3:

Comment noted. No further response is required.
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Response to the
State Department of Water Resources
Letter Dated February 28, 2011

Comment 1:

i r
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DWR's California Aqueduct, SAPL Right of Way, it will require an Encroachment Permit
from DWR prior to the start of construction. Information on obtaining an encroachment
permit from DWR can be viewed at:

hitp:/Awww doe.water.ca.gov/Services/Real Estate/Encroach Rellindex.cim

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted and to clarify, only 12,000 linear feet (approximately 2.3 miles) of the approximate 28
miles of pipeline will require pipes up to 78 inches in diameter, not the “majority of work.”

As stated on page 4.12-40 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, mitigation measure MM Trans 13 requires
encroachment permits from applicable governing agencies prior to commencement of any construction of
the pipeline within their jurisdictional rights-of-way. This will require WMWD to garner a permit from
DWR, however, to assure that this is not overlooked, DWR will be added to the list of Responsible
Agencies for this Project under CEQA and page 2.0-12 of the Annotated Draft SEIR/EIS will be modified
to include the following:

e California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
a) DWR will require coordination and encroachment permit for the crossing of its
California Aqueduct, Santa Ana Pipeline near Fairway Drive in the city of Colton.
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Comment 2:

1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-1
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 2:

The above contact will be added to the list of commenting agencies and the distribution list for future
information related to this CEQA/NEPA process and the Project’s implementation.
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Response to the
State Department of Toxic Substances Control
Letter Dated March 3, 2011

Comment 1:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitied
Notice of Availability of the Environmental Impact Report for the above-mentioned

project. The following project description is stated In your document. “The Riverside-
Marana Faadar IBMF nralast lncludee a lama canacity 28.mila lann water ninaline

I"'I'l'.lgl’Hl’ll =TT TR LEn Illll.ilﬂl.i-l HI;I"..H..I'II. ||r'|;|n.j NS IViay 10, LW 1 sl wdrig
deliver water from the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin (herein "Basin Area” aka
*Bunker Hill") and Chino groundwater basin (herein "Chino Basin®). Imported water
supplies would be recharged into the Bunker Hill Basin area for later use, taking

- e - - — -

under the Optimum Basin Management Plan from desalled facilities. The purpose of the
RCEF is to increase firm water supplies, to improve water quality, and to reduce waler
costs. The project proposes to manage the groundwater levels through the construction
of groundwater wells and pumps to deliver the groundwater supply to waler users. The

water supply through the managed storage and distribution of excess imported water
and reduce possible water shoriages during dry years".

Response to Comment 1:

This is a correct characterization of the proposed Project.
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Comment 2:

1) If it is determined that hazardous wasles are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be
generated, the facility should also oblain a United States Environmental Protection
Agency Identification Number by contacting (800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous
waste treatment processes or hazardous materials, handling, storage or uses may
require authorization from the local Cerlified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).
Information about the requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacling
your local CUPA

Response to Comment 2:

The proposed Project is a water pipeline; operations of the pipeline, pump stations, reservoir, and wells
will not generate hazardous waste. In an unforeseeable accident or upset situation, where a pipe would
break, no hazardous substances would be released, only water.

The Draft SEIR/EIS states that, “Potential impacts related to: 1) the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials; 2) reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment; 3) the impairment of implementation of or physical
interference with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan; 4) hazardous emissions or the
handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school “were all found to be less than significant in the NOP prepared for this
Project (Appendix A)” because no hazardous materials that are unregulated or of such quantities as to
pose an environmental risk will be used for Project construction. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.8-1, paragraph 1)

Additionally, with respect to the construction of the Project encountering previously unknown hazardous
materials, mitigation measures MM Haz 5 and 5a are included in the Draft SEIR/EIS. To ensure that any
agency, such as the new city of Jurupa Valley, which may need assistance with environmental cleanup
oversight, are aware of the assistance DTSC can provide, MM Haz 5 and 5a will be modified in the
Annotated Draft SEIR/EIS as follows:

“MM Haz 5: All environmental investigation and/or remediation shall be conducted under
a work plan approved by jurisdictional regulatory agencies overseeing hazardous waste
cleanups. For the cities of Corona and Riverside, the local agencies are City of Corona Fire
Department and City of Riverside Fire Department. For the cities of San Bernardino,
Colton, and Grand Terrace, the enforcement agency is the County of San Bernardino
Department of Environmental Health Services. In the unincorporated Riverside County, the

Albert A. Associates 2-34



Western Municipal Water District Section 2
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments

Department of Environmental Health administers a program for the purpose of monitoring
establishments where hazardous waste is generated, stored, handled, disposed, treated, or
recycled, and to regulate by the issuance of permits, the activities of establishments where
hazardous waste is generated. For any jurisdiction that may not be or have access to a
responsible party for this purpose, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
shall be used to provide oversight.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.8-25)

“MM Haz 5a: All environmental investigation and/or remediation shall be conducted
under a Work Plan approved by jurisdictional regulatory agencies overseeing hazardous
waste cleanups. For the city of Redlands, the local agency is City of Redlands Fire
Department. For the city of Rialto and county of San Bernardino, the enforcement agency
is the County of San Bernardino Fire Department, Hazardous Materials Division. For any
jurisdiction that may not be or have access to a responsible party for this purpose, the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control shall be used to provide oversight.”
(Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.8-26)

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Albert A. RAUE33] Associates 2-35



Western Municipal Water District Section 2
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments

Response to the
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Letter Dated March 8, 2011

Comment 1:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Document to selected state agencies for review,
On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies

that reviewed vour document. The review period closed on March 7, 2011, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State -
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse mumber in future
gorrespondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note thet Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation,™

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or ¢larification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process. '

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted. No further response is required.
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Response to the
California Department of Fish and Game
Letter Dated March 3, 2011

Comment 1:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to

comment on the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside-Corona Feeder
The Department is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources [Fish and
Game Code sections 711.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines (CEQA) section 15386] and as a Responsible Agency regarding any
discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines section 15381), such as a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (Section 1800 et seq.) or a California Endangered Species Incidental
Take Permit (Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

For this project the Department will be acting as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. As per
Section 15096 of the California Environmental Quality Act statute, as a Responsible Agency
the Department is obligated to focus its comments on any shortcomings in the CEQA
document, the appropriateness of the CEQA document utilized, and additional alternatives
or mitigation measures which the CEQA document should include.

The site is located in the County of Riverside and County of San Bernardino, in the cities of
San Bernardino, Colton, and City of Riverside.

The 28-mile long water pipeline would collect water from the San Bernardino basin area and
the Chino Basin. Imported water would be recharged into the Basin area. The project
components are the 78 inch pipeline, 20 new or existing groundwater wells, groundwater
treatment facilities, water storage, pumping facilities and recharge basins. The system is
designed to deliver a maximum of 40,000 acre-feet per year, although deliveries are
expected to be between 6,000 and 8,000 acre-feet per year.

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted. The Draft SEIR/EIS identifies the Department as both a Trustee and Responsible
Agency. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 2.0-10) The project is generally correctly described; however, portions are
also proposed to be located within the cities of Redlands and Rialto. In addition, the project is also located
within the newly incorporated city of Jurupa Valley.

Comment 2:

MSHCP
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that plan. The MSHCP is a Natural Communities Conservation Plan that prwides coverage
for 146 species and up to 510,000 acres. Participants in the MSHCP are issued take
authorization for covered species and do not require Federal or State Endangered Spemga
Act Permits. The plan also has requirements for species with additional suweyfconseruatmn
requirements. These include fourteen (14) Narrow Endemic Plant Species, th}rteen {13}1
Criteria Area Plant Species, seven (7) animals with specific survey area requirements, six
(8) species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pool habitats, and an
additional 28 species deemed not yet adequately conserved.
The project alignment goes through the Jurupa Area Plan of the MSHCP, specifically Critera
Area Cell Numbers 22, 55, and 617. Portions of the project also occur within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, as well as the survey area for the western burrowing
owl.

Response to Comment 2:

Comment noted. The portion of the Project which is located within the MSHCP boundary is the portion
located within Riverside County.

Comment 3:

The DEIR should specify whether the project will obtain take in Riversid_e Cou_nty thrqugh
the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan as a Participating Special Entity or will
need to obtain take through a CESA permit.

Should the applicant choose not to process the development project through the_ MSHCP
for covered species, then the project is subject to the Federal Endangered Species Act
and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) for threatened and endange_red
species. A CESA Permit must be obtained if the project has the potential'to result in “take”
of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over the
life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve, protect, enhance, and restore
State-listed threatened or endangered species and their habitats. The Department’s
CESA Incidental Take Permit state that a project must fully minimize and mitigate impacts
to State-listed resources.

Response to Comment 3:

Western Municipal Water District (“WMWD”) as Lead Agency has decided to participate in the MSHCP
to mitigate for impacts to sensitive biological resources for those portions of the project that are located
within Riverside County. Within Riverside County, “impacts to protected species covered by the MSHCP
would be mitigated through compliance with the MSHCP.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.3-26 paragraph 8)
WMWD met with the Resource Conservation Authority (RCA) to discuss what would be required to
become a Participating Special Entity (PSE) for this Project. A PSE application form has been submitted
to the RCA for this project. Additional focused surveys have been completed in order to meet the survey
requirements of Section 6.3 of the MSHCP. All of the requirements of a PSE will be met prior to the
commencement of construction.

As outlined in Section 11.8 of the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP:
11.8 Participating Special Entity

11.8.1 Take Authorization for Participating Special Entities. Any public facility provider,
such as a utility company or a public district, including, but not limited to, a school, water, or
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irrigation district, that operates facilities and/or owns land within the Plan Area (“Participating
Special Entity”) may request Take Authorization for its activities pursuant to the Permits. As set
forth below, such activities must comply with all of the terms and requirements of the Permits,
the MSHCP and this Agreement.

11.8.2 Grant of Take Authorization to Participating Special Entity. The RCA may grant Take
Authorization to a Participating Special Entity for its activities upon compliance with this section.
The Participating Special Entity shall submit a complete application for the proposed activity to
the RCA containing a detailed description of the proposed activity, a map indicating the location
of the proposed activity, an analysis of its potential impacts to Covered Species and their habitats
and the MSHCP Conservation Area, and the results of survey and mapping as required pursuant
to Section 6.3 of the MSHCP.

Within thirty (30) days of receipt of the complete application, RCA and the Wildlife Agency staff
shall review the application. If RCA staff, with the concurrence of the Wildlife Agencies finds
that the proposed activity complies with all terms and requirements of the MSHCP, the Permits
and this Agreement, is designed and implemented consistent with applicable Criteria if within the
Criteria Area and does not compromise the viability of the Permits or the MSHCP Conservation
Area, the RCA shall issue a Certificate of Inclusion upon completion or fulfillment of all
appropriate requirements as set forth below and shall be deemed a Covered Activity. In the event
the proposed activity crosses the MSHCP Conservation Area, RCA staff must make a finding
supported by adequate evidence that the activity will result in a biologically equivalent or
superior alternative to the MSHCP Conservation Area prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Inclusion. The Certificate of Inclusion shall depict on an attached map the lands by parcel
number, acreage and owner to which the proposed Take Authorization(s) would apply. In the
event that the proposed does not comply with the terms and requirements of the Permits, the
MSHCP and this Agreement, and/or compromises the viability of the MSHCP Conservation
Area, RCA and Wildlife Agency staff shall meet with Participating Special Entity representatives
to attempt to reach a mutually agreeable solution.

11.8.3 Requirements for Participating Special Entities. In addition to the requirements set
forth in MSHCP Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, 6.3.2, Participating Special Entities shall also
contribute to Plan implementation through payment of a fee based upon the type of proposed
activity, which shall be applicable to all activities in the Plan Area. For regional utility projects
that will be constructed to serve Development, such as major trunk lines, Participating Special
entities shall pay a fee in the amount of 5% of total capital costs or take such other actions as may
be agreed to by RCA and the Wildlife Agencies. For such activities that will result in only
temporary impacts and disturbance, Participating Special Entities shall pay a fee in the amount of
3% of total capital costs or other appropriate measures as may be agreed to by the RCA and the
Wildlife Agencies. Public district or agency project that will be constructed to serve
Development, such as new schools and treatment plants, inside the Criteria Area shall be
designed and implemented pursuant to the Criteria as described in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP and
all other requirements of the MSHCP, including payment of Local Development Mitigation fees
as adopted for commercial and industrial Development. For such activities outside of the Criteria
Area, contribution will consist for payment of Local Development Mitigation Fees as adopted for
commercial and industrial Development Mitigation Fees as adopted for commercial and industrial
Development. All fees shall be either collected by, or submitted to, the RCA. All obligations must
be satisfied prior to impacts to Covered Species and their habitats.
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Therefore, Take Authorization for project impacts to plant and animals in Riverside County and listed
under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
and covered by the MSHCP, will be obtained by compliance with the MSHCP as a PSE.

The commenter incorrectly states that, “should the applicant choose not to process the development
project through the MSHCP for covered species, then the project is subject to the Federal Endangered
Species Act and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) for threatened and endangered
species.” To clarify, the project is required to comply with the ESA or the CESA regardless of
participation in the MSHCP. If a project will require the issuance of “take authorization” from the
USFWS and/or CDFG it can be obtained from the RCA through compliance with the MSHCP as a PSE
or through Section 7 Consultation with USFWS and/or a CESA Incidental Take Permit (CESA ITP), or
the CDFG can adopt the USFWS biological opinion under a Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1
consistency determination.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 4:

San Bemardino County does not have an approved multi-species plan and therefora any
take of State-listed endangered or threatened species requires a California Endangered
Species Act Incidental Take Permit (CESA ITP). Any take of a fedarally-listed gndangerau
or threatened species requires compliance with the Federal Endangerad Spacies Act

Response to Comment 4:

The parts of the Project to be built in San Bernardino County consist of up to five (5) wells and the
Central Feeder Connection located in unincorporated San Bernardino County and City of Redlands, and
the Northern Reach portion of the Project (which traverses portions of the cities of Rialto, Colton, and
San Bernardino). For these areas that are not covered by the western Riverside County MSHCP,
mitigation measures have been included in Section 4.3 — Biological Resources, on pages 4.3-42 through
4.3-48 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, to address and minimize potential impacts to state- or federally-listed
endangered species. The biological surveys conducted for the Project concluded that the following ESA
and/or CESA listed species have habitat within the Northern Reach and could potentially be impacted by
construction of the project: Delhi sands flower-loving fly (DSF), least Bell’s vireo (LBV), southwestern
willow flycatcher (SWWF), California gnatcatcher (CAGN), and the Santa Ana sucker (SAS). The
SEIR/EIS identifies numerous and specific mitigation measures (MM Bio 1, 3a, 3b, 5, 19, 20a, and 21a)
to reduce potential impacts to these species that may occur in San Bernardino County to less than
significant levels. These mitigation measures outline avoidance measures, if habitat is occupied and
would be affected based on final engineering design, to eliminate potential impacts and the need for
incidental take authorization pursuant to the ESA and CESA. If avoidance measures are infeasible, these
mitigation measures outline the requirement to consult with USFWS for Take Authorization. The
USFWS, as part of consultation, would identify any additional design or construction, restoration, or
compensation measures to reduce potential impacts to listed species to the greatest extent feasible. These
measures may include but are not limited to:

e Timing of construction to avoid nesting season for birds and flight season of DSF (MM Bio 1, 4,
19, and 20a);
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o Noise barrier and monitoring to ensure sensitive areas are not exposed to excessive noise during
construction (MM Bio 3a and 5); and
e Construction setbacks, or buffers, from sensitive areas (MM Bio 4, 19, 20a, and 21a).

As outlined on page 4.3-50 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, implementation of design features and mitigation
measures, the project will result in less than significant impacts to biological resources, including
federally endangered species:

Based on the biological resource evaluations prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates and Brian F.
Smith and Associates (Appendix C), and after the mitigation measures, avoidance, and
minimization approaches identified above are implemented, potential adverse impacts associated
with special-status species; both plant and wildlife, as well as special-status communities/habitats,
will be reduced to a less than significant level.

Of the listed species above that may occur in the Northern Reach in San Bernardino County, only the
least Bell’s vireo and the southwestern willow flycatcher are listed as endangered or threatened under the
CESA. Therefore, if avoidance measures are infeasible as outlined above, consultation with CDFG in
addition to USFWS would be required for appropriate Take Authorizations. The following clarifications
will be made in Section 4.3 Biological Resources discussion (p. 4.3-37) and mitigation measures
applicable to least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher (MM Bio 3a and 4a) in San
Bernardino County.

The least Bell’s vireo is a federally-listed and state endangered species that is known to occur
within the Santa Ana River (Central Reach) and has some potential to occur in association with
southern willow scrub scattered throughout the proposed RCF realignment (Northern Reach). The
majority of potentially suitable habitat is associated with the Santa Ana River crossing. The
Central Reach traverses federally-designated critical habitat at the Santa Ana River. Potential
impacts to least Bell’s vireo will be avoided through design considerations. Jack and bore
construction will be used for pipeline installation across the Santa Ana River. The temporary or
permanent loss of occupied habitat within the Northern Reach would constitute a take of least
Bell’s vireo, and would require authorization from USFWS and CDFG. Any take of least Bell’s
vireo would be expected to be a significant impact prior to mitigation. Compliance with MM Bio
3a and 3b, and MM Bio 5 would reduce potential impacts from the project construction on least
Bell’s vireo to less than significant levels.

The southwestern willow flycatcher is a federally and state-listed endangered species and has
some potential to occur in association with riparian forest scattered throughout the proposed RCF
realignment (Northern Reach). The majority of potentially suitable habitat is associated with the
Santa Ana River crossing (Central Reach). Potential impacts to southwestern willow flycatcher
will be avoided through design considerations. Jack and bore construction will be used for
pipeline installation across the Santa Ana River. The temporary or permanent loss of occupied
habitat within the Northern Reach would constitute a take of southwestern willow flycatcher, and
would require authorization from USFWS and CDFG. Any take of southwestern willow
flycatcher would be expected to be a significant impact prior to mitigation. With compliance with
MM Bio 3a and 3b and MM Bio 5, impacts would be considered less than significant.

MM Bio 3a: Should construction occur during the breeding season for the least Bell’s vireo
(LBV) or southwestern willow flycatcher (SWWF) (March 15 through September 15), protocol-
level surveys shall be conducted prior to construction at the following locations: the Santa Ana
River (Reach A or Central Reach), Spring Brook Wash (Reach B), the riparian vegetation along
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the Mockingbird Canyon alignment (Reach E), potentially suitable habitat in the Northern Reach
(as identified in the Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. 2008 report), and the drainage located south of
the Corona Landfill (Reach H); or presence can be assumed. If surveys document the presence of
LBV and SWWF, impacts to LBV and SWWF would be mitigated below the level of significance
when occupied riparian forest/woodland/scrub is fenced and direct impacts are avoided and
construction within 500 feet of occupied habitat occurs only between September 15" and March
15™ to avoid indirect impacts to nesting LBV. If avoidance is not feasible, a temporary noise
barrier shall be used during construction, at the appropriate location(s), in coordination with
CDFG and the USFWS. The noise barrier shall attenuate noise levels to 60 dBA or less, at the
edge of breeding habitat. If surveys indicate that these species are not present, this measure will
not be required. Additional or alternative measures to avoid or minimize adverse project effects to
LBV and SWWHF, as identified by the USFWS in Section 7 Consultation and CDFG, shall be
implemented. However, if all avoidance measures cannot be implemented such that “take” of
LBV and SWWEF is avoided, Take Authorization from USFWS through Final Biological Opinion
and Incidental Take Statement and from CDFG through issuance of a CESA ITP or compliance
with Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1, will be obtained.

MM Bio 4a: Should construction occur during the breeding season for the coastal California
gnatcatcher (March 15 through September 15), a protocol-level survey shall be conducted prior to
construction at Spring Brook wash (Reach B) and the Northern Reach (within Riverside County as
identified in the Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. 2008 report), in the vicinity of the proposed project;
or presence can be assumed. Focused presence/absence surveys consist of either 1) six surveys
conducted no less than one week apart between March 15 and June 30 or 2) nine surveys
conducted no less than two weeks apart during the remainder of the year. Surveys must be
conducted by a biologist who holds the appropriate Section 10(a)(1)(A) permit. Surveys in which
the species is not detected are considered valid for one year and should be repeated within one year
of work commencing.

If surveys document absence of CAGN no additional avoidance or minimization measures are
required. If surveys document the presence of CAGN impacts to CAGN would be mitigated below
the level of significance when occupied coastal sage scrub is fenced and direct impacts are avoided
and construction within 500 feet of occupied habitat occurs only between September 1 and
February 15 to avoid indirect impacts to nesting CAGN. If avoidance is not feasible, a temporary
noise barrier shall be used during construction, at the appropriate location(s), in coordination with
CDFG and the USFWS. The noise barrier shall attenuate noise levels to 60 dBA or less at the edge
of breeding habitat. Additional or alternative measures to avoid or minimize adverse project
effects to CAGN, as identified by the USFWS in Section 7 Consultation, shall be implemented.
However, if all avoidance measures cannot be implemented such that “take” of LBV and SWWF
is avoided Take Authorization from USFWS through Final Biological Opinion and Incidental
Take Statement and from CDFG through issuance of a CESA ITP or compliance with Fish and
Game Code Section 2080.1 will be obtained.

The conditions of the ESA Take Authorization and CESA ITP, which would include any additional
measures identified by USFWS and/or CDFG to reduce potential impacts to listed species to the greatest
extent feasible, will reduce potential impacts to less than significant. No new significant impacts or
information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by this comment. No further
analysis is required.
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Comment 3:

Recommendations

Per section 15096 of the CEQA statute, as a Responsible Agency the Department is
obligated to focus its comments on any inadequacies of the CEQA document and
additional alternatives or mitigation measures which should be included in the CEQA
document. As a Responsible Agency the Department will be obligated to consult the final
CEQA document to prepare a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement or a quiforqla
Endangered Species Incidental Take Permit. If the final CEQA document fails to identify
and adequately mitigate all of the impacts of the proposed project and any alternatives, the
project proponents will be required to reinitiate the CEQA process at t_hew expense, or fund
another CEQA process under the direction of the Department to ident_lfy and adequately
mitigate all impacts associated with any Department discretionary actions.

The Department recommends that the Lead Agency clarify the issues raised below and
provide a response to these comments in the Final Environmental Impact Report _{Fl_.f1 R) or
subsequent CEQA document. The problem with this project is that the direct and indirect

impacts from construction are not known because this analysis depends upon the timing of
construction (nesting and breeding avoidance), the presence of threatened or endangered
species as determined by future protocol surveys, and the choice of construction
methodology (micro-tunneling or trenching). Therefore, the Department cannot issue a
California Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit or 1600 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement based upon the information contained in this document. For this
reason future CEQA processing will be required by the Department for projects where it has
Responsible Agency authority.

1. Up-to-date biological surveys (within one year), including protocol surveys for listed
species. Surveys should be conducted prior to the commencement of construction;

2. An analysis of direct and indirect, temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive
biological resources (least Bell's vireo, California coastal gnatcatcher, arroyo toad,
Delhi sands flower-loving fly, Santa Ana sucker and southwestern willow
flycatcher);

3. A monitoring and maintenance plan for revegetated or created native habitat
areas,

4. Mitigation measures or project changes to offset the loss of riparian habitat, listed
riparian species and designated species of special concern;

5. A detailed jurisdictional delineation of State Waters to identify and analyze direct,
indirect, temporary and permanent impacts;

6. Submittal of a 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification form for
impacts to State jurisdictional waters;

7. An analysis of impacts to federal critical habitat and potential impacts to federally
listed species;

8. Mitigation for the loss of critical habitat and/or impacts to federally listed species;

9. Submittal of a California Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit if future
protocol surveys find there will be take of these species:;

10. The location and number of new wells and an assessment of potential impacts to
the groundwater basins and native vegetation from these wells.
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Response to Comment 5:

As outlined in Section 2.0, Introduction of the SEIR/EIS, Subsection 2.3.3, Breadth of Environmental
Analysis (p. 2.0-8), portions of the project were examined at the project level and other portions at the
programmatic level:

As discussed above, this SEIR will only contain the information necessary to make the previous
EIR adequate for the revised project. However, the level of analysis provided in this SEIR will
reflect that of both a Project EIR and Programmatic EIR. The Mockingbird Connection of the
proposed project will be examined at the Project level because that portion and Reaches E, F, and
G (already analyzed in a certified EIR) will be constructed in the short term (i.e., construction
could begin within the next two years and is projected to be completed by 2013). Likewise, the
Central Reach and Clay Street Connection of the proposed project will be examined at the Project
level because that portion is expected to be constructed within the next few years. Thus, the
Central Reach, Clay Street Connection, and Mockingbird Connection will be analyzed in detail
such that construction could begin without further environmental analysis. The Central Feeder
Connection, the Northern Reach, and Reach H are expected to begin construction in later phases,
with the Northern Reach approximately ten (10) years or more, and engineering details are not
currently available. Therefore, the Programmatic approach is appropriate for the Central Feeder
Connection, Northern Reach, and Reach H. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 states that a
Program EIR should be prepared when a series of actions that can be characterized as one large
project and are related either: 1) geographically, 2) as logical parts in the chain of contemplated
actions, 3) in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to
govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 4) as individual activities carried out under the
same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental
effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. The Northern Reach and Central Feeder
Connection are related geographically and may be constructed in phases that are logical parts in
the chain of contemplated actions. At the time these facilities are proposed for construction,
further environmental analysis may be required. Reach H was evaluated in the original 2005
Project Alignment PEIR.

Specific direct and indirect impacts are known and were analyzed as part of the SEIR/EIS. For these
portions of the project, the alignment construction timing and impact footprint are known and included in
the analysis. Although not all construction level details of future phases of the project are known at this
time, the sensitive biological resources within the future phase alignments were evaluated and future
potential direct and indirect impacts were analyzed as part of the SEIR/EIS for those portions of the
project that were examined at the Programmatic level. The commenter incorrectly indicates that “impacts
from construction are not known because this analysis depends upon the timing of construction (nesting
and breeding avoidance), the presence of threatened or endangered species as determined by future
protocol surveys, and the choice of construction methodology.” The analysis does not depend on the
timing of construction. Rather, the analysis of impacts was based on the assumption that construction
would be conducted year round and included mitigation measures where construction would not occur
within or adjacent to habitat of sensitive bird species during the nesting and breeding season. For
example, MM Bio 3a identifies the construction timing and set back requirements necessary to avoid
impacts to LBV and SWWF occupied habitat, if construction will occur during the nesting season. The
analysis does not depend on the presence of sensitive species as determined by future protocol surveys.
Rather, the analysis was based on protocol surveys for those portions of the project that were examined at
the Project level, where avoidance is not feasible. For those portions of the project that were evaluated at
the Programmatic level, protocol surveys are required where avoidance is not feasible (MM Bio 4, 14, 15,
16a, 17, 19, 20a and 21a) and additional avoidance and/or minimization procedures (MM Bio 1, 33, 4, 5,

Albert A. BSIBELE] Associates 2-44



Western Municipal Water District Section 2

Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments

18, 19, 20a, and 21a) are identified if species are found to be present in the future. As outlined on page
4.3-33 of the Draft SEIR/EIS (below), the method of construction used across the Santa Ana River and
other sensitive waterways, will include jack and bore underneath the waterways where feasible to avoid
sensitive habitat and species.

Design Considerations/Avoidance

Segments of the proposed RCF Realignment Alternative and Realignment Alternative with
Additional Connections that extend across the Santa Ana River and other watered areas, are
planned to include jack and boring underneath the waterways, where feasible. This would avoid
impacts to the waterways, associated riparian vegetation, and habitat for sensitive species. The La
Sierra Pipeline Connection will be constructed within the existing roadway, therefore, all work—
including staging areas and spoil storage—will occur within the existing roadway. This will avoid
impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat and California gnatcatcher habitat.

However, in the event that the jack and bore construction method across waterways is not feasible, the
Draft EIR-EIS identifies additional mitigation measures that must be implemented if trenching is used for
construction in order to reduce potential impacts to sensitive biological resources to less than significant
levels.

The following responses correspond to the commenter’s numbering in Comment 5:

1. Updated biological surveys were conducted for the portions of the Project evaluated at the project-
specific level within Riverside County in order to meet the requirements of the MSHCP as a PSE. As
outlined above, the other portions of the Project are evaluated programmatically and future surveys
will only be completed if avoidance measures cannot be implemented. If avoidance is possible, there
would be no significant impact and no mitigation would be required.

2. As mentioned above, specific direct and indirect, temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive
biological resources are known and were analyzed as part of the SEIR/EIS. An analysis of potential
impacts to these species is included in the SEIR/EIS, page 4.3-37 for least Bell’s vireo, page 4.3-36
for coastal California gnatcatcher, page 4.3-36 and 37 for Delhi sands flower-loving fly, page 4.3-37
and 38 for Santa Ana sucker, and page 4.3-37 for southwestern willow flycatcher. As outlined in the
Draft EIR-EIS, page 4.3-13 and in Tables 4.3-C1 and C2, Special Status Wildlife Species with On-
site Occurrence Potential, the arroyo toad was not identified in the biological assessment as having
the potential to occur within the proposed Realignment Alternative pipeline and/or the Realignment
Alternative with Added Connections. MM Bio 1 and 2 outline what is required in order to reduce
potential impacts to arroyo toad to less than significant levels for the Reach A crossing of the Santa
Ana River.

3. The SEIR/EIS identified mitigation measures required to reduce potential impacts from the project,
including those to sensitive vegetation, to less than significant levels. MM Bio 9 outlines potential
options, or combinations thereof, for reducing impacts to sensitive vegetation—including riparian
habitat—and including creation and/or restoration of natural communities. This mitigation will be
revised to include a monitoring and maintenance plan for re-vegetated or created native habitat areas
as outlined below:

MM Bio 9: A project-wide 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement prepared in accordance with
CDFG requirements shall be secured by WMWD as the jurisdictional delineation warrants and
shall include mitigation measures that are sufficient to reduce direct and indirect impacts to
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riparian habitat to a level below significant. The Agreement may include some or all of the
following:

¢ Avoid impacts where possible by shifting the project location or construction timing.
e Minimize impacts.

e Remove invasive species.

e Purchase off-site habitat credits.

e Create and/or restore natural communities and prepare a monitoring and maintenance
plan for these areas.

e Avoid sensitive habitats by placing construction staging areas as far away from them as is
feasible.

e Limit construction activity to daylight hours to minimize potential impacts related to
artificial lighting.

o Require the presence of a qualified biological monitor during all construction activities
that are within or near sensitive habitats and areas that have been identified to host the
arroyo toad, least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California
gnatcatcher, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, or San Bernardino kangaroo rat.

4. Mitigation measures MM Bio 1, 2, 3a, 3b, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 21a, 21b outlined in the
SEIR/EIS, specifically relate to offset the loss of riparian habitat, listed riparian species, and
designated species of special concern. As outlined above, the SEIR/EIS identified the design features
included in the project to reduce potential impacts to sensitive habitat, including riparian habitat
associated with the Santa Ana River.

5. The biotechnical report prepared for the Central and Northern Reaches (by Glenn Lukos Associates)
included a Jurisdictional Delineation (Appendix D). The biotechnical reports prepared for the
Mockingbird Connection, La Sierra Pipeline Connection, Clay Street Connection, and Central Feeder
Connection (by Brian F. Smith and Associates) included a Jurisdictional Determination (Appendix D)
and these connections will not affect jurisdictional resources. Reaches E, F, and G were analyzed and
covered under the previously-certified EIR. Reach H was also analyzed and covered under the
previously-certified EIR and was analyzed programmatically due to the long-term timing of
construction. As outlined on pages 4.3-24 and 25 of the SEIR/EIS, a minor unnamed drainage is
located in Reach H south of the Corona Landfill and contains degraded riparian habitat. Mitigation
measures included in the SEIR/EIS reduce impacts to sensitive biological resources, including
jurisdictional drainages, to less than significant levels.

Impacts to riparian habitat are addressed on pages 4.3-38 and 39 of the SEIR/EIS. Jurisdictional
impacts are addressed on pages 4.3-39-40 of the SEIR/EIS. The majority of pipeline alignments and
other facility locations are located in roadways or other disturbed areas and do not contain streambeds
or wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water
Quiality Control Board, or CDFG. As outlined on page 4.3-39, “The proposed RCF realignment
contains approximately 17 acres of southern willow scrub community. As this area is generally
located adjacent to the Santa Ana River, and construction methods in this area shall include boring
and will avoid disturbing sensitive plant communities; therefore, through project design, impacts to
riparian habitat and other sensitive habitat are considered less than significant.” Also, “The proposed
RCF realignment contains approximately 0.8 acre of Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
communities. As this area is generally located adjacent to the Santa Ana River, and construction
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methods in this area shall include boring, impacts through project design are considered less than
significant.”

6. See above Response to Comment 5, item 5 regarding jurisdictional impacts. As outlined on page 4.3-
33 of the Draft SEIR/EIS (below), the method of construction used across the Santa Ana River and
other sensitive waterways will include jack and bore underneath the waterways where feasible to
avoid sensitive habitat and species. Therefore, to the greatest extent feasible, streambed and
jurisdictional drainages are avoided by the project, and if avoided, a 1600 Lake or Streambed
Alteration Agreement is not required to be submitted. An unnamed drainage, that may qualify as
CDFG jurisdiction, is located in Reach H, which is covered programmatically as it is not imminently
scheduled for construction. As the design has not been completed for this reach, the exact location
and project footprint, are also unknown. This information is required to determine the extent of
impacts to disclose in a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration. Therefore, it would not be
appropriate to submit a notification for Reach H at this time. At such time the design has been
completed on which a determination of avoidance or extent of impacts to jurisdictional resources
could be made, WMWD will submit a Notification to CDFG as well as implement mitigation
measures MM Bio 8 and 9.

7. An analysis of impacts to federally-listed species was included in the SEIR/EIS on pages 4.3-33 to 38
and also within the mitigation measures on pages 4.3-42-48. Portions of the project alignment are
located within U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designated Critical Habitat for the SAS and LBV
(Central Reach), CGN (Mockingbird Connection and La Sierra Pipeline Connection), and the DSF
(Northern Reach). As outlined above, crossing of the Santa Ana River along the Central Reach will
be completed using jack and bore construction methods to avoid impacts to the river and Critical
Habitat, and adjacent to the river the pipeline will be installed in the existing roadway. Also as
outlined above, construction of the La Sierra Pipeline will be installed entirely within the existing
roadway to avoid impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat and California gnatcatcher habitat located
adjacent to the roadway. Installation of the Mockingbird Connection and Reservoir will impact
occupied CAGN and SKR and CAGN Critical Habitat. However, Take Authorization will be
obtained from RCA as a PSE and impacts mitigated through compliance with the Plan and payment
of mitigation fees.

The BOR and WMWD met with USFWS for Informal Section 7 Consultation on November 10,
2010. The informal consultation included a discussion of potential project impacts to CAGN, DSF,
SKR, LBV, SWWHF, SAS, and Critical Habitat and the option for WMWD to participate in the
MSHCP as a PSE for the portions of the project in Riverside County. Because the Northern Reach is
a future project analyzed programmatically under the SEIR/EIS, future Section 7 Consultation would
be conducted with USFWS at such time the design has been completed and which a determination of
avoidance or extent of impacts to habitat could be made.

8. As outlined above Response to Comment 5.7, an analysis of impacts to federally-listed species was
included in the SEIR/EIS on pages 4.3-33 through 38 and also within the mitigation measures on
pages 4.3-42-48. The mitigation measures included in the SEIR/EIS include those required to reduce
potential impacts to federally-listed species to less than significant levels. Due to project location and
design, impacts to Critical Habitat are largely avoided. The project will result in impacts to occupied
CAGN habitat and designated CAGN Critical Habitat at the Mockingbird Tank site. Mitigation
measure MM Bio 24 (page 4.3-48 of the SEIR/EIS) outlines mitigation for this impact.

MM Bio 24: Section 7 Consultation with USFWS or participation in the MSHCP as a
Participating Special Entity (PSE), shall be completed for temporary impacts (both direct and
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10.

indirect) from construction activities and permanent impacts from development of the
Mockingbird Tank site on occupied California gnatcatcher habitat. Mitigation for the loss of
occupied habitat will be achieved by acquisition of replacement habitat at a 1:1 ratio, that is
biologically equivalent to the property being disturbed, as agreed upon by USFWS or in
compliance with the MSHCP and payment of MSHCP mitigation fees.

During informal Section 7 Consultation with USFWS, an additional option was identified by USFWS
for mitigation of impacts to the DSF and habitat; harvesting sand and providing to an established
habitat bank for the DSF. Accordingly, mitigation measure MM Bio 20a will be revised as follows:

MM Bio 20a: In San Bernardino County within potentially suitable habitat for Delhi sands
flower-loving fly (DSF) in the Northern Reach of the project alignment (as identified in the Glenn
Lukos Associates, Inc. 2008 report), focused surveys shall be conducted following USFWS
protocol by a qualified biologist who holds the appropriate Section 10(a)(1)(A) permit.
Presence/absence surveys consist of bi-weekly surveys from August 1 to September 20 for a two-
year period within areas of suitable habitat. If surveys document the presence of DSF, impacts to
DSF would be mitigated below the level of significance when occupied habitat is fenced, and
direct impacts are avoided. If avoidance is not feasible, additional measures to avoid or minimize
adverse project effects to DSF and their habitat, as identified by the USFWS in Section 7
Consultation, shall be implemented. The additional measures may include, but not be limited to,
some or all of the following:

1. Avoid impacts where possible by shifting the project location or construction timing.
2. Maintain construction sites in sanitary conditions at all times.

3. Avoid sensitive habitats by placing construction staging areas as far away from them as is
feasible.

4. Place extracted, surplus, suitable Delhi sands in current DSF conservation areas/banks.

Harvest sands and provide to a habitat bank established for the DSF.

WMWD will participate as a PSE in the MSHCP and obtain Take Coverage by RCA for impacts
from the project located within Riverside County. A CESA ITP will not need to be obtained from
CDFG for the project located within Riverside County. For the portion of the project located within
San Bernardino County and not covered under the MSHCP, mitigation measures have been included
on pages 4.3-42 —through 48 of the SEIR/EIS to minimize and address potential impacts to state-
listed and federally-listed endangered species.

As outlined above in Response to Comment 4, of the listed species above, that may occur in the
Northern Reach in San Bernardino County, only the least Bell’s vireo and the southwestern willow
flycatcher are listed as endangered or threatened under the CESA. Suitable habitat for LBV and
SWWEF is located adjacent to the roadway and pipeline alignment. Mitigation measure MM Bio 3a
outlines avoidance measures to be implemented to avoid take of LBV and SWWF and the need to
obtain Take Authorization. However, if all avoidance measures cannot be implemented such that
“take” of LBV and SWWF cannot be avoided, Take Authorization from USFWS in Section 7
Consultation and from CDFG through issuance of a CESA ITP, will be obtained, as identified in the
revised MM Bio 3a.

Regarding the comment on the location and number of new wells, the SEIR/EIR states on page 3.0-
23:
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The Central Feeder Connection consists of approximately 6,350 linear feet of an up to 54-
inch diameter pipeline located in the San Bernardino Avenue right-of-way between Alabama
Street in unincorporated San Bernardino County and Webster Street in the city of Redlands.
(Figure 3.0-8, Central Feeder Connection) Adjacent to the Central Feeder Pipeline are up to
five new proposed 350 HP x 2,200-gallons-per-minute (GPM) groundwater production wells
within the well field identified on Figure 1.0-1 (exact locations not determined) into the San
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s Central Feeder Pipeline; thereby providing
additional means for transporting San Bernardino Groundwater Basin water through regional
pipeline facilities that are connected to the Riverside-Corona Feeder project. These five wells
are included within the 20 total wells associated with the RCF.

As stated above, the Central Feeder portion of the Project is programmatic and engineering details are not
available at this time. No exact well locations are known at this time. However, the well field was
evaluated for biological resources. The vegetation types contained in this area include non-native
grassland, orchard (orange grove), and urban/developed. The well field site does not contain riparian
vegetation or any natural drainage courses. Therefore, the project would not indirectly or adversely affect
native vegetation in this area.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 6:

Biological Resources

General reconnaissance surveys and habitat assessments were conducted on June 9, July
28, and July 30, 2008. Future biological assessments or updates will have to be conducted
and should be timed to coincide with protocol surveys (if required) to avoid time delays and
the need to repeat surveys. Much of the project will be constructed within existing road right-
of-ways.

The biological report breaks the project down into four alignments: northern reach, central
reach, combined alignment, and Monroe Street alignment. On-site habitats include
Riversidean sage scrub, perennial streambed, freshwater marsh, non-native grasslands,
agricultural, orchard, southern willow scrub and mulefat scrub.

The central reach includes 13.1 acres of riparian habitat that has the potential to support
least Bell's vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, and Santa Ana sucker. The northern reach
includes 70 acres of mapped Delhi Sands habitat, potentially containing the Delhi sands
flower-loving fly. The northern reach has 7 acres of coastal sage scrub.
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Twenty-five special-status animal species have the potential to occur along the project
alignment. These include the following federally listed species: coastal California
gnatcatcher, Delhi sands flower-loving fly, least Bell's vireo (also State listed), Santa Ana
sucker and southwestern willow flycatcher (also State listed). Other potential species are:
American badger, arroyo chub, burrowing owl, San Diego horned lizard, golden eagle,
loggerhead shrike, Los Angeles pocket mouse, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse,,
orange-throated whiptail, Santa Ana speckled dace, southern grasshopper mouse,
southwestern pond turtle, two-striped garter snake, western yellow-billed cuckoo, yellow-
breasted chat, white-tailed kite, northern red-diamond rattlesnake, San Diego black-tailed
jackrabbit, and yellow warbler.

The document states that prior to disturbance in DSFL habitat an assessment will be made
as to whether protocol surveys are warranted. Prior to construction within 500 feet of
gnatcatcher habitat protocol surveys will be conducted to determine if gnatcatcher are
present. Construction in least Bell's vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher and arroyo toad
habitat are proposed to occur outside of the nesting/breeding season and the document
states that a habitat mitigation and monitoring program (HMMP) would be developed for
revegetation of habitat. The document also proposes that if the project involves direct
impacts to Santa Ana sucker occur, focused surveys for this species would be required.

Therefore, direct and indirect impacts on these State and Federal endangered or threatened
species will not be known until construction is commenced, at which time consultations with
CDFG or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service will occur. The California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) requires that Impacts to State-listed endangered or threatened species
be minimized or fully mitigated.

Response to Comment 6:

As outlined in Response to Comment 3, WMWD has decided to participate in the MSHCP. Updated
biological surveys have been completed during the appropriate survey periods in 2011 to meet the
requirements of a PSE.

