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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 COMMENTS 
 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
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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 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 
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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). Voluntary 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.) 

ii) 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 II 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 II 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 II 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) 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. II-6-4) This statement still holds true.  

 
C) 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 (NO3), 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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mitigation measures related to groundwater quality will be modified in the Final SEIR/EIS. (See 
Response to Comment 2, below.)  
 

D) 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 

Background monitoring for basin-wide 
authority  All wells 

Annually 

(August) 
 

Bacteriological Monitoring 

Wells A and B  Monthly 

New wells placed into service 
Monthly until 6 consecutive 
results showing absence of 
coliform are obtained 

Established wells Quarterly  

EDB/DBCP Wells A, C7, D, & F1 Every 3 years 
(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 Wells H & M Monthly 
Perchlorate All wells  Quarterly 

Radiological All wells  Every 3 years (2011, 2014, 
2017)  

SOCs Wells P, R& R1 Every 3 years 
(2011, 2014, 2017) 

VOCs All wells  
Every 3 years 

(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.1 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 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 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 µg/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 Units3 (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 

                                                            
3  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). 
 

H) Replenishment of the Basin with SWP water has been occurring since 1972.4 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 

                                                            
4 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: 
 

 
 
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,  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 longer occur. 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 • Move or Avoid Production in a 

Contaminated Location 
• Wellhead treatment 

Wellhead Treatment1 • Chlorination or ozonation for 
disinfecting (required for all wells) 

• Ion Exchange for nitrates and other 
contaminants 

• Activated Carbon 

• Reverse osmosis 

Blending • 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  • 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 

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

• produce or spread at a different 
time of year 

• install barrier wells 
Blending • 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 

• 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 

 

1 Other than disinfecting, all other treatment approaches are dependent on the contaminants that need to 
be removed. 
 
Appropriate Use. Contaminated water could be utilized for purposes that would allow or require lower 
water quality standards. 

• Blend. Water that has poor quality can be blended and diluted until water quality 
standards are achieved. 

• Move (Avoid). Choose another production and/or spreading area. 
• Careful Management. Operate wells in a manner that will prevent or delay 

contamination. This may include installation of barrier wells or avoidance of strategies 
that would result in acceleration of the movement of contaminated water towards 
existing wells. 

• Wellhead Treatment. Wellhead treatment can be utilized to bring water to acceptable 
water quality levels. 
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Comment 3: 
 

 
 
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 (]CDPH[)] 
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.”5 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 µg/L. California did not follow U.S. EPA's lead and stayed with its 50-µg/L MCL for total 
chromium.”6 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.  
                                                            
5 A fact sheet by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California Environmental Protection Agency, Draft 
Public Health Goal for Hexavalent Chromium, August 2009. 
6 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.”7 
 
Comment 4: 
 

 
 
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 

                                                            
7 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.8 

 
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.9 

 
 Comment 5: 
 

 
 
  

                                                            
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. 
9 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 nominated 
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 Program10 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 GWL 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 II 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 II 
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: 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
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: 
 

• 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.) 

• 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 
quantity, 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:  
 

• Water Supply Reliability Improvement,  
• Water Quality Protection, and  
• 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: 
 

• Selective Efficiency Evaluation Program (free water audits) 
• Large Landscape WBIC Direct Installation Program (free smart controllers installed for 

residences greater than 1 acre) 
• Smart Watering Free WBIC Distribution Program (free smart controllers provided) 
• Turf Replacement Program 
• Multi-family & Hotel/Motel Toilet Installation Program 
• Regional Landscape Design Support Program 
• Wiser Start Program (free site evaluation and free product & installation of conservation 

measures for single-family residences) 
• Multi-family Sub Metering Pilot Program (install submeters to promote conservation) 
• Commercial Drip Irrigation Incentive Program 
• Restaurant Pilot Program 
• 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 is 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.11 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.12 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.13  
 
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. 
 

                                                            
11 http://www.ci.corona.ca.us/City-Departments/Department-of-Water--Power/Tiered-Rate-and-Water-Budgets.aspx#Background  
12 http://www.pe.com/localnews/corona/stories/PE_News_Local_D_wrates17.275e3af.html  
13 http://www.wmwdrates.com/murrieta-residential.htm  
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Comment 7: 
 

 
 
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 also provide a flexible approach to distributing available supplies for environmental 
purposes.”15  
 
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: 
 

 
 
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: 
 

 
 
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: 
 

 

 
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: 
 

 
 
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: 
 

 
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: 
 

• 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:  
 

 
 
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: 
 

 
 
Response to Comment 1:  
 
This is a correct characterization of the proposed Project. 
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Comment 2:  

 
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 
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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. 
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Response to the 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

Letter Dated March 8, 2011 
 

Comment 1: 
 

 
 
 
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: 
 

 
 
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:  
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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: 
 

 
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: 
 

 
 
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: 
 

• 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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• Noise barrier and monitoring to ensure sensitive areas are not exposed to excessive noise during 
construction (MM Bio 3a and 5); and 

• 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 15th and March 
15th 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 SWWF, 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 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. 
 