As outlined on pages 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR-EIS, the project area contains the following
vegetation types:

The majority of the project area consists of urban residential and commercial development
with areas of disturbed non-native grasslands, which occur in undeveloped fields or lots. Six
major vegetation types were mapped within the project alignment, including scrub habitats,
freshwater wetland habitats, riparian forest/woodland/scrub habitats, grassland habitats,
residential/urban/exotic cover types, and grove/orchard cover types. These associations are
broken down into sub-associations and outlined in Table 4.3-A, Summary of Vegetation
Types by Alignment.
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Table 4.3-A
Summary of Vegetation Types by Alignment
Monroe Central Clay La Sierra
Vegetation Type Proposed Alternative Feeder Street Mockingbird | Pipeline
Alignment | Alignment | Connection | Connection | Connection | Connection
Disturbed Riversidean
1.7 acres
Sage Scrub
Riversidean Sage Scrub 7.2 acres 32.4 acres 50.1 acres
Open Water 3.6 acres
Freshwater Marsh 0.8 acres
Non-Native Grasslands 147.6 acres 3.0 acres 49.9 acres 12.6 acres 5.1 acres
Residential/Urban/Exotic | 1,039.0 acres | 189.8 acres | 186.2 acres | 55.4 acres 49.3 acres 52.1 acres
Field Croplands 3.0 acres 3.0 acres
Grove/Orchard 3.7 acres 14.9 acres 40.4 acres 84.9 acres
Southern Willow Scrub 17.3 acres 10.2 acres
Mulefat Scrub 0.9 acres
Total 1,223.1 acres | 210.7 acres | 276.5acres | 68.0 acres 166.6 acres 119.2 acres

The listed species that are identified by the commenter with the potential to occur along the project
alignment, is consistent with those species identified in Tables 4.3-C1 and 4.3-C2, Special-Status
Wildlife Species with On-Site Occurrence Potential, including those with a low potential to occur on
site. Those identified add up to twenty-four, not twenty-five.

As outlined above in Response to Comment 5, the Northern Reach and Central Feeder Connection are
evaluated programmatically in the Draft EIR-EIS. Therefore, potential impacts from construction of these
facilities are discussed generally. In the future when the exact location and footprint of facilities is known,
a more specific impact analysis can be completed. Because it may be multiple years before these portions
of the project are completed, updated biological surveys that identify the biological resources within the
area at that time, would be required if potentially suitable habitat for sensitive species could not be
avoided. At the time these facilities are proposed for construction, further environmental analysis may be
required. The Draft EIR-EIS did outline, in mitigation measures MM Bio 19 and 20a, the requirement of
focused protocol surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher (CAGN) and Delhi sands flower-loving fly
(DSF) for portions of the Northern Reach in San Bernardino County within potentially suitable habitat,
and in mitigation measure MM Bio 21a, focused surveys for Santa Ana sucker (SAS) in San Bernardino
County within potentially suitable habitat in the Central and Northern Reach.

Mitigation Measure MM Bio 4a identified the need for focused CAGN surveys with construction outside
of the breeding season at the Spring Brook Wash (Reach B) crossing. Mitigation 4a is required if
WMWD does not participate in the MSHCP as a PSE (MM Bio 4b). However, as WMWD will
participate in the MSHCP as a PSE, MM Bio 4a is not required.

Mitigation Measure MM Bio 3a identified the need for focused LBV and SWWF surveys prior to
construction at the following locations: the Santa Ana River (Reach A or Central Reach), Spring Brook
Wash (Reach B), the riparian vegetation along the Mockingbird Canyon alignment (Reach E), and
potentially suitable habitat in the Northern Reach, if the avoidance requirements identified in the
mitigation measure cannot be implemented. The mitigation measure also allows to assume presence
without completion of surveys, if avoidance requirements are implemented. MM Bio 3a is required for
suitable habitat in Riverside County if WMWD does not participate in the MSHCP as a PSE (MM Bio
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3b). However, as WMWD will participate in the MSHCP as a PSE, MM Bio 3a is not required within
Riverside County.

The commenter incorrectly states that the document [Draft EIR-EIS] states that, “a habitat mitigation and
monitoring program (HMMP) would be developed for re-vegetation of habitat”; this was not included in
the Draft EIR-EIS. However, in Response to Comment 5 (5.3) outlined above, mitigation measure MM
Bio 9 will be revised to include a monitoring and maintenance plan for re-vegetated or created native
habitat areas.

Mitigation measure MM Bio 2 requires a protocol-level survey for arroyo toad at the Santa Ana River
Crossing in Reach A. As outlined in the Draft EIR-EIS page 4.3-42, “Mitigation measure MM Bio 2 is
applicable only to the 2005 Project Alignment crossing of the Santa Ana River (within Reach A), which is
replaced with the new alignment of the Central Reach of the proposed RCF realignment.”

The commenter incorrectly concludes that direct and indirect impacts to state- and federally-endangered
or threatened species will not be known until construction has commenced. As outlined in Response to
Comment 5, above, specific direct and indirect impacts are known and were analyzed as part of the
SEIR/EIS. For these portions of the project, the alignment, construction timing, and impact footprint are
known and included in the analysis. Although not all construction level details of future phases of the
project are know at this time, the sensitive biological resources within the future phase alignments were
evaluated and future potential direct and indirect impacts were analyzed as part of the SEIR/EIS for those
portions of the project that were examined at the Programmatic level. The SEIR/EIS outlines the design
considerations that were incorporated into the project to reduce impacts to sensitive biological resources
(page 4.3-33), as well as numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to sensitive biological
resources to less than significant levels.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 7:

There are several issues that are of concern to the Department. First, if the applicant
chooses not to process the project through the MSHCP (in Riverside County), a CESA ITP
may be required. |f State-listed endangered or threatened species are impacted in San
Bernardino County, a CESA ITP will be required. The criteria defining the requirements for a
CESA ITP are found in Title 14 CCR, Sections 783.4(a) and (b). These require that the take
is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, the impacts of the take are minimized and fully
mitigated, the measures to minimize and fully mitigate impacts are roughly proportional to
the impact on the species, maintain the applicant’s objectives to the greatest degree
possible, and are capable of successful implementation. This section also requires that
adequate funding is provided to implement the mitigation measures and that issuance of an
ITP will not jecpardize the continued existence of a State-listed species.

If these requirements regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species are not
'satisfied prior to approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), then a
subsequent CEQA document must be prepared so that it can be reviewed by the public and
comply with the Department’s duties as a Responsible Agency under CEQA.
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If the project involves the take of a Federal threatened or endangered species the project
applicant will have to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). If
the impacts and mitigation from the Service are not included in the CEQA document, a
subsequent CEQA document will have to be prepared and reviewed by the Department.

Secondly, if the pipeline route adversely impacts Federally-designated Critical Habitat or
habitat for State species of special concern, mitigation must be provided for these as well.

Response to Comment 7:

The majority of the proposed pipeline is located within existing roadways and disturbed areas. Although
“the majority of the project area consists of urban residential and commercial development with areas of
disturbed non-native grassland, which occur in undeveloped fields or lots,” some portions of the proposed
alignment and facility locations span or are located within areas that contain sensitive habitat or where
sensitive species could occur. Avoidance and mitigation measures were incorporated to reduce potential
impacts to sensitive resources to the greatest extent feasible. As outlined in Responses to Comments 3
and 5, above, WMWD will participate in the MSHCP as PSE to obtain “Take Authorization” under the
Plan. The SEIR/EIS includes mitigation measures for future facilities to be constructed in San Bernardino
County. Therefore, a recirculated CEQA document does not need to be prepared. According to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5, the issues raised by CDFG will not require recirculation of the
EIR/EIS.

As outlined in Response to Comment 5, above, the BOR and WMWD met with USFWS for an Informal
Section 7 Consultation on November 10, 2010. The informal consultation included a discussion of
potential project impacts to CAGN, DSF, SKR, LBV, SWWF, SAS, and Critical Habitat and the option
for WMWD to participate in the MSHCP as a PSE for the portions of the project in Riverside County.
During the informal Section 7 Consultation with USFWS, an additional option was identified by USFWS
for mitigation of impacts to the DSF and habitat; and mitigation measure MM Bio 20a will be revised
accordingly. USFWS did not specifically identify additional mitigation measures they wanted
incorporated. The commenter does not provide any additional mitigation measures or recommended edits
to the existing mitigation measures provided in the SEIR/EIS.

As WMWD will participate as a PSE in the MSHCP and obtain Take Coverage by RCA for impacts from
the project located within Riverside County, a CESA ITP will not need to be obtained from CDFG for the
project located within Riverside County. For the portion of the project located within San Bernardino
County and not covered under the MSHCP, mitigation measures have been included on pages 4.3-42
through 48 of the SEIR/EIS to minimize and address potential impacts to state- and federally-listed
endangered species.

As outlined above in Response to Comment 4 of the listed species that may occur in the Northern Reach
in San Bernardino County, only the least Bell’s vireo and the southwestern willow flycatcher are listed as
endangered or threatened under the CESA. Suitable habitat for LBV and SWWF is located adjacent to the
roadway and pipeline alignment. Mitigation measure MM Bio 3a outlines avoidance measures to be
implemented to avoid take of LBV and SWWF and the need to obtain Take Authorization. However, if
all avoidance measures cannot be implemented such that “take” of LBV and SWWF cannot be avoided,
Take Authorization from USFWS in Section 7 Consultation and from CDFG through issuance of a CESA
ITP, will be obtained as identified in the revised MM Bio 3a. Because the Northern Reach is a future
project analyzed programmatically under the SEIR/EIS, only after the design has been completed, can a
determination of avoidance or extent of impacts to habitat be made. If avoidance is not feasible, then
Section 7 Consultation with USFWS would be conducted and an application for a CESA ITP would be
submitted to CDFG.
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No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 8:

Streambed Alteration Agreements and CEQA

The pipeline route crosses the Santa Ana River, Spring Brook Wash and Mockingbird
Canyon. Potential losses of habitats and direct impacts on species were not included in the
document because the applicant is proposing to use micro-tunneling techniques to cross
waterways. However, if this method was is not deemed feasible, the document states that
trenching will have to be done. Trenching would involve direct and indirect impacts to
streambeds, open water and associated riparian vegetation.

The document states that impacts due to micro-tunneling would be minor and temporary,
involving stress, desiccation and potential defoliation effects on riparian vegetation. Direct
and indirect, temporary or permanent impacts to State jurisdictional waters are not identified
in the document.

Boring and jacking activities can result in frac-outs, thereby impacting the creek and its
associated habitat. Frac-outs commonly occur during directional drilling under streams and
in many cases frac-outs have caused harm to sensitive aquatic resources. The Department
agrees impacts would be reduced by boring instead of trenching; however, impacts may still
occur. The Department requires that the document include clean-up procedures in case of
frac-outs during boring.

If the CEQA documents do not fully identify potential impacts to lakes, streams, and
associated resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, funding
sources, a habitat management plan and reporting commitments, additional CEQA
documentation will be required prior to execution (signing) of the Agreement. In order to
avoid delays or repetition of the CEQA process, potential impacts to a stream or lake, as
well as avoidance and mitigation measures need to be discussed within this CEQA
document.

The Department opposes the elimination of drainages, lakes and their associated habitats.
The Department recommends avoiding the stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent
possible. Any unavoidable impacts need to be compensated with the creation and/or
restoration of in-kind habitat either on-site or off-site at a minimum 3:1 replacement-to-
impact ratio, depending on the impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation
requirements through the Department’s Streambed Alteration Agreement process may be
required depending on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed mitigation, project design,
and other factors.
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We recommend submitting a notification early on, since modification of the proposed project
may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To obtain a
Streambed Alteration Agreement notification package, please call (562) 430-7924.

Response to Comment 8:

The current Project Realignment evaluated in the SEIR/EIS does not cross Springbrook Wash, as shown
on Figure 1.0-2, Realignment Alternative with Additional Connections Preferred Alternative.
However, the original 2005 Alignment did cross Springbrook Wash. The proposed project does not
include a new crossing of Mockingbird Canyon. There is existing pipeline underground and within
existing roadways that currently cross Mockingbird Canyon. The proposed Mockingbird Connection
pipeline will tie into the existing pipelines and will not impact Mockingbird Canyon. The pipeline
crossings of the Santa Ana River analyzed in the SEIR/EIS is the crossing along Central Reach alignment,
and was evaluated at the project level.

Trenching activities would involve temporary physical disturbance to the Santa Ana River channel and
removal of existing riparian vegetation within the construction footprint. As outlined in the SEIR/EIS
(page 4.3-25), “Impacts to the riparian community from trenching activities were considered significant.
Through implementation of mitigation measures MM Bio 6, 7, and 10, potential impacts to riparian
habitat and other sensitive communities were reduced to less than significant levels.” As identified by the
commenter, the potential indirect impact to riparian habitat from extraction of water prior to boring
activities was identified (page 4.3-25). Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s statement, direct and
indirect impacts to state jurisdictional waters were identified in the SEIR/EIS. Temporary impacts to state
jurisdictional waters (Santa Ana River) were also identified in the SEIR/EIS from boring (including frac-
outs) and trenching activities. Permanent impacts to the Santa Ana River and associated sensitive species
from boring or trenching activities were not identified as, due to the design and construction methods,
permanent impacts are not anticipated.

Page 4.3-25 of the SEIR/EIS states:

Micro-tunneling and boring were identified as the preferred method of crossing all jurisdictional
areas. However, if determined not feasible, open trenching would be utilized. While micro-
tunneling techniques, in themselves, would result in no direct impacts to wildlife or vegetation,
dewatering was determined to have potential adverse impacts to the riparian vegetation
communities, the magnitude of which would depend on the seasonal timing of the activities.
Impacts due to micro-tunneling were anticipated to be minor and temporary, possibly involving
stress, desiccation, and potential defoliation. These impacts were considered self-correcting once
normal hydrology resumed. Open trenching techniques, if utilized, were determined to likely
result in adverse impacts to the Santa Ana River, a river that is in the jurisdiction of the CDFG,
ACOE, and California Regional Water Quality Control Board (WQCB), its tributaries, other
drainages, and jurisdictional riparian vegetation along the 2005 Project Alignment. Trenching
activities for pipeline installation would result in excavation activities within the river channel,
within federally protected “waters of the United States.”

Micro-tunneling and boring activities under the Santa Ana River and all other drainages were
found to have the potential to result in the leakage of construction-related materials and
subsequently degrade sub-surface flows and/or surface flows, which may result in significant
impacts to the existing riparian habitat. Through implementation of mitigation measures MM Bio
6 through 14, potential impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional features were reduced to less
than significant levels.
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A mitigation measure will be added to implement a frac-out contingency plan if trenching methods are
used to cross under state jurisdictional waterways including the Santa Ana River as follows:

MM Bio 25: Should jack and bore (also known as horizontal directional drilling) techniques be
utilized to install the pipeline under CDFG or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional
waterways (such as the Santa Ana River), a Frac-Out Contingency Plan (included in Appendix D
— Biological Resources of the SEIR/EIS) shall be implemented by the contractor for the duration
of drilling activities.

The purpose of the Frac-Out Contingency Plan is to minimize the potential for frac-outs, timely detection
when a frac-out has occurred, protection of sensitive environmental areas, to ensure a timely and minimal
impact response, and ensure appropriate notifications. The Frac-Out Contingency Plan outlines
procedures for:

A qualified biologist to identify and flag sensitive areas to be avoided prior to the start of drilling;
Continuous monitoring of a qualified biologist during drilling activities;

On site briefings for workers of the sensitive areas and responsibilities if a frac-out occurs:
Containment and clean up of frac-out material;

Restoration/restoration and monitoring;

Consultation with CDFG;

Preparation and submittal of incident report.

The Frac-Out Contingency Plan outlines adequate procedures to reduce potential impacts to waterways
and associated sensitive habitats and species to less than significant levels.

Even if trenching was utilized at the water crossings, with implementation of mitigation measures MM
Bio 6, 7, and 10, the project would result in less than significant impacts.

As outlined in Response to Comment 4 and 5, above, the SEIR/EIS does fully identify the potential
impacts to the Santa Ana River, other jurisdictional waterways and associated riparian habitats, as well as
provide avoidance and mitigation measures. The project does not identify that there is a potential impact
to a Lake as there are no lakes within the project alignments/footprint and the project will not result in
impacts to lakes. In Response to Comment 5 (5.3), outlined above, mitigation measure MM Bio 9 will
be revised to include a monitoring and maintenance plan for re-vegetated or created native habitat areas.

The proposed project does not include the elimination of drainages, lakes, or their associated habitat.
Rather, the project is largely located within existing roadways and other disturbed areas such that
sensitive biological resources are largely avoided. The proposed pipelines cross a few drainages
perpendicularly, minimizing the breadth of the crossing to the greatest extent possible. In addition, in
order to further reduce potential impacts to these resources, installation using jack and bore (Horizontal
Directional Drilling) is proposed instead of trenching methods. Unavoidable impacts will be reduced to
less than significant impacts with implementation of mitigation measures (MM Bio 1-25) in the
SEIR/EIS.

Neither the California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 nor the State of California Department of Fish
and Game Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration, Notification Process and Instructions (Rev.
07/06), available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/forms.html, mandates a specific replacement-to-
impact ratio. The SEIR/EIS includes mitigation measures that adequately reduce potential impacts to on-
site drainages and their associated habitats to less than significant levels pursuant to CEQA. The
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SEIR/EIS acknowledges that additional conditions may be required by CDFG through issuance of a Lake
or Streambed Alteration Agreement to avoid or mitigate impacts to jurisdictional drainages. As outlined
in MM Bio 9, revised:

MM Bio 9: A project-wide 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement prepared in accordance with
CDFG requirements shall be secured by WMWD as the jurisdictional delineation warrants and
shall include mitigation measures that are sufficient to reduce direct and indirect impacts to
riparian habitat to a level below significant. The Agreement may include some or all of the
following:

¢ Avoid impacts where possible by shifting the project location or construction timing.

e Minimize impacts.
¢ Remove invasive species.
e Purchase off-site habitat credits.

e Create and/or restore natural communities and prepare a monitoring and maintenance
plan for these areas.

e Avoid sensitive habitats by placing construction staging areas as far away from them as is
feasible.

e Limit construction activity to daylight hours to minimize potential impacts related to
artificial lighting.

o Require the presence of a qualified biological monitor during all construction activities
that are within or near sensitive habitats and areas that have been identified to host the
arroyo toad, least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California
gnatcatcher, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, or San Bernardino kangaroo rat.

In the past and when requested to do so, CDFG staff would conduct consultation with potential SAA
applicants to assist in determining if a CDFG jurisdictional lake or streambed occur in a proposed project
area and would adversely be impacted by the project and, if so, if there are avoidance or mitigation
measures that should be incorporated. However, CDFG staff currently does not conduct this pre-
notification consultation. Therefore, in order to solicit input from CDFG staff they direct potential
applicants to submit a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. Per the State of
California Department of Fish and Game Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration, Notification
Process and Instructions (Rev. 07/06), available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/forms.html, a
draft CEQA document is required for a completed notification package. Per Section 14.A (page 12 of 19)
of the Notification Process and Instructions “...a copy of the CEQA, National Environmental Protection
Act (“NEPA”), California endangered Species Act (“CESA”), and/or federal endangered Species Act
(“ESA”) document must be enclosed with the notification.” Therefore, if CDFG imposes additional
mitigation requirements through the Streambed Alteration Agreement process, these are not identified
until after a Notification is submitted, which requires a Draft CEQA document. Additionally, the
commenter does not provide any additional mitigation measures or recommended edits to the existing
mitigation measures provided in the SEIR/EIS. Mitigation measure MM Bio 9, which covers obtaining a
SAA from CDFG, identifies multiple options of mitigation including avoidance, minimization,
restoration, and creation as options, or combinations thereof that may be required by CDFG in the SAA.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 9:

The following information will be required for the processing of a Streambed Alteration
Agreement and the Department recommends incorporating this information to avoid
subsequent CEQA documentation and project delays:

1) Delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be temporarily
and/or permanently impacted by the proposed project (include an estimate of
impact to each habitat type):;

2) Discussion of avoidance measures to reduce project impacts; and,
3) Discussion of potential mitigation measures required to reduce the project

impacts to a level of insignificance.

Section 15370 of the CEQA guidelines includes a definition of mitigation. It states that
mitigation includes:

1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action,

2) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation,

3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
environment,

4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action,

5) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

In the absence of specific mitigation measures in the CEQA documents, the Department
believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and
wildlife resources. Permit negotiations conducted after and outside of the CEQA process
deprive the public of its rights to know what project impacts are and how they are being
mitigated in violation of CEQA Section 15002. Also, because mitigation to offset the impacts
was not identified in the CEQA document, the Department does not believe that the Lead
Agency can make the determination that impacts to jurisdictional drainages and/or riparian
habitat are “less than significant” without knowing what the specific impacts and mitigation
measures are that will reduce those impacts.

Response to Comment 9:

As outlined in Response to Comment 5, the biotechnical report prepared for the Central and Northern
Reaches (by Glenn Lukos Associates) included a Jurisdictional Delineation (Appendix D). The
biotechnical reports prepared for the Mockingbird Connection, La Sierra Pipeline Connection, Clay Street
Connection, and Central Feeder Connection (by Brian F. Smith and Associates), included a Jurisdictional
Determination (Appendix D) and these connections will not affect jurisdiction resources. Reaches E, F,
and G were analyzed and covered under the previously-certified EIR. Reach H was also analyzed and
covered under the previously-certified EIR and was analyzed programmatically due to the long-term
timing of construction. As outlined on pages 4.3-24 and 25 of the SEIR/EIS, a minor unnamed drainage is
located in Reach H south of the Corona Landfill, containing degraded riparian habitat. Mitigation
measures included in the SEIR/EIS reduce impacts to sensitive biological resources, including
jurisdictional drainages, to less than significant levels.
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Jurisdictional impacts are addressed on pages 4.3-39-40 of the SEIR/EIS. The majority of pipeline
alignments and other facility locations are located in roadways or other disturbed areas and do not contain
streambeds or wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional
Water Quality Control Board, or CDFG. As outlined on page 4.3-33 of the Draft SEIR/EIS (below), the
method of construction used across the Santa Ana River and other sensitive waterways, will include jack
and bore underneath the waterways where feasible to avoid sensitive habitat and species. Therefore, to the
greatest extent feasible, streambed and jurisdictional drainages are avoided by the project and, if avoided,
a 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement is not required to be submitted. An unnamed drainage
that may qualify as CDFG jurisdictional is located in Reach H, which is covered programmatically as it
will not be constructed right away but is planned for the future. As the design has not been completed for
this reach; the exact location and project footprint are also unknown.

As outlined on page 4.3-33 of the Draft SEIR/EIS (and below), project design considerations are outlined
to avoid sensitive biological resources, including streams and associated habitat, where feasible.

Design Considerations/Avoidance

Segments of the proposed RCF Realignment Alternative and Realignment Alternative with
Additional Connections that extend across the Santa Ana River and other watered areas are
planned to include jack and boring underneath the waterways where feasible. This would avoid
impacts to the waterways, associated riparian vegetation, and habitat for sensitive species. The La
Sierra Pipeline Connection will be constructed within the existing roadway all work, including
staging areas and spoil storage, will occur within the existing roadway. This will avoid impacts to
Stephens’ kangaroo rat and California gnatcatcher habitat.

The Draft EIR-EIS identifies numerous mitigation measures that must be implemented in order to reduce
potential impacts to sensitive biological resources to less than significant levels. Mitigation measure MM
Bio 9, which covers obtaining a SAA from CDFG, identifies multiple options of mitigation including
avoidance, minimization, restoration, and creation as options, or combinations thereof that may be
required by CDFG in the SAA. Additionally, the commenter does not provide any additional mitigation
measures or recommended edits to the existing mitigation measures provided in the SEIR/EIS.

As outlined above in Response to Comments 7 and 8, the project is largely located within existing
roadways and other disturbed areas and therefore due to location largely avoids sensitive biological
resources. In addition avoidance measures were identified to further avoid and/or reduce the potential for
impacts to sensitive resources including waterways and associated habitat, including boring under
waterways. As identified by the commenter, “The Department agrees impacts would be reduced by boring
instead of trenching; however, impacts may still occur. The Department requires that the document
include cleanup procedures in case of frac-outs during boring.” As outlined in Response to Comment 8,
above, a mitigation measure is added including the requirement for the contractor to implement a Frac-
Out Contingency Plan.

Mitigation measure MM Bio 9 includes: 1) the removal of invasive species, 2) the creation and/or
restoration of natural communities with preparation of a monitoring and maintenance plan for these areas,
and 3) purchase off-site habitat credits as optional conditions of the SAA, among others. The potentially
significant impacts to sensitive biological resources from the project, before implementation of mitigation
measures, are due to construction. Once construction is complete, the project will not have potentially
significant impacts to sensitive biological resources.

Therefore, the SEIR/EIS does include the following commenter’s concerns:
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e Identification of impacts to lakes, streams, and associated habitat,
e Avoidance measures to reduce project impacts, and
o Mitigation measures required to reduce project impacts to a less than significant level.

The SEIR/EIS includes specific mitigation measures that outline:

e Avoidance of impacts altogether, by construction timing, confined project footprint,

e Minimizing impacts by confined project footprint and boring techniques,

e Options to rectify impacts by restoring impacted areas (MM Bio 9 — removal of invasive species,
creation and/or restoration of natural communities with preparation of a monitoring and
maintenance plan for these areas), and

e Compensation for impacts, by participation (MM Bio 9 — purchase off-site habitat credits).

Since the project will implement the above specific mitigation measures, the commenter will not be
hindered to be able to fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and wildlife
resources. Although the commenter states that, “Permit negotiations conducted after and outside of the
CEQA process deprive the public of its rights to know what project impact are and how they are being
mitigated [is] in violation of CEQA Section 15002.” Due to the current process of an SAA, as outlined in
Response to Comment 8, permit negotiations have to be conducted after a draft CEQA document has
been prepared. The SEIR/EIS identifies mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts
from the project including those to CDFG jurisdictional waterways. Mitigation measure MM Bio 9,
which covers obtaining an SAA from CDFG, identifies multiple options of mitigation including
avoidance, minimization, restoration, and creation as options, or combinations thereof that may be
required by CDFG in the SAA. Additionally, the commenter does not provide any additional mitigation
measures or recommended edits to the existing mitigation measures provided in the SEIR/EIS.
Jurisdictional impacts are addressed on pages 4.3-39-40 of the SEIR/EIS. The majority of pipeline
alignments and other facility locations are located in roadways or other disturbed areas and do not contain
streambeds or wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional
Water Quality Control Board, or CDFG. As outlined on page 4.3-33 of the Draft SEIR/EIS (below), the
method of construction used across the Santa Ana River and other sensitive waterways will include jack
and bore underneath the waterways, where feasible, to avoid sensitive habitat and species. Therefore, to
the greatest extent feasible, streambed and jurisdictional drainages are avoided by the project. The
SEIR/EIS identified specific mitigation measures required to reduce potential impacts from the project,
including those to sensitive vegetation and jurisdictional waterways, to less than significant levels.
Therefore, the SEIR/EIS does not deprive the public of its rights to know what project impacts are and
how they are being mitigated and is not in violation of CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, General
Concepts.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES
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Response to the
Riverside County Fire Department
Letter Dated January 26, 2011
Comment 1:
With respect to the referenced project, the Riverside County Fire Department has no
further comments. All of the impacts have been adequately addressed.

The California Fire Code outlines fire protection standards for the safety, health, and
welfare of the public. These standards will be enforced by the Fire Chief.

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted. No further response is required.
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Response to the
Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District
Letter Dated January 26, 2011

Comment 1:

The DSEIR/EIS on Page 2.0-11 states "RCFC&WCD will require coordination and may
requirc encroachment permits for any facilities encroaching upon facilities or facilities
easements owned by MWD". MWD should be replaced by RCFC&WCD in the FSEIR/EIS.

I'hank you for the opportunity to comment on the DSEIR/EIS. Please forward any subsequent

environmental documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any further questions
concerning this letter may be referred to Hilal Elhaddad at 951,955.8582 or me at 951.955.8581.

Response to Comment 1:
Comment noted; the correction will be made accordingly and will be included in the Final SEIR/EIS.
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Response to the
Orange County Public Works
Letter Dated February 28, 2011

Comment 1:

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted; the correction will be made accordingly and will be included in the Final SEIR/EIS.
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Response to the
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
Letter Dated March 8, 2011

Comment 1:

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted; mitigation measures will be followed as required. WMWD will work closely with all
local agencies through which this Project traverses to ensure that, at the time of construction, no conflicts
in construction activities and/or traffic congestion occur. WMWD will contact County of Riverside
Transportation and Land Management Agency (TLMA) prior to work within road rights-of-way for
which TLMA is responsible.

WMWD has received the County’s current list of proposed projects and, if timing and locations conflict,
will work with the County to address construction timing and/or adjust Project alignments, if necessary.
Such adjustments as are necessary in the future to construct the Project facilities will be evaluated to
determine if any new or more severe environmental impacts could result and additional CEQA and/or
NEPA documentation will be processed.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the
City of Redlands
Letter Dated March 7, 2011

Comment 1:

Response to Comment 1:

WMWD appreciates the City of Redlands’ comments and is equally concerned about the sustainable
management of the San Bernardino (a.k.a. Bunker Hill) Basin Area (Basin) with respect to both water
quality and safe yield. The Project does involve extraction from the Basin, however, the five proposed
wells analyzed in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIR/EIS) are proposed to be located within San Bernardino County in the area commonly known as the
Doughnut Hole. The only proposed facility to be located within the city of Redlands is a pipeline in San
Bernardino Avenue. Extraction from these wells could impact wells owned by the City of Redlands and
other water agencies, therefore, the SEIR/EIS analyzed potential significant impacts to wells from both a
water level (quantity) perspective and a water quality perspective in Sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the SEIR/EIS.

The Project will not have a significant impact to groundwater supplies due to extraction, because under
this Project, WMWD cannot extract any more groundwater than it has previously recharged. In addition,
the State Water Project (SWP) water that WMWD will use to store in the San Bernardino Basin (the
Basin) will be purchased from Metropolitan Water District (Metropolitan) when there is a surplus
available; therefore, even statewide, a significant impact to ground and/or surface waters will not result
from the Project.

The 40,000 acre-ft per year in Comment 1, above, is from the description of the Project that was already
approved and evaluated in the certified 2005 Program EIR for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project. The
Project as analyzed in the 2005-Certified Final Programmatic EIR included recharge and extraction of up
to 40,000 acre-ft per year and up to the use of 20 different existing and new wells. However, as the
Project Description continues in Section 3.0, it clearly spells out additional aspects of the Project that are
evaluated in this Supplemental EIR, as follows:

“Operations of the Preferred Alternative [(the Project)] would include the use of existing and/or
new wells, as analyzed in the 2005 Project Alignment Final EIR, and/or the use of new wells
analyzed as a part of the Central Feeder Connection, described below. Up to a total of 20 wells
could be used to properly manage water extractions associated with the RCF. Not all wells would
operate at the same time; approximately 25 percent would be pumping at any one time. Wells
may be located in the various well fields evaluated in the 2005 Project Alignment EIR and in the
Central Feeder Connection area evaluated herein. . .
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The Central Feeder Connection consists of approximately 6,350 linear feet of an up to 54-inch
diameter pipeline located in the San Bernardino Avenue right-of-way between Alabama Street in
unincorporated San Bernardino County and Webster Street in the city of Redlands. . . Adjacent to
the Central Feeder Pipeline are up to five new proposed 350 HP x 2,200 gallons per minute
(GPM) groundwater production wells within the well field identified on Figure 1.0-1 [of the Draft
EIR/EIS] (exact locations not determined) into the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District’s Central Feeder Pipeline; thereby providing additional means for transporting San
Bernardino Groundwater Basin water through regional pipeline facilities that are connected to the
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project. These five wells are included within the 20 total wells
associated with the RCF.

In conjunction with the evaluation of the above Central Feeder facilities in this SEIR/EIS,
proposed operations of the Central Feeder Connection were used as the framework for potential
groundwater impacts during periods of drought and emergency periods. Analysis provided by
Geoscience Support Services, Inc. in March 2010 was based on the following: the RCF is
supported by, and fully consistent with MWD’s Integrated Resource Plan, the Santa Ana
Watershed Project Authority’s Integrated Watershed Plan, and the regional water planning efforts
for the cities of Riverside, Norco, and Corona, Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, Jurupa
Community Services District, Home Gardens County Water District, Lee Lake Water District,
and March Air Reserve Base. Groundwater modeling was performed to assess potential
groundwater impacts that might result from the RCF including impacts to the Western Judgment
and the Newmark Groundwater Superfund Site. See Sections 4.6 and 4.7 [of the Draft SEIR/EIS]
for detailed assumptions and results.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 3.0-22 and 23)

Thus, there will be approximately five wells out of a possible 20 well locations that would be operational
at any one time. Each 350 horsepower well is estimated to operate at 2,200 gallons per minute. (Draft
SEIR/EIS, p. 3.0-6) With approximately five wells in operation at a time, the estimated extraction rate of
the project would not exceed 11,000 gallons per minute. This level of well production equates to
approximately 48.61 acre-ft/day. Depending on the amount of water that has been stored in the Basin
under this Project (i.e., available water to extract) and the number of days per year pumping might occur,
the table below shows example levels of annual extraction that could be achieved if water was available.

Daily Well Production Rate if
Example Number of Five Wells are Pumping
Days of Production (11,000 gpm = 48.61081959008 Acre-ft per
per Year AF/day) Year

100 48.61081959008 4,861
150 " 7,292
200 " 9,722
250 " 12,153
300 " 14,583
365 " 17,743

Based on results of the modeling (Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS), RCF Scenario 1 (least stressful
conditions) consists of total artificial recharge (i.e., SWP water) of 42,000 acre-ft and total extraction of
34,500 acre-ft during the 26 years from 2007 through 2032, or an average extraction of 1,327 acre-ft per
year; RCF Scenario 2 (most likely conditions) includes total artificial recharge of 150,000 acre-ft and total
extraction of 125,800 acre-ft, or an average over the 26 years modeled of 4,838 acre-ft extracted per year;
and RCF Scenario 3 (most stressful conditions) includes total artificial recharge of 198,000 acre-ft and
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total extraction of 163,300 acre-ft, or an average of 6,281 acre-ft per year. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-32) As
shown in the modeling results, some years there may be no water available to extract and some years
there may not be a need to extract water, so the system allows for the flexibility and potential to extract
multiple years of stored available water. The results of the modeling presented here and modeling results
associated with the original 2005 PEIR indicate that the Project (Realignment Alternative with Additional
Connections) will have less than significant impacts on groundwater resource levels within the Basin
Area. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-33)

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 2:

Response to Comment 2:

There are two basic issues identified in this comment: 1) clarification of the build-out capacity of the
pipeline versus operation of the Project, and 2) availability of recharge basin facilities. Based on results of
the modeling prepared for the Draft SEIR/EIS (Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS), RCF Scenario 1 (least
stressful conditions) consists of total artificial recharge (i.e., SWP water) of 42,000 acre-ft and total
extraction of 34,500 acre-ft during the 26 years from 2007 through 2032, or an average extraction of
1,327 acre-ft per year; RCF Scenario 2 (most likely conditions) includes total artificial recharge of
150,000 acre-ft and total extraction of 125,800 acre-ft, or an average over the 26 years modeled of 4,838
acre-ft extracted per year; and RCF Scenario 3 (most stressful conditions) includes total artificial
recharge of 198,000 acre-ft and total extraction of 163,300 acre-ft, or an average of 6,281 acre-ft per year.
(Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-32) Thus, the 163,300 acre-ft mentioned in the Comment is the total for the 26-
year period of the modeling analysis. As some years there may be no water available to extract and some
years there may not be a need to extract water, so the system allows for the flexibility and potential to
extract multiple years of stored available water. The results of the modeling presented here and modeling
results associated with the original 2005 PEIR indicate that the Project (Realignment Alternative with
Additional Connections) will have less than significant impacts on groundwater resource levels within the
Basin Area. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-33) See Response to Comment 1 with respect to the project
description/operations. Pipe sizes range from 36 inches to 78 inches depending on location, gradient,
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connection requirements, etc., and are “maximum” pipe sizes so that maximum construction disturbance
areas could be calculated and evaluated. As a result of this Project, WMWD will be able to extract only
water that has previously been recharged by this Project so no depletion of the groundwater allocated to
the City of Redlands will result.

In addition, the Project does not propose to use all 20 wells at any one time. The 70,000 acre-ft per year
mentioned in the Comment is a result of multiplying the capacity of a well by 20 wells (Each 350-
horsepower well is estimated to produce at 2,200 gallons per minute. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 3.0-6)). For this
to occur, over 70,000 acre-ft of SWP excess water would have to have previously been stored in the Basin
Area. It would take many years to store this much water based on expected availability of excess SWP
water and no extractions under the Project would have occurred. This is a highly unlikely and speculative
scenario so it was not appropriate to analyze it as a part of the Project assumptions. As stated in the
SEIR/EIS, it is anticipated that approximately five (5) wells will operate at any one time, but operations
may warrant the extraction of water in many different locations through agreements with existing well
owner/operators and/or the construction of new wells, such as the five (5) proposed in the Doughnut Hole
area near Redlands. This flexibility in extraction locations is to facilitate the management strategies
identified by the Basin Area Technical Advisory Committee (BTAC) and in accordance with the Western
Judgment as overseen by the Watermaster for the Judgment. With five (5) wells in operation at a time, the
estimated extraction rate of the Project would not exceed 11,000 gallons per minute. This level of well
production equates to approximately 48.61 acre-ft/day. Depending on the amount of water that has been
stored in the Basin under this Project (i.e., available water to extract) and the number of days per year
pumping might occur, the table below shows example levels of annual extraction that could be achieved if
water was available. None of this equates to the suggested amount of 70,000 acre-ft per year.

Daily Well Production Rate if
Example Number of Five Wells are Pumping
Days of Production (11,000 gpm = 48.61081959008
per Year AF/day) Acre-ft per Year
100 48.61081959008 4,861
150 " 7,292
200 " 9,722
250 " 12,153
300 " 14,583
365 " 17,743

No additional analysis is needed to assess the availability/adequate capacity of the existing recharge
basins proposed to be used for recharge by this project. Because surplus SWP water is the sole source of
water being utilized for recharge as a part of this project, WMWD can have the delivery of SWP water
held until the basins are available to receive more water, such as summer, so that there is no interference
with the needs of local agencies to recharge surface water during wetter periods. Under the Certified 2005
PEIR for the RCF Project, 6,000 acre-ft of water have previously been recharged into the San Bernardino
Basin Area. No recharge facilities are proposed as a part of this project because the ability of WMWD to
recharge water has been proven and the timing of deliveries can be adjusted to meet availability of
recharge basin(s). If recharge basin availability becomes a problem for WMWD in the future, evaluation
of such potential effects of the construction of such a basin would have to be evaluated under separate
environmental documentation.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to Comment 3:

Response to Comments

WMWD is committed to work with the stakeholders in the Basin by being an active participant in
conjunctive use of the Basin as evidenced by this Project. As the General Manager of WMWD serves as
Watermaster with San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District General Manager, WMWD is keenly
aware of and will abide by policies and procedures that come out of the Watermaster review process. See
also Response to Comment 1. In addition, mitigation measure MM GWQ 2 requires annual monitoring
and reporting to avoid and remedy all potential impacts prior to them becoming significant. MM GWQ 2
(Revised) will be modified in the Final SEIR/EIS (assuming revisions in the Draft SEIR/EIS have been
incorporated) in response to comments received from U.S. EPA, City of Riverside, and City of Redlands.

MM GWQ 2 (Revised): To assure that ongoing management of the RCF is coordinated with
management of the Basin Area as a whole, monitoring and adaptive management shall be
employed.

c)

d)

The RCF operations management plan will be developed and tested using the groundwater
modeling employed by the Basin Area TAC (or its successor or assignee) on an annual
basis. Existing groundwater flow and groundwater quality model(s) shall be used to
predict the effects of project operations on groundwater quality. The results of the
modeling shall be presented to the BTAC. If the results indicate that the location of
pollution plumes will be shifted by project operations such that additional existing ‘clean’
wells could become contaminated, WMWD shall modify planned operations to avoid the
result or otherwise address the modeled situation to the satisfaction of the BTAC.
Examples of operational modifications that could be used, are provided in the following
table.

When a new well is drilled, indicator wells in the vicinity that could be affected by Project
operation will be selected to become part of the annual operations management plan. If
water quality testing at any indicator wells (which are already tested regularly) suggests
that the replenishment and pumping regime of the proposed project operation is causing
drinking water quality in a given well to become newly contaminated or to worsen due to

the Project—exeeed-state—drinking—water—standards, production and/or spreading in the

area(s) contributing to the contamination, shall cease until a remedy is identified and

implemented. adverse-affects-associated-with-the-project-no-longeroceur Such remedies

may include but not be limited to the following:
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Contamination Remedy Examples and Method Priorities

New Wells Drilled for Project Operations

Treatment Option

First Priority Methods

Secondary Priority Methods

Avoidance

e Move or Avoid Production in a
Contaminated Location

e Wellhead treatment

Wellhead Treatment’

e Chlorination or ozonation for
disinfecting (required for all wells)

¢ lon Exchange for nitrates and other
contaminants

o Activated Carbon

e Reverse osmosis

Blending

e If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents,
blending could occur to dilute
contaminants to legal levels prior to
distribution

Blending

e If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents,
blending could occur to dilute
contaminants to legal levels prior to
distribution

Existing Wells at Risk of Contamination by Project Operations

Treatment Option

First Priority Method

Secondary Priority Method

Careful Management

e Participate in ongoing conjunctive
use management of the Basin so
Project is a benefit to Basin health for
a safe drinking water supply and for
the ecological health of the watershed

e choose alternative
production and/or spreading
location(s)

e produce or spread at a
different time of year

e install barrier wells

Blending

e If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents,
blending could occur to dilute
contaminants to legal levels prior to
distribution

Alternative use of
contaminated water

e Could be effective in areas where
non-potable system or other non-
potable use exists if affected well
operator is provided with drinking
water quality replacement water from
another source

! Other than disinfecting, all other treatment approaches are dependent on the contaminants that need to be removed.
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Comment 4:

Response to Comment 4:

In this comment, concern is expressed that operation of the project would cause exiting groundwater
contaminants such as 1,2-dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) and 1,2,3-Trichloropropane (TCP) to migrate
down-gradient and eventually be captured by Redlands-owned Wells 38 and 39 which are located
approximately 1 mile south of the 1-10 Freeway west of Alabama Street. “By the nature of the project, no
additional sources of contaminants such as TCE, PCE, DBCP and nitrates (NO3) will be added by the
RCF project.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.7-11) Both DBCP and TCP are associated with former agricultural
activities that occurred in the Basin and are not associated with the Crafton-Redlands Plume. Since DBCP
and TCP are part of the primary compounds TCE and Perchlorate, it is reasonable to assume that both
DBCP and TCP will dissipate in a similar manner as the primary compounds (i.e., Trichloroethene [TCE]
and Perchlorate) associated with the Crafton-Redlands Plume which was evaluated in the SEIR/EIS.
Therefore, results from the groundwater modeling performed for the Draft SEIR/EIS were used to
determine if the project would impact Well 38 and/or Well 39 with DBCP and/or TCP. The Draft
SEIR/EIS evaluated the project’s potential impacts to the pollution plumes within the Basin with respect
to PCE, TCE and Perchlorate. This analysis was presented in GEOSCIENCE’s 2009 study, Appendix F
of this SEIR/EIS, and summarized on page 4.7-24 of the Draft SEIR/EIS.

In order to evaluate the City of Redland’s concern for Wells 38 and/or 39, WMWD retained
GEOSCIENCE again to provide professional analysis. GEOSCIENCE downloaded and compiled historic
water quality data collected from water supply wells in the Redlands area.'® The data was then compiled

16 State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker web-based database (http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov/ ), and
California Department of Public Health Drinking Water Program database (EDT Library and Water Quality
Analyses Data and Download Page http://www.cdph.ca.gov/certlic/drinkingwater/Pages/EDT library.aspx )
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and analyzed for reported detectable concentrations of DBCP and TCP, which included wells owned by
the City of Redlands. Time history concentration plots were generated for all wells and detectable
concentration(s) of either contaminant. Evaluation of the available water quality data determined that
DBCP has been detected above the maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 0.2 micrograms per liter
(ng/L) in City-owned wells since at least 2000, and has continued through 2010. Figure 1, below, shows
the location of the wells with detected DBCP relative to the Crafton-Redlands Perchlorate (6 pg/L)
Plume footprint reported by Tetra Tech' and the five proposed Riverside-Corona Feeder project
extraction wells. As shown on Figure 1, the highest reported DBCP concentrations occur in Agate 1 and
Well 41. Additionally, TCP has been reportedly detected (since 2009) in Well 10 (0.010 pg/L) and Well
13 (0.008 pg/L). At this time, there is not an MCL for TCP; however, the California Department of Public
Health Services (CDPH) has established a notification level (NL) of 0.005 pg/L for TCP. Plots showing
historic TCP concentration in Wells 10, 13 and 38 are provided on Figure 1.

Modeling results (Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS, GEOSCIENCE 2009, Figures 40 through 47)
indicate that the Crafton-Redlands Plume footprints for both TCE and Perchlorate would dissipate slightly
faster under the Project conditions as compared to the Baseline Run (i.e., No Project). This slight decrease
in plume footprint is a result of Project-related groundwater recharge and extraction that would accelerate
groundwater movement from the recharge areas (i.e., forebay) towards the Redlands area as described in
the Draft SEIR/EIS, page 4.7-24:

“. .. the results for the TCE transport model show no change in the Norton and Redland-Crafton TCE
plume area for all the RCF Scenarios as compared to plume area under Baseline Run (No Project)
conditions. By the end of the predictive run (2032), the overall initial area of the TCE plume
(approximately 2,030 acres) is reduced to approximately 260 acres for [the No Project and] all of the RCF
Scenarios. (2009 Geoscience, Figures 40 through 43)

The modeling results show that the perchlorate plume dissipates slightly faster for RCF Scenarios as
compared to the Baseline Run (No Project) as a result of increased extraction from the proposed RCF
well field. Under Baseline Run (No Project) conditions, the overall initial area of the perchlorate plume
(approximately 7,820 acres) is reduced to approximately 480 acres by the end of the predictive run
(2032). By the end of the predictive run (2032), the perchlorate plume area would be 470 acres, 460 acres,
and 450 acres for the RCF Scenarios 1 through 3, respectively. (2009 Geoscience, Figures 44 through
47)”

The recharge of high quality SWP water will essentially dilute the existing (i.e., ambient) groundwater,
improving the water quality in the Basin over time. With or without the Project, the TCE and PCE plumes
areas will be substantially reduced over time. Therefore, based on current reported concentrations in the
eastern and central areas of Redlands, movement of either DBCP or TCP westward towards Redlands
Well 38 and/or Well 39 is not anticipated to result in significant concentrations.

17 Current MCL for Perchlorate.

18 Tetra Tech, summary of Results, 2008 Comprehensive Groundwater Sampling Event, Crafton-Redlands Plume Project, dated
January 12, 2009. Prepared for Lockheed Martin Corporation Shared Services.

Albert A. Ry Associates 2-73



Western Municipal Water District Section 2

Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments
Comment 5:
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Response to Comment 5:

This comment identifies the City’s concern that the Project’s recharge of SWP water would eventually
degrade the total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration of ambient groundwater, possibly leading to the
city of Redlands exceeding its Regional Board TDS discharge limit. Groundwater used for drinking water
is one component of the ultimate effluent that reaches the treatment plant, but has been incrementally
used for residential and commercial purposes before reaching the plant. As analyzed below, the Project is
not projected to increase the TDS levels in groundwater wells in Redlands.

The comment references page 4.7-3 of the Draft SEIR/EIS which states that, “TDS levels throughout the
San Bernardino Groundwater basin range from below 200 mg/l near the eastern mountains and Lytle
Creek areas to over 600 mg/l in the Colton area.” This is a very broad characterization of the Basin area
and is not intended to be used as a measure of the existing TDS levels in any specific location, such as the
city of Redlands. Table 4.7-D of the Draft SEIR/EIS lists the existing TDS conditions in 2007 for four
city of Redlands wells (Well 32, Orange Street Well, Agate 2 Well and Airport Well 2) which were all
280 mg/I.
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The potential impact from the Project on TDS concentrations in the Basin was evaluated using the
Refined Basin Solute Transport Model (RBSTM) and results were reported in Section 4.7 of the Draft
SEIR/EIS beginning on page 4.7-21 and in Appendix F. The evaluation included four (4) predictive
model runs to evaluate water quality changes for a Baseline Run (No Project) and three (3) Project
conjunctive use scenarios (Scenarios 1 through 3). The sources for TDS concentrations that were input
into the model included:

Direct infiltration from precipitation

Recharge from local runoff generated by precipitation
Acrtificial recharge, Return flow from groundwater pumping
Recharge from mountain front runoff

Underflow recharge

Streamflow

Description of the assumptions used are provided in Section 3.2 of the Groundwater Modeling of TDS
and Nitrate-Nitrogen Concentrations — Riverside-Corona Feeder Project Conjunctive Use Scenarios
(GEOSCIENCE 2010a), in Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS. State Water Project water is one of three
components (Santa Ana River water and recycled water being the other two) used to artificially recharge
the Basin; the only component to be used for recharge under this Project. The TDS concentration for SWP
water was assumed to be equal to or exceed 255 milligrams per liter (mg/L) 50 percent of the time during
the simulation period (see Figure 4 in the referenced report). Initial concentrations for TDS in the Basin
were 1bgased on the 1987-2006 ambient concentrations calculated by Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. in
2008.

Model-predicted TDS concentrations for Scenarios 1 through 3 were found to be similar to those for the
Baseline Run (No Project).” Plots of TDS concentration over time in the City of Redland’s Well 32,
Orange Street Well, Agate 2 Well and Airport Well 2 are shown on Figure 2 below. These concentration
plots show the temporal variations in TDS concentrations due to hydrologic conditions, artificial recharge
and groundwater pumping assumed under No Project and Project Scenarios 1 through 3. More
importantly, Figure 2, along with Table 4 3 Of GEOSCIENCE 2010a (Draft SEIR/EIS Table 4.7-D),
indicate that the Project will not impact the City’s wells with higher TDS concentrations. In general, any
future increases in TDS concentration in the Redlands area are related to changes that are predicted to
occur with or without the Project such as agricultural use, residential irrigation, chemical processing, etc.
Since the Project will not increase TDS concentrations in Redland’s groundwater wells, the Project will
not result in increased concentrations of TDS in treatment plan effluent.

19 Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., Recomputation of ambient Water Quality in the Santa Ana Watershed for the Period 1987 to
2006, 2008. Prepared for Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority.

2 Figures 11 through 14 from Groundwater Modeling of TDS and Nitrate-Nitrogen concentrations — Riverside-Corona Feeder
Project Conjunctive Use Scenarios (GEOSCIENCE 2010a).
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Response to the
City of San Bernardino Planning Division
Letter Dated February 16, 2011

Comment 1:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental EIR/EIS. The traffic safety
mitigation measures address the concerns raised by our department in response to the Notice of

LIGOTRL WL LT LAl LU UL LTI R IS Ul CUSLIUCLION, WOUTK WILINLI tne k_,][}" 01 >an
Bernardino will begin in approximately 2023, Please keep the city Public Works and
Community Development Departments apprised of the progress of the project and contact the
City well in advance of this phase of construction, to coordinate with improvement and
maintenance plans for Orange Show Road and Auto Plaza Drive, and to obtain approval of the
traffic safety plan, encroachment permits, and potentially a temporary use permit for the boring
project

The City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department will respond separately to address
issues of water storage and withdrawal from the San Bernardino Basin Area. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (909) 384-5057 ext. 3330.

Response to Comment 1:

WMWD will work closely with all local agencies through which this Project traverses to ensure that, at
the time of construction, no conflicts in construction activities and/or traffic congestion occur.

As stated on page 4.12-40 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, mitigation measure MM Trans 13 requires
encroachment permits from applicable governing agencies prior to commencement of any construction of
the pipeline within their jurisdictional rights-of-way. Standard information included in these permits will
also address issues associated with short-term traffic impacts. These governing agencies include, but may
not be limited to, City of San Bernardino, Caltrans, City of Colton, City of Jurupa Valley, County of San
Bernardino, City of Rialto, City of Riverside, City of Redlands, the Gage Canal Company, and City of
Corona.

Mitigation measure MM Air 1 (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.2-65) requires a traffic control plan to keep
construction and other traffic moving as freely as possible during construction. In addition, MM Trans 2
and 2a (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.12-37-38) require Traffic Control and Safety Plans which will minimize
traffic interference due to construction.

Therefore, encroachment permits and approval of traffic safety plans will be obtained from the City of
San Bernardino. No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was
identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the
City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department
Letter Dated March 1, 2011

Comment 1:

The San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (Department) has reviewed the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed realignment of the
Riverside-Corona Feeder. The Department previously submitted correspondence on April 25,
2003 in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program EIR for the project. In its 2003
correspondence, the Department identified specific concerns regarding hydrologic impacts, basin
management, project impact on the Newmark Groundwater Remediation project, and others.
Since submission of its 2003 comments, significant developments have occurred within the

2007 adoption of the Upper Santa Ana River Integrated Regional Water Management Plan
(IRWMP), and the 2010 Institutional Controls Groundwater Management Program Agreement
(ICGMP) between the Department and other agencies regarding the Department’s Newmark
Groundwater Contamination Remediation project.

In light of the basin management provisions and policies established by these documents, the

Response to Comment 1:

Western Municipal Water District (“WMWD?”) and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (“BOR”) appreciate
the City’s comments and are pleased that most of San Bernardino’s previous concerns have been
addressed satisfactorily. The following responses address the few remaining concerns the City has
identified.

Comment 2:

framework established by the 1969 Western Judgment (Riverside County Superior Court
Case No. 78426), including the role and obligations of the Watermaster. While the

Department is supportive of the regional basin management process established in the
IRWMP, it remains concerned about the absence of a conjunctive use policy for
managing imported and exported supplies, and lack of rules for storage of such supplies
in the Basin. The Watermaster is currently engaged in a comprehensive review of its
management procedures with stakecholder entities; and the SEIR should address this
process and assure compliance with any subsequent management changes that occur as a
result of the Watermaster process review.
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Response to Comment 2:

WMWD is committed to work with the stakeholders in the Basin by being an active participant in
conjunctive use of the Basin as evidenced by this Project. As the General Manager of WMWD serves as
Watermaster with San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District General Manager, WMWD is keenly
aware of and will abide by policies and procedures that come out of the Watermaster review process. In
addition, mitigation measures MM GWL 2 and MM GWQ 2 require annual monitoring and reporting to
avoid and remedy all potential impacts prior to them becoming significant. To address concerns raised in
this letter and letters from the City of Redlands and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”),
MM GWQ 2 has been revised to include more specificity regarding the trigger(s) for treatment to be
implemented and which entity will take responsibility for any cleanup efforts directly attributable to this
Project. The mitigation measure will be revised and included in the Final SEIR/EIS as follows:

MM GWQ 2 (Revised): To assure that ongoing management of the RCF is coordinated with
management of the Basin Area as a whole, monitoring and adaptive management shall be
employed.

a) The RCF operations management plan will be developed and tested using the groundwater
modeling employed by the Basin Area TAC (or its successor or assignee) on an annual
basis. Existing groundwater flow and groundwater quality model(s) shall be used to
predict the effects of project operations on groundwater quality. The results of the
modeling shall be presented to the BTAC. If the results indicate that the location of
pollution plumes will be shifted by project operations such that additional existing ‘clean’
wells could become contaminated, WMWD shall modify planned operations to avoid the
result or otherwise address the modeled situation to the satisfaction of the BTAC.
Examples of operational modifications that could be used are provided in the following
table.

b) When a new well is drilled, indicator wells in the vicinity that could be affected by Project
operation, will be selected to become part of the annual operations management plan. If
water quality testing at any indicator wells (which are already tested regularly) suggests
that the replenishment and pumping regime of the proposed project operation is causing
drinking water quality in a given well to become newly contaminated or to worsen due to

the Project—exceed-state—drinking—water-standards, production and/or spreading in the

area(s) contributing to the contamination shall cease until a remedy is identified and

implemented. adverse-affects-associated-with-the-project-no-longeroceur: Such remedies

may include but not be limited to the following:
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Contamination Remedy Examples and Method Priorities

New Wells Drilled for Project Operations

Treatment Option

First Priority Methods

Secondary Priority Methods

Avoidance

e Move or Avoid Production in a
Contaminated Location

e Wellhead treatment

Wellhead Treatment

e Chlorination or ozonation for
disinfecting (required for all wells)

¢ lon Exchange for nitrates and other
contaminants

e Activated Carbon

e Reverse osmosis

Blending e If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents, blending
could occur to dilute contaminants to
legal levels prior to distribution.

Blending e If multiple wells in proximity have

varying levels of constituents, blending
could occur to dilute contaminants to
legal levels prior to distribution.

Existi

ng Wells at Risk of Contamination by Project Operations

Treatment Option

First Priority Method

Secondary Priority Method

Careful Management

o Participate in ongoing conjunctive use
management of the Basin so Project is a
benefit to Basin health for a safe
drinking water supply and for the
ecological health of the watershed.

e Choose alternative production
and/or spreading location(s)

e Produce or spread at a different
time of year

o Install barrier wells

Blending

e If multiple wells in proximity have
varying levels of constituents, blending
could occur to dilute contaminants to
legal levels prior to distribution.

Alternative use of
contaminated water

e Could be effective in areas where non-
potable system or other non-potable use
exists if affected well operator is
provided with drinking water quality
replacement water from another source.

! Other than disinfecting, all other treatment approaches are dependent on the contaminants that need to be removed.
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No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 3:

e Groundwater Quality — The SEIR identifics the need for additional analyses and
modeling to assure that project will not result in significant adverse impacts to existing
groundwater wells. In the likely event that wellhead treatment is required as a result of
project implementation, the SEIR should include a mitigation measure to assign
responsibility for developing and operating such treatment to Western Municipal Water
District. In addition, reference should be made to the cooperative agreement between the
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (Valley District) and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

Response to Comment 3:

The Draft SEIR/EIS includes mitigation to address potential contamination to existing wells (MM GWQ
2). Based on comments received from the Cities of San Bernardino, Redlands and the EPA, MM GWQ 2
has been modified (as shown above in Response to Comment 2) to include more specificity regarding
the trigger(s) for treatment to be implemented and which entity will take responsibility for any cleanup
efforts directly attributable to this Project.

Replenishment of the Basin with SWP water has been occurring since 1972.% The past and present effect
of that activity plays into the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region 8’s
(“RWQCB’s™), water quality objectives (which are presented in Table 4.7-B of the Draft SEIR/EIS). In
2006, RWQCB asked all the water agencies that recharge SWP water within the Santa Ana River aquifer
system to provide information regarding SWP recharge and extraction in the basins. A cooperative
agreement between the RWQCB and these seven agencies now requires all agencies up and down the
Santa Ana River who replenish with SWP water, to model and report systematically to RWQCB.
Currently within the San Bernardino Basin, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SVMWD)
is the agency that receives and spreads SWP water and thus, is a party to this agreement with respect to
the Basin. WMWD is also a party to the agreement with respect to the Riverside Basin. The agreement
spells out sampling methods and timing, responsible party(ies), and reporting requirements and timing.
The reporting years required start with agencies at the uppermost reaches of the SAR, such as San
Gorgonio Pass Water Agency which is due to report to RWQCB in 2012. The results of its report are then
used in the modeling/reporting performed by SBVMWD which is due to RWQCB in 2013, and so on,
down the river basin. Thus, the effects of recharge and extraction of SWP water in the basins is being
monitored and evaluated on an ongoing basis by the state.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

2! phone communication between Cathy Perring of Webb Associates and M. Samuel Fuller, Chief Engineer, San Bernardino
Municipal Water District, 7/15/2011.
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Comment 4:

o Conflicts with Existing Facilities — The SEIR notes that project construction will occur
within existing public rights of way in the City of San Bernardino. Conflicts with existing
pipelines owned by the Department are anticipated; however, engineering design is not
available to establish potential conflict locations. The SEIR should include a mitigation
measure to provide for relocation or modification of existing Department facilities and
for coordination of project design with the Department where conflicts are identified.

Response to Comment 4:

The SEIR/EIS identifies that WMWD will be required to acquire encroachment permits from the City of
San Bernardino to construct the pipeline in road rights-of-way and/or grading permits wherever
construction occurs outside of the road right-of-way. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 2.0-10) The following text shall
be added to the Final SEIR/EIS (shown as underlined) to clarify that coordination with the City Water
Department is also required. In addition, MM Trans 3, which requires coordination with affected local
jurisdictions prior to each individual phase of construction within the Project, will also be modified to
clarify that jurisdictions and/or agencies within jurisdictions which own underground facilities, must also
be consulted, which is typical during the final design process.

Page 2.0-10 to 2.0-11:

e Counties of Riverside and San Bernardino, and Cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Corona
and Rialto

a)  Encroachment permits will be required to construct the pipeline in roads/rights-of-way.
Public Works, Municipal Water Departments and other agencies or departments within the
above listed local governments will require coordination and may require encroachment
permits for any Project facilities encroaching upon facilities or facilities easements owned

by the agency.

b)  Grading permits will be required by the local jurisdictions wherever construction occurs
outside of the road right-of-way.

c¢) Compliance with all local policies related to cultural resources and tree preservation
policies.

MM Trans 3: Prior to the commencement of each individual construction project, WMWD and its
contractor shall consult with the affected local jurisdiction(s) in order to coordinate project construction
with applicable Capital Improvement Projects, underground facilities and/or other known potential items
needing to be taken into account during final design, plan specifications, and/or construction so that issues
can be avoided and/or remedies included in the specifications that meet with each jurisdiction’s

requirements.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 5:

e Raw Water versus Potable Water Standards — The Department maintains several
interties with the Valley District’s 78" Baseline Feeder South Pipeline. This inter-agency
connection provides potable water from the Department to Valley District and is subject
to permit requirements for potable water supply issued to the Department by the State of
California Department of Public Health (DPH). The SEIR for the project does not address
treatment requirements for raw water that may enter Department’s system through the
Baseline Feeder interties as a result of the construction of additional groundwater wells.
Removal of the existing interties may be required to separate the domestic and raw water
systems, or another method established to assure compliance with the Department’s DPH
permit standards.

Response to Comment 5:

The Riverside-Corona Feeder Project is designed to transport potable water. Water produced from any
new Project well or from an existing well that is transported and/or stored in the Project facilities, must
meet potable water standards. Based on this comment by the City and some confusion on the part of other
commenters, the Annotated Draft SEIR/EIS which is bound with the Responses to Comments to form the
Final SEIR/EIS, will be edited as follows:

Various paragraphs on pages 1.0-1 and 1.0-2:

The project is proposed to store excess imported water, when it is available, to increase firm water
supplies, to improve water quality, and to reduce water costs. The project proposes to manage the
groundwater levels through the construction of groundwater wells in the San Bernardino Basin Area and
pumps to deliver the treated groundwater supply to water users. The project will also include a new
potable water pipeline system to connect to existing water facilities in serve-portions of San Bernardino
and Riverside counties. This system of storage, extraction, treatment and distribution will improve the
reliability of WMWD’s water supply through the managed storage and distribution of excess imported
water and reduce possible water shortages during dry years through reduced dependence on imported
water during dry year conditions. To achieve this purpose, the RCF project replenishes excess State Water
Project (SWP) water supplied by Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (“MWD”) into the
San Bernardino Groundwater Basin, and extracts, treats, and moves water throughout the region by way
of interconnections between local groundwater basins. . . .

The realignment evaluated by this SEIR also allows WMWD to address the reduced potential for
California State Water Project water availability for groundwater replenishment purposes and includes
connections to the Jurupa Community Services District’s pipeline facilities, the San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District’s Inland and Central Feeders, and other existing WMWD facilities. These
connections will facilitate the transportation of potable water from one water agency to another and one
groundwater basin to another through the development of multiple interconnected pipelines within the
project area. The facilities may also be used to convey local water supplies, once treated, pursuant to
rights held by . . .

Various paragraphs on pages 2.0-3, 2.0-4, and 2.0-5:

The purpose of the RCF is to store excess imported water, when it is available, to increase firm water
supplies, to improve water quality, and to reduce water costs. The project proposes to manage the
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groundwater levels through the construction of groundwater wells and pumps to deliver the treated
groundwater supply to water users. The project will also include a new potable water pipeline system to
connect to existing water facilities in serve portions of San Bernardino and Riverside counties. . . .

RCF infrastructure will allow WMWD to purchase State Water Project water from the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (“MWD?”) and store that water in the San Bernardino Groundwater
Basin Area, and to extract, treat and distribute the water from the Basin Area when it is needed. . . .

The facilities may also be used to convey local potable water supplies pursuant to rights held by the City
of Riverside and the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District and to deliver treated imported water to
wholesale customers. If appropriate agreements can be reached, additional native water may at times also
be available. The facilities may also be used to obtain and convey native water, once treated, pursuant to
rights held by other agencies, such as the City of Riverside, Jurupa Community Services District,
Rubidoux Community Services District, the Chino Basin Desalter Authority, San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District, and Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District. This project will make WMWD
less dependent on the direct delivery of water from the MWD.

Page 3.0-23

The Central Feeder Connection consists of approximately 6,350 linear feet of an up to 54-inch diameter
pipeline located in the San Bernardino Avenue right-of-way between Alabama Street in unincorporated
San Bernardino County and Webster Street in the city of Redlands. (Figure 3.0-8, Central Feeder
Connection) Adjacent to the Central Feeder Pipeline are up to five new proposed 350-HP x 2,200-gallons
per-minute (GPM) groundwater production wells, including treatment facilities to meet drinking water
standards, within the well field identified on Figure 1.0-1 (exact locations not determined) which will be
connected into the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s Central Feeder Pipeline; thereby
providing additional means for transporting San Bernardino Groundwater Basin water through regional
pipeline facilities that are connected to the Riverside-Corona Feeder project. These five wells are included
within the 20 total wells associated with the RCF.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the
City of Fontana
Letter Dated February 15, 2011

Comment 1:
On January 18, 2011, the City of Fontana Planning Division received the Notice
of Completion & Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIR/EIS) for the Riverside-
Corona Feeder Realignment project. The project consists of buliding
approximately 30 miles of a large-capacity water pipefine ranging in diameter up
to 78 inches, up to 20 new and existing wells, and appurtenant facilities

on January U, Ui, Mrougn Marnn o, L0010, AL UES e, U oy nas o
comments or concarns. Thank you for allowing the City of Fontana lo participate
in tha public review process.

Response to Comment 1:

Comment noted. No further response is required.
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Response to the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Letter Dated March 22, 2011

Comment 1:

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Notice
of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project (Draft EIR/EIS). Western Municipal Water District (WMWD)
is acting as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act for this project.
The proposed project and alternatives for the Riverside-Corona Feeder pipelines and connections
to regional facilities will extend across multiple jurisdictions, including unincorporated portions
of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties and the cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Corona,
Grand Terrace, Redlands, Rialto, and Riverside. The proposed infrastructure will allow WMWD
to store State Water Project water purchased from Metropolitan in the existing San Bemnardino
Groundwater Basin, along with local Santa Ana River flows and groundwater from existing
Chino Basin desalter facilities when supplies are available. The stored water would then be
extracted by installing up to 20 groundwater wells and conveyed through a new 28-mile long
pipeline ranging up to 78 inches in diameter and through new connections to existing pipelines
for delivery to communities in WMWD’s service area. This letter contains Metropolitan’s
comments on the proposed project as a potentially affected public agency.

Response to Comment 1:

For clarification, the Project realignment that is analyzed as the Preferred Alternative in this SEIR/EIS,
includes pipelines and facilities in both Riverside and San Bernardino counties, and the cities of
Redlands, San Bernardino, Colton, Rialto, Jurupa Valley, Corona, and Riverside. Also, to clarify the
Project description above, the proposed Project includes storage of State Water Project water purchased
from Metropolitan Water District in the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin. The Project analyzed in this
SEIR/EIS does not include storage in any groundwater basin of Santa Ana River flows and/or
groundwater from the Chino Basin desalter facilities. If such storage programs are proposed now or in the
future, the impacts to the basin(s) will require separate environmental review. The Project may extract
from up to 20 groundwater wells in the San Bernardino Basin, but many may be existing wells.

Comment 2:

Based on Metropolitan’s review of Figure | in the Draft EIR/ELS, it appears that the proposed
pipelines conveying groundwater from the San Bemardino and Chino groundwater basins will
cross Metropolitan's Upper Feeder (steel, diameter ranging in size from 123" to 133") pipeline
and right of way at several locations. These crossings appear to occur within the region bounded
by Magnolia Avenue to the north, El Sobrante Road to the south, Monroe Street to the east, and
La Sierra Avenue to the west. Metropolitan requires that the proposed pipelines conveying
untreated groundwater at these crossings incorporate the necessary secondary containment, pipe
matenal, and/or pipe separation to ensure no adverse impacts to the water quality, structural
integrity, or operations of Metropolitan's Upper Feeder.
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Metropolitan must be allowed to maintain its rights-of-way and requires unobstructed access to
its facilities in order to maintain and repair its system. In order to avoid potential conflicts with
Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way, we require that any design plans for any activity in
the area of Metropolitan’s pipelines or facilities be submitted for our review and written
approval. Approval of the project should be contingent on Metropolitan's approval of design
plans for portions of the proposed project that could impact its facilities.

Response to Comment 2:

The Riverside-Corona Feeder Project will not carry untreated groundwater; therefore, it will not be
necessary to design the Project to avoid infiltration of untreated water. The structural integrity of both the
Project facilities and MWD facilities will be taken into consideration in the design phase of the Project.

The Draft SEIR/EIS recognizes that MWD has facilities and easements within the Project alignment, as
indicated in Table 3.0-C, Summary of Major Pipeline Crossings North to South, where three crossings of
the MWD Aqueduct are identified.

To ensure that the Project is designed to avoid significant impacts to all MWD facilities, page 2.0-12 of
the SEIR/EIS recognizes MWD as a Responsible Agency and states:

e Metropolitan Water District (MWD)

a) Metropolitan Water District will require coordination and may require
encroachment permits for any facilities encroaching upon facilities or facility
easements owned by MWD.

Therefore, the necessity for the coordination and review of the Project by WMWD has already been
considered and addressed in the document. The encroachment permit process will allow MWD to ensure
its facilities and unobstructed access are maintained. No further analysis is required.

Comment 3:

Detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan’s pipelines and rights-of-way may be obtained by
calling Metropolitan’s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the applicant
in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan’s facilities and easements, we have
enclosed a copy of the “Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties,
and/or Easement of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.” Please note that all
submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way.

Please continue to keep Metropolitan informed of ongoing developments. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to receiving future
documentation on this project. For further assistance, please contact me at (213) 217-6409.

Response to Comment 3:

WMWD appreciates MWD’s comments and will coordinate when design and construction begin. No new
significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this
comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the
Airport Land Use Commission, Riverside County
Letter Dated March 3, 2011

Comment 1:

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) with a
CD copy of the above-referenced document. The report is well-written and informative, and we
did not find any erroneous statements relating to airport land use compatibility. Our review of the
project indicates that the project will include facilities within the Airport Influence Areas of
Riverside Municipal Airport, Flabob Airport, and March Air Reserve Base. The pump station
associated with the Clay Street Connection would be located within the Riverside Municipal
Airport Influence Area. The reservoir associated with the Mockingbird Connection would be
located within the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Area. The Northern Reach (which
would be installed underground) would pass through the Flabob Airport Influence Area, as well
as the Riverside Municipal Airport Influence Area.

Response to Comment 1:

To clarify the proposed Project location, the Project is not located within the Airport Influence Area for
March Air Reserve Base. The County of Riverside General Plan is divided into Area Plans; the March Air
Reserve Base Airport Influence Area is shown on Figure 4: Policy Areas of the Lake
Matthews/Woodcrest Area Plan. Figure 4 clearly shows that the March Air Reserve Base Airport
Influence Area is located to the east of Township 3 South, Range 5 West. The proposed Project facilities
in this vicinity are the Mockingbird Connection underground tank/reservoir and pump station. These
facilities are proposed to be located on a lot within Tentative Tract Map 34059, which is within the
Riverside city limits and within Township 3 South, Range 5 West. Therefore, no Project facilities are
located within the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Area.

The Northern Reach of the Project traverses the ALUC the Airport Influence Area of the Flabob Airport
within Avalon Street, Mission Boulevard, and Limonite Avenue. At this location the Project is entirely
underground and within Airport Compatibility Zones D and E. Zones D and E prohibit “hazards to flight”
which are defined as objects greater than 70 feet and 100 feet in height, respectively.?? As the Project is an
underground pipeline in this location, the Project, once operational, will have no impact on Flabob
Airport. Although it is not anticipated that construction equipment will exceed 70 or 100 feet in height,
mitigation measure MM Haz 11 will be added to the Final SEIR/EIS and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan to assure that the Project will be in compliance with airport restrictions.

MM Haz 11: To avoid potential impacts resulting from temporary flight hazards within the
Flabob Airport Influence Area, no construction equipment shall exceed 70 feet in height
within the Northern Reach where it is located in Avalon Street south of the 60 Freeway,
Mission Boulevard, and Limonite Street.

A portion of the Project’s Central Reach and the Clay Street Connection facilities are located within the
Riverside Airport Influence Area within Clay Street, Limonite Avenue, Pedley Road, Van Buren
Boulevard, and Jackson and Monroe Streets. In this area, all Project facilities are underground except the
Clay Street Connection pump station which includes an approximately 5,000-square foot booster station

22 Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, Table 2a: Basic Compatibility Criteria, Adopted Oct. 2004,
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with pumps, meters, flow control, and disinfection facilities near the intersection of Limonite Avenue and
Pedley Road. The booster station will be enclosed within “an approximately 16-foot high block building.”
(Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.1-9) This building is located in Compatibility Zone E where hazards to flight are
considered objects taller than 100 feet in height. Since this structure does not meet this height threshold
and is an unoccupied structure except for routine maintenance, it will have no impact on Riverside
Airport.

The portion of the Project’s Central Reach which are located within the Riverside Airport Influence Area
traverses Compatibility Zones A, B2, C, D and E. Flight hazards are prohibited in Zones A and B2 if they
exceed 35 feet in height; Zone C like Zone D is 70 feet. As the Project is an underground pipeline in this
location, the Project, once operational, will have no impact on Riverside Airport, however; during
construction, “depending on the elevation at individual construction sites, the distance from Riverside
Municipal Airport runways, and the height of construction equipment; future development of portions of
the RCF Realignment Project may encroach into this 100-to-1 slope imaginary surface and will require
the filing of Form 7460-1 with the FAA.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.8-23) Mitigation measure MM Haz 10
addresses this potential temporary impact and requires consultation prior to construction with the manager
of the Riverside Municipal Airport to determine if encroachment (i.e., a flight hazard) might result from
construction; if it is determined that there will be an encroachment into the 100-to-1 imaginary surface,
then WMWD shall file a FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, and work
with the FAA to resolve any adverse effects on aeronautical operations. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.8-27)
These could include such things as, but not limited to:

e The use of construction equipment that is short enough to avoid encroachment into the imaginary
surface;

e Alternative construction methods to avoid the use of cranes or other tall equipment; or

e Construction at night when the airport is closed.

MM Haz 10 will be modified in the Final SEIR/EIS to include the above examples of what the FAA
could require that would mitigate potential equipment height issues during construction to less than
significant. Therefore, with implementation of MM Haz 10, potential impacts to airport operations at
Riverside Municipal Airport will be reduced to less than significant. No new significant impacts or
information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment. No further
analysis is required.

Comment 2:

The project extends into unincorporated Riverside County. In 2004, ALUC adopted a new Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan for Flabob Airport. In 2005, a new Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan was
adopted for Riverside Municipal Airport. The County of Riverside has not yet amended its Jurupa Area
Plan to be consistent with these Compatibility Plans. Until a determination is made by ALUC that the
Jurupa Area Plan, as adopted in 2003 and as may have been subsequently amended, is consistent with
these Compatibility Plans, projects affecting land within the portion of this Area Plan in Airport Influence
Areas are subject to ALUC review.

If no permits from the Riverside County Planning Department will be required for the facilities proposed
by this project, ALUC review of this project should be accomplished at the environmental stage.
Information associated with project submission can be obtained from our website at www.rcaluc.org.
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Response to Comment 2:

Under the heading, 1.5 Types of Actions Reviewed, on page 2-5, Chapter 2, Countywide Polices, in the
Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy Document (Adopted October 2004):

*1.5.2. Other Land Use Actions Subject to ALUC Review: In addition to the above types of land
use actions for which ALUC review is mandatory, other types of land use actions are subject to
review under the following circumstances:

@) Until such time as (1) the Commission finds that a local agency’s general plan or specific
plan is consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, or (2) the local agency
has overruled the Commission’s determination of inconsistency, state law provides that
the ALUC may require the local agency to refer all actions, regulations, and permits
involving land within an airport influence area to the Commission for review (Public
Utilities Code Section 21676.5(a)). Only those actions that the ALUC elects not to review
are exempt from this requirement. Commission policy is that only the major land use
actions listed in Policy 1.5.3 shall be submitted for review.

1.5.3. Major Land Use Actions: The scope or character of certain major land use actions, as
listed below, is such that their compatibility with airport activity is a potential concern. Even
though these actions may be basically consistent with the local general plan or specific plan,
sufficient detail may not be known to enable a full airport compatibility evaluation at the time that
the general plan or specific plan is reviewed. To enable better assessment of compliance with the
compatibility criteria set forth herein, ALUC review of these actions may be warranted. The
circumstances under which ALUC review of these actions is to be conducted are indicated in
Policy 1.5.2, above.

(a) Actions affecting land uses within any compatibility zone.
(1) Any proposed expansion of the sphere of influence of a city or special district.
(2) Proposed pre-zoning associated with future annexation of land to a city.
(3) Proposed development agreements or amendments to such agreements.
(4) Proposed residential development, including land divisions, consisting of five
or more dwelling units or lots.
(5) Any discretionary development proposal for projects having a building floor
area of 20,000 square feet or greater unless only ministerial approval (e.g., a
building permit) is required.
(6) Major capital improvements (e.g., water, sewer, or roads) which would promote urban
uses in undeveloped or agricultural areas to the extent that such uses are not reflected in a
previously reviewed general plan or specific plan.”

The Riverside-Corona Feeder project is discussed as a potential source of domestic water on page PF-9
and included in Table PF-3, Western Municipal Water District Projected Domestic Water Supply, in the
City of Riverside General Plan 2025, adopted November 2007, and reviewed by the ALUC. “Commission
policy is that only the major land use actions listed in Policy 1.5.3 shall be submitted for review” and
Section 1.5.3 states that a “major capital improvement,” such as the Project, would only be considered a
major land use action “to the extent that such uses are not reflected in a previously reviewed general
plan.” Therefore, since water provided through this Project to the City of Riverside has already been
considered in its General Plan, the Project should not need to come before the ALUC.

The Jurupa Area Plan area is now located within the cities of Jurupa Valley and Eastvale and is served by
the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD) as the water provider in the area, JCSD will potentially
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have access to RFC water at multiple turn-outs. With the exception of one small (approximately 10 acres)
site that is designated as Agriculture on the JAP Land Use Plan (located south of Limonite Avenue and
east of Bain Street), no vacant /agricultural land has not been planned for urban uses in the JAP. Thus,
Section 1.5.3 (6), above would not apply.

As shown above, although the Project falls within the Jurupa Area Plan (JAP), the County of Riverside
will not be the agency that will amend the JAP to be consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan; that process will have to be completed by the newly incorporated cities of Eastvale and Jurupa
Valley. The Project should not be required to go through ALUC review for the following reasons:

1. According to the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy Document, the
Project is consistent with 1.5.3 (6), as it is a major capital improvements project which would
promote urban uses in undeveloped or agricultural areas; however, such uses were reflected in a
previously reviewed general plans; the general plans being the City of Riverside General Plan and
JAP of the Riverside County General Plan which will be the General Plan for the Cities of
Eastvale and Jurupa Valley until they create and adopt a new plan. Therefore, the Project would
not be considered a major land use action and according to 1.5.2., Commission policy is that only
the major land use actions listed in Policy 1.5.3 shall be submitted for review.

2. Within the Flabob and Riverside Airports’ Areas of Influence, the majority of the Project will be
underground except for the Clay Street Connection pump station, which is only a 16-foot-tall
unoccupied building.

3. MM Haz 10 will mitigate any potential issues stemming from the possibility of construction
equipment encroaching into the 100-to-1 imaginary surface surrounding the Riverside Municipal
Airport.

4. The addition of MM Haz 11 will ensure that no construction equipment used within the Flabob
Airport Influence Area will create a hazard to flight.

No new or more severe significant impacts not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS were identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the
Orange County Water District
Letter Dated March 8, 2011

Comment 1:

Response to Comment 1:

The Riverside-Corona Feeder Project is not a recycled water project. No specific recycled project was
being referenced in the document, only that recycled water recharge may be one of the types of future
projects that may contribute to the conservation and conjunctive use plans for the Basin. There are
currently no proposed projects that WMWD is aware of that propose to use recycled water for recharge in
the Basin Area, but to avoid confusion that this is a part of the Project or a reasonably foreseeable project,
this language will be removed from the Final SEIR/EIS as follows:

e ... tieinto the Chino Desalter Phase 3 expansion to facilitate the connection of WMWD facilities
to those that are a part of the Chino Basin Dry-Year Yield Program;

Nla tha NN v a a v _a-\Ala aValla

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the
City of Riverside Community Development Department,
Planning Division
Letter Dated March 8, 2011

Comment 1:

and existing wells, and appurtenant facilities associated with aquifer storage and recovery. The
project, which includes federal funding through the Bureau of Reclamation, is intended to deliver
water from the Bunker Hill groundwater basin in San Bernardino County to communities
throughout western Riverside County.

KUF alignmenl near the INErsecion oI JAackson anda wIevelana oirects.

Monroe Street Option — The Monroe Street option would follow the above-described alignment

Street, under the State Route 91, and continue to the intersection of Monroe Street and Cleveland
Avenue.

Boring techniques will be used to cross under several locations within the City including the Santa
Ana River, Van Buren Boulevard near Jurupa Avenue, the intersection of Van Buren Boulevard and
Arlington Avenue, State Route 91, the Riverside Canal. City staff has reviewed the DSEIR for the
project and offers the following comments:

Response to Comment 1:

The above information regarding the Central Reach of the Project within the city of Riverside is correct.

Albert A. Ry Associates 2-94



Western Municipal Water District Section 2

Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments

Comment 2:

Water/Water Quality - The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU) — Water Division
is concerned that the proposed project will have a significant impact to groundwater supplies as a
result of the potential groundwater extraction. Page 3.0-11 of the DSEIR analyzes 20 wells, and
Page 3.0-12 analyzes extractions up to 40,000 acre feet per year (AFY), and an average of 17,500
AFY. Elsewhere in the document, the project is analyzed to flow 45,000 gallons per minute (gpm),
which is more than 72,000 AFY. As a result, the project description is confusing and misleading.
The project description must be revised to clearly and unambiguously state the number of wells
actually analyzed, and the maximum number of wells possible under the project; the annual
extractions actually analyzed, and the maximum annual extractions possible under the project.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project cannot have a significant impact to groundwater supplies due to extraction, because under this
Project, Western Municipal Water District (“WMWD?”) cannot extract any more groundwater than it has
previously recharged. In addition, the State Water Project (“SWP”) water that WMWD will use to store in
the San Bernardino Basin (the “Basin”) will be purchased from Metropolitan Water District (“MWD”)
when there is a surplus available; therefore, even statewide a significant impact to ground and/or surface
waters will not result from the Project.

The page references given in Comment 2, above, refer to the description of the Project that was already
approved and evaluated in the certified 2005 Program EIR for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project. The
Project as analyzed in the 2005 certified Final Programmatic EIR, included recharge and extraction of up
to 40,000 acre-ft per year and up to the use of 20 different existing and new wells. However, as the
Project Description continues in Section 3.0, it clearly spells out additional aspects of the Project that are
evaluated in this Supplemental EIR and under which the Project is proposed to operate, as follows:

“Operations of the Preferred Alternative [(the Project)] would include the use of existing
and/or new wells, as analyzed in the 2005 Project Alignment Final EIR, and/or the use of
new wells analyzed as a part of the Central Feeder Connection, described below. Up to a
total of 20 wells could be used to properly manage water extractions associated with the
RCF. Not all wells would operate at the same time; approximately 25 percent would be
pumping at any one time. Wells may be located in the various well fields evaluated in the
2005 Project Alignment EIR and in the Central Feeder Connection area evaluated herein. . .

The Central Feeder Connection consists of approximately 6,350 linear feet of an up to 54-
inch diameter pipeline located in the San Bernardino Avenue right-of-way between
Alabama Street in unincorporated San Bernardino County and Webster Street in the city of
Redlands. . . . Adjacent to the Central Feeder Pipeline are up to five new proposed 350 HP
X 2,200 gallons per minute (GPM) groundwater production wells within the well field
identified on Figure 1.0-1 [of the Draft EIR/EIS] (exact locations not determined) into the
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s Central Feeder Pipeline; thereby
providing additional means for transporting San Bernardino Groundwater Basin water
through regional pipeline facilities that are connected to the Riverside-Corona Feeder
project. These five wells are included within the 20 total wells associated with the RCF.

In conjunction with the evaluation of the above Central Feeder facilities in this SEIR/EIS,
proposed operations of the Central Feeder Connection were used as the framework for
potential groundwater impacts during periods of drought and emergency periods. Analysis
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provided by Geoscience Support Services, Inc. in March 2010, was based on the following:
the RCF is supported by, and fully consistent with, MWD’s Integrated Resource Plan, the
Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority’s Integrated Watershed Plan, and the regional
water planning efforts for the cities of Riverside, Norco, Corona, Elsinore Valley Municipal
Water District, Jurupa Community Services District, Home Gardens County Water District,
Lee Lake Water District, and March Air Reserve Base. Groundwater modeling was
performed to assess potential groundwater impacts that might result from the RCF
including impacts to the Western Judgment and the Newmark Groundwater Superfund Site.
See Sections 4.6 and 4.7 [of the Draft SEIR/EIS] for detailed assumptions and results.”
(Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 3.0-22 and 23)

Thus, there will be approximately five wells out of a possible 20 well locations that would be operated for
Project purposes at any one time. Each 350-horsepower well is estimated to operate at 2,200 gallons per
minute. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 3.0-6) Since no page reference was given in the comment for the 45,000
gallons per minute reference, the Draft SEIR/EIS document was searched electronically for the number
45,000, which does not appear in the text; however, if the gallons per minute per each well is multiplied
by 20 wells one could arrive at a total pumping capacity of 44,000 gallons per minute. If this is the
thinking behind the numbers in Comment 2, this is incorrect for two reasons. First, as clarified above, the
Project cannot have a significant impact to groundwater supplies due to extraction, because under this
Project, WMWD cannot extract any more groundwater than it has previously recharged. Second, with
approximately five wells in operation at a time, the estimated extraction rate of the project would not
exceed 11,000 gallons per minute. This level of well production equates to approximately 48.61 acre-
ft/day. Depending on the amount of water that has been stored in the Basin under this Project (i.e.,
available water to extract) and the number of days per year pumping might occur, the table below shows
example levels of annual extraction that could be achieved if water was available.