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: 
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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, 3a, 4, 5, 
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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. 

• Minimize impacts. 

• Remove invasive species. 

• Purchase off-site habitat credits. 

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

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

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

• 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 
Quality 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, 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. 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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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. 

5. Harvest sands and provide to a habitat bank established for the DSF. 
 
9. 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 
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. 

 
10. 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: 
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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 

 

Vegetation Type Proposed 
Alignment 

Monroe 
Alternative 
Alignment 

Central 
Feeder 

Connection

Clay 
Street 

Connection
Mockingbird
Connection 

La Sierra 
Pipeline 

Connection
Disturbed Riversidean 
Sage Scrub --- --- --- --- --- 1.7 acres 

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 276.5 acres 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: 
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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: 
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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. 

• Minimize impacts. 
• Remove invasive species. 
• Purchase off-site habitat credits. 
• Create and/or restore natural communities and prepare a monitoring and maintenance 

plan for these areas. 
• Avoid sensitive habitats by placing construction staging areas as far away from them as is 

feasible. 
• Limit construction activity to daylight hours to minimize potential impacts related to 

artificial lighting. 
• 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: 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
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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• Identification of impacts to lakes, streams, and associated habitat,  
• Avoidance measures to reduce project impacts, and 
• Mitigation measures required to reduce project impacts to a less than significant level. 

The SEIR/EIS includes specific mitigation measures that outline: 
 

• Avoidance of impacts altogether, by construction timing, confined project footprint, 
• Minimizing impacts by confined project footprint and boring techniques, 
• 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 

• 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. 
 
 
 
 



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

  2-61 

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: 
 

 
 
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: 
 

 
 

 

 
 
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. 
 

Example Number of 
Days of Production 

per Year 

Daily Well Production Rate if 
Five Wells are Pumping 

(11,000 gpm = 48.61081959008 
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 

 
 
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. 
 

Example Number of 
Days of Production 

per Year 

Daily Well Production Rate if 
Five Wells are Pumping 

(11,000 gpm = 48.61081959008 
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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Comment 3: 
 

 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
 
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) 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.  

 
d) 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 longer occur. 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 • Move or Avoid Production in a 

Contaminated Location 
• Wellhead treatment 

Wellhead Treatment1 • Chlorination or ozonation for 
disinfecting (required for all wells) 

• Ion Exchange for nitrates and other 
contaminants 

• Activated Carbon 

• Reverse osmosis 

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

 

Blending • 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  • 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 

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

• produce or spread at a 
different time of year 

• install barrier wells 
Blending • 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 

• 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 

 

1 Other than disinfecting, all other treatment approaches are dependent on the contaminants that need to be removed. 
 
• Appropriate Use. Contaminated water could be utilized for purposes that would allow or 

require lower water quality standards. 
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• Blend. Water that has poor quality can be blended and diluted until water quality 
standards are achieved. 

• Move (Avoid). Choose another production and/or spreading area. 
• Careful Management. Operate wells in a manner that will prevent or delay 

contamination. This may include installation of barrier wells or avoidance of strategies 
that would result in acceleration of the movement of contaminated water towards 
existing wells. 

• Wellhead Treatment. Wellhead treatment can be utilized to bring water to acceptable water 
quality levels. 

 
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 I-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.16 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/EDTlibrary.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 
(µg/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 µg/L)17 
Plume footprint reported by Tetra Tech18 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 µg/L) and Well 
13 (0.008 µg/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 µg/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. 
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Comment 5: 
 

 

 
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/l.  
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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 
• Artificial 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 based on the 1987–2006 ambient concentrations calculated by Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. in 
2008.19 
 
Model-predicted TDS concentrations for Scenarios 1 through 3 were found to be similar to those for the 
Baseline Run (No Project).20 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. 
20 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: 
 

 
 

 
 
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: 
 

 
 
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: 
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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 longer occur. 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 • Move or Avoid Production in a 
Contaminated Location 

• Wellhead treatment 

Wellhead Treatment1 • Chlorination or ozonation for 
disinfecting (required for all wells) 

• Ion Exchange for nitrates and other 
contaminants 

• Activated Carbon 

• Reverse osmosis 

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

 

Blending • 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  • 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. 

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

• Produce or spread at a different 
time of year 

• Install barrier wells 
Blending • 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 

• 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. 

 

1 Other than disinfecting, all other treatment approaches are dependent on the contaminants that need to be removed. 
 
• Appropriate Use. Contaminated water could be utilized for purposes that would allow or 

require lower water quality standards. 
• Blend. Water that has poor quality can be blended and diluted until water quality 

standards are achieved. 
• Move (Avoid). Choose another production and/or spreading area. 
• Careful Management. Operate wells in a manner that will prevent or delay 

contamination. This may include installation of barrier wells or avoidance of strategies 
that would result in acceleration of the movement of contaminated water towards 
existing wells. 
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• Wellhead Treatment. Wellhead treatment can be utilized to bring water to acceptable water 
quality levels. 