Example Number Daily Well Production Rate if
of Days of Five Wells are Pumping
Production per (11,000 gpm = 48.61081959008 | Acre-ft per
Year AF/day) Year
100 48.61081959008 4,861
150 “ 7,292
200 “ 9,722
250 “ 12,153
300 “ 14,583
365 “ 17,743

Based on results of the modeling (Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS), RCF Scenario 1 (least stressful
conditions) consists of total artificial recharge (i.e., SWP water) of 42,000 acre-ft and total extraction of
34,500 acre-ft during the 26 years from 2007 through 2032, or an average extraction of 1,327 acre-ft per
year; RCF Scenario 2 (most likely conditions) includes total artificial recharge of 150,000 acre-ft and total
extraction of 125,800 acre-ft, or an average over the 26 years modeled of 4,838 acre-ft extracted per year;
and RCF Scenario 3 (most stressful conditions) includes total artificial recharge of 198,000 acre-ft and
total extraction of 163,300 acre-ft, or an average of 6,281 acre-ft per year. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-32) As
shown in the modeling results, some years there may be no water available to extract and some years
there may not be a need to extract water, so the system allows for the flexibility and potential to extract
multiple years of stored available water. The results of the modeling presented here and modeling results
associated with the original 2005 PEIR indicate that the Project (Realignment Alternative with Additional
Connections) will have less than significant impacts on groundwater resource levels within the Basin
Area. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-33)
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No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 3:

What is even more misleading is that extraction volumes analyzed in the DEIR far exceed the
volumes represented by Western Municipal Water District (Western) at a December 6, 2010,
Project update to the Basin Technical Advisory Committee (BTAC). During that update, Western

Response to Comment 3:

See Response to Comment 2, above.

Comment 4:

The project represented in DSEIR as it currently exists will have a significant unmitigated impacts
on groundwater levels due to substantial depletion of groundwater supplies and will interfere
substantially with eroundwater recharce such that there iz a net deficit in amiifer valome and

Response to Comment 4:

See Response to Comment 2, above. It is correct that WMWD does not have access to 40,000 AFY of
imported water volumes to recharge at this time. At present, if the Project facilities were in place,
WMWD has access to 6,000 AFY for extraction that has been stored pursuant to the certified 2005 PEIR
and agreement with MWD for water delivery. The source of the water that will be used to recharge under
this Project is imported SWP water in years when surpluses are identified by the state and available to
purchase from MWD; however, it is unlikely that MWD will have 40,000 acre-ft of surplus SWP
available to sell in any given future year. State Water Project water was analyzed in the Draft SEIR/EIS
as the source of all water for recharge.

The safe yield is the amount of water that can be annually pumped from a basin on a permanent basis
without adversely affecting the Basin. The San Bernardino Groundwater Basin Area (the “Basin”) has
been adjudicated through what is referred to as the Western Judgment and as described in the Draft
SEIR/EIS. The safe yield of the Basin is determined pursuant to the Western Judgment. “The Western
Judgment” generally provides for the following:

e A determination of safe yield of the San Bernardino Basin Area (“Basin Area”);
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o Establishment of 64,872 AF rights that can be extracted from the SBBS by plaintiff parties. This
is equal to 27.95 percent of safe yield;

e A obligation of Valley District to replenish any extractions from Basin Area by non-plaintiffs in
aggregate in excess of 167,228 AF (equal to 72.05 percent of safe yield); An obligation of
WMWD to replenish the Colton and Riverside Basins if extractions for use in Riverside County
in aggregate exceed certain specific amounts; and

e An obligation of Valley District to replenish the Colton and Riverside basins if water levels are
lower than certain specific water level elevations in specified wells.” (SAWPA, p. 112)

“The Western Judgment is administered by the two-person Western-San Bernardino Watermaster—one
person nominated each by Valley District and WMWD, and both appointed by the court.” (SAWPA, p.
113) Pursuant to the Western Judgment, “The Watermaster has determined the natural safe yield of the
water supply accruing to the San Bernardino Basin Area at 232,100 acre-ft per annum from which the
Adjusted Rights of Plaintiff exporters were also determined.” (WSBWMa, p. 30) Compared to this, the
project’s likely withdrawals at maximum well production, as now proposed in the Realignment Project
description would represent 4.7 percent of safe yield, but this volume could only be extracted if it had
already been stored in the Basin, thus impacts to the safe yield of the Basin will be less than significant as
determined in the Draft SEIR/EIS.

In addition, “WMWD has been participating in ongoing management efforts with the Basin Area
Technical Advisory Committee (BTAC) which will assure that this project is included and managed to
avoid adverse impacts to water levels in the Basin Area.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.6-38) The ongoing
monitoring and adaptive management required by MM GWL 2 (Revised) includes the Project’s
management plan be developed and tested using the groundwater modeling employed by the BTAC (or
its successor or assignee) on an annual basis. If such modeling predicts that Project operations would
result in a water level reduction of greater than 10 feet, the Project operation shall be modified to reduce
impacts to less than significant levels through increased, decreased or no replenishment, replenishment at
an alternative location, increased, decreased or no extraction, or extraction at targeted locations. No new
significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this
comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 5:

In addition, the DSEIR cannot rely upon the current San Bernardino Basin Area (SBBA) basin
model. The recently completed peer review of the model identified errors in model parameters in
parts of the basin, causing errors in the model output. For example, the existing model shows high
groundwater condition in the foothills, and not in the historical high groundwater areas.

Response to Comment 5:

The City of Riverside’s comments on the Draft SEIR/EIS expressed their concern that model results do
not accurately represent predicted conditions in the Basin as a result of the RCF Project. This concern is
from errors in model parameters identified in a recently completed independent peer review. To address
this concern, GEOSCIENCE (one of the consultants hired to create the model) provided the response and
analysis below, which is consistent with WMWD'’s understanding.

“The RCF conjunctive use scenarios proposed in the Draft SEIR/EIS were evaluated by GEOSCIENCE
using the Refined Basin Flow Model/Newmark Groundwater Flow Model (RBFM/NGFM) and the
Refined Basin Solute Transport Model (RBSTM). The current versions of these models represent highly
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refined versions of the initial modeling efforts that have evolved over the past four decades. Various
groundwater flow models and refinements form part of the evolution of the current RCFM.NGFM and
RBSTM, which include:

1. The first numerical model of the area (1966-67) by Tyson, Weber, and Frankel of the California
Department of Water Resources.

2. A simplified wellOrespinse model by Durbin (1974), and Durbin and Morgan (1978) of the

USGS.

A more complex groundwater flow model by Hardt and Hutchinson of the USGS.

The USGS basin Flow Model developed by Danskin of the USGS. This model formed the basis

for the current model refinement.

Updated USGS model code (MODFLOW-2000) and added a solute transport component.

Refinement USGS model cell size from 820 ft. by 820 ft. to 102.5 ft. by 102.5 ft.

Modified the USGS model from two layers to five layers.

Extended the end of the model period from 2000 to 2006.

Refined the annual stress periods from 1983 to 2006 to monthly stress periods.

10 Developed TCE and PCE solute transport models.

s w

© oo~ O

The most recent refinement processes were conducted through a cooperative technical effort
involving representatives of San Bernardino Municipal Water District (SBMWD) and San Bernardino
Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD), their respective consultants at Stantec Consulting
(Stantec) and GEOSCIENCE, and Mr. Wes Danskin of the USGS. This working technical group is
the makeup of the current RBFM/NGFM modeling team (Modeling Team). One primary benefit of
these refinement efforts is that the RBFM/NGFM and RBSTM, which are an approximation of a
complex field situation, continue to improve and gain value as a water resources management tool for
the San Bernardino Basin Area.

GEOSCIENCE has played a vital role in the development and refinement processes of these models
since the USGS Basin Flow Model was undated (including preparation by GEOSCIENCE of the
Initial Report of Recharge Parties Pursuant to RWQCB Resolution No. R8-2008-2019, Bunker Hill-
A, Bunker Hill-B, Lytle, Rialto, Colton and Yucaipa Management Zones for SBVMWD).
GEOSCIENCE has extensive experience using these models to evaluate key groundwater
characteristics of the Basin Area, which included:

o Interaction between surface streams and groundwater,

e Groundwater flow,

e Groundwater quality,

e Groundwater path lines,

e Travel distances of groundwater contaminant plumes,

e  Groundwater budgets,

o Artificial recharge and associated growth and decay of groundwater mounds,
o Potential liquefaction, and

e  Agquifer system compaction (i.e., subsidence).

The table below summarizes the major projects in the Basin Area for which GEOSCIENCE has
preformed modeling work.
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Year Project Purpose of Model Client

. . Groundwater Flow, Particle
Santa Ana River Water Rights . ' .
2004 | Applications for Supplemental Tracking, Groundwater Quality, WMWD/

Groundwater Recharge, SBVMWD
Water Supply Draft EIR Subsidence
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project- Groundwater Flow, Particle
2005 | Phase | Groundwater Modeling Tracking, and Groundwater WMWD
Results Quality
Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Upper Santa Ana
2007 In?tleograted Regional Water Groundwater FIOW. and Wrgzer Resources
Groundwater Quality o
Management Plan Association
San Bernardino Basin Area-Refined | Groundwater Flow, Groundwater
2009 | Basin Flow Model and Solute Quality, Potential Liquefaction, SBVMWD

Transportation Model Report Groundwater Budgets

Per the request of the Institutional Controls Groundwater Management Program (ICGMP)Z, the
RBFM/NGFM underwent an independent peer review following the completion of the model
refinements. Balleau Groundwater, Inc. (Balleau Groundwater) was contracted to perform the peer
review. Peer review comments were provided by Balleau Groundwater in the form of a report, dated
December 15, 2010.

A BTAC meeting was held in January 2011 to address the concerns identified in the model review report.
The major concerns that were identified from Balleau’s review of the current RBFM/NGFM include: (1)
model-calculated shallow groundwater in the Pressure Zone is not consistent with observed field data; and
(2) model layers that “pinch out” (i.e., merge together vertically) in the mountain front areas of the Basin
Area is not comparable with the USGS Basin Flow Model, and could result in water levels to fall below
model layer 1 which do not account for storage changes responding to fluctuations in water levels over
200 ft in the mountain front area.

Upon consideration of Balleau’s identified issue regarding shallow groundwater in Pressure Zone, the
Modeling Team determined that the current RBFM/NGFM was calibrated adequately for the intended
purpose of evaluating the potential liquefaction areas (i.e., areas with depth to water shallower than 50 ft.)
in Basin Area. For example, the areas calculated by the RBFM/NGFM as having a depth of water less
than 50 ft. in 1983 were determined to be similar to the area previously mapped by Matti and Carson
(1991) and based on observed field data by Martin and Lew (1999).

To address Balleau’s concern regarding the model structure, the Modeling Team determined that the
depth to bedrock in the mountain front area used for the 2009 version RBFM/NGFM is consistent with
the following published documents:

e DWR Bulletin 104-5 (1970)

e CDMG Special Report 113 (1976)

e USGS Open-File Report 81-576 (1980)
e GEOSCIENCE (1993)

e Wildermuth Environmental (2000)

e USGS Open-File Report 00-193 (2000)

2 The ICGMP group was established in response to concerns voiced by municipalities with interests within the Basin Area
during the Draft Consent Decree and Statement of Work administered by the EPA and California Department of Toxic Substance
Control (DUSC) for the Newmark Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site cleanup projects in the Basin Area.
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The geologic cross-section provided in the report for the USGS Basin Flow Model was used only to
illustrate the conceptual model of the valley-fill aquifer. Therefore, the peer reviewer’s comment on the
current RBFM/NGFM is not a concern for the modeling results of the RCF Project.

In response to Balleau’s comments, a work plan has been developed and proposes to provide additional
enhancements to the RBFM/NGFM and RBSRM to improve its accuracy, functionality and make it
accessible to the public via the internet. As with the past RBFM/NGFM modeling efforts, the Modeling
Team will work closely together to prepare the proposed modeling enhancement scope of work outlined
in the proposed work plan. The scope of work is intended to address GEOSCIENCE’s and Stantec’s
recommendations as provided in previous modeling reports and to address Balleau Groundwater’s peer
review comments.

It is the important to note that the purpose of using the RBFM/NGFM and RBSRM for the RCF Project
was to assess the potential impacts of the RCF on groundwater levels and groundwater quality in the
Basin Area. In general, this assessment was made by comparing water levels and water quality predicted
by the RBFM/NGFM and RBSTM (i.e., RCF Project Scenarios 1 though 3) to a Baseline Run (No
Project). Upon approval of the proposed work plan and completion of the scope of work, the
RBFM/NGFM and RBSTM can be used to evaluate the proposed Project without the concerns identified
in [Comment 5, as required by MM GWL 2 (Revised).]”

As GEOSCIENCE is an expert consulting firm with respect to groundwater modeling efforts within the
Basin Area, and the Modeling Team includes the two major water providers in the Basin Area and the
USGS, WMWD is confident that the modeling performed for the Draft SEIR/EIS was the best available
at the time of preparation of the document. GEOSCIENCE has prepared a proposal to make modifications
that will further refine the model, but even if that work were underway today, it would be over a year
before it is complete which is an unreasonable and unnecessary delay of the CEQA process. No new
significant impacts or information was identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 6:

During the dry years, less groundwater will reach RPU wells, The DSEIR must analyze the impacts

in Avictine walle and oramdustss omalise ot the moviemres Deetasd seesesiis The eeecie—

Response to Comment 6:

See Responses to Comments 2, 4, and 5, above, which address in greater detail the following:

It is correct that the recently identified Project well locations are located upstream of RPU’s Gage wells
and have been sited in this location to address concerns by City of San Bernardino Municipal Water
Department regarding water quality associated with its Newmark Groundwater Contamination
Remediation project. However, operation of this Project may involve wells in well field locations which
were analyzed in the 2005 PEIR if required annual modeling identifies a need for such. In addition as
discussed in Response to Comment 4, “WMWD has been participating in ongoing management efforts
with the Basin Area Technical Advisory Committee (BTAC) which will assure that this project is
included and managed to avoid adverse impacts to water levels in the Basin Area.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p.
4.6-38) The ongoing monitoring and adaptive management required by MM GWL 2 (Revised) includes
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the Project’s management plan be developed and tested using the groundwater modeling employed by the
BTAC (or its successor or assignee) on an annual basis. If such modeling predicts that Project operations
would result in a water level reduction of greater than 10 feet, the Project operation shall be modified to
reduce impacts to less than significant levels through increased, decreased or no replenishment,
replenishment at an alternative location, increased, decreased or no extraction, or extraction at targeted
locations. Response to Comment 5, above, discusses the ongoing improvements to the modeling efforts
and the validity of the modeling used in the SEIR/EIS.

The Project cannot have a significant impact to groundwater supplies due to extraction, because under this
Project, WMWD cannot extract any more groundwater than it has previously recharged. In addition, see
Response to Comment 2, above, depending on the amount of water that has been stored in the Basin
under this Project (i.e., available water to extract) and the number of days per year pumping might occur,
the maximum level of annual extraction assuming 25 percent of the wells are operating 365 days per year
is 17,743 acre-ft.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 7:

The DSEIR. does not evaluate potential impacts to Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations in
the City's sewage treatment plant effluent. Substantial volumes of imported water with higher
TDS recharged in the SBBA basin will increase TDS levels in RPU groundwater supplies. TDS
increases in the water supply may force the City and others to desalt effluent at substantial cost to
avoid a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit violation.

Response to Comment 7:

This comment identifies the City’s concern that the Project’s recharge of SWP water would eventually
increase the total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration of ambient groundwater, possibly leading the City
of Riverside to exceed its Regional Board TDS discharge limit. The following describes the baseline for
TDS levels in SWP water and the Draft SEIR/EIS analysis results followed by details of the City’s waste
discharge permit requirements.

Total Dissolved Solids Information:

TDS levels of SWP water vary by month and overtime. For 2006, SWP water averaged TDS level was
181 mg/L. From October 2008 to September 2009 TDS ranged between 225 and 325 mg/L with the
overall SWP water at the Devil Canyon Afterbay averaging 250 mg/L. (Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 4.7-21 to
4.7-22) The Draft SEIR/EIS lists the existing TDS conditions in 2007 for City of Riverside Raub 1 Well
and Gage Canal Company Lower Kelly Well which were both 280 mg/l. (Draft SEIR/EIS Table 4.7-D,
p.4.7-28)

The potential impact from the Project on TDS concentrations in the Basin was evaluated using the
Refined Basin Solute Transport Model (RBSTM) and results were reported in Section 4.7 of the Draft
SEIR/EIS beginning on page 4.7-21 and in Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS. The evaluation included
four predictive model runs to evaluate water quality changes for a Baseline Run (No Project) and three
Project conjunctive use scenarios (Scenarios 1 through 3). The sources for TDS concentrations that were
input into the model included:

e Direct infiltration from precipitation
o Recharge from local runoff generated by precipitation
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o Artificial recharge, Return flow from groundwater pumping
e Recharge from mountain front runoff
e Underflow recharge
e Streamflow

Description of the assumptions used are provided in Section 3.2 of the Groundwater Modeling of TDS
and Nitrate-Nitrogen Concentrations — Riverside-Corona Feeder Project Conjunctive Use Scenarios
(GEOSCIENCE 2010a), in Appendix F of the Draft SEIR/EIS. State Water Project water is one of three
components (Santa Ana River water and recycled water being the other two) used to artificially recharge
the Basin and the only component to be used for recharge under this Project. The TDS concentration for
SWP water was assumed to be equal to or exceed 255 milligrams per liter (mg/L) 50 percent of the time
during the simulation period (see Figure 4 in the referenced report). Initial concentrations for TDS in the
Basin Area were based on the 1987-2006 ambient concentrations calculated by Wildermuth
Environmental, Inc. in 2008.** Artificial recharge of SWP water was predicted to range from 42,000 acre-
ft to 198,000 acre-ft over a period of 26 years.

Model-predicted TDS concentrations within the Basin Area for Scenarios 1 through 3 were found to be
similar to those for the Baseline Run (No Project).” These results are included in Table 4.7-C of the Draft
SEIR/EIS for the three Upper Santa Ana River Basin Groundwater Management Zones (GMZs). These
data indicate that the Project will not exceed the Baseline (No Project) model run (i.e., future conditions
without the Project) in the Bunker Hill A and B GMZs. With or without the project, the future condition
is expected to exceed ambient TDS levels and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s TDS goal for
these GMZs (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.7-24) however, overall the Project does not substantially worsen this
condition.

The City of Riverside currently relies upon approximately 38 groundwater production wells located with
the San Bernardino Basin Area to extract groundwater supplies. A summary of model predicted TDS
concentrations for these wells 38 wells under No Project and Scenarios 1 through 3 are provided in Table
1 of GEOSCIENCE’s Technical Memorandum dated August 15, 2011, reproduced below for ease of
reference. The average change in TDS concentration between the No Project and Scenarios 1 through 3
after a period of 26 years (i.e., the overall impact of the Project if no other changes occurred during the 26
year period) ranges from 0.47 mg/L to 2.77 mg/L. Baseline model-predicted TDS concentration range
from 268.58 mg/L to 475.75 mg/L so the average changes expected to result from the Project are
negligible (0.17% to 0.58%) over 26 years.

2+ Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., Recomputation of ambient Water Quality in the Santa Ana Watershed for the Period 1987 to
2006, 2008. Prepared for Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority.

% Figures 11 through 14 from Groundwater Modeling of TDS and Nitrate-Nitrogen concentrations — Riverside-Corona Feeder
Project Conjunctive Use Scenarios (GEOSCIENCE 2010a).
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Table 1

Model Predicted TDS Concentrations for City of Riverside Wells within the SBBA

Count Well Model-Predicted TDS Concentration [mg/L] Change from Baseline [mg/L]
Baseline | Scenario 1| Scenario 2 | Scenario 3 | Scenario 1| Scenario 2 | Scenario 3

1 COOLEYH 288.53 288.63 288.94 289.20 0.09 0.40 0.67
2 COOLEY | 326.98 326.67 326.68 327.44 -0.31 -0.30 0.46
3 COOLEY ) 330.33 330.90 331.85 333.08 0.57 1.52 2.75
4 GAGE 26-1 376.93 377.10 377.08 378.04 0.17 0.15 1.11
5 GAGE 27-1 410.16 410.39 410.55 411.93 0.23 0.39 1.77
6 GAGE 27-2 423.93 424,04 424.26 425.83 0.11 0.33 1.90
7 GAGE 29-1 421.82 421.92 422.20 42376 0.09 0.38 1.94
8 GAGE 29-2 347.81 347.98 347.54 348.05 0.16 -0.28 0.23
9 GAGE 29-3 327.24 327.18 325.64 325.68 -0.06 -1.60 -1.56
10 GAGE 30-1 304.99 305.52 306.42 307.57 0.52 1.43 2.58
11 GAGE 31-1 350.42 351.87 354.87 356.58 1.44 4.44 6.15
12 GAGE 46-1 307.05 308.15 310.11 312.02 1.11 3.06 4.97
13 GAGE 51-1 316.80 317.06 316.90 317.76 0.26 0.10 0.96
14 GAGE 56-1 276.64 276.64 277.28 278.68 -0.01 0.64 2.03
15 GAGE 66-1 333.03 333.05 333.26 334.43 0.02 0.22 1.40
16 GAGE 92-1 331.42 33141 330.71 331.17 -0.02 -0.71 -0.25
17 GAGE 92-2 277.85 277.32 277.00 277.20 -0.53 -0.84 -0.64
18 GAGE 92-3 268.58 266.87 266.03 266.09 -1.70 -2.55 -2.49
19 GAGE 98-1 302.48 302.56 302.47 303.16 0.08 -0.01 0.68
20 GARNER 1 349.30 350.06 351.54 354.39 0.76 2.24 5.09
21 GARNER 2 345.87 347.04 348.62 350.02 1.17 2.75 4.15
22 GARNER 4 330.06 330.07 330.34 332.42 0.02 0.29 2.37
23 GARNER 5 433.07 433.96 435.52 437.82 0.89 2.45 4.75
24 GARNER 6 414.49 415.75 417.90 421.43 1.26 3.41 6.94
25 GARNER 7 343.65 344.19 345.32 348.05 0.54 1.67 4.40
26 HUNT 10 414.42 414.37 414.46 416.30 -0.05 0.04 1.88
27 HUNT 11 406.69 406.61 406.71 408.45 -0.07 0.02 1.77
28 RAUB 4 353.31 354.95 356.93 358.52 1.64 3.62 5.21
29 RAUB 5 370.67 372.89 376.71 378.93 2.23 6.05 8.26
30 RAUB 6 407.89 409.12 411.28 413.53 1.23 3.38 5.64
31 RAUB 7 383.98 384.63 385.14 386.47 0.66 1.16 2.49
32 RAUB 8 429.03 429.50 430.46 432.91 0.47 1.44 3.89
33 SCHEUER 514.57 514.59 514.80 517.10 0.01 0.23 2.53
34 STILES 426.11 426.71 427.57 430.44 0.60 1.46 433
35 THORNE 12 475.75 478.48 481.57 485.99 273 5.82 10.24
36 TIPPECANOE 341.32 341.43 341.19 341.96 0.10 -0.13 0.63
37 WARREN 1 405.38 405.65 405.78 407.96 0.27 0.40 2,58
38 WARREN 4 432.13 433.32 433.74 435.46 1.19 1.61 3.33
Average Change 0.47 1.18 2.77
Maximum Change 2.73 6.05 10.24
Minimum Change -1.70 -2.55 -2.49

15-Aug-11 GEOSCIENCE Support Services, Inc.
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Table 4.7-D of the Draft SEIR/EIS also presents TDS concentrations for various jurisdictions’ individual
wells, including production wells, monitoring wells and out of service wells used to monitor water levels.
These data indicate that the Project will increase TDS levels at the City’s Raub 1 Well (by 2 to 9 mg/L, or
0.52% to 2.36%) and Gage Canal Company Lower Kelly Well (by 0 to 2 mg/L, or 0.0 to 0.7%). Without
the project, the Baseline Run (No Project) (i.e., future condition without the project) is expected to exceed
ambient TDS levels by 101 mg/L at the Raub 1 Well and 148 mg/L at the Gage Canal Well. In general,
any future increases in TDS concentrations in the Riverside wells are predicted to be minimal and
primarily related to changes that are predicted to occur with or without the Project.

City of Riverside Waste Discharge Permit Requirements

The City of Riverside is subject to California Regional Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region
Waste Discharge and Producer/User Reclamation Requirements under Order No. R8-2009-0052
amending Order No. R8-2006-2009, NPDES No. CA0105350. Basically, the permit has two different, but
related, TDS limits with the lower of the two being the ultimate limit, as follows:

1. The 12-month flow weighted running average TDS constituent concentration and mass emission
rate shall not exceed 650 mg/L and 216,840 Ibs/day, respectively, unless certain conditions can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional Board’s Executive Officer.

2. The 12-month flow weighted running average TDS concentration shall not exceed the 12-month
flow weighted running average TDS concentration in the water supply by more than 250 mg/L,
unless certain conditions can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional Board’s
Executive Officer.

In its permit, the City has acknowledged that SWP water is of high quality. “The City has noted that there
is the potential for increases in TDS concentration in the potable water served in the service areas due, in
part, to decreasing importation of high TDS quality State Project Water, decreasing reliance on high TDS
quality groundwater pumped from the Bunker Hill Bain, and increasing reliance over the long-term on
poorer quality water pumped from part of the Riverside Basin.” (Order No. R8-2009-0052, p.1)

Thus, if the water supply average TDS concentrations remain at or below 400 mg/L and the *“use
increment” of 250 mg/L discussed and authorized in the Basin Plan (Order No. R8-2006-0009, p. F-14),
is not exceeded, then the effluent limit of 650 mg/L is not exceeded. The recharge of SWP water at an
average 250 mg/L is well below 400 mg/L and the Project’s minor increases over 26 years will not
contribute significantly toward exceeding this limit.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 8:

The proposed Project will be using the existing recharge facilities in SBBA to recharge the
imported water. Most of the imported water available for recharge is available during the wet years.
During the wet years, the existing recharge facilities are fully utilized for re-charging of local
waters and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s (SBVMWD's) imported water State
Water Project’s (SWP) Table A allocation required to maintain the basin Safe Yield. The proposed
Project by Western may need new recharge facilities to implement the Project. The DSEIR must
consider and analyze those new facilities, and may not defer that analysis until SWP conditions
meet the Project capacity. The Project impacts must be analyzed now, at the maximum capacities,
at maximum Project construction to enable those capacities. To do otherwise is impermissible
segmentation of the Project to avoid finding impacts.

Response to Comment 8:

No additional studies are needed to assess the availability/adequate capacity of the existing recharge
basins proposed to be used for recharge by this Project. Due to the fact that surplus SWP water is the sole
source of water being utilized for recharge as a part of this Project, WMWD can work with SBVMWD
and/or have the delivery of SWP water held until the basins are available to receive more water, such as
summer, so that there is no interference with the needs of local agencies to recharge surface water during
wetter periods or SBVMWND’s Table A allotments.

See also Responses to Comments 2, 4, and 5, above. No new significant impacts or information not
previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 9:

- ——g——— - o RSy R L APRLLLLE,

72,000 AFY of water flow through the proposed pipeline, and where that water will come from, and
the impacts of providing that water,

Response to Comment 9:

See Responses to Comments 2 through 8, above. No new significant impacts or information not
previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 10:

Traffic - The Traffic Impact Analysis (TI1A) of the DEIR does not identify detour routes or analyze
potential impacts to “nearby” streets affected by the road closures and/or detours. Detours along
Jackson and Monroe Streets may impact residential streets which are not designed to accommodate
large number of vehicles or truck traffic for extended periods of time. Without further analysis of
impacts related to traffic and traffic hazards, noise, and air quality as a result of detours through
residential areas, the EIR fails to show that the potential impacts to residences (sensitive receptors)

Response to Comment 10:

Pages 4.12-22 through 4.12-25 identifies city of Riverside intersections within the Central Reach of the
Project and state below the individual street description (if applicable) that, “In order to achieve
satisfactory levels of service during the impacted phases of construction at this intersection, non-peak
hour construction and/or additional detours will be required.” It has not been envisioned that detours
would impact residential streets, however, WMWD would be willing to detour traffic onto larger streets
as recommended in the above comment.

Mitigation measures MM Trans 2, 2a, and 3 require a Traffic Control and Safety Plan and coordination
with the City of Riverside for areas within its jurisdiction. Specifically, MM Trans 2a requires
“circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts to local street circulation . . .” During the process of
preparing, reviewing and approving the Traffic Control and Safety Plan for any portion of the Project
located within the city limits, City staff may identify which streets are appropriate if traffic must be
detoured to another street. Therefore, potential impacts to residential streets will be avoided.

Additionally, construction traffic generated by the Project will be minimal. “Traffic increases due to the
proposed project will consist of construction worker vehicles and trucks hauling dirt or delivering
materials. The numbers of vehicles varies somewhat depending on the type of construction being
performed, tunneling/boring or traditional trenching. The proposed project’s traffic will represent a small
increase in relation to the existing traffic in some areas and a larger increase in relation to existing traffic
in other locations. In general, however, impacts to traffic from the project will consist of minor (less than
100 trips per day) short-term increases in vehicle trips which will be a less than significant increase in
traffic.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.12-27)

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 11:
Additional City Public Works Department Requirements for work in City Streets

The City’s Public Works Division’s preferred alignment is the Monroe Street alignment. Prior to
construction, a traffic control plan shall be submitted to the City Public Works Department for
review and approval for all construction work within City Limits. The prospective traffic control
plan needs to adequately address the following concerns:

¢ Avoid detouring traffic through residential neighborhoods and streets.

e Where residential or collector streets are affected, the traffic control plan must require
rehabilitation of damage caused to residential and collector streets during the construction.

¢ Avoid loss of signal detection loops (for traffic signals) at intersections during construction.

¢ Per Figure 1-A of the TIA, Typical Open Trench Detail, shows that the open trench width
will be Pipe Diameter (54-inch diameter) + 40 inches for a total open trench width of 94
inches. The City requires that all travel lanes on Van Buren be opened during non-working
hours which means that the contractor will need to provide “steel plate bridging”. The City
will require a structural design prepared by a Civil Engineer where the span exceeds the
maximum, allowable non-engineered span of 63 inches. The City Public Works Department
will not allow long term lane closures on Van Buren.

e The traffic control plan needs to determine if Jackson or Monroe Streets will also have
“steel plate bridging™ during non-working hours or whether the contractor will be closing
the lanes or roadway with long term traffic control devices such as k-rail,

e The Contractor needs to provide language in the project specifications to ensure the red light
enforcement system at Van Buren at Arlington is not impacted. If the contractor anticipates
impacts to the system they need to discuss those impacts with the Public Works Department.
The Public Works Department will need to review the plans, impacts, duration of impacts,
and provide specification language to minimize red light enforcement shutdowns during the
pipe installation.

* The project needs to clarify the work hours especially for segments or intersections shown
not to be impacted during peak traffic hours. The City needs to know if the proposed work
hours will be from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. or whether night work is proposed since nighttime
construction activities may impact local residential neighborhoods (noise levels may be an
issue).

Response to Comment 11:

Mitigation measures MM Trans 2 and MM Trans 2a (Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 4.12-37 and -38) require
Traffic Control and Safety Plans; MM Trans 3 requires coordination with affected local jurisdictions to
address potential conflicts with underground facilities and planned/in-progress Capital Improvement
Projects; MM Trans 4 addresses the potential for nighttime construction and limitations on such activity.
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The following specifically address each bulleted recommendation above:

1.

o 0~ w

Pursuant to MM Trans 2, 2a, 3 and 13, the City will have the opportunity to identify which
streets are appropriate for detours if any are required; thus, the City will be able to require that
residential streets be avoided. Likewise, the City can mandate where and when steel plates need
to be installed during construction, how long lane closures may occur on Van Buren Boulevard,
what types of traffic control devises will be used if lanes need to be closed and the daily work
hours (vs. nighttime construction);

Mitigation measure MM Trans 12 requires WMWD to “restore any impacted public street,
sidewalks, bikeways and trails to their pre-construction condition, following completion of each
individual construction project as mutually agreed between WNWD and the local jurisdiction
prior to construction.” Therefore, damage caused to streets will be replaced;

MM Trans 12 addresses the issue of signal detection loops as described in item 2, above;
See item 1, above.
See item 1, above.

To address the City’s concern regarding the red light enforcement system at the intersection of
Van Buren and Arlington and a similar concern about existing facilities/systems raised by the
City of San Bernardino, mitigation measure MM Trans 3 is revised in the Final SEIR/EIS, as
follows, which will allow the City of Riverside to ensure that the plan specifications require
avoidance or concurrence from the City and that impacts will be less than significant:

MM Trans 3: Prior to the commencement of each individual construction project, WMWD and
its contractor shall consult with the affected local jurisdiction(s) in order to coordinate project
construction with applicable Capital Improvement Projects, underground facilities and/or other
known potential items needing to be taken into account during final design, plan specifications
and/or construction so that issues can be avoided and/or remedies included in the specifications
that meet with each jurisdiction’s requirements.

See item 1, above, and MM Noise 1 which requires that “the hours of construction shall be
limited to those that would cause the least noise disruption to the sensitive uses and in
consultation with the local jurisdiction” for all noise sensitive uses within Y2-mile of the
construction site. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.10-31) The Draft SEIR/EIS determined that construction
noise was reduced to less than significant levels through compliance with regulations and
implementation of this and other noise-related mitigation measures. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.10-30)

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 12:

Noise - Because detour routes have not been identified, the noise analysis has not adequately
analyzed or mitigated impacts to sensitive receptors as a result of added traffic noise from detouring
traffic including truck traffic onto residential streets. In addition, Mitigation Measure Noise |
states that: “

“A minimum of 30 days prior to commencement of construction projects for all reaches and

Jfacilities, Western shall identify all noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residential dwellings, hotels,
hospitals, nursing homes, schools and libraries) within one-quarter mile of the active
construction area. If construction is planned to occur within a quarter mile of a sensitive
receptor, the hours of construction shall be limited to those that would cause the least noise
disruption to sensitive uses and in consultation with the local jurisdiction. Mitigation could
include such approaches as:

o Allowing nighttime construction in commercial/industrial areas or adjacent to schools
which operate only during the day.
Prohibiting nighttime construction in residential areas.
Time of year construction, such as during a school holiday week.

» If more than one sensitive receptor that might warrant opposite approaches to hours of
operation is affected by the same construction location, the hours of construction
allowed by local jurisdictions regulations shall apply. "

Because it is unknown at this time where traffic detours and construction will specifically occur in
relation to sensitive receptors, the level of impact will be on sensitive receptors has not been fully
analyzed. In addition, MM Noise 1 only identifies mitigation that could be, rather than mitigation
that shall be required. Therefore, the DSEIR has not demonstrated that the mitigation measures
will reduce impacts to a less than significant level, and the DSEIR inappropriately defers analysis
and specific mitigation measures for noise impacts. Further analysis and more specific mitigation
measures are needed to adequately address noise impacts,

Once again thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project. We look forward to continued
communication and coordination on this project. Should you have any questions regarding this
letter, please feel free to contact Doug Darnell, Senior Planner at (951) 826-5219 or
ddarnell(@riversideca.gov.

Response to Comment 12:

Construction-related traffic is likely to utilize existing main roads in the vicinity, and haul routes and
detours, if required, will be identified in the Traffic Control and Safety Plan which the City will review
and approve prior to issuance of an encroachment permit. (See Response to Comment 11.) Construction
of the Project in any one location is short-term. The passage of heavy, construction truck-traffic by
existing residences will be episodic, and more of a single event-type noise impact (will not significantly
raise the noise level over the City standard) and will result in potential short-term intermittent
annoyances, the effect in long-term ambient noise levels would be small when averaged over a longer
period of time.
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As there is anticipated to be less than 100 additional Project-related vehicular trips on roads within the
Project’s vicinity, the Project’s contribution to traffic noise would be incremental and less than
significant. For example, if there were 500 vehicles on a road segment and the Project-related traffic
increased that number to 600 vehicles, the noise level produced by that increase would be less than 1
decibel. As stated on page 4.10-6 of the Draft SEIR/EIS, “it is widely accepted that the average healthy
ear can barely perceive a noise level change of 3 dBA as this increase can usually only be detected in a
quiet or laboratory setting. An increase in 5 dBA is more readily discernable and considered easier to
perceive in an exterior environment that includes some background noise.” For quieter areas where the
Project may be constructed, such as Jackson or Monroe Streets near Victoria Avenue, the existing AM
peak hour trips are approximately 300 (some of the lowest along the Project alignment) which would
generate a level of 49.7 dBA. The addition of 100 Project trips would raise the level to 50.9 dBA for a
difference of 1.2 dBA, a hardly perceptible change and far less than the 5 dBA increase needed to warrant
a significant impact.

Detailed noise analysis was performed along the Project alignment for construction noise in the Central
Reach, the La Sierra Connection and the Mockingbird Connection as evidenced on Draft SEIR/EIS
Figures 4.10-4 through 4.10-6, 4.10-8 and 4.10-9, respectively, and provided in Appendix H. The Figures
indicate specific sensitive receptors listed in Table 4.10-F and show via the aerial photographic base
mapping, where residences are located. This analysis indicates where the 65 dBA L., is located; and the
portion of MM Noise 1 that was omitted in the comment states, “Based on the Acoustical Impact
Analysis which shows that the 65 dBA L is slightly less than one-quarter mile from the pipeline
alignment, . . .” The same one-quarter mile distance would be applied to the alternative street(s) and
mitigation required in MM Noise 1 would be implemented. In addition, construction and detours will be
temporary. The Project construction will likely simply detour traffic around the immediate construction
site where pipe is being laid on any given day within the same street, but if traffic needed to be detoured
to another street, that need would be identified in the Traffic Control and Safety Plan prior to
construction, which the City will have the opportunity to review and approve through the encroachment
permit process. Therefore, because detailed analyses of the Project alignment within the city limits of
Riverside were conducted, construction noise impacts are temporary and for this Project, will not remain
in a single location for the duration of Project construction, mitigation measures MM Noise 1 through 3
and MM Trans 6 shall be implemented, no additional analysis is needed and impacts resulting from
Project construction noise will be mitigated to less than significant levels.

Therefore, impacts from Project-related traffic noise will be less than significant and no further analysis is
required. WMWD will continue to coordinate with the City of Riverside informally through the BTAC
and other water-related organizations as well as through the required mitigation measures and
encroachment permitting process that will be required of this Project.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Albert A. Ry Associates 2-111



Western Municipal Water District Section 2
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project FEIR Response to Comments

Response to the South Coast Air Quality Management District
Letter Dated March 8, 2011

Comment 1:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 210925, please provide the AQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the final EIR.
Further, staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any
other questions that may anse. Please contact Dan Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA
Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments.

Response to Comment 1:

As stated on page 4.2-17 of the SEIR/EIS, the “2005 PEIR found that impacts related to short-term
construction of the project would result in significant impacts... Long-term impacts from project
operation were found to be less than significant...” and on page 4.2-25, it states that “the 2005 Project
Alignment would contribute to a cumulatively considerable short-term impact during construction due to
the scale of the 2005 Project Alignment (length, pipe sizes, and necessary construction technigues), even
with the implementation of mitigation measures (listed on page 4.2-27), and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations was adopted for significant air quality impacts.”

Evaluation of the Project Realignment Alternatives also shows that the estimated maximum daily
construction emissions (Table 4.2-Q on page 4.2-50) will exceed South Coast Air Quality Management
District (“SCAQMD?”) regional thresholds for construction. SCAQMD Localized significance thresholds
for construction will also be exceeded. However, operation of the Project will not exceed SCAQMD
operational thresholds.

The Project Realignment Alternative does not change the significance finding of the Certified 2005 PEIR.

Nevertheless, mitigation measures MM Air 1 through MM Air 4a (SEIR/EIS, pp. 4.2-65 to 66) and MM
Energy 1 (SEIR/EIS, p. 4.5-12), are required to lessen the impacts from construction-related emissions.
(See also Response to Comments 2 through 6 on pages 2-76 to 2-89.)

The Western Municipal Water District (“WMWD”) will provide a written proposed response to
SCAQMD no less than 10 days prior to the public hearing regarding the proposed project and
Environmental Impact Report No. 450, which complies with the provisions set forth in Public Resources
Code Section 21092.5 which states that: “At least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact
report, the lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments made
by that agency which conform with the requirements of this division.”
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No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 2:
t M t1

1. Given that the lead agency's regional and localized construction air quality analys:s
demonstrates that the criteria pollutant emussions will exceed the AQMD's dasly
significance thresholds for NOX, PM10 and PM2 5 for each of the proposed project
alternatives the lead agency should consider adding the following mitigation
measures to further reduce air guality impacts from the project, if feasible:

*» Configure construction parking to munimmze traffic interference,

« Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of consttuction trucks and
equipment on- and off-site.

* Reroute construction trucks away from sensitive receptor areas,
 lmprove traffic flow by signal synchromzation,

« Ensure that all velucles and equipment will be properly tuned and mamntaned
according to manufacturers’ specifications,

Response to Comment 2:

The air quality and traffic mitigation measures included in the Draft SEIR/EIS, address air quality
construction emissions in many ways including some of those suggested within this comment. Mitigation
measure MM Air 1 (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.2-65) requires “prior to construction of the proposed
improvements, the project proponent will provide a traffic control plan that will describe in detail safe
detours around the project construction sites and provide temporary traffic control (i.e., flag person)
during earthen material transport and other construction-related truck hauling activities;” this will keep
construction and other traffic moving as freely as possible during construction. In addition, MM Trans 2
and 2a (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.12-37-38) require Traffic Control and Safety Plans which will minimize
traffic interference due to construction. Mitigation measure MM Trans 2a includes specific traffic
control strategies which will reduce traffic interruptions in general including “temporary signal phasing
modifications™ which were recommended by AQMD. In addition, the following items shall be added to
MM Trans 2a, as recommended, to further reduce air quality impacts during construction:

MM Trans 2a: (TRAF-1 through TRAF 3 and TRAF-6): Based on the Traffic Impact
Study Report and Traffic Impact Study Report Addendum prepared for the project, it is
concluded that the traffic impacts generated from the installation of the pipeline will require
implementation of mitigation which may include non-peak hour construction (AM peak
hours are 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., PM peak hours are 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), temporary lane
closures, temporary lane shifts using channelizing devices, temporary signal phasing
modifications, and detours to divert traffic through nearby streets. A Traffic Control and
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Safety Plan shall be prepared for each reach of project construction. To maintain traffic
flow and reduce air quality impacts, tFraffic Control and Safety Plans shall implement

recommendations . . . , and shall ensure that all vehicular/pedestrian/bike connections are
maintained throughout the construction period and may include, but not be limited to, such
things as:

o identification of all roadway locations where special construction techniques (e.g.,
directional drilling or night construction) would be used to minimize impacts to traffic
flow;

e circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts to local street circulation. This may
include the use of signing and flagging to guide vehicles through and/or around the
construction zone;

e procedures to limit lane closures during peak hours to the extent possible;

o haul routes that would minimize truck traffic on local roadways to the extent possible;

e detours for bicycles and pedestrians in all areas potentially affected by project
construction;

e procedures ensuring that open trenches subject to vehicular or pedestrian traffic would
be covered at the end of each workday with metal plates capable of accommodating
traffic;

o the installation of traffic control devices as specified in the California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices;

e the installation of safety fencing, where needed, to protect pedestrians from
construction areas;

o applicable railroad safety and engineering guidelines that would be adhered to when
installing pipeline within a railroad right-of-way, and by which all construction crews
and project personnel would be trained on applicable railroad safety guidelines prior to
commencing work within the railroad right-of-way;

e procedures by which construction vehicles and equipment would not cross the tracks
except at established public crossings or as specified by the applicable railroad
company;

o developed access plans to be implemented for highly sensitive land uses such as police
and fire stations, transit stations, hospitals, and schools. The access plans would be
developed with the facility owner or administrator. To minimize disruption of
emergency vehicle access, affected jurisdictions shall be asked to identify detours for
emergency vehicles, which will then be posted by the contractor. The facility owner or
operator shall be notified in advance of the timing, location, and duration of
construction activities and the locations of detours and lane closures;

e procedures to store construction materials only in designated areas;

e coordination with local transit agencies for temporary relocation of routes or bus stops
in work zones, as necessary; and

e plans to restore all roads disturbed during project construction to their preconstruction
condition, pursuant to franchise agreements with an applicable jurisdiction;=

e provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on
and off site; and

e reroute construction trucks away from sensitive receptor areas.

Construction parking areas (both employee parking and equipment staging) are required to be identified
and submitted for review and approval to each local jurisdiction within which each phase of construction
occurs pursuant to mitigation measure MM Trans 7. To assure that traffic interference and therefore, air
quality impacts, are minimized, MM Trans 7 (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.12-39) shall be modified as follows:
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MM Trans 7: WMWD shall submit the location of proposed staging area(s) to
appropriate local jurisdictions for review and approval. WMWD shall state the size of the
area, the purpose (e.g., storage of construction equipment and employee parking), the
number of vehicles and pieces of equipments to be stored, and the duration (in number of
days and number of hours per day) that each staging area will be used. Such areas shall be
configured to minimize traffic interference.

Mitigation measure MM Air 3 (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.2-65) already requires maintenance of all vehicles
and equipment, as recommended in this comment; no changes are required.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 3:

* Consistent with measures that other lead agencies in the region (including Port
of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach) have enacted, requure all on-site
construction equipment to meet EPA Tier 2 or lugher emmssions standards
according to the following

v Aprll, 2010 to December 31, 2011: All offroad diesel-powered

construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 offroad
emussions standards. In addifion. all construction equipment shall be
outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emussions
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emmssions reductions
that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel
emussions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by
CAERB regulations.

v Jammary 1. 2012 to December 31 2014: All offroad diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offrcad
enussions standards. In addition, all construction equpment shall be
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are
no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations

v Post-January 1. 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where
available. In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with
BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by
the contractor shall achieve emussions reductions that are no less than what
could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a
similarly sized engine as defined by CAFB regulations.

¥ A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation,
and CARE or AQMD operating pernut shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.
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Response to Comment 3:

WMWD has reviewed the recommended mitigation measure in Comment 3 to require all off-road diesel
construction equipment to meet Tier 4 emissions standards after January 1, 2015. “Tier” compliance
regulates the emissions from new engines produced by manufacturers and is related to fleet compliance;
however, fleet compliance per CARB regulations (i.e., the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation)
does not mandate that every vehicle in a fleet over 25 horsepower (hp) be Tier 4 for a contractor to be
compliant. Thus, current fleets can be composed of some older and some new equipment and still be
compliant. Interim Tier 4 standards are now in effect and final Tier 4 standards will not be required of
manufacturers until January 1, 2014. The above-suggested time table would only allow a year after such
engines are required to be manufactured for an entire fleet to be turned over and be ready to be used on
this Project’s construction. Furthermore, as stated on CARB'’s website
http://www.arb.ca.gov/enf/advs/advs414.pdf, due to the economy and lack of authorization from the U.S.
E.P.A., enforcement of in-use off-road diesel regulation is delayed until further notice. During this
enforcement delay, fleets will not be retroactively cited for noncompliance. Thus, without enforcement as
an incentive, contractors may not be as aggressive with compliance. Because contractor compliance is
applicable to fleets and enforcement is not currently in place, few if any construction firms may be
equipped with fleets that are minimally compliant with the CARB regulation, let alone 100 percent Tier 4
equipment within the recommended timeframe. For later phases of the Project, Tier 4 equipment will
likely be readily available within contractors’ fleets, but WMWD is concerned that requiring such
standards so early would limit those companies able to bid on Phase 1 of the Project, which would either
delay construction, or add unnecessary costs to the Project, which is being built with public funds.

As identified in Comment 5, below, SCAQMD offers the Surplus Off-Road Opt-In for NOx (SOON)
Program which provides funding assistance to applicable fleets for the purchase of commercially-
available low-emission heavy-duty engines to achieve reductions in NOyx from in-use off-road diesel
vehicles. Encouraging contractors to participate in this program is recommended and could allow
contractors who do not have fully compliant fleets to bid and to comply earlier.

Therefore, the following mitigation measure will be added to the Final SEIR/EIS to further reduce
construction equipment emissions, especially NOy and PM:

MM _Air 7: To reduce construction vehicle emissions, the bid specification packages for
individual Project construction phases shall require the bidding company’s fleet of off-road
diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 25 hp to meet Tier 3 off-road emissions
standards or better. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve Level 3
emissions reductions of no less than 85 percent for particulate matter, as specified by CARB
requlations. The bidding company shall also provide certification that their fleet is in compliance
with CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation in effect at that time, or proof that the
bidding company has applied to the SCAQMD SOON Program (and/or other applicable grant
programs) to acquire funding assistance to bring it into compliance. During the bid process, proof
of compliance shall be provided to WMWD, which shall include but is not limited to, CARB
and/or SCAQMD operating permit(s), and other documentation such as a copy of each unit’s
certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and/or other compliance documentation.
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Response to Comment 4:

Response to Comments

Mitigation measures available at the website mentioned in Comment 4 are shown in the tables below.

PM10
Source Control Estimated
Ref.#| Activity Mitigation Measure® Efficiency | Comments Cost?’
Active Apply water every 4 hours to
demolition | the area within 100 feet of a 0
A and debris structure being demolished, to 36% ND
removal reduce vehicle trackout.
Use a gravel apron, 25 feet $1,360/year
long by road width, to reduce (gravel-apron
B | Trackout . ’ 46% dimensions:
mud/dirt trackout from , Y o o
unpaved truck exit routes 50. X 30"x3
' thick)
Post- Aoﬁp%e(iru;:nsut;gi% rr?)s stgnts eg. For actively $5,340/acre-
C1 | demolition poly 84% disturbed year (Useful
L disturbed areas upon i
stabilization . . areas. life of 1 year)
completion of demolition.
Apply chemical soil
Windblown | stabilizers on inactive . .
- ; Wind erosion
dust from construction areas (disturbed Up to .
c2 |. . S . from inactive | ND
inactive lands within construction 80%
28 . areas.
areas projects that are unused for at
least four consecutive days).
Apply water to disturbed soils 14-hour
Demolition after demolition is completed . $68-81/acre-
D o 10% watering
Activities or at the end of each day of . day
interval.
cleanup.
- . - Estimated for
Demolition Prohlblt-demolltlon activities high wind days | $1.36 per 8
E S when wind speeds exceed 25 98% . .
Activities mph in absence of | hour day idled
' soil

%Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this table is from the following reference: WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook,
September 7, 2006 (http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook Rev_06.pdf). ND = No Data.
27

2003 dollars.
ZReference: U.S. EPA, "AP-42, Vol. |." Pg. 11.2.4-1
(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/old/ap42/4th_edition/ap42_4thed withsuppsa_f.pdf).
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PM10
Source Control Estimated
Ref. #| Activity Mitigation Measure®® Efficiency | Comments Cost?’
disturbance
activities.
Demolition of
1,000 ft*
structure on 1.2
acres.
. Apply water every 3 hours to 3.2-hour
F Coqst_rgctlon disturbed areas within a 61% watering ND
Activities T .
construction site. interval.
Require minimum soil AP.-42. $138/acre
! emission factor .
moisture of 12% for . (sprinkler
: equation for
Scraper earthmoving by use of a : system to
! - materials c
G |loadingand | moveable sprinkler system or 69% : maintain
. . handlingdueto | .. .
unloading a water truck. Moisture . . .+ | minimum soil
o increasing soil .
content can be verified by lab . : moisture of
sample or moisture probe moisture from 12%)
' 1.4% to 12%.
Assume linear
relationship
Construction Limit on-site vehicle speeds between PM10 $22/inspection
H : (on unpaved roads) to 15 mph 57% emissions and P
traffic $180/sign
by radar enforcement. uncontrolled
vehicle speed
of 35 mph.
PM10 References .
Source Mitigation Measure® Control & Estlm%toed
Component - . Cost
Efficiency | Assumptions
EPA, “Control
of Fugitive
Replace ground cover in Dust Sources”
| | Grading disturbed areas as quickly as 5% | EPA-450/3-88- ND
possible. 008,
September
1988
All trucks hauling dirt, sand, Arizona
J Grading soil, or other loose materials 91% Department of ND
are to be tarped with a fabric Transportation

2Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this table is from the following reference: WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook,
September 7, 2006 (http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook Rev_06.pdf). ND = No Data.

302003 dollars.

%! Higher than 5% control efficiency may be used. However, please provide the supporting analysis and data in the environmental

documentation.
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PM10
Source Control Estimated
Ref. #| Activity Mitigation Measure® Efficiency | Comments Cost?’

cover and maintain a Construction
freeboard height of 12 inches. Analysis
Services,
“Final Field
Study Report
- PM10
Control
Management
Study for
ADOT
Construction
Projects, June
1994

Some of these recommended mitigation measures do not apply to a Project of this nature. Mitigation
measure A, above, is focused on the demolition of a structure which are not a part of this Project’s
construction process and is not applicable. Mitigation measure B, regarding trackout, has been included as
mitigation for the Project and detailed below in mitigation measure MM Air 4a. Mitigation measures C1,
C2, D, and E are not applicable to this project as demolition will not occur and disturbed areas are not
anticipated to be left unused for four or more consecutive days. Control of fugitive dust is more
generally/appropriately addressed through measure F for this Project and has been included /addressed on
page 4.2-30 of the Draft SEIR/EIS. Mitigation D is simply another method for maintaining dust control
through the application of water which is more appropriately covered for a project of this nature through
recommended mitigation measure F. Suggested mitigation measure F was analyzed as part of the air
quality modeling as a conservative reduction (61 percent) for dust control measures. Other recommended
measures (B) are infeasible for the majority of this Project (i.e., pipeline installation); however, measure
B could apply to some facilities construction sites (i.e., Mockingbird reservoir and booster station, wells
or Clay Street booster station). Mitigation measure G, H, I, and J are not feasible for this project as it is a
pipeline project and will not utilize scrapers; the project is generally linear and will not have unpaved on-
site roads on which to limit speeds; and as the project is mostly linear, it does not include grading; and
where grading occurs, the project will comply with SCAQMD Rule 403.

The requirements of Rule 403 and the SEIR/EIS address the majority of the subject matter within this
table on page 4.2-30 where it states:

The project will be required to comply with existing SCAQMD rules for the reduction of fugitive
dust emissions. SCAQMD Rule 403 establishes these procedures. They include the application of
water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils at least twice a day (C and F), covering all haul
vehicles before transport of materials (J), restricting vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph
(H), and sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways used by construction vehicles. In
addition, it is required to establish a vegetative ground cover on disturbance areas that are inactive
within 30 days after active operations have ceased (I). Alternatively, an application of dust
suppressants can be applied in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stable surface (C).
Rule 403 also requires grading and excavation activities to cease when winds exceed 25 mph (E).
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Furthermore, MM Air 4a on page 4.2-65 states the following and already addresses specifically
recommended mitigation measures C1, C2, J, and E:

To reduce fugitive dust emissions, the contractor shall provide WMWD with sufficient proof of
compliance with Rule 403 and other dust control measures including, but not limited to:

requiring the application of non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications
to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 20 days or more, assuming
no rain);

requiring all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or must
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top of the load and
the top of the trailer), in accordance with Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code;

suspending all excavating and grading operations when wind gusts (as instantaneous gust) exceed
25 miles per hour_over a 30-minute period,;

post contact information outside the property for the public to call if specific air quality issues
arise;

use SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks when
sweeping streets to remove visible soil materials, replace ground cover in disturbed areas as
quickly as possible.

MM Air 4a shall be updated to include:

Install gravel bed trackout apron (3 inches deep, 25 feet long, 12 feet wide per lane and edged by
rock berm or row of stakes) to reduce mud/dirt trackout from unpaved truck exit routes where
appropriate (i.e., Mockingbird reservoir and booster station, Clay Street booster station).

Project is incorporating fugitive dust-control measures on par with those recommended by SCAQMD. No
new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this
comment. No further analysis is required.

SCAQMD also recommends the following from their website:

PM10
Source Control Estimated
Activity Mitigation Measure® Efficiency Comments Cost®

Conveyors

The control efficiency
achieved by increasing
the moisture content of
the material from 1% to
62% 2% is calculated utilizing ND
the AP-42 emission factor
equation for materials
handling which contains a
correction term for

Continuous water spray at
conveyor transfer point

#Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this table is from the following reference: WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook,
September 7, 2006 (http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook Rev_06.pdf). ND = No Data.
%2003 dollars.
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PM10
Source Control Estimated
Activity Mitigation Measure® Efficiency Comments Cost®

moisture content.

Determined through

modeling of open area $109/year
Require construction of 3- W!ndblown emis_sion_s (useful life
S_torage sided enclosures with 50% 75% W!th 50% reduction n of 15 .
piles norosity for storage pile wind speed and assuming | years; pile
' no emission reduction volume =5
when winds approach yd®)
open side.
Water the storage pile by
Storage hand at a rate of 12.4
piles gallons/hour-yard<, or apply 90% ND
cover when wind events are
declared.
Determined through
modeling of open area $109/year
Storage Require construction of 3- w!ndblown emissions _(Useful
pile wind | sided enclosures with 50% 75% W!th 20% reductian In life O_f 1.5
erosion oorosity. wind s_pefad and assuming | years; pl_le
no emission reduction volume =5
when winds approach yd3)
open side
Storage Water the storage pile by $22/day
pile wind | hand or apply cover when 90% (100 cubic
erosion wind events are declared. yard pile)

The project will not use any conveyors but “surface disturbance will include stockpiles of spoils, spoil
removal activities, and equipment and materials storage. Ancillary equipment required of the operation
includes an electric motor powered hydraulic pumps, an articulating crane, electric generator sets, a front
end loader, and haul trucks to remove the spoils. Work crews connected with boring operation typically
work 24-hours a day until the boring operation is completed. Removal of the spoils can be limited to
daylight hours provided there is room on-site to stockpile the spoils.” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.2-18)

Stockpiles will be temporary as described above and spoils will be removed and transported around the
clock when and where permitted. In areas where 24-hour transport would be limited, actively stockpiled
dirt could be subject to wind erosion. However, WMWAD’s standard construction procedures provide for
minimization of erosion (both wind and water) through implementation of storm water pollution
prevention plans (SWPPP) under the National Pollutant Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
construction-period storm water discharges. The proposed Project is subject to the permit requirements
and mitigation measure MM Water Qual 1 (HYD-1) requires this and will be amended as follows to
specifically identify wind erosion of stockpiled areas. Therefore, construction activities will not result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. (Draft SEIR/EIS, p. 4.11-12 and Appendix A, p. 22)
Furthermore, fugitive dust emissions from the stockpile will be minimized through BMPs.
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MM Water Qual 1 (HYD-1): WMWD shall require contractors to implement a program of
best management practices (BMPs) and best available technologies to reduce potential
impacts to water quality that may result from construction activities. To reduce or eliminate
construction-related water quality impacts before the onset of construction activities, the
construction agent(s) shall obtain coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General construction permit. Construction activities shall
comply with the conditions of this permit that include preparation of a storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP), implementation of BMPs, and monitoring to ensure impacts to
water quality are minimized. As part of this process, multiple BMPs shall be implemented to
provide effective erosion and sediment control. These BMPs shall be selected to achieve
maximum sediment removal and represent the best available technology that is economically
achievable. BMPs to be implemented as part of this mitigation measure shall include, but are
not limited to, the following:

a. Temporary erosion control measures such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles,
silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary
revegetation or other groundcover would be employed for disturbed areas to avoid
water erosion. Stockpiled dirt could be covered, misted continuously, protected with
three-sided temporary wind breaks or other means to avoid wind erosion.

b. Storm drain inlets on the site and in downstream offsite areas shall be protected from
sediment with the use of BMP’s acceptable to the construction agent(s), local
jurisdictions and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana
Region.

c. Dirt and debris shall be swept from paved streets in the construction zone on a regular
basis, particularly before predicted rainfall events.

d. No disturbed surfaces shall be left without wind and water erosion control measures in
place between October 15 and April 15,_and when winds exceed 25 MPH. The
construction agent(s) shall file a Notice of Intent with the Regional Board and require
the preparation of a SWPPP prior to commencement of construction. The construction
agent(s) shall routinely inspect the construction site to verify that the BMP’s specified
in the SWPPP are properly installed and maintained. The construction agent shall
immediately notify the contractor if there were a noncompliance issue and require
immediate compliance. . .

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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SCAQMD also recommends the following from their website:

PM10
Source Control Estimated
Activity Mitigation Measure™ Efficiency Comments Cost®
Assumes linear
Travel . . relationship between
Limit maximum speed on o
over . PM10 emissions and
unpaved roads to 25 miles 44% : ND
unpaved er hour vehicle speed and an
roads P ' uncontrolled speed of 45
mph.
Travel Based on comparison of | $44,100/mile-
over Pave unpaved roads and 999% paved road and unpaved | year (useful
unpaved | unpaved parking areas. 0 road PM10 emission life of 25
roads factors. years)
Travel Implement watering twice a
over day for industrial unpaved 550 ND
unpaved | road.
roads
Travel Apply chemical dust $5,340/acre-
over suppressant annually to
. 84% year (useful
unpaved | unpaved parking areas. life of
roads ife of 1 year)

The above recommended measures related to unpaved roads do not apply to the Project which is being
constructed within paved roads or immediately adjacent to existing paved roadways and will not have
stretches of unpaved roads. In addition, the project will comply with Rule 403, which includes “the
application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils at least twice a day, covering all haul
vehicles before transport of materials, restricting vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph, and
sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways used by construction vehicles” (Draft SEIR/EIS, p.
4.2-30). Therefore, further mitigation is neither warranted, nor required.

#Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this table is from the following reference: WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook,
September 7, 2006 (http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook Rev_06.pdf). ND = No Data.
%2003 dollars.
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SCAQMD recommends the following from their website:

PM10 Control Estimated
Ref. # | Source Activity Mitigation Measure® Efficiency | Comments | Cost®’
K Windblown dust Pl_ant tree wmereaks on the
. windward perimeter of 4% (15% for
from disturbed ! . . ND
38 construction projects if mature trees)
areas .
adjacent to open land.
L Windblown dust | Plant vegetative ground cover
from disturbed in disturbed areas as soon as 15% ND
areas” possible.

Mitigation measure MM Trans 12 (TRAF-7) requires the restoration of public streets (including
landscaping), sidewalks, bikeways, etc., to “their pre-construction condition, following completion of
each individual construction project” within the overall Project. Thus, all disturbed areas that are
disturbed during construction will either be vegetated or repaved so recommended measure L is not
necessary. Measure K is not applicable to this project, as tree windbreaks dense enough to serve this
function would not be appropriate within the street rights of way in urbanized areas where construction is
occurring. As stated previously, the project will comply with Rule 403 and MM Air 4a.

Therefore, mitigation measures recommended by SCAQMD are either: not applicable to the Project,
infeasible, or similar to SCAQMD recommended mitigation measures for minimization of fugitive dust
emissions and already addressed in the SEIR/EIS and included as required mitigation for the Project, or
have been included as mitigation for the Project.

To be conservative and as recommended by SCAQMD, other than the reduction utilized in URBEMIS
which states “the following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Mass Grading 1/1/2010 - 1/31/2010 -
Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description For Soil Stabilizing Measures, the Water exposed
surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by: PM10: 61% PM25: 61%,” no other
reductions in construction emissions were quantified.

Although mitigation measures MM Air 1 through MM Air 7, MM Water Qual 1, and MM Trans 2, 2a,
7 and 12 will further reduce emissions of NOyx and PM (together with other criteria pollutants and CO,),
as stated previously, the Project Realignment Alternative does not change the significance finding of the
Certified 2005 PEIR. Therefore, as disclosed on pages 4.2-66 and 67 of the SEIR/EIS, “the air quality
impacts from construction of the Realignment Alternatives are considered regionally and locally
significant” and have the potential to generate CO, emissions which may have a significant cumulative
impact on the environment.

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

%Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this table is from the following reference: WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook,
September 7, 2006 (http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook Rev_06.pdf). ND = No Data.
37
2003 dollars.
®Reference: SCAQMD, SIP for PM10 in the Coachella Valley, 1990, Pg 5-15.
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Comment 5:

* The lead agency should consider encouraging construction contractors fo
apply for AQMD “SO0N" ﬁ.md% As an example, incentives could be
pm ided m the bidding pu.n:es: of those cons 'm::tn,u contractors 11.110 app] W
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No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.

Response to Comment 5:

As discussed in Response to Comment 3, mitigation measure MM Air 7 will be added to the Final
SEIR/EIS to further reduce construction equipment emissions, especially NOyx and PM. See Response to
Comment 3, above.

Comment 6:

In addition to the mitigation measures, AQMD staff recommends modifyving the
existing mitigation measures as follows:

« MM Air 2: During construction of the proposed improvements requure the use of

lecmmg from power poleﬁ rather than temporary diesel or gasoline pmﬁ. er

Response to Comment 6:

Modifications to MM Air 2 cannot be made exactly as SCAQMD requested above due to the fact that it
is not guaranteed that there will be access to power poles at each construction site location. Mitigation
measure MM Air 2 will be revised in Section 4.2 of the SEIR/EIS as follows:

of the proposed |mprovements arrangements will be made with Southern California Edison to

facilitate the use of electricity from power poles as a primary source of power for stationary
construction equipment, unless construction is occurring at locations where power poles are not
available. If access to power poles is not available, the following options must be used to
supply the power needs for construction: 1) use natural gas fueled generator sets; 2) use low
emission, duel fueled generator sets; or 3) other low- emlssron power sources/supplies as
approprlate and feasible. :

No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by
this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Response to the Department of Public Works,
County of San Bernardino
Letter Dated March 29, 2011

Comment 1:

. We have reviewed the Notice and it appears that the drainage concerns have been
adequately identified.

. We recommend that the proposed pipeline be constructed in a manner not to alter the
direction, elevation or capacity of any existing drainage facility, and that the line be
placed below any drainage course scour depths.

. It is assumed that the cities will establish adequate provisions for intercepting and
conducting the accumulated drainage around and/or through the site areas in a manner
which will not adversely affect properties adjacent to or downstream of the project
areas.

. The project should incorporate the most recent FEMA regulations for development in a
floodplain and/or the Regulatory Floodway. These regulations should be enforced by
the local agencies.

. Prior to any encroachment on San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District)
right-of-way, a permit shall be obtained from the District's Flood Control Operations
Division, Permit Section. Other off-site or on-site improvements may be required which
cannot be determined at this time.

. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ approval may also be required for work near the Santa
Ana River. Information regarding the item can be obtained from the District's Flood
Control Operations Division, Permit Section.

Response to Comment 1:

1. Comment noted. WMWD and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation appreciate the County’s comments
and input. No further response is required.

Standard engineering design practices, state Department of Public Health, and WMWD standard
specifications require design of potable water pipeline facilities in such a fashion as to avoid other
underground facilities through such things as separation, reinforcement, depth and alignment.
Mitigation measure MM Trans 3 will be modified in the Final SEIR/EIS to include coordination
for underground facilities, as follows:

MM Trans 3: Prior to the commencement of each individual construction project, WMWD and
its contractor shall consult with the affected local jurisdiction(s) in order to coordinate project
construction with applicable Capital Improvement Projects, underground facilities and/or other
known potential items needing to be taken into account during final design, plan specifications
and/or construction so that issues can be avoided and/or remedies included in the specifications
that meet with each jurisdiction’s requirements.

The majority of the Project is located underground, but for above-ground facilities, both WMWD
and the local jurisdiction within which a facility is located require structures to be drained
properly per local and state code requirements.
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4. The Project’s potential impacts to floodplains and/or floodways are analyzed in Section5.4.2 of
the Draft SEIR/EIS. The results of the analysis are that impacts to floodplains and floodways, if
they cannot be avoided (which the Project is proposed to do), are temporary, related to
construction only, and pose no threat to life or property, therefore, there will be no significant
impacts and no mitigation is required. (Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 5.0-5 through 5.0-11)

5. Responsible and Cooperating Agencies from whom permits and cooperation will be required are
listed on pages 2.0-10 through 2.0-12 of the Draft SEIR/EIS. The County of San Bernardino is
specifically listed on page 2.0-10.

6. Comment noted. If U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (“USACE”) approval is required, information
will be sought from the Permit Section, USACE and/or Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District as the Preferred Alternative/Proposed Project crosses the Santa Ana
River in Riverside County while the 2005 Project Alignment was proposed to cross the Santa Ana
River in San Bernardino County.

Comment 2:
Traffic Planning Division P.E. -

1. The County of San Bernardino Traffic Division will require a construction
management plan and a permit for any work within the County maintained
road right of way.

2. 5.20b, Page 1-3 of the Addendum to the Traffic Impact Study Report,
Riverside — Corona Feeder Realignment Project, states that the acceptable
level of service is C. This is incorrect. The acceptable level of service in the
valley unincorporated areas of the County is D. Where did the statement
which states that a reduced level of service maybe accepted on a case by
case basis with the four-fifths approval by the City Council come from?

Response to Comment 2:

As detailed on page 4.12-18 of the SEIR/EIS, WMWD'’s construction workers shall endeavor to minimize
impacts to the City’s motoring public through compliance with the “Work Area Traffic Control
Handbook” (W.A.T.C.H. Manual) as published by Building News, Inc. and mitigation measures MM
Trans 2 and MM Trans 2a require the preparation and approval of Traffic Control and Safety Plans by
each jurisdiction within which the Project is located. (Draft SEIR/EIS, pp. 4.12-37 and 38)

Comment noted regarding the correct level of service standard within unincorporated portions of San
Bernardino County; the Draft SEIR/EIS will be corrected, as needed. The portion of the unincorporated
County where the Project will be located is the “donut hole” and is referenced within the city of Redlands
General Plan as well; this is from where the reference to the City Council was erroneously taken. The
SEIR/EIS, Section 4.12 Traffic and Transportation, page 4.12-11 will be modified to include the
following clarification:

However, LOS D is acceptable in unincorporated portions of the county of San Bernardino
pursuant to its requlations.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES
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Response to the Pechanga Cultural Resources,
Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Letter Dated March 8, 2011

Comment 1:

This comment letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(hereinafter, “the Tribe"), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government. The
Tribe formally requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to be notified and
involved in the entire CEQA and NEPA environmental review process for the duration of the
above referenced project (the “Project™). If you have not done so already, please add the Tribe to
your distribution list(s) for public notices and circulation of all documents, including
environmental review documents, archeological reports, and all documents pertaining to this
Project. The Tribe further requests to be directly notified of all public hearings and scheduled
approvals concerning this Project. Please incorporate these comments into the record of
approval for this Project as well.

The Tribe submits these comments concerning the Project's potential impacts to cultural

discovered du}'ing d}:vnlqlapn;ent of this P;'njcct.

According to the DSEIR/EIS there are over 200 historic and prehistoric resources
identified within a one-mile radius of the APE, and there is at least one Native American cultural
resource within one of the proposed Project alignments. The Tribe has previously commented
that they are concerned about resources that may be identified during earthmoving activities
(DPEIR comments 2004; NOP comments 2008) and continues to express our concern regarding
any resources that might be impacted subsurface. Most of the existing APE was constructed
many years ago without a Native American observer present and there is the possibility of
cultural and archaeological resources buried under currently paved and landscaped portions of
the APE.

Response to Comment 1:

WMWD will continue to maintain the Tribe on the notification/distribution list for notices and
information related to the CEQA/NEPA process for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project. No new
significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this
comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 2:

WMWD AND THE BOR MUST INCLUDE INVOLVEMENT OF AND
CONSULTATION WITH THE PECHANGA TRIBE IN ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS

It has been the intent of the Federal Government' and the State of California” that Indian
tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian tribes stems from the
unique government-to-government relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. This
arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of governmental agencies and departments.
In this case, it is undisputed that the project lies within the Pechanga Tribe's traditional territory.
Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA and other applicable Federal and California law, it is
imperative that WMWD and the BOR consult with the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate
basis of knowledge for an appropriate evaluation of the Project effects, as well as generating
adequate mitigation measures.

Response to Comment 2:

This comment was received and responded to in the 2005 Final PEIR, certified May 2005, as follows:

“Throughout the process of research and writing the Draft PEIR and subsequent to its
distribution, Western Municipal Water District (“WMWD”) has sought input, continued
notification, consulted and provided information to Native American tribes. According to the
Archaeological Survey Report, a Sacred Lands records search was completed through the NAHC
in 2003 as a part of the Archaeological Survey Report. Letters were sent to all the tribal contacts
provided by the NAHC. No tribes responded at that time. The Pechanga first responded with
respect to this project to the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR. Again in 2004, at the urging
of the NAHC, another Sacred Lands search was conducted and letters were sent to tribal
representative contacts provided by NAHC in November of 2004 by Webb Associates on behalf
of WMWD. The Ramona Band of Cahuilla (Ramona) and San Manuel Band of Gabrielino
Indians (San Manuel) both responded with requests for onsite monitors. WMWD does not intend
to allow for the destruction of significant sacred or cultural resources and is working with tribal
representatives (Mr. Macarro and Ms. Miranda) to provide adequate mitigation acceptable to the
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians. Other tribes (San Manuel and Ramona) have also requested
monitors on site. WMWD has determined that funding three Native American monitors would be
cost prohibitive, but understands that monitoring is needed.

WMWD met with representatives of the Pechanga and their attorneys on January 19, 2005. Two
other tribes were represented at this meeting, the Ramona and the San Manuel, as they had also
expressed a tribal interest and on-site monitors in the area of the project. Additional information
has been provided to all parties and revised mitigation measures have been prepared for their
consideration (sent April 1 and 5, 2005). WMWD is working, and will continue to work with, the
Pechanga and other tribes interested in the project area.”

Subsequent to the completion of the above-described process, WMWD began to evaluate an alternative
alignment for the Project pipeline, some additional connection facilities, and secure federal funding for
the project. Thus, since the lands impacted by construction would change with the revised Project, the
discussion with the tribes was halted until a revised alignment and subsequent environmental
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documentation pursuant to CEQA and complete documentation pursuant to NEPA could be initiated.
Pechanga was kept apprised of the process as indicated in Comment 4, below.

In 2005, there were no federal funds allocated to the construction of the proposed Project. However, such
funds have become available and the proposed Project will be subject to the Section 106 process, federal
government-to-government procedures, and is being evaluated pursuant to the National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) process. No new significant impacts or information not previously addressed in
the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 3:

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the portion of the Project APE south of the Santa Ana
River is part of Luisefio, and therefore the Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the
existence of Luisefio place names. tdota yixélval (rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), and village
complexes within this area of Riverside County. This culturally sensitive area is affiliated with
the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe's cultural ties to this area as well as
our history with projects within the area.

The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaries is based on reliable
information passed down to us from our elders: published academic works in the areas of
anthropology, history and ethno-history; and through recorded ethnographic and linguistic
accounts. Many anthropologists and historians who have presented boundaries of the Luisefio
traditional territory have included the City of Riverside area in their descriptions (Drucker 1937,
Heiser and Whipple 1957; Kroeber 1925; Smith and Freers 1994), and such territory descriptions
correspond with what was communicated to the Pechanga people by our elders. While historic
accounts and anthropological and linguistic theories are important in determining traditional
Luisefio territory, the Pechanga Tribe asserts that the most critical sources of information used to
define our traditional territories are our songs, creation accounts, and oral traditions.

Luisefio history originates with the creation of all things a1 ‘éxva Teméeku, in the present
day City of Temecula, and dispersing out to all corners of creation (what is today known as
Luisefio territory). It was at Temecula that the Luisefio deity Wupdor lived and taught the people,
and here that he became sick, finally expiring at Lake Elsinore. Many of our songs relate the tale
of the people taking the dying Wuydor to the many hot springs at Elsinore, where he died
(DuBois 1908). He was cremated at ‘éxvg Teméeku. It is the Luisefio creation account that
connects Elsinore to Temecula, and thus to the Temecula people who were evicted and moved to
the Pechanga Reservation, and now known as the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
(the Pechanga Tribe). From Elsinore, the people spread out, establishing villages and marking
their territories. The first people also became the mouniains, plants, animals and heavenly
bodies.
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Many traditions and stories are passed from generation to generation by songs. One of
the Luisefio songs recounts the travels of the people to Elsinore after a great flood (DuBois
1908). From here, they again spread out to the north. south, east and west. Three songs, called
Moniivol, are songs of the places and landmarks that were destinations of the Luisefio ancestors,
several of which are located near the Project area. They describe the exact route of the Temecula
(Pechanga) people and the landmarks made by each to claim title to places in their migrations
(DuBois 1908:110). Further, the story of Tdakwish and Tukupar includes place names for events
from the Idyllwild area to the Glen Ivy/Corona area (Kroeber 1906), which covers the southern
portion of the Project area. In addition, Pechanga elders state that the Temecula/Pechanga
people had usage/gathering rights to an area exiending from Rawson Canyon on the east, over to
Lake Mathews on the northwest, down Temescal Canyon to Temecula, eastward to Aguanga,
and then along the crest of the Cahuilla range back to Rawson Canyon. The Project area is
located within the northeast area of this culturally affiliated territory. The Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) Most Likely Descendent (MLD) files substantiate this habitation
and migration record from oral tradition. These examples illustrate a direct correlation between
the oral tradition and the physical place; proving the importance of songs and stories as a valid
source of information outside of the published anthropological data.

Téora yixélval (rock art) is also an important element in the determination of Luisefio
territorial boundaries. Tdota ypixélval can consist of petroglyphs (incised) elements, or
pictographs (painted) elements. The science of archacology tells us that places can be described
through these elements. Riverside and Northern San Diego Counties are home to red-pigmented
pictograph panels. Archaeologists have adopted the name for these pictograph-versions, as
defined by Ken Hedges of the Museum of Man, as the San Luis Rey style. The San Luis Rey
style incorporates elements which include chevrons, zig-zags, dot patterns, sunbursts, handprints,
net/chain, anthropomorphic (human-like} and zoomorphic (animal-like) designs.  Tribal
historians and photographs inform us that some design elements are reminiscent of Luisefio
ground paintings. A few of these design elements, particularly the flower motifs, the net/chain
and zig-zags, were sometimes depicted in Luisefio basket designs and can be observed in
remaining baskets and textiles today.

An additional type of féota yixélval. identified by archaeologists also as rock art or
petroglyphs, are cupules. Throughout Luiseiio territory, there are certain types of large boulders,
taking the shape of mushrooms or waves, which contain numerous small pecked and ground
indentations, or cupules. Many of these cupule boulders have been identified within a few miles
of the Project. Additionally, according to historian Constance DuBois:

When the people scattered from Ekvo Temeko, Temecula, they were very
powerful. When they got to a place, they would sing a song to make water come
there, and would call that place theirs; or they would scoop out a hollow in a rock
with their hands to have that for their mark as a claim upon the land. The
different parties of people had their own marks. For instance, Albafias’s ancestors
had theirs, and Lucario’s people had theirs, and their own songs of Munival to tell
how they traveled from Temecula, of the spots where they stopped and about the
different places they claimed (1908:158).
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Additionally, there are several Luisefio place names that have been recorded within the
vicinity the Riverside County portion of the Feeder alignments. These are Hulvulpa, Pochdppa
and Saywaras Pachappa. Hilvulpa refers to an indigenous plant gathering area and is located
200-300 yards south of the Santa Ana River, one mile due west of Mt, Rubidoux, and near Grand
Ave. Pochdppa indicates an event location and Saywaras Pachappa is also a traditional
gathering location identified where Central Avenue is bisected by Chicago Avenue.

Thus, our songs and stories, our indigenous place names, as well as academic works,
demonstrate that the Luisefio people who occupied what we know today as the City of Riverside
and unincorporated Riverside County are ancestors of the present-day Luisefio/Pechanga people,
and as such, Pechanga is culturally affiliated to that geographic area. As the Tribe has previously
stated in correspondence and at meetings, it is not clear that all the Tribes named in MM Cult 2

and MM Cult 2a are actually culturally affiliated to the Project Area.

The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to meet with WMWD and the BOR to further
explain and provide documentation concerning our specific cultural affiliation to lands within
your jurisdiction.

Response to Comment 3:

Thank you for the additional information about Luiseno territory. This expands upon the information
provided by the Tribe in its 2004 comments. A map of Luiseno territory was provided to WMWD at the
January 19, 2005 meeting by Mr. Macarro. The map was included in the 2005 Final PEIR so it is part of
the record for this Project. WMWD does not deny that portions of the proposed Project will be
constructed within Pechanga’s area of tribal interest. The 2005 Draft PEIR noted that unidentified
resources may be discovered and that the project was in Luiseno territory. As requested in 2004, WMWD
provided the Tribe with additional information regarding the location of known resources and revised
mitigation measures so that the tribal representatives can give input about mitigation approaches and
which reaches of the pipeline may be most likely to encounter Native American resources. No new
significant impacts or information not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this
comment. No further analysis is required.

Comment 4:

TRIBAL INVOLVEMENT TO DATE

The Pechanga Tribe has been involved in this Project since the original NOP/IS was
issued in 2003. At that time, the Tribe submitted comments and indicated its desire to participate
in the Project evaluation process. In 2004, the Tribe submitted comments on the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report, and then spent the next year and a half consulting with WMWD
and its consultanis to wy to develop the Project mitigation and methods for addressing the
protection of cultural resources.
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When the Final EIR was issued in 2005, it included many of the Pechanga Tribe’s
suppested revisions. While the final mitigation did not include all of the Pechanga Tribe’s
requested changes, the Tribe believed that it could continue to work with WMWD and its
consultants to continue to address the preservation and protection of cultural resources which
may be impacted by the Project. In 2006, the Tribe participated in WMWD’s Disposition and
Treatment Plan meeting. The Tribe felt that progress was made in these meetings as WMWD
agreed to: confer with the interested tribes on the selection of any archaeological monitors used
during the Project; consult with the Native American Heritage Commission for determining
which tribe was the appropriate tribe to enter into a Treatment and Monitoring Agreement for
each Reach of the Project; and to enter into Treatment and Monitoring Agreements with each
appropriate tribe.

The Tribe further submitted comments in 2008 on WMWD’s Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Draft Supplemental Program Eavironmental Impact Report. The Tribe expressed
concerns that the current progress on the mitigation measures be continued 1o the Final SEIR and
that the Tribe continue to be included in the archaeological assessments and in developing any
new mitigation for the Project. Contrary to these requests, the Tribe was not invited to
participate in any of the updated archaeological studies conducted prior to the report completions
in 2009. The Tribe was, however, contacted by the archaeological consultants requesting
additional information for the new Realignment Alternatives (Clay St La Sierra and
Mockingbird Canyon) and the updated study (SRI 2009).

PROJECT 1S 4 L RESOURCES

The proposed Project is on land that is within the traditional territory of the Pechanga
Band of Luisefio Indians. The Pechanga Band is not opposed to this Project. The Tribe’s
primary concerns stem from the Project’s potential impacts to Native American cultural
resources. The Tribe is concerned about both the protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural
resources, such as Luisefio village sites, sacred sites and archaeological items which would be
displaced by ground disturbing work on the Project, and on the proper and lawful treatment of
cultural items, Native American human remains and sacred items likely 1o be discovered in the

course of the work.

Response to Comment 4:

The description of the Tribe’s involvement in this project is correct according to WMWD’s records.

The last paragraph of this comment was received and responded to in the 2005 Final PEIR, certified May
2005, as follows:

“WMWD does not intend to allow for the destruction of unique or irreplaceable cultural
resources and is working with the tribal representatives to provide adequate mitigation
acceptable to all. It is also common and appropriate that the locations of Native American and
other archaeological resources are not disclosed in public documents to help reduce
vandalism and increase the likelihood that resources can be protected in place. No new
information was provided or issues raised by this comment that were not previously analyzed
in the Draft PEIR.”
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Comment 5:

The Tribe is in receipt of the January 2011 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIR/EIS) and archacological appendices. The
southern portion of the proposed Project and the Alternatives are located in a sensitive region of
Luisefio territory and the Tribe believes that the possibility for recovering subsurface resources
during ground-disturbing activities is high. The Tribe has over thirty-five (35) years of
experience in working with various types of consfruction projects throughout its territory. The
combination of this knowledge and experience, along with the knowledge of the culturally-
sensitive areas and oral tradition, is what the Tribe relies on to make fairly accurate predictions
regarding the likelihood of subsurface resources in a particular location.

The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of the continuous occupation of the Luisefio people in
this geographical area for thousands of years. through their stories and songs, are cultural
evidence that subsurface sites may exist in this Project area. The Tribe has expressed concern in
the past that cultural resources may be unearthed during construction for the Project.  The
majority of the roads and landscaped areas were not monitored by an archaeologist or a Native
America monitor during their initial construction and thus the extent of subsurface resources
within the construction areas is unknown. In fact, many of these areas were never evaluated for
cultural resources prior to construction and we have little to no record of the resources that have
been impacted by these early construction activities. Since the trenching activities for the
pipeline are expected to go quife deep in some places (deeper than prior construction and into
native, previously undisturbed soils), the possibility of uncovering deeply buried resources is
very high. As such, adequate mitigation is necessary to address the impacts to cultural resources.

We thank WMWD for working with the Tribe to develop mitigation that includes the
Tribe. The Tribe would request that WMWD continue to work with the Tribe to assure adequate
and enforceable mitigation measures for this Project. Given the sensitivity of the Project area, it
15 the position of the Pechanga Tribe that Pechanga tribal monitors be required to be present
during all ground-disturbing activities conducted in connection with the Project Reaches that are
within the Pechanga Tribe’s aboriginal territory as discussed previously, including any additional
archeological excavations performed.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project reaches and facilities which will be located south of the Santa Ana River are: a portion of the
Central Reach, Reaches E, F, G and H, the La Sierra Pipeline Connection and the Mockingbird
Connection. The Draft SEIR/EIS identified, with respect to the area of concern for the Tribe, that “other
areas where previously and newly recorded sites have been identified within the APE, as well as the Santa
Ana River crossing and the southernmost section of the Realignment Alternatives’ Central Reach have
also been identified as having high to moderate potential for buried cultural resources.” (Draft SEIR/EIS,
pp. 4.4-21) These sites are described further in the cultural resources reports for the Project (Draft
SEIR/EIS Appendix E).

Prior to construction, mitigation measures MM Cult 2, 2a, and 3 will be implemented regarding
disposition and treatment of cultural resources and monitoring. No new significant impacts or information
not previously addressed in the SEIR/EIS was identified by this comment. No further analysis is required.
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Comment 6:
PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact Reports and any supplemental or subsequent docurments must
provide adequate protection for significant archaeological and cultural sites and adequately
follow the provisions of CEQA and its Guidelines, including Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b)
(avoidance as preferred method of preservation of archaeological resources), CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4(b}(3) (agencies should avoid effects on historical resources of archaeological nature),
and CEQA Guidelines § 15020 (lead agency responsible for adequacy of environmental
documents).

The Tribe has the following comments on the proposed mitigation measures for cultural
resources presented in the January 2011 DSEIR/EIS for this Project. We request the existing
MM and the edits below be incorporated into the final environmental document.

The Tribe has some specific concerns regarding MM Cult 2. The term Most Likely
Descendent (MLD) is a legal term which is utilized under state law only when human remains
have been encountered. (See California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98) Therefore, it is
legally inaccurate to use the term as it is intended in the mitigation measure. The Tribe had
previously suggested that the concepr underlying the determination of an MLD might be usetul
i making a determination regarding which tribe is culturally affiliated for each reach for
purposes of monitoring. The Tribe further suggested that WMWD consult with the NAHC to
request assistance in making that determination. The Tribe believes that WM WD understood the
concept as such, but we are now concerned that the wording of the mitigation measure does not
reflect this understanding. As such, the Tribe is providing more detailed comments and revisions
to MM Calt 2 as set forth below.

MM Cult 1: (CULT-3) In order to reduce potential significant impacts to historic and
non-Native American archaeological and histeric resources, full-time archaeological
monitoring during excavations shall be conducted in sensitive areas {e.g., near the Santa
Ana River crossing, Mockinghbird Canyon and La Sierra), within undeveloped areas
along the project alignment, at the Gage Canal crossing in the cities of Riverside and
Grand Terrace, at the Railroad crossings (AT&SF Railroad Alignment and Southern
Pacific Railroad), the Riverside Canal, at Victoria Avenue and Irving Street and within
previously undisturbed native soils. The extent and duwration of the archaecological
monitoring shall be determined by a Riverside County and Secretary of the Interior
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with tribal representatives, once the construction
schedule is defined for each reach of project construction. In the event of an accidental
discovery, the archacological monitor will comply with State CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5.
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MM Cult 1a: (CULT-1) If non-Native American archaeological or historic resources
are discovered, the local jurisdiction and land owner where the resources are found will
be notified by WMWD. Depending on the nature of the resource, appropriate mitigation
and monitoring will be developed by WMWD in conjunction with all affected parties
and the on-site archaeologist, and may include such things as:

-Documentation, removal, and curation at a local museum, federal repository or other
appropriate steward agency.

-Documentation and retention in place.

-Further detailed archaeological studies to determine the nature and extent of the find.
-Retention by the land owner.

-Other measures agreed upon by the parties involved.

MM Cult 2: (CULT-3) In response to comments from local tribes and to be sensitive to
the cultural heritage of the tribes that have claimed an interest in the project area, the
archaeologieal tribal monitoring program shall be executed in conjunction with the
tribes archacological monitoring program. The tribes shall te-assist in determining
which areas of the project alignment are in sensitive locations and where undisturbed
soils will be excavated. Such areas will include, at a minimum; the Santa Ana River
(San Bernardino County), and Springbrook Wash (Riverside County and City)
crossings, asd a natural area near Irving and Firethorn Streets (Mockingbird Canyon
area) in the City of Riverside, and the La Sietra area. Prior to_grading. WMWD shall

enter into a Treatment and Menitoring Agreement for one paid monitor for each Reach
of project construction with the culturally affiliated tribe. as determined by WMWL,

where undisturbed native soils will be affected and/or sensitive resources are likely.

WMWD mav seck the assistance of the Native American Heritage Comimission

(NAHC) in rnakm:.. the dn.tu mmatu:rn Df cultural a’r“f“imtton Fr-iﬁr—te—g-Faéi-ﬁg—"hM—W-D

WMH%MWHH—M—M| -&ﬂd—eﬂﬁaﬂﬁe
WIMWMMWMWHMNN
- To respond to the expressed

desire of cach tribe 1o monitor construction in sensitive areas and in the spirit of
interagency cooperation, the Pechanga, Remena, and San Manuel bands shall be notified
by WMWD, prior to excavation activities.
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MM Cult 2a: Additional tribes responded during the archaeological surveys performed
for the Realignment Alternatives. To respond to the expressed desire of these additional
tribes to monitor construction in sensitive areas and/or be consulted if finds are made,
and in the spirit of interagency cooperation, the Morongo Band of Mission Indians,

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians and Gabrieleno/Fongva-San-Gabriel-Band-of-Mission
Indians shall be notified by WMWD, prior to excavation Activities

MM Cult 3: (CULT-1) To ensure the proper disposition of cultural resources of interest
to the tribes uncovered during excavation for the installation of the RCF Project,
WMWD shall seek input from the tribes to develop a plan for such dispersal that
encompasses the tribes’ desired treatment and disposition of Native American cultural
resources, including human remains. After considering the tribes’ input and
recommendations, WMWD shall approve and finalize such a plan prior to grading. In

the alternative, WMWD mayv chose to negotiate treatment and disposition within the

Treatment Agreements entered into_with the MLD/appropriate tribe for each Reach.
WMWD shall follow either the Plan or the Treatment Ag { for resources found on

WMWD lands. Further, WMWD shall agree to present the plan and encourage land
owners to follow the plan if eultural resources of interest to the tribes are found on land
not owned by WMWD.

MM Cult 5: (CULT-2) If human remains are uncovered at any time, all activities in the
area of the find shall be halted by WMWD or its contractor and the County Coroner
shall be notified immediately pursuant to CA Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and
CA PRC Section 5097.98. If the Coroner determines that the remains are of Native
American origin, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified
by the Coroner. The NAHC will determine and notify the Most Likely Descendent
(MLD). The MLD shall be allowed to inspect the site of the discovery. The MLD shall
complete the inspection and make recommendations for treatment within 24 48 hours of
notification by the NAHC.

MM Cult 5a: If a sacred site is encountered within the project alignment, WMWD will
work with the tribes 10 avoid the site, if feasible.

Response to Comment 6:

WMWD and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (“BOR”) will comply with state and federal laws and work
with the Pechanga and other tribes who have expressed interest in the Project to assure proper respect and
protections are given to cultural resources of importance to the tribes, as appropriate. With this approach
in mind, no Native American tribes, bands or groups (whether federally-recognized or not) will be written
out of the mitigation measures, as requested in this comment.

WMWD and the BOR met with Pechanga Cultural Resources staff and counsel, and outside counsel
(Tribal representatives) on 8/2/11 to discuss revisions to the cultural mitigation measures in the Riverside
Corona Feeder SEIR/EIS. Recommended changes to mitigation measures that agreed upon by WMWD,
BOR and Tribal representatives are reflected below and will be incorporated into the annotated Final
SEIR/EIS and final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP):
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MM Cult 1: (CULT-3) In order to reduce potential significant impacts to historic and non-Native
American archaeological and historic resources, full-time archaeological monitoring during
excavations shall be conducted in sensitive areas (e.g., near the Santa Ana River crossing,
Mockingbird Canyon and La Sierra), within undeveloped areas along the project alignment, near
Riverside Highland Water facility site thought to be in the vicinity of Barton Road (north of Palm
Avenue), at the Gage Canal crossing in the cities of Riverside and Grand Terrace, at the Railroad
crossings (AT&SF Railroad Alignment and Southern Pacific Railroad), the Riverside Canal, at
Victoria Avenue and Irving Street. The extent and duration of the archaeological monitoring shall
be determined by a Secretary of the Interior qualified archaeologist who is also qualified by
Riverside County or the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC) located at
the San Bernardino County Museum, as appropriate to the location of the portion of the Project to
be under construction, once the construction schedule is defined for each reach of project
construction. In the event of an accidental discovery, the archaeological monitor will comply with
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

MM Cult 1a: No changes proposed.

MM Cult 2: (CULT-3) In response to comments from local tribes and to be sensitive to the
cultural heritage of the tribes that have claimed an interest in the project area, the
archaeological monitoring program shall be executed in conjunction with the tribes. As part of
the preparation of the archaeological monitoring program, the interested tribes shall fe assist in
determining which areas of the project alignment where undisturbed soils will be excavated
should be considered to beare—in Ssensitive Areaslocations requiring monitoringwhere
undisturbed-soils-will be-excavated. For the purposes of this mitigation measure, “undisturbed
soils” shall mean: soil which has never been previously excavated or disturbed for construction
or other purposes, and soil that was previously excavated but for which no archaeological or
Native American monitoring was performed. “SensitiveSuch Aareas” willinclude, at a
minimum: the Santa Ana River (San Bernardino County) and-Springbrook Wash (Riverside
County and City) crossings, and-a natural area near Irving and Firethorn Streets (Mockingbird
Canyon area) in the City of Riverside, and the La Sierra area. Prior to grading, WMWD shall
enter into a Treatment and Monitoring Agreement for one paid monitor for each reach of
project construction with the culturally affiliated tribe, as determined by WMWD.

WMWD may seek the assistance of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in

maklnq the determmatlon of cultural afflllatlon Pner—te—gradmg—Wl\AWD—shaH—een{aet—the

to the expressed deS|re of each trlbe to monltor constructlon in sensitive areas and in the spirit
of interagency cooperation, the Pechanga, Ramona, and San Manuel shall be notified by
WMWD, prior to excavation activities.

MM Cult 2a: No changes will be made because WMWD will notify all Native American tribes and other
parties who have expressed an. interest in the project and/or requested notification.

MM Cult 3: (CULT-1) To ensure the proper disposition of cultural resources of interest to the
tribes uncovered during excavation for the installation of the RCF Project, WMWD shall seek
input from the tribes to develop a Discovery Pplan for such dispersal that encompasses the tribes’
desired treatment and disposition of Native American cultural resources, including human
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remains. After considering the tribes' input and recommendations, WMWD shall approve and
finalize such a plan prior to grading. In the alternative, WMWD may choose to negotiate
treatment and disposition within the Treatment Agreements entered into with the MLD culturally
affiliated appropriate tribe for each reach of construction. WMWD shall follow either the
Discovery Plan or the Treatment Agreement for resources found on WMWD lands. Further,
WMWD shall agree to present the plan and encourage land owners to follow the plan if cultural
resources of interest to the tribes are found on land not owned by WMWD. In all cases, the
actions of WMWD in its treatment of accidentally-discovered cultural resources shall be
consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, the provisions of the
Public Resources Code, and any other applicable state or federal law.

MM Cult 5: (CULT-2) If human remains are uncovered at any time, all activities in the area of
the find shall be halted by WMWD or its contractor and the County Coroner shall be notified
immediately pursuant to CA Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and CA PRC Section 5097.98.
If the Coroner determines that the remains are of Native American origin, the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified by the Coroner. The NAHC will determine and
notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The MLD shall be allowed to inspect the site of the
discovery. The MLD shall complete the inspection and make recommendations for treatment
within 2448 hours of notification by the NAHC.

MM Cult 5a: No change proposed.

Comment 7:

The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, as
well as to provide further comment on the Project’s impacts to cultural resources and potential
mitigation for such impacts. Further, the Tribe reserves the right to participate in the regulatory
process and provide comment on issues pertaining to the regulatory process and Project
approval.

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to continuing working together with MWMD in

protecting the invaluable Pechanga cultural resources found in the Project area. Please contact
me at 951-308-9295 X8104 if you have any comments or concerns. Thank you

Response to Comment 7:

See Response to Comments 1 and 4, above.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8

PLANNING

464 WEST 4™ STREET, 6" Floor MS 725

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Flex your power!
PHONE (909) 383-4557 Be energy efficient!

FAX (909) 383-6890
TTY (909) 383-6300

January 31, 2011

Fakhri Manghi

Senior Water Resource Engineer
Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Rivesride, CA 92518

Notice of Completion & availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment. SCH:
2003031121. Riv-91-Various.

Dear Mr. Manghi,

We have completed our review for the noted project which is mostly located within street right-
of-way in the Jurupa area of unincorporated Riverside County, portions of San Bernardino
County, and cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Rialto, Riverside, and Corona. The project
facilities will also run northeast to southwest and generally parallel to Interstate 215 (I-215) and
State Route 91 (SR-91).

As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. As the responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it
is also our responsibility to make recommendations to offset associated impacts with the
proposed project. Although the project is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside due to
the Project’s potential impact to State facilities it is also subject to the policies and regulations
that govern the SHS.

We do not anticipate this project will generate any additional traffic to the SHS. However, due to this
project any activities before, during, or construction within, under, or over the State Highway Right of

Way, an Encroachment Permit is required.

Permit Requirements:

1. Any proposed alterations to existing improvements within State right-of-way may only be performed
upon issuance of a valid encroachment permit and must conform to current Caltrans design standards
and construction practices.

2. Review and approval of street, grading and drainage construction plans will be necessary prior to
permit issuagce. Information regarding permit application and submittal requirements may be
obtained by contacting:

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”









WARREN D. WILLTIAMS 1995 MARKET STREET

General Manager-Chief Engineer RIVERSIDE, CA 92501
951.955.1200

FAX 951.788.9965
www.rcflood.org

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

January 26, 2011

ECEIVE

JAN 2 8 2011
Mr. Jack Safely, Director of Water Resources Water Reso
Western Municipal Water District urees
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518
Dear Mr. Safely: Re:  Draft Supplemental Environmental

Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement for the Riverside-Corona
Feeder Project

This letter is written in response to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIR/EIS) for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project. The
(RCF) previously
project includes a
up to 20 new and
covery. Imported
water supplies would be recharged into the Bunker Hill basin area for later use, taking advantage of
available storage capacity.

The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is providing the following
comment/concern that should be addressed in the FSEIR/EIS:

The DSEIR/EIS on Page 2.0-11 states "RCFC&WCD will require coordination and may
require encroachment permits for any facilities encroaching upon facilities or facilities
easements owned by MWD". MWD should be replaced by RCFC&WCD in the FSEIR/EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DSEIR/EIS. Please forward any subsequent
environmental documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any further questions
concerning this letter may be referred to Hilal Elhaddad at 951.955.8582 or me at 951.955.858]1.

Very truly yours,

Senior Civil Engineer

ec: Riverside County Planning Dept.
Attn: Kristi Lovelady
Stuart McKibbin
Ed Lotz

HAE:mcv
P8\135252



Jess A. Carbajal, Director
CRANGE COUNTY 300 N. Flower Street

L4 Santa Ana, CA
Public W OI’kS
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Our Community. Our Commitment

Telephone: (714) 834-2300
Fax: (714) 834-5188

NCL 11-003
February 28, 2011

Fakhri Manghi, Senior Water Resource Engineer
Western Municipal Water District

14205 Meridian Parkway

Riverside, California 92518

SUBJECT: Notice of Completion and Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIR/EIS) for
the Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment — NCL 11-003

Dear Mr. Manghi:

The County of Orange has reviewed the : Notice of Completion and Availability of a
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIR/EIS) for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment located in the City
of San Bernardino and offers the following comments:

Environmental Resources:

In response to your request for input on the subject project, Environmental Resources
has reviewed the document, and offers the following comment::

1 The reference on EIR Page 4, 11-10 (last paragraph) to the 2003 Santa Ana
Region de minimus permit is outdated. The correct reference is Order R8-
2009-0003.

If you require any additional information, please contact Grant Sharp at (714) 955-
00674.



Fakhri Manghi
February 25, 2011
Page 2

Sincerely,

Michael Balsamo, Manager
General Land Use Planning

MB/mmc

cc:  Chris Crompton, Environmental Resources



STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836
SACRAMENTO, CA 94236-0001
(916) 653-5791

ECEIVE

FEB 28 201 MAR 0 3 U1

Water Resources
Mr. Jack Safely

Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, California 92518

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement,
Western Municipal Water District, Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment Project,
California Aqueduct East Branch, Approximate Milepost 423, Southern Field Division,
Riverside and San Bernardino County, SCH2003031121

Dear Mr. Safely:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Riverside-Corona
Feeder Realignment Project (RCF). The notice illustrates the proposal by Western
Municipal Water District to construct a new water pipeline to serve portions of San
Bernardino and Riverside Counties. In addition, the applicant proposes to install a
series of injection and extraction wells to manage the groundwater in the San
Bernardino Basin Area. The majority of work for the RCF proposal consists of a 78-inch
diameter pipeline that will extend approximately 28 miles across multiple jurisdictions
with connections to other Western Municipal Water District facilities. The proposed
pipeline realignment near the Central Feeder Connection will cross the Department of
Water Resources’ (DWR) California Aqueduct, Santa Ana Pipeline (SAPL) near Fairway
Drive in the Community of Colton.

Since the proposed water line alignment for the RCF Realignment Project will cross
DWR's California Aqueduct, SAPL Right of Way, it will require an Encroachment Permit
from DWR prior to the start of construction. Information on obtaining an encroachment
permit from DWR can be viewed at:

http://www.doe water.ca.qov/Services/Real ncroach Re ndex.cfm
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Please provide DWR with a copy of any subsequent environmental documentation
when it becomes available for public review. Any future correspondence relating to this
project should be sent to:

Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief
SWP Encroachments Section
Division of Operations and Maintenance
Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-1
Sacramento, California 95814

In addition, please continue to keep DWR informed of any future actions with respect to
the RCF Realignment Project.

If you have any questions, please contact Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief of the SWP
Encroachments Section, at (916) 653-7168 or Mike Anderson at (916) 653-6664.

Sincerely,

David M. Samson, Chief
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



Department of Toxic Substances Control

Leonard E. Robinson
Linda S. Adams Acting Director Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Acting Secretary for Governor
Environmental Protection 5796 Corpo_rate Avenue
Cypress, California 90630

March 3, 2011
Water Resources

Mr. Jack Safely

Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, California 92518

NOTICE OF COMPLETION & ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE
RIVERSIDE-CORONA FEEDER PROJECT (SCH# 2003031121)

Dear Mr. Safely

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Notice of Availability of the Environmental Impact Report for the above-mentioned
project. The following project description is stated in your document: “The Riverside-
Corona Feeder (RCF) project includes a large capacity, 28-mile long water pipeline
ranging in diameter up to 78 inches, up to 20 new and existing wells, and appurtenant
facilities associated with aquifer storage and recovery. The proposed project is an
alternate alignment (herein “realignment”) for the RCF previously evaluated in a
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) certified May 18, 2005. The RCF would
deliver water from the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin (herein “Basin Area” aka
“Bunker Hill") and Chino groundwater basin (herein “Chino Basin”). Imported water
supplies would be recharged into the Bunker Hill Basin area for later use, taking
advantage of available storage capacity. The new alignment will not change the number
of wells or the Bunker Hill groundwater extraction described in the 2005 PEIR.

Groundwater supplies are also available to the RCF realignment from the Chino Basin
under the Optimum Basin Management Plan from desalted facilities. The purpose of the
RCF is to increase firm water supplies, to improve water quality, and to reduce water
costs. The project proposes to manage the groundwater levels through the construction
of groundwater wells and pumps to deliver the groundwater supply to water users. The
new water pipeline will serve portions of San Bernardino and Riverside counties and is
sized to move up to 40,000 acre feet of water at 100 cubic feet per second (cfs). This
system of storage, extraction and distribution will improve the reliability of WMWD's
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March 3, 2011
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water supply through the managed storage and distribution of excess imported water
and reduce possible water shortages during dry years”.

DTSC sent you comments on the previous EIR on 9/10/2008. Based on the review of
the submitted document DTSC has the additional following comments:

1) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be
generated, the facility should also obtain a United States Environmental Protection
Agency |dentification Number by contacting (800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous
waste treatment processes or hazardous materials, handling, storage or uses may
require authorization from the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).
Information about the requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting
your local CUPA.

2) DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional information
on the EOA or VCA, please see www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields, or
contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-Abbasi, DTSC’s Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at
(714) 484-5489.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at

ashami c or by phone at (714) 484-5472
Sincerel

Al a

Pro anager

Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044
state.clearinahouse@  ca.aov
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cc:. CEQA Tracking Center
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis
P.O. Box 806
Sacramento, California 95812
ADelacr1@dtsc.ca.gov

CEQA # 3136
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION
RIVERSIDE COUNTY

March 3, 2010

Fakhri Manghi, Senior Water Resource Engineer
Western Municipal Water District

14205 Meridian Parkway

Riverside CA 92518

RE: Riverside Corona Feeder Project Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Manghi:

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) with a
CD copy of the above-referenced document. The report is well-written and informative, and
we did not find any erroneous statements relating to airport land use compatibility. Our
review of the project indicates that the project will include facilities within the Airport
Influence Areas of Riverside Municipal Airport, Flabob Airport, and March Air Reserve Base.
The pump station associated with the Clay Street Connection would be located within the
Riverside Municipal Airport Influence Area. The reservoir associated with the Mockingbird
Connection would be located within the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Area. The
Northern Reach (which would be installed underground) would pass through the Flabob
Airport Influence Area, as well as the Riverside Municipal Airport Influence Area.

The project extends into unincorporated Riverside County. In 2004, ALUC adopted a new
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for Flabob Airport. In 2005, a new Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan was adopted for Riverside Municipal Airport. The County of Riverside has
not yet amended its Jurupa Area Plan to be consistent with these Compatibility Plans. Until
a determination is made by ALUC that the Jurupa Area Plan, as adopted in 2003 and as
may have been subsequently amended, is consistent with these Compatibility Plans,
projects affecting land within the portion of this Area Plan in Airport Influence Areas are
subject to ALUC review.

If no permits from the Riverside County Planning Department will be required for the facilities
proposed by this project, ALUC review of this project should be accomplished at the
environmental stage. Information associated with project submission can be obtained from
our website at www.rcaluc.org.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If you need further clarification or have
any questions, please contact John Guerin of ALUC staff at (951) 955-0982.

Sincerely,
RIVERSIDE COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

Edward C. Cooper, Director

Cc:  Cathy Perring, Principal Environmental Planner, Albert A. Webb Associates

ALUC Staff
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Gy of Rollandts

March 7, 2011

Fakhri Manghi, Senior Water Resources Engineer
Western Municipal Water District

14205 Meridian Parkway

Riverside, CA 92518

Dear Mr. Manghi,

In response to your agency’s, Western Municipal Water District (“Western”), letter and
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(“Report”) regarding the Riverside-Corona Feeder project, | am providing the following
comments. This project involves the extraction of water from the Bunker Hill basin in
the city of Redlands for use in your service area. In your agency’s Report it states,
Western has designed the project facilities to produce up to 40,000 acre feet per year,
which will be imported into your service area from the Bunker Hill basin.

However, model runs identified in the Report were conducted to simulate extractions
up to 163,300 acre feet. Because of this, and the fact the 20 wells proposed will have a
production capacity of over 70,000 acre feet per year, and the 78 inch pipeline has a
carrying capacity of nearly 168,000 acre feet per year, the final build-out capability of
the project was not fully understood. The Report also states State Water Project
(“SWP”) water will be used as recharge water for extractions from the basin. In
addition, the Report states recharge activities will occur in existing facilities located
within the basin. This could be difficult, if not impossible, as existing facilities are often
fully utilized to meet the needs of local agencies. Because of this, additional studies
should be conducted to identify what recharge facilities will be available to meet
Western’s needs, and if necessary, the construction of new facilities should be included
and analyzed in your Report and project.

“Preserving the Past, Protecting the Future”

P.0.BOX 3005 <« REDLANDS,CA92373 - 909-798-7698
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Currently, there is no policy for conjunctive use on the basin. However, the Western-San
Bernardino Watermaster is conducting a comprehensive review of management policies and
procedures with stakeholders. The Report should recognize this review and abide by policies
and procedures that occur as a result of the review process.

The Report also states ground water quality will improve in the San Bernardino area as a
result of increased pumping. However, there is little mention of migration of chemicals such
as DBCP, except to say DBCP will not be added by the project. Additionally there is no
mention of 1,2,3 TCP at all. In fact, Redlands has extensively sampled for and studied these
chemicals in the basin. Because of the known location of these chemicals and the proposed
location of your project wells in Redlands, there is concern these chemicals could be pulled
towards Redlands’ 38 and 39 wells. Further study is needed to determine to what extent
mitigation measures are necessary should this occur, and should be included as part of your
Report.

Also a concern is the impact to the TDS level in the Redlands area. Redlands has been
providing sewer service to its customers since 1932. As part of the city’s operating permit
for its wastewater treatment plant (“WWTP”), the Regional Water Quality Board (“Regional
Board”) has established a TDS discharge limit of 465 mg/l. In your Report on page 4.7-3 it
states the water quality in the basin near the eastern mountains, the area near Redlands,
has a TDS level below 200 mg/l. The Report also states on pages 4.7-5 and 4.7-22 the TDS
level in SWP water ranges from 225 mg/l to 325 mg/|, and has an average level of 250 mg/I.

Currently, Redlands discharges water with a TDS level of approximately 440 mg/l. The
Regional Board’s established limit is only 25 mg/l above the Redlands’s current discharges.
As explained in your Report, as part of the project, when Western exports water from the
Bunker Hill basin, Western will recharge using SWP water to meet its replenishment
obligation. This process could result in a higher TDS in the basin. The Report identified the
TDS level in SWP water is higher than the water being exported from the Redlands area.

If the result of the project, exporting tens of thousands of acre feet of low TDS water from
the Redlands area, is higher TDS in the basin and this leads to Redlands exceeding its
Regional Board TDS discharge limit, how will Western mitigate impacts to Redlands? And, at
what point will Western take ownership if TDS levels increase in the basin and prevent
Redlands from exceeding its discharge limit? These questions must be answered through a
scientific study before the project can continue.
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| look forward to hearing from you and | am available to discuss these and other issues you
may have.

Very truly yours,
£ L

L

Chris Diggs
Assistant Utilities Director

cc: Rosemary Hoerning, Municipal Utilities and Engineering Director
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San Bernar

1o
February 16, 2011

Fakhri Manghi, Senior Water Resource Engineer
Western Municipal Water District

14205 Meridian Parkway

Riverside, CA 92518

RE: Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment Project Draft SEIR (SCH #2003031121)
Dear Mr. Manghi:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental EIR/EIS. The traffic safety
mitigation measures address the concerns raised by our department in response to the Notice of
Preparation in 2008. This project will impact Orange Show Road, a major arterial in the City of
San Bernardino, and the plan to bore under I-215 will require a significant staging/work area.
Based on the planned commencement and phasing of construction, work within the City of San
Bernardino will begin in approximately 2023. Please keep the city Public Works and
Community Development Departments apprised of the progress of the project and contact the
City well in advance of this phase of construction, to coordinate with improvement and
maintenance plans for Orange Show Road and Auto Plaza Drive, and to obtain approval of the
traffic safety plan, encroachment permits, and potentially a temporary use permit for the boring
project.

The City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department will respond separately to address
issues of water storage and withdrawal from the San Bernardino Basin Area. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (909) 384-5057 ext. 3330.

Sincerely,

e XAV

Terri Rahhal
City Planner

cc: Public Works Department
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California Natural Resources Agency JERRY BROWN, Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME JOHN MCCAMMAN , Director
http://www.dfg.ca.gov

Inland Deserts Region

3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C-200
Ontario, CA 91764

(909) 484-0167 E @ E VE

March 3, 2011 DR 07 2 I

Water Resou rces

Mr. Jack Safely

Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518

Re:  Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside-Corona Feeder
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties -- SCH # 2003031121

Dear Mr. Safely:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to

comment on the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside-Corona Feeder
The Department is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources [Fish and
Game Code sections 711.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines (CEQA) section 15386] and as a Responsible Agency regarding any
discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines section 15381), such as a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (Section 1600 et seq.) or a California Endangered Species Incidental
Take Permit (Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

For this project the Department will be acting as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. As per
Section 15096 of the California Environmental Quality Act statute, as a Responsible Agency
the Department is obligated to focus its comments on any shortcomings in the CEQA
document, the appropriateness of the CEQA document utilized, and additional alternatives
or mitigation measures which the CEQA document should include.

The site is located in the County of Riverside and County of San Bernardino, in the cities of
San Bernardino, Colton, and City of Riverside.

The 28-mile long water pipeline would collect water from the San Bernardino basin area and
the Chino Basin. Imported water would be recharged into the Basin area. The project
components are the 78 inch pipeline, 20 new or existing groundwater wells, groundwater
treatment facilities, water storage, pumping facilities and recharge basins. The system is
designed to deliver a maximum of 40,000 acre-feet per year, although deliveries are
expected to be between 6,000 and 9,000 acre-feet per year.

MSHCP

The project is located partially within the boundary of the Western Riverside Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and is subject to the provisions and policies of

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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that plan. The MSHCP is a Natural Communities Conservation Plan that provides coverage
for 146 species and up to 510,000 acres. Participants in the MSHCP are issued take
authorization for covered species and do not require Federal or State Endangered Species
Act Permits. The plan also has requirements for species with additional survey/conservation
requirements. These include fourteen (14) Narrow Endemic Plant Species, thirteen (13)
Criteria Area Plant Species, seven (7) animals with specific survey area requirements, six
(6) species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pool habitats, and an
additional 28 species deemed not yet adequately conserved.

The project alignment goes through the Jurupa Area Plan of the MSHCP, specifically Critera
Area Cell Numbers 22, 55, and 617. Portions of the project also occur within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, as well as the survey area for the western burrowing
owl.

The DEIR should specify whether the project will obtain take in Riverside County through
the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan as a Participating Special Entity or will
need to obtain take through a CESA permit.

Should the applicant choose not to process the development project through the MSHCP
for covered species, then the project is subject to the Federal Endangered Species Act
and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) for threatened and endangered
species. A CESA Permit must be obtained if the project has the potential to result in “take”
of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over the
life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve, protect, enhance, and restore
State-listed threatened or endangered species and their habitats. The Department'’s
CESA Incidental Take Permit state that a project must fully minimize and mitigate impacts
to State-listed resources.

San Bernardino County does not have an approved multi-species plan and therefore any
take of State-listed endangered or threatened species requires a California Endangered
Species Act Incidental Take Permit (CESA ITP). Any take of a federally-listed endangered
or threatened species requires compliance with the Federal Endangered Species Act.

Recommendations

Per section 15096 of the CEQA statute, as a Responsible Agency the Department is
obligated to focus its comments on any inadequacies of the CEQA document and
additional alternatives or mitigation measures which should be included in the CEQA
document. As a Responsible Agency the Department will be obligated to consult the final
CEQA document to prepare a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement or a California
Endangered Species Incidental Take Permit. If the final CEQA document fails to identify
and adequately mitigate all of the impacts of the proposed project and any alternatives, the
project proponents will be required to reinitiate the CEQA process at their expense, or fund
another CEQA process under the direction of the Department to identify and adequately
mitigate all impacts associated with any Department discretionary actions.

The Department recommends that the Lead Agency clarify the issues raised below and
provide a response to these comments in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) or
subsequent CEQA document. The problem with this project is that the direct and indirect
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impacts from construction are not known because this analysis depends upon the timing of
construction (nesting and breeding avoidance), the presence of threatened or endangered
species as determined by future protocol surveys, and the choice of construction
methodology (micro-tunneling or trenching). Therefore, the Department cannot issue a
California Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit or 1600 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement based upon the information contained in this document. For this
reason future CEQA processing will be required by the Department for projects where it has
Responsible Agency authority.

1. Up-to-date biological surveys (within one year), including protocol surveys for listed
species. Surveys should be conducted prior to the commencement of construction;

2. An analysis of direct and indirect, temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive
biological resources (least Bell's vireo, California coastal gnatcatcher, arroyo toad,
Delhi sands flower-loving fly, Santa Ana sucker and southwestern willow
flycatcher);

3. A monitoring and maintenance plan for revegetated or created native habitat
areas;

4. Mitigation measures or project changes to offset the loss of riparian habitat, listed
riparian species and designated species of special concern;

5. A detailed jurisdictional delineation of State Waters to identify and analyze direct,
indirect, temporary and permanent impacts;

6. Submittal of a 1600 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement Notification form for
impacts to State jurisdictional waters;

7. An analysis of impacts to federal critical habitat and potential impacts to federally

listed species;

Mitigation for the loss of critical habitat and/or impacts to federally listed species;

Submittal of a California Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit if future

protocol surveys find there will be take of these species;

10. The location and number of new wells and an assessment of potential impacts to
the groundwater basins and native vegetation from these wells.

8.
9.

Biological Resources

General reconnaissance surveys and habitat assessments were conducted on June 9, July
28, and July 30, 2008. Future biological assessments or updates will have to be conducted
and should be timed to coincide with protocol surveys (if required) to avoid time delays and
the need to repeat surveys. Much of the project will be constructed within existing road right-
of-ways.

The biological report breaks the project down into four alignments: northern reach, central
reach, combined alignment, and Monroe Street alignment. On-site habitats include
Riversidean sage scrub, perennial streambed, freshwater marsh, non-native grasslands,
agricultural, orchard, southern willow scrub and mulefat scrub.

The central reach includes 13.1 acres of riparian habitat that has the potential to support
least Bell's vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, and Santa Ana sucker. The northern reach
includes 70 acres of mapped Delhi Sands habitat, potentially containing the Delhi sands
flower-loving fly. The northern reach has 7 acres of coastal sage scrub.
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Twenty-five special-status animal species have the potential to occur along the project
alignment. These include the following federally listed species: coastal California
gnatcatcher, Delhi sands flower-loving fly, least Bell's vireo (also State listed), Santa Ana
sucker and southwestern willow flycatcher (also State listed). Other potential species are:
American badger, arroyo chub, burrowing owl, San Diego horned lizard, golden eagle,
loggerhead shrike, Los Angeles pocket mouse, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse,,
orange-throated whiptail, Santa Ana speckled dace, southern grasshopper mouse,
southwestern pond turtle, two-striped garter snake, western yellow-billed cuckoo, yellow-
breasted chat, white-tailed kite, northern red-diamond rattlesnake, San Diego black-tailed
jackrabbit, and yellow warbler.

The document states that prior to disturbance in DSFL habitat an assessment will be made
as to whether protocol surveys are warranted. Prior to construction within 500 feet of
gnatcatcher habitat protocol surveys will be conducted to determine if gnatcatcher are
present. Construction in least Bell's vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher and arroyo toad
habitat are proposed to occur outside of the nesting/breeding season and the document
states that a habitat mitigation and monitoring program (HMMP) would be developed for
revegetation of habitat. The document also proposes that if the project involves direct
impacts to Santa Ana sucker occur, focused surveys for this species would be required.

Therefore, direct and indirect impacts on these State and Federal endangered or threatened
species will not be known until construction is commenced, at which time consultations with
CDFG or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service will occur. The California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) requires that Impacts to State-listed endangered or threatened species
be minimized or fully mitigated.

There are several issues that are of concern to the Department. First, if the applicant
chooses not to process the project through the MSHCP (in Riverside County), a CESA ITP
may be required. If State-listed endangered or threatened species are impacted in San
Bernardino County, a CESA ITP will be required. The criteria defining the requirements for a
CESA ITP are found in Title 14 CCR, Sections 783.4(a) and (b). These require that the take
is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, the impacts of the take are minimized and fully
mitigated, the measures to minimize and fully mitigate impacts are roughly proportional to
the impact on the species, maintain the applicant’s objectives to the greatest degree
possible, and are capable of successful implementation. This section also requires that
adequate funding is provided to implement the mitigation measures and that issuance of an
ITP will not jecpardize the continued existence of a State-listed species.

If these requirements regarding State-listed endangered or threatened species are not
'satisfied prior to approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), then a
subsequent CEQA document must be prepared so that it can be reviewed by the public and
comply with the Department’s duties as a Responsible Agency under CEQA.

If the project involves the take of a Federal threatened or endangered species the project
applicant will have to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). If
the impacts and mitigation from the Service are not included in the CEQA document, a
subsequent CEQA document will have to be prepared and reviewed by the Department.
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Secondly, if the pipeline route adversely impacts Federally-designated Critical Habitat or
habitat for State species of special concern, mitigation must be provided for these as well.

Streambed Alteration Agreements and CEQA

The pipeline route crosses the Santa Ana River, Spring Brook Wash and Mockingbird
Canyon. Potential losses of habitats and direct impacts on species were not included in the
document because the applicant is proposing to use micro-tunneling techniques to cross
waterways. However, if this method was is not deemed feasible, the document states that
trenching will have to be done. Trenching would involve direct and indirect impacts to
streambeds, open water and associated riparian vegetation.

The document states that impacts due to micro-tunneling would be minor and temporary,
involving stress, desiccation and potential defoliation effects on riparian vegetation. Direct
and indirect, temporary or permanent impacts to State jurisdictional waters are not identified
in the document.

Boring and jacking activities can result in frac-outs, thereby impacting the creek and its
associated habitat. Frac-outs commonly occur during directional drilling under streams and
in many cases frac-outs have caused harm to sensitive aquatic resources. The Department
agrees impacts would be reduced by boring instead of trenching; however, impacts may still
occur. The Department requires that the document include clean-up procedures in case of
frac-outs during boring.

If the CEQA documents do not fully identify potential impacts to lakes, streams, and
associated resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, funding
sources, a habitat management plan and reporting commitments, additional CEQA
documentation will be required prior to execution (signing) of the Agreement. In order to
avoid delays or repetition of the CEQA process, potential impacts to a stream or lake, as
well as avoidance and mitigation measures need to be discussed within this CEQA
document.

The Department opposes the elimination of drainages, lakes and their associated habitats.
The Department recommends avoiding the stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent
possible. Any unavoidable impacts need to be compensated with the creation and/or
restoration of in-kind habitat either on-site or off-site at a minimum 3:1 replacement-to-
impact ratio, depending cn the impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation
requirements through the Department’s Streambed Alteration Agreement process may be
required depending on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed mitigation, project design,
and other factors.

We recommend submitting a notification early on, since modification of the proposed project
may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To obtain a
Streambed Alteration Agreement notification package, please call (562) 430-7924.

The following information will be required for the processing of a Streambed Alteration
Agreement and the Department recommends incorporating this information to avoid
subsequent CEQA documentation and project delays:
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1) Delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be temporarily
and/or permanently impacted by the proposed project (include an estimate of
impact to each habitat type);

2) Discussion of avoidance measures to reduce project impacts; and,

3) Discussion of potential mitigation measures required to reduce the project
impacts to a level of insignificance.

Section 15370 of the CEQA guidelines includes a definition of mitigation. It states that
mitigation includes:

1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action,
2) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its

implementation,
3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
envircnment,

4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action,
5) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or

environments.

In the absence of specific mitigation measures in the CEQA documents, the Department
believes that it cannot fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and
wildlife resources. Permit negotiations conducted after and outside of the CEQA process
deprive the public of its rights to know what project impacts are and how they are being
mitigated in violation of CEQA Section 15002. Also, because mitigation to offset the impacts
was not identified in the CEQA document, the Department does not believe that the Lead
Agency can make the determination that impacts to jurisdictional drainages and/or riparian
habitat are “less than significant” without knowing what the specific impacts and mitigation
measures are that will reduce those impacts.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please contact Robin Maloney-Rames at (909)
980-3818, if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

Robon - s

for Jeff Brandt
Senior Environmental Scientist

dc: State Clearinghouse
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CITY OF
RIVERSIDE
March 8, 2011
Jack Safely, P.E.
Western Municipal Water District
450 East Alessandro Blvd.

Riverside, CA 92508

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DSEIR) AND EVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR THE RIVERSIDE CORONA FEEDER
PIPELINE REALIGNMENT.

Dear Mr. Safely:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DSEIR for the proposed Riverside
Corona Feeder (RCF) Pipeline Realignment project. As indicated in the project description, the
Western Municipal Water District is proposing to build the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project which
includes a 28-mile large-capacity water pipeline ranging in diameter up to 78-inches, up to 20 new
and existing wells, and appurtenant facilities associated with aquifer storage and recovery. The
project, which includes federal funding through the Bureau of Reclamation, is intended to deliver
water from the Bunker Hill groundwater basin in San Bernardino County to communities
throughout western Riverside County.

Pipeline Description

The proposed “Central Reach” segment of pipeline (the segment within the City of Riverside) is
proposed to be a maximum 54-inch diameter pipeline and includes two proposed alignment options
(the Jackson Street Option and the Monroe Street Option).

Jackson Street Option - The Jackson Street Option crosses under the Santa Ana River along the
east side of Van Buren Boulevard. South of the Santa Ana River, the alignment crosses under Van
Buren Boulevard to Doolittle Avenue and then to Van Buren Boulevard and continues south in Van
Buren Boulevard. The alignment then traverses southeast in Jackson Street, west in Diana Avenue
to Wilbur Street, then south under State Route 91 (SR91). South of SR91 , the alignment continues
northeast in Indiana Avenue, then southeast in Jackson Street, and finally connects to the approved
RCF alignment near the intersection of Jackson and Cleveland Streets.

Monroe Street Option — The Monroe Street option would follow the above-described alignment

from Van Buren Boulevard southeast in Jackson Street only to Colorado Avenue. At that point, the
alignment will continue northeast in Colorado Avenue to Monroe Street, then southeast in Monroe
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Street, under the State Route 91, and continue to the intersection of Monroe Street and Cleveland
Avenue.

Boring techniques will be used to cross under several locations within the City including the Santa
Ana River, Van Buren Boulevard near Jurupa Avenue, the intersection of Van Buren Boulevard and
Arlington Avenue, State Route 91, the Riverside Canal. City staff has reviewed the DSEIR for the
project and offers the following comments:

Water/Water Quality - The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU) — Water Division
is concerned that the proposed project will have a significant impact to groundwater supplies as a
result of the potential groundwater extraction. Page 3.0-11 of the DSEIR analyzes 20 wells, and
Page 3.0-12 analyzes extractions up to 40,000 acre feet per year (AFY), and an average of 17,500
AFY. Elsewhere in the document, the project is analyzed to flow 45,000 gallons per minute (gpm),
which is more than 72,000 AFY. As a result, the project description is confusing and misleading.
The project description must be revised to clearly and unambiguously state the number of wells
actually analyzed, and the maximum number of wells possible under the project; the annual
extractions actually analyzed, and the maximum annual extractions possible under the project.

What is even more misleading is that extraction volumes analyzed in the DEIR far exceed the
volumes represented by Western Municipal Water District (Western) at a December 6, 2010,
Project update to the Basin Technical Advisory Committee (BTAC). During that update, Western
represented annual extraction to be in the 6,000 to 9,000 acre-foot per year (AFY) range.
Subsequently, the minutes of the BTAC meeting represent only 5 wells producing 10,000 to 15,000
AFY. The project represented at the BTAC meeting as and in the minutes is substantially
downsized from prior versions of the project with 20 wells, yet the DSEIR remains unchanged and
the anticipated pumping rates discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report conflict
significantly with the values represented at the BTAC as well as those represented in subsequent
BTAC minutes.

The project represented in DSEIR as it currently exists will have a significant unmitigated impacts
on groundwater levels due to substantial depletion of groundwater supplies and will interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there is a net deficit in aquifer volume and
lowering of the groundwater table level as the project has the potential to extract and convey far
more water than can be supported. Western does not have access to 40,000 AFY of imported water
volumes to recharge. The DSEIR must identify and analyze the source of that 40,000 AFY of water,
and the associated impacts. An extraction volume of 40,000 AFY (average year) is approximately
20 percent of the basin safe yield. Moving that proportion of water must be studied in much more
detail. It will have significant impacts on existing production volumes and rates.

In addition, the DSEIR cannot rely upon the current San Bernardino Basin Area (SBBA) basin
model. The recently completed peer review of the model identified errors in model parameters in
parts of the basin, causing errors in the model output. For example, the existing model shows high
groundwater condition in the foothills, and not in the historical high groundwater areas.

All of RPU’s Gage wells are located downstream of the recently identified Project well locations,
which are in a position to intercept water recharged in the Santa Ana River Spreading Grounds.



During the dry years, less groundwater will reach RPU wells. The DSEIR must analyze the impacts
to existing wells and groundwater supplies, at the maximum Project capacity. The maximum
extraction capacity analyzed must be 72,000 AFY, the pipeline carrying capacity.

The DSEIR does not evaluate potential impacts to Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations in
the City’s sewage treatment plant effluent. Substantial volumes of imported water with higher
TDS recharged in the SBBA basin will increase TDS levels in RPU groundwater supplies. TDS
increases in the water supply may force the City and others to desalt effluent at substantial cost to
avoid a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit violation.

The proposed Project will be using the existing recharge facilities in SBBA to recharge the
imported water. Most of the imported water available for recharge is available during the wet years.
During the wet years, the existing recharge facilities are fully utilized for re-charging of local
waters and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s (SBVMWD’s) imported water State
Water Project’s (SWP) Table A allocation required to maintain the basin Safe Yield. The proposed
Project by Western may need new recharge facilities to implement the Project. The DSEIR must
consider and analyze those new facilities, and may not defer that analysis until SWP conditions
meet the Project capacity. The Project impacts must be analyzed now, at the maximum capacities,
at maximum Project construction to enable those capacities. To do otherwise is impermissible
segmentation of the Project to avoid finding impacts.

Either the Project must be physically downsized to the 6,000-9,000 AFY which has recently been
represented, or the 10,000-15,000 AFY actually analyzed; or, the environmental analysis must be
revised to fully analyze, address and mitigate the Project’s actual capacities at build out, including
72,000 AFY of water flow through the proposed pipeline, and where that water will come from, and
the impacts of providing that water.

Traffic - The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) of the DEIR does not identify detour routes or analyze
potential impacts to “nearby” streets affected by the road closures and/or detours. Detours along
Jackson and Monroe Streets may impact residential streets which are not designed to accommodate
large number of vehicles or truck traffic for extended periods of time. Without further analysis of
impacts related to traffic and traffic hazards, noise, and air quality as a result of detours through
residential areas, the EIR fails to show that the potential impacts to residences (sensitive receptors)
will be less than significant. The DEIR needs to analyze the impacts of detours on residential areas
and identify appropriate mitigation measures where needed to reduce impacts a less than significant
level. The preferred mitigation is to require that detours avoid residential streets and restrict detour
traffic via Van Buren Boulevard or Monroe Street with the Jackson Street Alignment or via Jackson
Street or Adams Street with the Monroe Street Alignment. Impacts to residents as a result of
detours need to be fully mitigated and appropriate mitigation identified.

Additional City Public Works Department Requirements for work in City Streets

The City’s Public Works Division’s preferred alignment is the Monroe Street alignment. Prior to
construction, a traffic control plan shall be submitted to the City Public Works Department for
review and approval for all construction work within City Limits. The prospective traffic control
plan needs to adequately address the following concerns:



e Avoid detouring traffic through residential neighborhoods and streets.

e Where residential or collector streets are affected, the traffic control plan must require
rehabilitation of damage caused to residential and collector streets during the construction.

e Avoid loss of signal detection loops (for traffic signals) at intersections during construction.

e Per Figure 1-A of the TIA, Typical Open Trench Detail, shows that the open trench width
will be Pipe Diameter (54-inch diameter) + 40 inches for a total open trench width of 94
inches. The City requires that all travel lanes on Van Buren be opened during non-working
hours which means that the contractor will need to provide “steel plate bridging”. The City
will require a structural design prepared by a Civil Engineer where the span exceeds the
maximum, allowable non-engineered span of 63 inches. The City Public Works Department
will not allow long term lane closures on Van Buren.

e The traffic control plan needs to determine if Jackson or Monroe Streets will also have
“steel plate bridging” during non-working hours or whether the contractor will be closing
the lanes or roadway with long term traffic control devices such as k-rail.

e The Contractor needs to provide language in the project specifications to ensure the red light
enforcement system at Van Buren at Arlington is not impacted. If the contractor anticipates
impacts to the system they need to discuss those impacts with the Public Works Department.
The Public Works Department will need to review the plans, impacts, duration of impacts,
and provide specification language to minimize red light enforcement shutdowns during the
pipe installation.

e The project needs to clarify the work hours especially for segments or intersections shown
not to be impacted during peak traffic hours. The City needs to know if the proposed work
hours will be from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. or whether night work is proposed since nighttime
construction activities may impact local residential neighborhoods (noise levels may be an
issue).

Noise - Because detour routes have not been identified, the noise analysis has not adequately
analyzed or mitigated impacts to sensitive receptors as a result of added traffic noise from detouring
traffic including truck traffic onto residential streets. In addition, Mitigation Measure Noise 1
states that:

“A minimum of 30 days prior to commencement of construction projects for all reaches and

Jacilities, Western shall identify all noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residential dwellings, hotels,
hospitals, nursing homes, schools and libraries) within one-quarter mile of the active
construction area. If construction is planned to occur within a quarter mile of a sensitive
receptor, the hours of construction shall be limited to those that would cause the least noise
disruption to sensitive uses and in consultation with the local jurisdiction. Mitigation could
include such approaches as:



o Allowing nighttime construction in commercial/industrial areas or adjacent to schools
which operate only during the day.
Prohibiting nighttime construction in residential areas.
Time of year construction, such as during a school holiday weetk.
If more than one sensitive receptor that might warrant opposite approaches to hours of
operation is affected by the same construction location, the hours of construction
allowed by local jurisdictions regulations shall apply.”

Because it is unknown at this time where traffic detours and construction will specifically occur in
relation to sensitive receptors, the level of impact will be on sensitive receptors has not been fully
analyzed. In addition, MM Noise 1 only identifies mitigation that could be, rather than mitigation
that shall be required. Therefore, the DSEIR has not demonstrated that the mitigation measures
will reduce impacts to a less than significant level, and the DSEIR inappropriately defers analysis
and specific mitigation measures for noise impacts. Further analysis and more specific mitigation
measures are needed to adequately address noise impacts.

Once again thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project. We look forward to continued
communication and coordination on this project. Should you have any questions regarding this
letter, please feel free to contact Doug Darnell, Senior Planner at (951) 826-5219 or

ddarnell@riversideca.gov.

Sincerely,

. =

Ken Gutierrez‘:_;XICP
Planning Director

c: Ronald Loveridge, Mayor
Riverside City Council Members
Brad Hudson, City Manager
Belinda Graham, Assistant City Manager
Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy City Attorney
Scott Barber, Community Development Director
Siobhan Foster, Public Works Director
Tom Boyd, Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer
Steve Libring, Traffic Engineer
David H. Wright, Public Utilities General Manager
Kevin Milligan, Utilities Assistant General Manager/Water
Gary Nolff, Utilities Assistant General Manager/Resources
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 27708 Jefferson Ave. #202 Temecula,
CA 92590

G:\GENPLAN\Agency Comments\Water Wetlands\WMWD\Riverside_Corona_Feeder\RCF - Supplemental EIR-EIS\Supplemental EIR Comment
Letter 03-08-11.doc



] ‘\B | South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 ® www.aqmd.gov

E-mailed: March 8, 2011 March 8, 2011
fmanghi@wmwd.com

Mr. Fakhri Manghi

Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518

Review of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Supplemental EIR)
for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comment is intended to
provide guidance to the lead agency and should be incorporated into the final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as appropriate.

Based on a review of the draft EIR the AQMD staff is concerned about the significant
construction-related air quality impacts from the proposed project. In order to reduce
regional air quality impacts, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency require
additional mitigation to reduce diesel equipment exhaust emissions during construction
activities.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the final EIR.
Further, staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any
other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA
Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments.

Sincerely,

S VT Thk

Ian MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
IM:DG

RVC110121-03
Control Number
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Construction Mitigation Measures

1. Given that the lead agency’s regional and localized construction air quality analysis
demonstrates that the criteria pollutant emissions will exceed the AQMD’s daily
significance thresholds for NOX, PM10 and PM2.5 for each of the proposed project
alternatives the lead agency should consider adding the following mitigation
measures to further reduce air quality impacts from the project, if feasible:

e Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference,

e Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and
equipment on- and off-site,

e Reroute construction trucks away from sensitive receptor areas,
e Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization,

o Ensure that all vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained
according to manufacturers’ specifications,

o Consistent with measures that other lead agencies in the region (including Port
of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach) have enacted, require all on-site
construction equipment to meet EPA Tier 2 or higher emissions standards
according to the following:

v April 1, 2010, to December 31, 2011: All offroad diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 offroad
emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be
outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions
that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by
CARB regulations.

v’ January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2014: All offroad diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad
emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are
no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.

v' Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where
available. In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with
BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by
the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what
could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a
similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.
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v A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation,
and CARB or AQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

o For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to
the mitigation measure tables located at the following website:
www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM _intro.html.

o The lead agency should consider encouraging construction contractors to
apply for AQMD “SOON” funds. As an example, incentives could be
provided in the bidding process for those construction contractors who apply
for AQMD “SOON” funds. More information on this program can be found
at the following website:
http://www.agmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm

In addition to the mitigation measures, AQMD staff recommends modifying the
existing mitigation measures as follows:

e« MM Air 2: During construction of the proposed improvements require the use of

electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline power



http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html
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cultural and archaeological resources buried under currently paved and landscaped portions of
the APE.

WMWD AND THE BOR MUST INCLUDE INVOLVEMENT OF AND
CONSULTATION WITH THE PECHANGA TRIBE IN ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS

: It has been the intent of the Federal Government' and the State of California” that Indian
. tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
- other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with [ndian tribes stems from the
- unique government-to-government relationship between the United States and [ndian tribes. This
arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of governmental agencies and departments.
In this case, it is undisputed that the project lies within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory.
Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA and other applicable Federal and California law, it is
imperative that WMWD and the BOR consult with the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate
- basis of knowledge for an appropriate evaluation of the Project effects, as well as generating
. adequate mitigation measures.

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the portion of the Project APE south of the Santa Ana
River is part of Luisefio, and therefore the Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the
existence of Luisefio place names, tdota yixélval (rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), and village
complexes within this area of Riverside County. This culturally sensitive area is affiliated with
. the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe’s cultural ties to this area as well as
- our history with projects within the area.

The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaries is based on reliable
information passed down to us from our elders; published academic works in the areas of
anthropology, history and ethno-history; and through recorded ethnographic and linguistic
accounts. Many anthropologists and historians who have presented boundaries of the Luisefio
© traditional territory have included the City of Riverside area in their descriptions (Drucker 1937,
~ Heiser and Whipple 1957; Kroeber 1925; Smith and Freers 1994), and such territory descriptions
correspond with what was communicated to the Pechanga people by our elders. While historic
accounts and anthropological and linguistic theories are important in determining traditional
. Luisefio territory, the Pechanga Tribe asserts that the most critical sources of information used to
- define our traditional territories are our songs, creation accounts, and oral traditions.

'See e.g., Executive Memorandurn of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Native
American Tribal Governments, Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments, Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004 on Government-to-Government
Relationships with Tribal Governments, and Executive Memorandum of November 5, 2009 on Tribal Consultation.

2 See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq.; California Government Code §§65351, 65352.3 and 65352.4

Pechanga Cultural Resources + Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Post Qffice Box 2183 » Temecula, C4 92592
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Luiseiio history originates with the creation of all things at ‘éxva Teméeku, in the present
day City of Temecula, and dispersing out to all corners of creation (what is today known as
Luisefio territory). It was at Temecula that the Luisefio deity Wuydot lived and taught the people,
- and here that he became sick, finally expiring at Lake Elsinore. Many of our songs relate the tale
. of the people taking the dying Wuydos to the many hot springs at Llsinore, where he died
~ (DuBois 1908). He was cremated at ‘éxva Teméeku. It is the Luisefio creation account that
. connects Elsinore to Temecula, and thus to the Temecula people who were evicted and moved to
. the Pechanga Reservation, and now known as the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
. (the Pechanga Tribe). From Elsinore, the people spread out, establishing villages and marking
. their territories. The first people also became the mountains, plants, animals and heavenly
- bodies.

Many traditions and stories are passed from generation to generation by songs. One of
the Luiseflo songs recounts the travels of the people to Elsinore after a great flood (DuBois
1908). From here, they again spread out to the north, south, east and west. Three songs, called
Montivol, are songs of the places and landmarks that were destinations of the Luisefio ancestors,
several of which are located near the Project area. They describe the exact route of the Temecula
(Pechanga) people and the landmarks made by each to claim title to places in their migrations
(DuBois 1908:110). Further, the story of Tdakwish and Tukupar includes place names for events
from the Idyllwild area to the Glen Ivy/Corona area (Kroeber 1906), which covers the southern
portion of the Project area. [n addition, Pechanga elders state that the Temecula/Pechanga
people had usage/gathering rights to an area extending from Rawson Canyon on the east, over to
Lake Mathews on the northwest, down Temescal Canyon to Temecula, eastward to Aguanga,
and then along the crest of the Cahuilla range back to Rawson Canyon. The Project area is
located within the northeast area of this culturally affiliated territory. The Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) Most Likely Descendent (ML.D) files substantiate this habitation
and migration record from oral tradition. These examples illustrate a direct correlation between
the oral tradition and the physical place; proving the importance of songs and stories as a valid
source of information outside of the published anthropological data.

Téota yixélval (rock art) is also an important element in the determination of Luisefio
territorial boundaries.  Tdefa yixélval can consist of petroglyphs (incised) elements, or
pictographs (painted) elements. The science of archaeology tells us that places can be described
through these elements. Riverside and Northern San Diego Counties are home to red-pigmented
pictograph panels. Archaeologists have adopted the name for these pictograph-versions, as
defined by Ken Hedges of the Museum of Man, as the San Luis Rey style. The San Luis Rey
style incorporates elements which include chevrons, zig-zags, dot patterns, sunbursts, handprints,
net/chain, anthropomorphic (human-like) and zoomorphic (animal-like) designs.  Tribal
- historians and photographs inform us that some design elements are reminiscent of Luisefio
~ ground paintings. A few of these design elements, particularly the flower motifs, the net/chain
and zig-zags, were sometimes depicted in Luisefio basket designs and can be observed in
remaining baskets and textiles today.

Pechanga Cultural Resources « Temecula Band of Luiserio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecula, CA 92592
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An additional type of tdota yixélval, identified by archacologists also as rock art or
petroglyphs, are cupules. Throughout Luisefio territory, there are certain types of large boulders,
taking the shape of mushrooms or waves, which contain numerous small pecked and ground
indentations, or cupules. Many of these cupule boulders have been identified within a few miles
of the Project. Additionally, according to historian Constance DuBois:

When the people scattered from Ekvo Temeko, Temecula, they were very
powerful. When they got to a place, they would sing a song to make water come
there, and would call that place theirs; or they would scoop out a hollow in a rock
with their hands to have that for their mark as a claim upon the land. The
different parties of people had their own marks. For instance, Albafias’s ancestors
had theirs, and Lucario’s people had theirs, and their own songs of Munival to tell
how they traveled from Temecula, of the spots where they stopped and about the
different places they claimed (1908:158).

Additionally, there arc several Luisefio place names that have been recorded within the
vicinity the Riverside County portion of the Feeder alignments. These are Hulvulpa, Pochdppa
and Saywaras Pachappa. Hulvulpa refers to an indigenous plant gathering area and is located
200-300 yards south of the Santa Ana River, one mile due west of Mt. Rubidoux, and near Grand
Ave. Pochdppa indicates an event location and Saywaras Pachappa is also a traditional
gathering location identified where Central Avenue is bisected by Chicago Avenue.

; Thus, our songs and stories, our indigenous place names, as well as academic works,
. demonstrate that the Luisefio people who occupied what we know today as the City of Riverside
. and unincorporated Riverside County are ancestors of the present-day Luisefio/Pechanga people,
and as such, Pechanga is culturally affiliated to that geographic area. As the Tribe has previously
. stated in correspondence and at meetings, it is not clear that all the Tribes named in MM Cult 2
- and MM Cult 2a are actually culturally affiliated to the Project Area.

The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to meet with WMWD and the BOR to further
explain and provide documentation concerning our specific cultural affiliation to lands within
your jurisdiction.

TRIBAL INVOLVEMENT TO DATE

The Pechanga Tribe has been involved in this Project since the original NOP/IS was
- issued in 2003, At that time, the Tribe submitted comments and indicated its desire to participate
~ in the Project evaluation process. In 2004, the Tribe submitted comments on the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report, and then spent the next year and a half consulting with WMWD
and its consultants to try to develop the Project mitigation and methods for addressing the
~ protection of cultural resources.

Pechanga Cuitural Resources » Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecula, CA 92392
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When the Final EIR was issued in 2005, it included many of the Pechanga Tribe’s
suggested revisions. While the final mitigation did not include all of the Pechanga Tribe’s
requested changes, the Tribe believed that it could continue to work with WMWD and its
- consultants to continue to address the preservation and protection of cultural resources which
~ may be impacted by the Project. In 2006, the Tribe participated in WMWD’s Disposition and
- Treatment Plan meeting. The Tribe felt that progress was made in these meetings as WMWD
- agreed to: confer with the interested tribes on the selection of any archaeological monitors used
. during the Project; consult with the Native American Heritage Commission for determining
. which tribe was the appropriate tribe to enter into a Treatment and Monitoring Agreement for
- each Reach of the Project; and to enter into Treatment and Monitoring Agreements with each
- appropriate tribe.

The Tribe further submitted comments in 2008 on WMWD’s Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Draft Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report. The Tribe expressed
concerns that the current progress on the mitigation measures be continued to the Final SEIR and
that the Tribe continue to be included in the archaeological assessments and in developing any
new mitigation for the Project. Contrary to these requests, the Tribe was not invited to
- participate in any of the updated archaeological studies conducted prior to the report completions
~in 2009. The Tribe was, however, contacted by the archaeological consultants requesting
- additional information for the new Realignment Alternatives (Clay St, La Sierra and
. Mockingbird Canyon) and the updated study (SRI 2009).

PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

The proposed Project is on land that is within the traditional territory of the Pechanga
Band of Luisefio Indians. The Pechanga Band is not opposed to this Project. The Tribe’s
primary concerns stem from the Project’s potential impacts to Native American cultural
resources. The Tribe is concerned about both the protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural
resources, such as Luisefio village sites, sacred sites and archaeological items which would be
displaced by ground disturbing work on the Project, and on the proper and lawful treatment of
- cultural items, Native American human remains and sacred items likely to be discovered in the
- course of the work.

; The Tribe is in receipt of the January 2011 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
- Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIR/EIS) and archaeological appendices. The
- southern portion of the proposed Project and the Alternatives are located in a sensitive region of
- Luisefio territory and the Tribe believes that the possibility for recovering subsurface resources
~during ground-disturbing activities is high. The Tribe has over thirty-five (35) years of
- experience in working with various types of construction projects throughout its territory. The
combination of this knowledge and experience, along with the knowledge of the culturally-
sensitive areas and oral tradition, is what the Tribe relies on to make fairly accurate predictions
- regarding the likelihood of subsurface resources in a particular location.

Pechanga Cultural Resources ¢ Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
Past Qffice Box 2183 = Temecula, CA 92592
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The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of the continuous occupation of the Luisefio people in
this geographical area for thousands of years, through their stories and songs, are cultural
evidence that subsurface sites may exist in this Project area. The Tribe has expressed concern in
the past that cultural resources may be uncarthed during construction for the Project. The
majority of the roads and landscaped areas were not monitored by an archacologist or a Native
-~ America monitor during their initial construction and thus the extent of subsurface resources
within the construction arecas is unknown. In fact, many of these areas were never evaluated for
- cultural resources prior to construction and we have little to no record of the resources that have
- been impacted by these early construction activities. Since the trenching activities for the
- pipeline are expected to go quite deep in some places (deeper than prior construction and into
. native, previously undisturbed soils), the possibility of uncovering deeply buried resources is
. very high. As such, adequate mitigation is necessary to address the impacts to cultural resources.

: We thank WMWD for working with the Tribe to develop mitigation that includes the
. Tribe. The Tribe would request that WMWD continue to work with the Tribe to assure adequate
and enforceable mitigation measures for this Project. Given the sensitivity of the Project area, it
i3 the position of the Pechanga Tribe that Pechanga tribal monitors be required to be present
during all ground-disturbing activities conducted in connection with the Project Reaches that are
- within the Pechanga Tribe’s aboriginal territory as discussed previously, including any additional
. archeological excavations performed.

PROJECT MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental Impact Reports and any supplemental or subsequent documents must
provide adequate protection for significant archaeological and cultural sites and adequately
follow the provisions of CEQA and its Guidelines, including Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b)
- (avoidance as preferred method of preservation of archacological resources), CEQA Guidelines §
- 15126.4(b)(3) (agencies should avoid effects on historical resources of archaeological nature),
~and CEQA Guidelines § 15020 (lead agency responsible for adequacy of environmental
- documents).

The Tribe has the following comments on the proposed mitigation measures for cultural
- resources presented in the January 2011 DSEIR/EIS for this Project. We request the existing
- MM and the edits below be incorporated into the final environmental document.

The Tribe has some specific concerns regarding MM Cult 2. The term Most Likely

- Descendent (MLD) is a legal term which is utilized under state law only when human remains

. have been encountered. (See California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98) Therefore, it is
- legally inaccurate to use the term as it is intended in the mitigation measure. The Tribe had

. previously suggested that the conceps underlying the determination of an MLD might be useful

. in making a determination regarding which tribe is culturally affiliated for each reach for

* purposes of monitoring. The Tribe further suggested that WMWD consuit with the NAHC to
request assistance in making that determination. The Tribe believes that WMWD understood the
coneept as such, but we are now concerned that the wording of the mitigation measure does not

Pechanga Cultural Resowrces ¢ Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
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reflect this understanding. As such, the Tribe is providing more detailed comments and revisions
to MM Cult 2 as set forth below.

MM Cult 1: (CULT-3) In order to reduce potential significant impacts to historic and
non-Native American archaeological and historic resources, full-time archaeological
monitoring during excavations shall be conducted in sensitive areas (e.g., near the Santa
Ana River crossing, Mockingbird Canyon and La Sierra), within undeveloped arcas
along the project alignment, at the Gage Canal crossing in the cities of Riverside and
Grand Terrace, at the Railroad crossings (AT&SF Railroad Alignment and Southern
Pacific Railroad), the Riverside Canal, at Victoria Avenue and Irving Street and within
previously undisturbed native soils. The extent and duration of the archacological
monitoring shall be determined by a Riverside County and Secretary of the Interior
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with tribal representatives, once the construction
schedule is defined for each reach of project construction. In the event of an accidental
discovery, the archaeological monitor will comply with State CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5.

MM Cult 1a; (CULT-1) If non-Native American archaeological or historic resources
are discovered, the local jurisdiction and land owner where the resources are found will
be notified by WMWD. Depending on the nature of the resource, appropriate mitigation
and monitoring will be developed by WMWD in conjunction with all affected parties
and the on-site archaeologist, and may include such things as:

-Documentation, removal, and curation at a local museum, federal repository or other
appropriate steward agency.

-Documentation and retention in place.

-Further detailed archaeological studies to determine the nature and extent of the find.
-Retention by the land owner.

-Other measures agreed upon by the parties involved.

MM Cult 2: (CULT-3) In response to comments from local tribes and to be sensitive to
the cultural heritage of the tribes that have claimed an interest in the project area, the
archaeological tribal monitoring program shall be executed in conjunction with the
tribes archaeological monitoring program. The tribes shall te—assist in determining
which areas of the project alignment are in sensitive focations and where undisturbed
soils will be excavated. Such areas will include, at a minimum: the Santa Ana River
(San Bernardino County), and Springbrook Wash (Riverside County and City)
crossings, and a natural areca near Irving and Firethorn Streets (Mockingbird Canyon
area) in the City of Riverside, and the La Sierra area. Prior to grading, WMWD shall
enter into a Treatment and Monitoring Agreement for one paid monitor for each Reach
of project construction with_the culturally affiliated tribe. as determined by WMWD,
where undisturbed native soils will be affected and/or sensitive resources are likely.

Pechanga Cultural Resources » Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
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WMWD may seek the assistance of the Native American IHeritage Comumission

(NAHC) in making the determination of cultural affiliation. Prier-te-grading—WMWD

w&H—eemph%Eh—S%&Ee—GEQA—Gméeh&es—see&eHé@éﬁlé— [o respond to the cxplesscd

desire of each tribe to monitor construction in sensitive areas and in the spirit of
interagency cooperation, the Pechanga, Ramena, and San Manuel bands shall be notified
by WMWD, prior to excavation activities.

MM Cult 2a: Additional tribes responded during the archaeological surveys performed
for the Realignment Alternatives. To respond to the expressed desire of these additional
tribes to monitor construction in sensitive areas and/or be consulted if finds are made,
and in the spirit of interagency cooperation, the Morongo Band of Mission Indians,

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians and Gabﬂel-eﬂe@eﬂ—gva—SaH—Gabﬁel—Baﬁd—eﬁMfssm

Indians shall be notified by WMWD, prior to excavation Activities

MM Cult 3: (CULT-I) To ensure the proper disposition of cultural resources of interest
to the tribes uncovered during excavation for the installation of the RCF Project,
WMWD shall seek input from the tribes to develop a plan for such dispersal that
encompasses the tribes’ desired treatment and disposition of Native American cultural
resources, including human remains. After considering the tribes' input and
recommendations, WMWD shall approve and finalize such a plan prior to grading. In
the alternative, WMWD may chose to negotiate treatment and disposition within the
Treatment Agreements entered into with the MLD/appropriate tribe for each Reach.
WMWD shalil follow either the Plan or the Treatment Agreement for resources found on
WMWD lands. Further, WMWD shall agree to present the plan and encourage land
owners to follow the plan if cultural resources of interest to the tribes are found on land
not owned by WMWD,

MM Cult 5: (CULT-2) If human remains are uncovered at any time, all activities in the
area of the find shall be halted by WMWD or its contractor and the County Coroner
shall be notified immediately pursuant to CA Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and
CA PRC Section 5097.98. If the Coroner determines that the remains are of Native
American origin, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified
by the Coroner. The NAHC will determine and notify the Most Likely Descendent

- % As noted previously, the term Most Likely Descendent (MLD) is a term used for a very specific statutory purpose
. and is therefore not appropriate in this instance. (California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)
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(MLD). The MLD shall be allowed to inspect the site of the discovery. The MLD shali
complete the inspection and make recommendations for treatment within 24 48 hours of
notification by the NAHC.

MM Cult 5a: If a sacred site is encountered within the project alignment, WMWD will
work with the tribes to avoid the site, if feasible.

The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, as
well as to provide further comment on the Project’s impacts to cultural resources and potential
mitigation for such impacts. Further, the Tribe reserves the right to participate in the regulatory
process and provide comment on issues pertaining to the regulatory process and Project

approval.

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to continuing working together with MWMD in
. protecting the invaluable Pechanga cultural resources found in the Project area. Please contact
~ me at 951-308-9295 X8104 if you have any comments or concerns. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Anna Hoover
Cultural Analyst

Cc Pechanga Office of the General Counsel
Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP
Cathy Perring, Webb & Associates
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Mr, Fakrhi Manghi

Senior Water Resource Engineer
Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518

Dear Mr. Manghi:

RE: RIVERSIDE-CORONA FEEDER REALIGNMENT/DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (Department) has reviewed the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed realignment of the
Riverside-Corona Feeder. The Department previously submitted correspondence on April 25,
2003 in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program EIR for the project. In its 2003
correspondence, the Department identified specific concerns regarding hydrologic impacts, basin
management, project impact on the Newmark Groundwater Remediation project, and others.
Since submission of its 2003 comments, significant developments have occurred within the
Upper Santa Ana River Watershed and Bunker Hill Basin Area. These developments include the
2007 adoption of the Upper Santa Ana River Integrated Regional Water Management Plan
(IRWMP), and the 2010 Institutional Controls Groundwater Management Program Agreement
(UCGMP) between the Department and other agencies regarding the Department’s Newmark
Groundwater Contamination Remediation project.

In light of the basin management provisions and policies established by these documents, the
Department believes that the SEIR has addressed most of the Department’s comments as
provided in its 2003 comment letter. However, the Department does have several specific
concerns regarding the project and SEIR, as follows:

e Conijunctive Use of San Bernardino Basin Area — The SEIR outlines the institutional
framework established by the 1969 Western Judgment (Riverside County Superior Court
Case No. 78426), including the role and obligations of the Watermaster. While the

300 North "D" Street, San Bernardino, California 92418 P.O. Box 710, 92402 Phone: (909) 384-5141

FACSIMILE NUMBERS: Administration: (909) 384-5215 Engineering: (909) 384-5532 Customer Service: (909) 384-7211
Corporate Yards: (909) 384-5260 Water Reclamation Plant: (909) 384-5258
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Department is supportive of the regional basin management process established in the
IRWMP, it remains concerned about the absence of a conjunctive use policy for
managing imported and exported supplies, and lack of rules for storage of such supplies
in the Basin. The Watermaster is currently engaged in a comprehensive review of its
management procedures with stakeholder entities; and the SEIR should address this
process and assure compliance with any subsequent management changes that occur as a
result of the Watermaster process review.

Groundw Oualitv  The SEIR identifies the need for additional analyses and
modeling to assure that project will not result in significant adverse impacts to existing
groundwater wells. In the likely event that wellthead treatment is required as a result of
project implementation, the SEIR should include a mitigation measure to assign
responsibility for developing and operating such treatment to Western Municipal Water
District. In addition, reference should be made to the cooperative agreement between the
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (Valley District) and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

Conflicts with Facilities — The SEIR notes that project construction will occur
within existing public rights of way in the City of San Bernardino. Conflicts with existing
pipelines owned by the Department are anticipated; however, engineering design is not
available to establish potential conflict locations. The SEIR should include a mitigation
measure to provide for relocation or modification of existing Department facilities and
for coordination of project design with the Department where conflicts are identified.

Raw Water versus P ble Water Standards The Department maintains several
interties with the Valley District’s 78” Baseline Feeder South Pipeline. This inter-agency
connection provides potable water from the Department to Valley District and is subject
to permit requirements for potable water supply issued to the Department by the State of
California Department of Public Health (DPH). The SEIR for the project does not address
treatment requirements for raw water that may enter Department’s system through the
Baseline Feeder interties as a result of the construction of additional groundwater wells.
Removal of the existing interties may be required to separate the domestic and raw water
systems, or another method established to assure compliance with the Department’s DPH
permit standards.
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If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to give me a call at (909) 384-5107.
Sincerely yours,

of

Matthew H. Litchfield, P.E.
Director, Water Utility

MHL:swd

cc: Stacey Aldstadt
Robin Ohama
Greg Gage
Mark Eisen

WA3010 WU Administration\Matt\Letterss\WMWD Riv Corona Feeder SEIR-EIS Comment Lir 2-11 doex



FONTANA

City of Fontana

CALIFORNIA

February 15, 2011

€ ALIFORNIA

Western Municipal Water District
Attn: Fakhri Manghi

14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518

Re:

Notice of Completion & Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIR/EIS) for the
Riverside-Corona Feeder (“RCF") Realignment (SCH No. 2003031121)

Dear Mr. Manghi,

On January 19, 2011, the City of Fontana Planning Division received the Notice
of Completion & Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIR/EIS) for the Riverside-
Corona Feeder Realignment project. The project consists of building
approximately 30 miles of a large-capacity water pipeline ranging in diameter up
to 78 inches, up to 20 new and existing wells, and appurtenant facilities
associated with aquifer storage and recovery. The project location extends from
the City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino County on the northeast, to the City
of Corona, Riverside County on the southwest. The public review period began
on January 20, 2011, through March 8, 2011. At this time, the City has no
comments or concerns. Thank you for allowing the City of Fontana to participate

in the public review process.

Sincerely,
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

www.fontana.org
8353 SIERRA AVENUE FONTANA, CALIFORNIA 92335-3528 (909) 350-7600



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

JERRY BROWN
GOVERNOR

ECEIVE

March §, 2011

MAR 10 Zun
Water Resour
Jack Safely ces
Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway

Riverside, CA 92518

Subject: Riverside Corona Feeder Realignment
SCH#: 2003031121

Dear Jack Safely:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Document to selected state agencies for review.
On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies
that reviewed your document. The review period closed on March 7, 2011, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regardmg the environmental review
process.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2003031121
Project Title  Riverside Corona Feeder Realignment
Lead Agency Western Municipal Water District
Type JD Joint Document
Description The project is proposed to store excess imported water when it is available to increase firm water
supplies, to improve water quality, and to reduce water costs. The project proposes to manage the
groundwater levels through the construction of groundwater wells in the San Bernardino Basin Area
and pumps to deliver the groundwater supply to water users. The project will also includé a new water
pipeline to serve portions of San Bernardino and Riverside counties. This system of storage,
extraction and distribution will improve the reliability of WMWD's water supply through the managed
storage and distribution of excess imported water and reduce possible water shortages during dry
years through reduced dependence on imported water during dry year conditions. The achieve this
purpose, the FCF project replenishes excess State Water Project (SWP) water supplied by
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) into the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin
Area, and extracts and moves water throughout the region by way of interconnections between local
groundwater basins.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Jack Safely
Agency Western Municipal Water District
Phone 9515717100 Fax
email water@wmwd.com
Address 14205 Meridian Parkway
City Riverside State CA  Zip 92518

Project Location

County

City

Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Riverside, San Bernardino
Colton, Corona, Grand Terrace, Highland, Riverside, ...

34°04' 47" N/ 117° 17" 18" W
Various
Multiple

28 Range G6W Section Base SBB&M

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools

Land Use -

Project Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

1-15, 1-10, SR-60, SR-91
Riverside, Flabob

BNSF, Southern Pacific

Santa Ana River, Gage Canal !

Various land uses, primarily road right-of-ways / Various / Various

Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Noise; Toxic/Hazardous; Vegetation; Water Quality;
Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Air Quality; Traffic/Circulation; Water Supply

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 6; Cal Fire;
Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 8; Department of Housing and Community Development;
Air Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8;
Department of Toxic Substances Control; California Energy Commission; Native American Heritage
Commission; Public Utilities Commission

Note: Blanks in data fields resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Date Received 01/20/2011 Start of Review 01/20/2011 End of Review 03/07/2011

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



————— Original Message-----

From: Debbie Allen@nps.gov [mailto:Debbie Allen@nps.gov]

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 5:11 PM

To: Witherall, Amy 3J

Cc: Schmierer, Alan C.; WASO_EQD_ExtRev; oepcsfn@aol.com; Port, Patricia
Subject: Re: DES-11/0001:Riverside-Corona Feeder Project, Riverside

Subject document has no comment from PWR.

Debbie Allen

National Park Service
Partnerships Programs, PWR
1111 Jackson Street #700
Oakland, CA 94607
510/817-1446

510/817-1505 Fax

"Don't dwell on what went wrong. Instead, focus on what to do next.

Spend
your energies on moving forward toward finding the answer." -- Denis Waitley

Dale_Morlock@nps.gov

To ©01/26/2011 10:56 Debbie Allen@nps.gov
AM

cc

Subject

DES-11/0001:Riverside-Corona Feeder
Project, Riverside



NPS External Affairs Program: ER2000 Program Email Instruction Sheet
United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service Environmental Quality Division
7333 W. Jefferson Avenue
Lakewood, CO 80235-2017

EIS/Related Document Review: Detail View
http://er2000/detail.cfm?ernum=15113

Document Information

Record #15113
ER Document Number DES-11/0001

Document Title Riverside-Corona Feeder Project, Riverside
Location
State
County
California

Riverside County
California
San Bernardino County

Document Type
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Report

Doc. Classification
Water Project

Applicant
Bureau of Reclamation

Web Review Address

http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2011/2011-1127.htm

http://www.usbr.gov/1lc/socal/envdocs.html

http://www.wmwd.com/projects.htm

http://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail.cfm?RecordID=31762

http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2010/2010-3644.htm

Document Reviewers

WASO Lead Reviewer
0
WASO Reviewers
Pat Gillespie(2225), Kerry Moss(2360), Fred Sturniolo(2420), David Vana-
Miller(2380), Carl Wang(2420), Steven Elkinton(2220), Bill Commins(2200), Dave



Kreger(2033), Dale Morlock(2310), Wayne Strum(2225), Tokey Boswell(2510), Bill
Hansen(2380), Sharon Kliwinski(2380), Charlie Stockman(2510), Nancy Brian(2349),
Joe Carriero(2310)

Regional Lead Reviewer Alan Schmierer (PWR-0)
Regional Reviewers

Alan Schmierer(PWR-0), Debbie Allen(PWR-0), Michael Elliott(IMDE),
Elaine_Jackson-Retondo(PWR-0), Lee Kreutzer(PWR-0), Sharon Powell(PWR-0), Mark
Rudo(PWR-0), Michael Taylor(PWR-0)

Cultural Lead Reviewer
Daniel Odess

Cultural Reviewers
Daniel Odess

OEPC Contact
Patricia S. Port

Action
Lead Bureau
Bureau of Reclamation

Response Type
Regional Response

Instructions

Comments sent directly to Applicant. NPS Lead consolidates comments, prepares and
sends comment/no comment letter directly to Applicant with copy to EQD (WASO-
2310), OEPC, and (if applicable)appropriate REO. See DI Remarks Section below for
specifics.

Topic Context

This is a large capacity water pipeline associated with an aquifer storage and
recovery project proposed by Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) for the
purpose of conveying potable water from the San Bernardino Basin Area (the Basin)
to serve the needs of WMWD and other water purveyors within its service area.

It will extend across six jurisdictions, including unincorporated portions of
Riverside County and the cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Grand Terrace,
Riverside, and Corona.

It involves a proposed aquifer storage and recovery project, including
new groundwater wells and a 28-mile water pipeline with pump stations
and a reservoir storage tank.

It is to improve the reliability of Western's water supply through
managed storage, extraction and distribution of local and imported
water supplies, using available capacity in the Bunker Hill



Groundwater Basin and the Chino Basin.

The project will install new groundwater wells at the Bunker Hill Groundwater
Basin in San Bernardino County with pipelines ranging in diameter up to
78 inches to Western's Service Area in Riverside County.

DI Remarks

Reviewers: Please Email comments to NPS Lead Alan Schmierer (PWR-0) by March 11,
2011.

NPS Lead Alan Schmierer: Please consolidate NPS comments (no comment)

in memo format and send directly to BOR, Temecula, CA,
awitherall@usbr.gov by March 22, 2011) with copy to:
waso eqd extrev@nps.gov, and oepcsfn@aol.com

Applicant Address for Alan Schmierer: Amy Witherall, Southern
California Area Office-7300, Bureau of Reclamation, 27708 Jefferson
Avenue, Suite 202, Temecula, CA 92590.

BOR CONTACT: Amy Witherall.

* Telephone (951) 695-5310.
* FAX: (951) 695-5319.
* email: awitherall@usbr.gov

Email Comment Address awitherall@usbr.gov

Workflow
Send Comments to Lead Office: PWR-0
Send to: Alan Schmierer (PWR-0) by 03/11/11

Lead DOI Bureau: Bureau of Reclamation
DUE TO: Lead Bureau by 03/22/11
DATE DUE OUT: 03/22/11

OEPC Memo to EQD: 01/18/11

Comments Due To Lead WASO Div:
Comments Due Out to

OEPC/Wash or Applicant: 03/22/11
Comments Due To Lead Region: ©3/11/11
Comments Due in EQD:

Comments Due to REO:

Tracking Dates

Rcvd. Region Comments:
Comments Sent to OEPC:

New Instructions:

Recvd. Ext. Letter:

Reg. Cmts. to Bureau:

Cmts. Called In:

Comments Sent to EQD Chief:



Comment Letter/Memo Signed:
Recvd. Extension:

Sent Add. Info:

Reg. Cmts. Listed:

Rcvd. Bureau Cmts:

Tracking Notes
Reviewer Notes
Documentation

Document Last Modified: 01/26/2011
Complete: False

Date Created: 01/20/2011

Date Last Email Sent:



MWD
]] METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

March 22, 2011 Via Fax, Electronic and Regular Mail

Mrs. Amy Witherall
SCAO-7300

Bureau of Reclamation
Southern California Area Office
27708 Jefferson Ave

Suite 202

Temecula, CA 92590

Dear Mrs. Witherall:

Notice of Availability of a
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Notice
of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project (Draft EIR/EIS). Western Municipal Water District (WMWD)
is acting as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act for this project.
The proposed project and alternatives for the Riverside-Corona Feeder pipelines and connections
to regional facilities will extend across multiple jurisdictions, including unincorporated portions
of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties and the cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Corona,
Grand Terrace, Redlands, Rialto, and Riverside. The proposed infrastructure will allow WMWD
to store State Water Project water purchased from Metropolitan in the existing San Bernardino
Groundwater Basin, along with local Santa Ana River flows and groundwater from existing
Chino Basin desalter facilities when supplies are available. The stored water would then be
extracted by installing up to 20 groundwater wells and conveyed through a new 28-mile long
pipeline ranging up to 78 inches in diameter and through new connections to existing pipelines
for delivery to communities in WMWD’s service area. This letter contains Metropolitan’s
comments on the proposed project as a potentially affected public agency.
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Based on Metropolitan’s review of Figure 1 in the Draft EIR/EIS, it appears that the proposed
pipelines conveying groundwater from the San Bernardino and Chino groundwater basins will
cross Metropolitan’s Upper Feeder (steel, diameter ranging in size from 123” to 133”) pipeline
and right of way at several locations. These crossings appear to occur within the region bounded
by Magnolia Avenue to the north, El Sobrante Road to the south, Monroe Street to the east, and
La Sierra Avenue to the west. Metropolitan requires that the proposed pipelines conveying
untreated groundwater at these crossings incorporate the necessary secondary containment, pipe
material, and/or pipe separation to ensure no adverse impacts to the water quality, structural
integrity, or operations of Metropolitan’s Upper Feeder.

Metropolitan must be allowed to maintain its rights-of-way and requires unobstructed access to
its facilities in order to maintain and repair its system. In order to avoid potential conflicts with
Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way, we require that any design plans for any activity in
the area of Metropolitan’s pipelines or facilities be submitted for our review and written
approval. Approval of the project should be contingent on Metropolitan’s approval of design
plans for portions of the proposed project that could impact its facilities.

Detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan’s pipelines and rights-of-way may be obtained by
calling Metropolitan’s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the applicant
in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan’s facilities and easements, we have
enclosed a copy of the “Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties,
and/or Easement of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.” Please note that all
submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way.

Please continue to keep Metropolitan informed of ongoing developments. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to receiving future
documentation on this project. For further assistance, please contact me at (213) 217-6409.

Very truly yours,

%%Mm)

John Shamma
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

CY/dw
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Enclosure: Planning Guidelines



Guidelines for Developments in the

Area of Facilities, ree Properties, and/or Easements

.of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Introduction

a, The following general guidelines should be
followed for the design of proposed facilities and
developments in the area of Metropolitan's facilities, fee
properties, and/or easements.

b. We require that 3 copies of your tentative and
final record maps, grading, paving, street improvement,
landscape, storm drain, and utility plans be submitted
for our review and written approval as they pertain to
Metropolitan's facilities, fee properties and/or
easements, prior to the commencement of any construction
work. ' :

Plans, Parcel and Tract Maps

The following are Metropolitan's requirements for the
identification of its facilities, fee properties, and/or
easements on your plans, parcel maps and tract maps:

a. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements and

its pipelines and other facilities must be fully shown and
identified as Metropolitan's on all applicable plans.

b. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or eaSem:ats
must be shown and identified as Metropolitan's with e
official recording data on all applicable parcel and

tract maps.

c. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements
and existing survey monuments must be dimensionally tied
to the parcel or tract boundaries.

d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be
referenced on the parcel and tract maps.



Maintenance of Access Along Metropolitan's Rights-of-Way

a. Proposed cut or fill slopes exceeding 10 percent
are normally not allowed within Metropolitan's fee
properties or easements. This is regquired to facilitate the
use of construction and maintenance equipment, and provide
access to its aboveground and belowground facilities.

b. We require that l1l6-foot-wide commercial-type
driveway approaches be constructed on both sides of all
streets crossing Metropolitan's rights~of-way. Openings
are required in any median island. Access ramps, if
necessary, must be at least lé-feet-wide. Grades of ramps
are normally not allowed to exceed 10 percent. If the slope
of an access ramp must exceed 10 percent due to the
topography, the ramp must be paved. We require a
40-foot-long level area on the driveway approach to access
ramps where the ramp meets the street. At Metropolitan's
fee properties, we may require fences and gates.

B The terms of Metropolitan's permanent easement
deeds normally preclude the building or maintenance of
structures of any nature or kind within its easements, to
ensure safety and avoid interference with operation and
maintenance of Metropolitan's pipelines or other facilities.
Metropolitan must have vehicular access along the easements
at all times for inspection, patrolling, and for maintenance
of the pipelines angd other facilities on a routine basis.

We require a 20-foot-wide clear zone around all above-ground
facilities for this routine access. This clear zone should
slope away from our facility on a grade not to exceed

. 2 percent. We must alsoc have access along the easements

with construction equipment. An example of this is shown on
Figure 1.

d. The footings of any proposed buildings adjacent to
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements must not
encroach into the fee property or easement or impose
additional loading on Metropolitan's pipelines or other
facilities therein. A typical situation is shown on
Figure 2. Prints of the detail plans of the footings for
any building or structure adjacent to the fee property or
easement must be submitted for our review and written
approval as they pertain to the pipeline or other facilities
therein. Also, roof eaves of buildings adjacent to the
easement or fee property must not overhang into the fee
property or easement area.



e. Metropolitan's pipelines and other facilities,
e.g. structures, manholes, equipment, survey monuments, etc.
within its fee properties and/or easements must be protected
from damage by the easement holder on Metropolitan's
property or the property owner where Metropolitan has an
easement, at no expense to Metropolitan. If the facility is
a cathodic protection station it shall be located prior to
any grading or excavation. The exact location, description
and way of protection shall be shown on the related plans .
for the easement area.

Easements on Metropolitan's Property

a. We encourage the use of Metropolitan's fee rights-
cf-way by governmental agencies for public street and
utility purposes, provided that such use does not interfere
with Metropolitan's use of the property, the entire width of
the property is accepted into the agency's public street
system and fair market value is paid for such use of the
right-of-way.

b. Please contact the Director of Metropolitan's
Right of Way and Land Division, telephone (213) 250-6302,
concerning easements for landscaping, street, storm drain,
sewer, water or other public facilities proposed within
Metropolitan's fee properties. A map and legal description
of the reguested easements must be submitted. Also, written
evidence must be submitted that shows the city or county
will accept the easement’ for the specific purposes into its
public system. The grant of the easement will be subject to
Metropolitan's rights to use its land for water pipelines
and related purposes to the same extent as if such grant had
not been made. There will be a charge for the easement.
Please note that, if entry is regquired on the property prior
to issuance of the easement, an entry permit must be
obtained. There will also be a charge for the entry permit.

Landscaping

Metropolitan's landscape guidelines for its fee
properties and/or easements are as follows:

a. A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan's
fee property or easement.

b. All landscape plans shall show the location and
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the
location and size of Metropclitan's pipeline or other
facilities therein.
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c. Absolutely no trees will be allowed within 15 feet
of the centerline of Metropolitan's existing or future
pipelines and facilities.

d. Deep~rooted trees are prohibited within
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements. Shallow-
rooted trees are the only trees allowed. The shallow-rooted
trees will not be permitted any closer than 15 feet from the
centerline of the pipeline, and such trees shall not be
taller than 25 feet with a root spread no greater than
20 feet in diameter at maturity. Shrubs, bushes, vines, and
ground cover are permitted, but larger shrubs and bushes
should not be planted directly over our pipeline. Turf is
acceptable. We require submittal of landscape plans for
Metropolitan's prior review and written approval. (See
Figure 3).

e. The landscape plans must contain provisions for
Metropolitan's vehicular access at all times along its
rights~of-way to its pipelines or facilities therein.
Gates capable of accepting Metropolitan's locks are
required in any fences across its rights-of-way. Also,
any walks or drainage facilities across its access route
must be constructed to AASHTO E~20 loading standards.

fe Rights to landscape any of Metropolitan's fee
properties must be acquired from ites Right of Way and
Land Division. Appropriate entry permits must be obtained
prior to any entry on its property. There will be a charge
for any entry permit or easements required.

Fencing

Metropolitan requires that perimeter fencing of its fee
properties and facilities be constructed of universal chain
link, 6 feet in height and topped with 3 strands of barbed
wire angled upward and outward at a 45 degree angle or an
approved equal for a total fence height of 7 feet. Suitable
substitute fencing may be considered by Metropolitan.
(Please see Figure 5 for details).

Utilities in Metropolitan's Fee Properties and/or Easements

or Adjacent to 1ts Pipeline in Public Streets

Metropolitan's policy for the alinement of utilities

- permitted within its fee properties and/or easements and

street rights-of-way is as follows:



a. Permanent structures, including catch basins,
manholes, power poles, telephone riser boxes, etc., shall
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements.

b. We reqguest that permanent utility structures
within public streets, in which Metropolitan's facilities
are constructed under the Metropeolitan Water District
Act, be placed as far from our pipeline as possible, but
not closer than 5 feet from the outside of our pipeline.

Ca The installation of utilities over or under
Metropolitan's pipeline(s) must be in accordance with the
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings
Nos. C-11632 and C-9547. Whenever possible we request a
minimum of one foot clearance between Metropolitan's pipe
and your facility. Temporary support of Metropolitan's
pipe may also be required at undercrossings of its pipe
in an open trench. The temporary support plans must be
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan.

d. Lateral utility crossings of Metropolitan's
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline
alinement as practical, Prior to any excavation our
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand.
This shall be noted on the appropriate drawings.

e. Utilities constructed longitudinally within
Metropolitan's rights-of-way must be located outside the
theoretical trench prism' for uncovering its pipeline and
must be located parallel to and as close to its rights-
of-way lines as practical.

f. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We alsc require that
detail drawings of the shoring for the jacking or
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval.
Provisions must be made to grout any veoids around the
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. If
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or
tunnel must be f£illed with grout.



g. Overhead electrical and telephone line
requirements:

1} Conductor clearances are to conform to the
California State Public Utilities Commission, General
Order 95, for Overhead Electrical Line Construction or
at a greater clearance if required by Metropolitan.
Under no circumstances shall clearance be less than
35 feet.

2) A marker must be attached to the power pole
showing the ground clearance and line voltage, to help
prevent damage to your facilities during maintenance or
other work being done in the area.

3) Line clearance over Metropolitan's fee
pProperties and/or easements shall be shown on the
drawing to indicate the lowest point of the line
under the most adverse conditions including
consideration of sag, wind load, temperature change,
and support type. We require that overhead lines be
located at least 30 feet laterally away from all
above-ground structures on the pipelines.

4) When underground electrical conduits,
120 volts or greater, are installed within
Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement, the
conduits must be incased in a minimum of three inches
of red concrete. Where possible, above ground warning
signs must also be placed at the right-of-way lines
where the conduits enter and exit the right-of-way.

b The construction of sewerlines in Metropolitan's
fee properties and/or easements must conform to the
California Department of Health Services Criteria for the
Separation of Water Mains and Sanitary Services and the
local City or County Health Code Ordinance as it relates to
installation of sewers in the vicinity of pressure
waterlines. The construction of sewerlines should also
conform to these standards in street rights-of- way.

i. Cross sections shall be provided for all pipeline
crossings showing Metropolitan's fee property and/or
easement limits and the location of our pipeline(s). The
exact locations of the crossing pipelines and their
elevations shall be marked on as-built drawings for our
information.



J. Potholing of Metropolitan's pipeline is required
if the vertical clearance between a utility and
Metropolitan's pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide
a representative to assists others in locating and
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is
requested,

k. Adequate shoring and bracing is required for the
full depth of the trench when the excavation encroaches
within the zone shown on Figure 4.

1. The location of utilities within Metropolitan's
fee property and/or easement shall be plainly marked to
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done
in the area. Detectable tape over buried utilities
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility
and shall conform to the following requirements:

1) Water pipeline: A two-inch blue warning'
tape shall be imprinted with:

"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE"

2) Gas, 0il, or chemical pipeline: A
two-inch yellow warning tape shall be imprinted
with: :

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE"

3) Sewer or storm drain pipeline: A
two-inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with:

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINRE"

4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic
signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall
be imprinted with:

“CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT"

5) Telephone, or television conduit: A
two-inch orange warning tape shall be imprinted
with:

"CAUTION BURIED - CONDUIT"



m, Cathodic Protection requirements:

1) If there is a cathodic protection station
for Metropolitan's pipeline in the area of the proposed
work, it shall be located prior to any grading or
excavation. The exact location, description and manner
of protection shall be shown on all applicable plans,
Please contact Metropolitan's Corrosion Engineering
Section, located at Metropolitan's F. E. Weymouth
Softening and Filtration Plant, 700 North Moreno
Avenue, La Verne, California 91750, telephone (714)
593-7474, for the locations of Metropolitan's cathodic
protection stations.

2) If an induced-current cathodic protection
system is to be installed on any pipeline crossing
Metropolitan's pipeline, please contact Mr. Wayne E.
Risner at (714) 593-7474 or (213) 250-5085. He will
review the proposed system and determine if any
conflicts will arise with the existing cathodic
protection systems installed by Metropolitan.

3} Within Metropolitan's rights-of-way,
pipelines and carrier pipes (casings) shall be coated
with an approved protective coating to conform to
Metropolitan's requirements, and shall be maintained in
a neat and orderly condition as directed by Metropolitan.
The application and monitoring of cathodic protection
on the pipeline and casing shall conform to Title 49 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 195.

4) If a steel carrier pipe (casing) is used:

{(a) Cathodic protection shall be provided
by use of a sacrificial magnesium anode (a sketch
showing the cathodic protection details can be
provided for the designers information).

{b) The steel carrier pipe shall be
protected with a coal tar enamel coating inside
and out in accordance with AWWA C203 specification.

n. All trenches shall be excavated to comply with the
CAL/OSHA Construction Safety Orders, Article 6, beginning
with Sections 1539 through 1547. Trench backfill shall be
placed in 8-inch lifts and shall be compacted to 95 percent
relative compaction (ASTM D698) across roadways and through
protective dikes. Trench backfill elsevhere will be
compacted to 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM Dé698).



o. Control cables connected with the operation of
Metropolitan's system are buried within streets, its fee
properties and/or easements. The locations and elevations
of these cables shall be shown on the drawings. The
drawings shall note that prior to any excavation in the
area, the control cables shall be located and measures
s?all be taken by the contractor to protect the cables in
place.

P Metropolitan is a member of Underground Service
Alert (USR). The contractor (excavator) shall contact
USA at 1-800-422-4133 {(Southern California) at least 48
hours prior to starting any excavation work. The contractor
will be liable for any damage to Metropolitan's facilities
as a result of the construction.

Paramount Right

Facilities constructed within Metropolitan's fee
properties and/or easements shall be subject to the

'paramount right of Metropolitan to use its fee properties

and/or easements for the purpose for which they were
acquired. If at any time Metropolitan or its assigns
should, in the exercise of their rights, find it necessary
to remove any of the facilities from the fee properties
and/or easements, such removal and replacement shall be at
the expense of the owner of the facility.

Modification of Metropolitan's Facilities

When a manhole or other of Metropolitan's facilities
must be modified to accommodate your construction or recons-
truction, Metropolitan will modify the facilities with its
forces. This should be noted on the construction plans. The
estimated cost to perform this modification will be given to
you and we will reguire a deposit for this amount before the
work is performed. Once the deposit is received, we will
schedule the work. Our forces will coordinate the work with
your contractor. Our final billing will be based on actual
cost incurred, and will include materials, construction,
engineering plan review, inspection, and administrative
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Metropolitan's
standard accounting practices. If the cost is less than the
deposit, a refund will be made; however, if the cost exceeds
the deposit, an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the
additional amount.



Drainage

a. Residential or commercial development typically
increases and concentrates the peak storm water runoff as
well as the total yearly storm runoff from an area, thereby
increasing the requirements for storm drain facilities
downstream of the development. Also, throughout the year
water from landscape irrigation, car washing, and other
outdoor domestic water uses flows into the storm drainage
system resulting in weed abatement, insect infestation,
obstructed access and other problems. Therefore, it is
Metropolitan's usual practice not to approve plans that show
discharge of drainage from developments onto its fee
properties and/or easements.

b. If water must be carried across or discharged onto
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements, Metropolitan
will insist that plans for development provide that it be
carried by closed conduit or lined open channel approved in
writing by Metropolitan. Also the drainage facilities must be
maintained by others, e.g., city, county, homeowners association,
etc. 1If the development proposes changes to existing drainage
features, then the developer shall make provisions to provide
for replacement and these changes must be approved by Metropolitan
in writing.

Construction Coordination

During construction, Metropolitan's field representative
will make periodic inspections. We request that a stipulation
be added to the plans or specifications for notification of
Mr. of Metropolitan's Operations Services Branch,
telephone (213) 250~ » at least two working days prior to

any work in the vicinity of our facilities.

Pipeline Loading Restrictions

a, Metropolitan's pipelines and conduits vary in
structural strength, and some are not adequate for
AASHTO H-20 loading. Therefore, specific loads over the
specific sections of pipe or conduit must be reviewed and
approved by Metropolitan. However, Metropolitan's pipelines
are typically adequate for AASHTO H-20 loading provided that
the cover over the pipeline is not less than four feet or
the cover is not substantially increased. If the temporary
cover over the pipeline during construction is between three
and four feet, egquipment must restricted to that which
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imposes loads no greater than AASHTO H-10. If the cover is
between two and three feet, equipment must be restricted to
that of a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor. If the cover
is less than two feet, only hand eguipment may be used.
Also, if the contractor plans to use any eguipment over
Metropolitan's pipeline which will impose loads greater than
AASHTO H-20, it will be necessary to submit the specifications
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one
week prior to its use. More restrictive requirements may
apply to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines
1l and 2, portions of the Orange County Feeder, and the
Colorado River Aqueduct. Please contact us for loading
restrictions on all of Metropolitan's pipelines and
conduits.

b. The existing cover over the pipeline shall be
maintained unless Metropolitan determines that proposed
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the
pipeline or an impediment to its maintenance.

Blasting

a. At least 20 days prior to the start of any
drilling for rock excavation blasting, or any blasting, in
the vicinity of Metropolitan's facilities, a two-part
preliminary conceptual plan shall be submltted to
Metropolitan as follows:

b. Part 1 of the conceptual plan shall include a
complete summary of proposed transportation, handling,
storage, and use of explosions.

€' Part 2 shall include the proposed general concept

for blasting, including controlled blasting technigques and
controls of noise, fly rock, airblast, and ground vibration.

CEQA Requirements

a. When Environmental Documents Have Not Been

Pregared

1) Regulations implementing the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that
Metropolitan have an opportunlty to consult with the
agency or consultants preparing any environmental
documentation. We are reguired to review and consider
the environmental effects of the preoject as shown in
the Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) prepared for your project before committing
Metropolitan to approve your request.
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2) In order to ensure compliance with the
regulations implementing CEQA where Metropelitan is not
the Lead Agency, the following minimum procedures to
ensure compliance with the Act have been established:

a) Metropolitan shall be timely advised of
any determination that a Categorical Exemption
applies to the project. The Lead Agency is to
advise Metropolitan that it and other agencies
participating in the project have complied with
the requirements of CEQA prior to Metropolitan's
participation.

b) Metropolitan is to be consulted during
the preparation of the Negative Declaration or
EIR.

c) Metropolitan is to review and submit any
necessary comments on the Negative Declaration or
draft EIR,

d} Metropolitan is to be indemnified for
any costs or liability arising out of any
violation of any laws or requlations including but
not limited to the California Environmental
Quality Act and its implementing requlations.

b. When Environmental Documents Have Been Prepared

If envirommental documents have been prepared for your
project, please furnish us a copy for our review and files
in a timely manner so that we may have sufficient time to
review and comment. The following steps must also be
accomplished: -

1} The Lead Agency is to advise Metropolitan
that it and other agencies participating in the project
have complied with the requirements of CEQA prior to
Metropolitan's participation.

2) You must agree to indemnify Metropolitan, its
officers, engineers, and agents for any costs or
liabjlity arising out of any violation of any laws or
regulations including but not limited to the California
Environmental Quality Act and its implementing regulations.

Metropolitan'’s Plan-Review Cost

a. An engineering review of your proposed facilities
and developments and the preparation of a letter response
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giving Metropolitan's comments, reguirements ané/or approval
that will require 8 man-hours or less of effort is typicallv
performed at no cost to the developer, unless a facility =
must be modified where Metropolitan has superior rights. If
an engineering review and letter response reguires more than
8 man-hours of effort by Metropolitan to determine if the
proposed facility or development is compatible with its
facilities, or if modifications to Metropolitan's manhole(s)
or other facilities will be required, then all of
Metropolitan's costs associated with the project must be
paid by the developer, unless the developer has superior

rights.

b. A deposit of funds will be required from the
developer before Metropolitan can begin its detailed
engineering plan review that will exceed 8 hours. The
amount of the required deposit will be determined after a
cursory review of the plans for the proposed development.

c. Metropolitan’'s final billing will be based on
actual cost incurred, and will include engineering plan
review, inspection, materials, construction, and
administrative overhead charges calculated in accordance
with Metropolitan's standard accounting practices. If the
cost is less than the deposit, a refund will be made;
however, if the cost exceeds the deposit, an invoice will be
forwarded for payment of the additional amount. Additional
deposits may be required if the cost of Metropolitan's
review exceeds the amount of the initial deposit.

Caution

We advise you that Metropolitan's plan reviews and
responses are based upon information available to
Metropolitan which was prepared by or on behalf of
Metropolitan for general record purposes only. Such
information may not be sufficiently detailed or accurate for
your purposes. No warranty of any kind, either express or
implied, is attached to the information therein conveyed as
to its accuracy, and no inference should be drawn from
Metropolitan's failure to comment on any aspect of your
project. You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys
and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to
assure yourself that any plans for your project are correct.






RN R BN WA BN GRRE B A0 DN ANl

I IHN9Id
T TR T RN
L F o T e lm _ u _ nm“m
SHLAIM Al -

NOILONYLISNOD a3HIN0IY

[T ymeaaTed Mot M
LHYASIT HIIYM NYLITOSOHLIN 3L

aNINHYd

Hi9N31,0-02 X '01,0-9

HON3HL
aay3anis Avind
HO4 HIGIA WOWINIW

'$97 000'06 LHOIIM

AINUL dNNG OSW

FNVHD  DNIAV|—— 138

-

SETEMCR.SOSY SLLASSRWT WA



PIER AR B4 10 11 SENT & 80 B MRS

NO PERMANENT STRUCTURES PERMITTED.

MWD PERMANENT RIGHT OF wAY

' FOOTING MUST NOT
ENCROACH INTO
RIGHT OF WAy

NO ROOF OVERHANG PERMITTED —e=L

=

BUILDING
ADJACENT
TO RIGHMT
OF war

NOTE: MW.D. PIPELINE SIZE,DEPTH,LOCATION
AND WIDTH OF PERMANENT RIGHT OF

WAY VARIES.

SU
T N ol
| S,
| bt I
& i AN
| < | REOUIRED
| = |  DEPTH OF
l | FOOTING
| - I
1 45° |
| TYPICAL |
1
i i
|

£ MWD PIPELINE

T e e o e e e TS TS
. THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT

REQUIREMENTS FOR

BUILOINGS AND FOOTINGS

ADJACENT TO M.W.D.
RIGHT OF WAY

11=87

TTE M -RRET CLELSMMNT sl S




i

MR RTREN RN IR R Tl LT

€ 3HNHI 3

AVM 40 %RW\&. MW
S3INIT3IaING IdVISONYT

I I T M

L NNACID HIIVM NVLTIOJOULZIE Btl

S =77

LB
JIIHNS
OIHSINILS o
,61 o G/
SISSYH9 YO SENYHS ONILOOY
- $3I&¥L 0IiI00Y MOTTYHS QIN0YHdIVY A0 SIFHL dIL00H
d330 ON SIIYL ON ) 4330 ON

AvM 20 LHI1Y ANINVWYIL THHW

SIETLEKE M-FOIT CLEANPRNT bl




dube dr S0 Od PNl B9 4 48 O Ay

b N4

[ ——— i [
WINIANOT RN o rvesnarinn =W ea

SININIYINOIY
INIDVHE OGNV INIHOHS

[t e dad i F. ]

dNuisia Hil AITOJOULIN L

133418 3

INOZ SINL NIH1IM SIHIVOYINT
NOILYAVYIXT FHL NIHM HINIYL IHL
40 Hid30 TINS FHI 405 GI¥INOIY

ONIOVEE ONV ONINOHS Evsow%./J\\
/
/

IN/T ALY IS0

METEAICH-PET CLEARSAWT 1835




G F¥N9IS

e o] ive | o]
iy 30) a [ 200 RN Jen | o
- _ g syOm| - p S
R mpnie iyl IViIT FiVD oINS F T8
RS NG AFG 1ivS DNINS ITEXOG
rod
ETVLIG FINZS . o .-!.“u Rﬁﬁ
NNIT NIVHND :
1
RILIT IR B
12131810 RIVA NYITIOJOVLIW UL i licplon oy bt
" ; nl.-lct ......
\fﬁ- ol s spnoet wonk v, 24 KR IOIRANHN
1 )ﬁwitiiﬂ! I R SO MRS
— Ay B by Sy wr o
§ ivla._fhl.. sopwened ‘hed g
: e Ao A f yregfieg S, s cog.> vhy
F gr .ﬂﬁtgi} AR wemB s W AIURIF
Y| =% M i Razogy P IR BB e By B g S my)
oz | ) & | W | g P A v e
¥ f Frder Lt 6L O gy W0 jplintan 0 VAN BQSOgIw ST oy
IHMJHEHM»HR&&P Ty viayd Ay 1508 sy \!tbii.é!ii%naww
oy g | o . g - L T
o IRYT .|.u~u wm. Eeﬂcw.-uu.sh«:qla_u piprysaogeon 35 joo it aln b i g
" ¥ 7 £ o ) HOAI AT B N naiipald o
4
[

fre - ——

| [ v poosace 2o gutuey
NI vy

D08 jr J50F 1T .6t WA Al Yot
ot risyE vt 5 eors 4
Jowals? 3500 SINETD o 57 Pl

- T . Irr’/l




FHAE-L0 "D'4 £D-14 OOBL $-00 'ON HNOS

3" x 6* premolded

exponsion Joint . O
filler

4

—1——Apertures os directed by -
the Engineer,total volume
not ro exceed & the volume
of the supporting waoll

s S — — —

-

.':,:fCancrere support wall to
be ploced against undis-
turbed ground === 0 e

TION “A=4"
2Ec7io | al
CROSS SECTION

L Supporting wall sholl have a Firm bearing on the
subgrode ond ogoins! the side of the excavaltion,

Z. FPremolded exponsion Jjoint filler per ASTM D-175/-73
to be used in suppor! for steel pipe only.

3. If trench width is 4 fee! or greoter,measured clong
centeriine of M W.D. pipe,concrete support must
be constructed. .

4. If trench width is /ess thon 4 feet, cleon sand back-
fill, compocred to 90 % density in accordonce with
the provisions of ASTM Standord D-1557-70 moy
be-used in lieu of the concrete support! woll,

TYPICAL SUPPORT FOR
MWD PIPELINE

e el W
E svmmme
C-854

14=47

INETERICH. POST CLEARSTINT 23




FEER-L0 'O'd A0 1H G001 # 9E OM WWD)

width

minimuym

J

See Note 4
NN

0

SECTION A

W W95

CROSS SECTION

Preformed exponsion
Joint filler

*

3*Preformed exponsion

Joint filler

QNoTEs -

Il This method 10 berused where the
utility line is 24"or greoter in
diamerer ond the cleoronce
between the utility line end M.W. D.
pipe is 12" or less.

2. Speciol protection moy be required
if the vtility line diometer is
grecter thon MW.D pipe orif the
cover over the utility line to the
Stree! surfoce is minimol and there
is 12%0r less clearance between MW D.
pipe ond the utility line.

3. Preformed exponsion joint filler 1o
comply with ASTM designotion
D-1751-73.

4. MWD requests 12" minimum
clearance whenever possible.

TYPICAL EXPANSION JOINT
FILLER PROTECTION FOR
OVERCROSSING OF

MW.D. PIPELINE

ETEAES- ST RLEARSRT MY



75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

STy,
y 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
im % REGION IX

PR 5 2011

Amy Witherall

SCAO-7300

Bureau of Reclamation

Southern California Area Office
27708 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 202
Temecula, CA 92590

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Riverside-Corona Feeder Project,
Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, California
(CEQ #20110017)

Dear Ms. Witherall:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above referenced
document. Our review and comments are provided pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). Our
comments are provided in accordance with your approval on March 16th of an informal EPA-
specific extension to the comment deadline date from March 22, 2011 to April 5, 2011. We
greatly appreciate the additional time to conduct our review.

The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) proposes to provide funds for the Riverside-Corona
Feeder Project (RCF), an aquifer storage and recovery project (conjunctive use), planned by
Western Municipal Water District (Western). The project includes new groundwater extraction
wells and a 28-mile water distribution pipeline with pump stations and a reservoir storage tank.
The project is intended to improve Western's water supply reliability through managed storage,
extraction, and distribution of local and imported water, using available groundwater capacity in
the San Bernardino and Chino Groundwater Basins.

We have rated the Preferred Alternative -- Realignment Alternative with Additional
Connections -- and the Draft EIS (DEIS) as Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information
(EC-2) (see the enclosed "Summary of Rating Definitions"). There are five large contaminated
groundwater plumes in the San Bernardino Groundwater Basin and eleven plumes in the Chino
Groundwater Basin. While EPA supports coordinated management of surface and groundwater
resources, we are concerned with the potential direct and cumulative effects on groundwater
quality, and the proponent’s ability to ensure that replenishment and extraction of water does not
result in adverse effects on drinking water supplies, the environment, other third party beneficial
uses, or the remediation and management of contaminated groundwater plumes.



While this draft EIS proposes both a feeder line and approximately twenty new
production wells, the information provided on well locations is very limited. EPA understands
that the well drilling will be addressed in the permitting process, however, in light of the
numerous contaminated groundwater plumes in the immediate vicinity of these wells, EPA has
the following concerns: i) that the new production well might spread one or more of the
contaminated plumes into a clean aquifer zone, thereby affecting existing clean production wells;
and ii) that any potential contamination of previously clean wells will not be addressed until the
level of contamination exceeds Drinking Water levels. The Final EIS (FEIS) should include
additional information on the risk of contamination to existing groundwater or recharged
imported water, and provide a clear process to address the above concerns.

EPA encourages local and regional efforts to enhance water supply reliability, provided
proposed actions are consistent with a balanced water supply and demand strategy, based upon a
reliable developed water supply, and do not have adverse effects on the environment or third
party beneficial uses. Conjunctive use of surface and groundwater, whereby excess surface water
is stored in the groundwater aquifer for later recovery when surface water resources are scarce,
can be an effective means to ensure a more reliable supply. Accurate monitoring, accounting,
and active management of the aquifer are key in preventing adverse effects. We recommend that
BOR include in the FEIS a detailed description of the proposed operations, monitoring,
accounting, and management procedures of the proposed RCF.

EPA advocates sustainable water supply management, which balances existing water
supply with demand. Sustainable water use makes efficient use of currently developed water
through conservation, reuse, and recycling; manages ground water to avoid long-term overdraft
and reduction in quality; encourages users to diversify water management strategies; and
promotes compatible multiple benefits of water use (for example, productive agriculture and
wildlife habitat). Voluntary water exchanges and transfers that have no significant socio-
economic or environmental impacts also have a role in ensuring a sustainable water supply. We
recommend the FEIS describe current and planned demand-side management strategies to
promote sustainable water use and a reliable water supply for this region.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this conjunctive use project.
We are available to discuss our recommendations. When the Final EIS (FEIS) is released for
public review, please send one hard copy and one CD to the address above (Mail Code: CED-2).
If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3521 or contact Laura Fujii, the lead
reviewer for this Project. Laura can be reached at (415) 972-3852 or fujii.laura@epa.gov.

Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager
Communities and Ecosystems Division



Enclosures: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
EPA’s Detailed Comments

Cc: Jack Safely, Western Municipal Water District
Matthew H. Litchfield, City of San Bernardino Municipal Water District



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS"
This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of
the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC' (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

"EQ" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory) ;
The BPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

"Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those
of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary,
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft FIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
" environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.
"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of
alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts
involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.



U.S. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
RIVERSIDE-CORONA FEEDER PROJECT, BUNKER HILL GROUNDWATER BASIN, SAN
BERNARDINO AND RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, CA., APRIL 5, 2011

Groundwater Quality and Management

Include additional information on the risk of contamination to existing groundwater or
recharged imported water. The Chino Basin extraction wells were added to the RCF to alleviate
San Bernardino Basin water agency concerns with potential effects of the RCF on management
and protection of San Bernardino Basin groundwater. Of major concern is the potential for the
RCF to change contaminant plume movement, shape, and direction through its recharging and
pumping, causing the plumes to migrate beyond their control wells and further contaminate
groundwater (p. 4.7-19). EPA has similar concerns, especially given the presence of five large
contaminated plumes inside and outside of the San Bernardino Basin (Newmark and Muscoy ,
Norton Air Force Base , Redlands-Crafton , Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) , and
Rialto Colton ), and eleven plumes in the Chino Basin (Chino Airport, California Institute for
Men (CIM), General Electric Flatiron Facility, General Electric Company’s Engine Maintenance
Center Test Cell Facility, Kaiser Steel Fontana Steel Site, Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, Milliken
Sanitary Landfill, Municipal Wastewater Disposal Ponds, Upland Sanitary Landfill, Un-named
VOC Plume - South of the Ontario Airport, Stringfellow NPL Site).

Recommendations:

The Final EIS (FEIS) should include additional information on the risk of contamination
to existing groundwater or recharged imported water as a result of RCF operations. A
process should be described that clearly outlines how each well will proceed through the
permitting process, including an impact analysis that shows that the location and
operation of the well would not impact any existing contaminated plumes. The impact
analyses should address the following concerns:

i) That the new production well would not spread any of the contaminated plumes
into a clean aquifer zone. (Toward this end, a system of monitoring wells would
need to be identified for each proposed well location. These monitoring wells
would provide both water level data for the capture analysis and chemistry data to
detect any potential contaminated plume expansion.)

i) That any detection of contaminants in previously clean wells should be addressed
as soon as possible, rather than waiting until such time as the contaminant levels
exceed the Drinking Water Permit standards.

In addition, the following issues should be addressed: state whether imported water,
recharged into portions of the aquifer formerly occupied by contaminated plumes, could
be contaminated by residual volatile organic compounds (VOC), perchlorate,
trichloroethylene (TCE), or other contaminates. Describe the probable end uses,
applicable drinking water standards, and proposed treatment of extracted water. We
recommend the FEIS include a description of the horizontal and vertical location of the
contaminated plumes in the aquifers, and their relative spatial relationship to the “cones
of depression” of probable extraction wells. If applicable, describe past or present effects
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of recharge and extraction of SWP water in the San Bernardino Basin and Chino Basin. If
the information was provided in the 2005 PEIR, we recommend providing a summary of
this information and any conclusions in the current FEIS.

Describe the effectiveness and feasibility of proposed remedies for project-contaminated wells
and groundwater. The DEIS describes possible remedies to be implemented if monitoring and
well testing reveal project contamination of existing or proposed well sites and groundwater.
These remedies include appropriate use of the contaminated water, blending the poor quality
water with better quality water, choosing another water production and/or spreading area,
carefully managing where wells are operated to prevent or delay contamination, and installing
barrier wells and/or wellhead treatment (p. 1.0-33). EPA recommends the FEIS provide
additional details on how the mitigation measures will be selected, prioritized, and implemented.
This will likely depend upon the contaminants that require mitigation, but some specifics can be
provided.

Recommendations:

We recommend the FEIS include a description of the process whereby a specific baseline
mitigation plan would be developed for each new production well. This mitigation plan
would serve to identify the appropriate performance measures for identification of
contaminated plume migration, allow immediate notice of violation, and lay out the
specific response actions to be taken to remedy any problems identified. A baseline
mitigation plan (as existed for the Newmark Groundwater Superfund Site) will allow
immediate response action, while further analysis and negotiation take place to address
the issue in the long term. This plan should describe the effectiveness and feasibility of
these remedies in achieving the required water quality for the planned water use. For
instance, describe wellhead treatment technologies and other remedies that would be used
to achieve acceptable levels of VOC, perchlorate, TCE, and other contaminants of
concern in extracted water.

Address how the project will be made to comply with future changes to water quality and
drinking water standards, including those applying to chromium and hexavalent chromium.
In the reasonably foreseeable future, the water quality standards for chromium will likely be
changed and it is possible that a drinking water standard for hexavalent chromium will be
promulgated. The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has
recently released a revised draft public health goal (PHG) of 0.02 parts per billion (ppb) for
hexavalent chromium, which is also known as chromium 6. The current MCL for chromium is
50 ppb. Establishing a PHG is the first step in the development of a new or revised maximum
contaminant level (MCL). Since the PHG is so much lower than the current MCL, a new MCL
could have a large effect on the project in the future.

Recommendation:

Development of a new MCL is a lengthy process and takes years to achieve. The FEIS
should account for how the proposed project will be made to comply with any future
changes in this regard, and planners should track potential water quality standards that
may affect future development.



The FEIS should describe the process whereby the permitting agency and project
proponent will identify, characterize, and mitigate water quality impacts from “emerging
contaminants” that may be found in groundwater and/or have new regulatory limits
imposed on their concentrations in groundwater. Mitigating emerging contaminants is
particularly problematic to evaluate when the hazard from the emerging contaminant is
recognized by the water supplier but the regulatory machinery has not provided a
reference standard for mitigation.

Some of the information cited in Section 4.7 (p. 4.7-25) in regards to the Newmark
groundwater plumes is not correct. The DEIS states that the capture requirement for the
Newmarks plume is 80%, when, in fact, the capture requirements were 90% for the Newmark
plume, 85% for the Muscoy intermediate plume, and 80% for the Muscoy shallow plume. At the
present time, the performance of the remedies in place results in 100% capture of all three
contaminated plumes. The Newmark Groundwater Site has an Institutional Control in place to
require that all new wells or new operating conditions go through a permitting process to prove
that the existing EPA remedies would not be affected.

Sustainable Water Suppl ement

Include a description of RCF operations, monitoring, accounting, and management
procedures. The RCF proposes conjunctive use of surface and groundwater, whereby purchased
imported surface water will be stored in local groundwater aquifers for later recovery when
surface water resources are scarce (p. 1.0-1). Conjunctive use can enhance water supply
reliability, provided there is accurate monitoring, accounting, and active management of the
aquifer to prevent adverse effects.

Recommendations:

The FEIS should include a detailed description of the proposed operations, monitoring,
accounting, and management procedures of the proposed RCF. Include a detailed
response to the City of San Bernardino Municipal Water District’s concerns regarding
conjunctive use of the San Bernardino Basin Area, especially the need for a Basin
Conjunctive Use Policy.! If applicable, include information regarding conjunctive use in
the Chino Basin, and whether the Chino Basin is also in need of a Conjunctive Use
Policy. The FEIS should describe any existing and/or proposed national, state, and
regional groundwater requirements that may apply to the proposed project, such as an
aquifer recharge obligation to leave a percentage of replenished water in the aquifer, and
raw water treatment requirements.

Describe how the RCF complies with sustainable water management principles. EPA
advocates sustainable water supply management, which balances existing water supply with
demand. Water conservation, efficient use, and diversification of water supply sources are key
components of assuring a long-term, sustainable balance between available water supplies,

! See March 4, 2011 Letter from Matthew H. Litchfield, P.E., Director, Water Utility, City of San Bernardino
Municipal Water Department to Fakrhi Manghi, Senior Water Resource Engineer, Western Municipal Water
District.



ecosystem health, and water supply demand. Conjunctive use is but one tool in providing water
management flexibility and water supply reliability.

Recommendations:
The FEIS should describe how the RCF will meet the following sustainable water
management principles:

e Give priority to conservation, water recycling, use efficiency, water trading, and
other alternatives to new or expanded storage. Additional water diversions should
be approved only in the context of, and consistent with, efficient and
environmentally protective use of developed supplies.

e Base water quantities for imported SWP water on long-term sustainable supply.
Take into account environmental requirements and potential third-party adverse
effects.

e Properly price the water supply. The water supply -- particularly any newly
developed supplies-—- should not be under-priced. Cheap water supplies are a
disincentive to use water efficiently, and misrepresent the true cost of developing
new supplies.

To maximize benefits and project flexibility, we recommend Western work with all
interested parties to evaluate and integrate available tools for enhancing water
management flexibility, supply reliability, and water quality. Other tools to consider for
implementation, in conjunction with the RCF, include conservation, appropriate pricing,
irrigation and water use efficiencies, operational flexibilities, market-based incentives,
water acquisition, voluntary temporary or permanent land fallowing, wastewater
reclamation and recycling, and short-term temporary water transfers.

The proposed RCF should be designed to accommodate future shifts in water policy and
consideration of in-stream and other public interest beneficial uses in long-term water
resource planning.

Describe benefits and effects of water transfers between local water agencies and groundwater
basins. The Preferred Alternative includes connections with other local water districts’
distribution systems. These connections would facilitate the transportation of water from one
water agency to another and one groundwater basin to another basin (p. 1.0-2).

Recommendation:
The FEIS should describe and evaluate the potential benefits and effects of water
transfers between local water agencies and groundwater basins.

Include a more rigorous evaluation of growth inducing impacts. The DEIS concludes that the
RCF will not induce growth because it would not directly increase population or economic
growth. The DEIS implies that Western is responding to projected growth within its service area
(p. 7.0-2). However, no evaluation or data are provided to demonstrate that the project would not
remove obstacles to growth or provide water service to areas not previously served. We note that
the Western Replenishment and Extraction Agreement with the San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) states that Western, at its option, may assign and transfer

4



its right to extract such imported water to any plaintiff in the Western case, and such assigned
right shall be in addition to any right that such producer may hold, and shall not be constrained
by the injunctive provisions of the Judgment in the Western case (Western Judgment)(See p. 6 of
Western Replenishment and Extraction Agreement with SBVMWD for the RCF project,
Appendix D).

Recommendation:

The FEIS should include a more rigorous evaluation of growth inducing impacts. We
recommend including a detailed evaluation and data demonstrating that the RCF project
would not remove obstacles to growth or provide water service to areas not previously
served.



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

FLOOD CONTROL e LAND DEVELOPMENT & CONSTRUCTION

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT o SURVEYOR e TRANSPORTATION COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
825 East Third Street e San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 e (909) 387-8104 GRANVILLE M. "BOW' BOWMAN, P.E, PLS.
Fax (909) 387-8130 Director of Public Works

March 29, 2011

File: 10(ENV)-4.01

Mr. Fakhri Manghi

Western Municipal Water District
14205 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92518

RE: NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND AVAILABILITY OF SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT (SEIR/EIS) FOR THE RIVERSIDE-
CORONA FEEDER REALIGNMENT

Dear Mr. Manghi:

Thank you for giving the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works (Department) the
opportunity to comment on the above-referenced project. The environmental document was
circulated to other Divisions within our Department and the following are their comments:

Water Resources Division (Mike Fox. P.E.. (909) 387-8213):

1.

We have reviewed the Notice and it appears that the drainage concerns have been
adequately identified.

We recommend that the proposed pipeline be constructed in a manner not to alter the
direction, elevation or capacity of any existing drainage facility, and that the line be
placed below any drainage course scour depths.

It is assumed that the cities will establish adequate provisions for intercepting and
conducting the accumulated drainage around and/or through the site areas in a manner
which will not adversely affect properties adjacent to or downstream of the project
areas.

The project should incorporate the most recent FEMA regulations for development in a
floodplain and/or the Regulatory Floodway. These regulations should be enforced by
the local agencies.

. Prior to any encroachment on San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District)

right-of-way, a permit shall be obtained from the District's Flood Control Operations
Division, Permit Section. Other off-site or on-site improvements may be required which
cannot be determined at this time.

. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ approval may also be required for work near the Santa

Ana River. Information regarding the item can be obtained from the District's Flood
Control Operations Division, Permit Section.

Board of Supervisors

GREGORY C DEVEREAUX BRAD MITZELFELT . First District NEIL DERRY . Third Distiict
Counly Administiative Officer PAUL BIANE Second District GARY G OVITT Fourlh Districl

JOSIE GONZALES . Fifth Districl



Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment Project
March 29, 2011
Page 2 of 2

Traffic Planning Division (Ed Petre, P.E., (909) 387-8239):

1. The County of San Bernardino Traffic Division will require a construction
management plan and a permit for any work within the County maintained
road right of way.

2. 5.20b, Page 1-3 of the Addendum to the Traffic Impact Study Report,
Riverside — Corona Feeder Realignment Project, states that the acceptable
level of service is C. This is incorrect. The acceptable level of service in the
valley unincorporated areas of the County is D. Where did the statement
which states that a reduced level of service maybe accepted on a case by
case basis with the four-fifths approval by the City Council come from?

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact the specific individuals
who providedthat specific comment, as listed above.

Sirlcerely,

ANNESLEY NATIUS, P.E.
Deputy Director — Land Development & Construction

ARI:EH:mb/ceqA Comments to SEIR-EIS_Riverside-Corona Feeder Realignment Project.doc

CC: Erma Hurse, EMD
Reading file