 
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: 
 

 
 
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 1972.21 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. 
 
  

                                                            
21 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: 
 

 
 
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: 
 

• 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: 
 

 
 
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: 

 
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:  
 

 
 
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: 
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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: 
 

• 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:  
 

 
 
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.22 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: 
 

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

• Alternative construction methods to avoid the use of cranes or other tall equipment; or 
• 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:  
(a)  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: 
 

• . . . tie into 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;  

• leave available the opportunity for future use of recycled water for groundwater basin recharge; 
• improve groundwater quality; . . . 

 
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: 
 

 

 

 
 
Response to Comment 1: 
 
The above information regarding the Central Reach of the Project within the city of Riverside is correct. 
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Comment 2: 

 
 
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 
of Days of 

Production per 
Year 

Daily Well Production Rate if 
Five Wells are Pumping 

(11,000 gpm = 48.61081959008 
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 

 
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: 
 

 
 
Response to Comment 3: 
 
See Response to Comment 2, above. 
 
Comment 4: 

 
 
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: 
 

• A determination of safe yield of the San Bernardino Basin Area (“Basin Area”); 
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• 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; 

• 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 

• 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: 
 

 
 
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 well0respinse model by Durbin (1974), and Durbin and Morgan (1978) of the 
USGS. 

3. A more complex groundwater flow model by Hardt and Hutchinson of the USGS. 
4. The USGS basin Flow Model developed by Danskin of the USGS. This model formed the basis 

for the current model refinement. 
5. Updated USGS model code (MODFLOW-2000) and added a solute transport component. 
6. Refinement USGS model cell size from 820 ft. by 820 ft. to 102.5 ft. by 102.5 ft. 
7. Modified the USGS model from two layers to five layers. 
8. Extended the end of the model period from 2000 to 2006. 
9. Refined the annual stress periods from 1983 to 2006 to monthly stress periods. 
10. Developed TCE and PCE solute transport models. 

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: 
 

• Interaction between surface streams and groundwater, 
• Groundwater flow, 
• Groundwater quality, 
• Groundwater path lines, 
• Travel distances of groundwater contaminant plumes, 
• Groundwater budgets, 
• Artificial recharge and associated growth and decay of groundwater mounds, 
• Potential liquefaction, and  
• Aquifer 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 

2004 
Santa Ana River Water Rights 
Applications for Supplemental 
Water Supply Draft EIR 

Groundwater Flow, Particle 
Tracking, Groundwater Quality, 
Groundwater Recharge, 
Subsidence 

WMWD/ 
SBVMWD 

2005 
Riverside-Corona Feeder Project- 
Phase I Groundwater Modeling 
Results 

Groundwater Flow, Particle 
Tracking, and Groundwater 
Quality 

WMWD 

2007 
Upper Santa Ana River Watershed 
Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan 

Groundwater Flow and 
Groundwater Quality 

Upper Santa Ana 
Water Resources 
Association 

2009 
San Bernardino Basin Area-Refined 
Basin Flow Model and Solute 
Transportation Model Report 

Groundwater Flow, Groundwater 
Quality, Potential Liquefaction, 
Groundwater Budgets 

SBVMWD 

 
Per the request of the Institutional Controls Groundwater Management Program (ICGMP)23, 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: 

• DWR Bulletin 104-5 (1970) 
• CDMG Special Report 113 (1976) 
• USGS Open-File Report 81-576 (1980) 
• GEOSCIENCE (1993) 
• Wildermuth Environmental (2000) 
• USGS Open-File Report 00-193 (2000) 

                                                            
23 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: 

 

 
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: 

 
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: 
 

• Direct infiltration from precipitation 
• Recharge from local runoff generated by precipitation 



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

  2-103 

• Artificial 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 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 2008.24 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).25 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.  
  

                                                            
24 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. 
25 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 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 lbs/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: 

 
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 SBVMWD’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: 
 

 
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: 

 
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: 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
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. 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); 

2. 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; 

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

4. See item 1, above. 

5. See item 1, above. 

6. 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. 
 

7. 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 ¼-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: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

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

 
Comment 1: 

 
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 techniques), 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: 
 

 
 

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, tTraffic 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: 

• 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; 

• 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; 

• procedures to limit lane closures during peak hours to the extent possible; 
• haul routes that would minimize truck traffic on local roadways to the extent possible; 
• detours for bicycles and pedestrians in all areas potentially affected by project 

construction; 
• 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; 

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

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

• 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; 

• 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; 

• 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; 

• procedures to store construction materials only  in designated areas; 
• coordination with local transit agencies for temporary relocation of routes or bus stops 

in work zones, as necessary; and 
• plans to restore all roads disturbed during project construction to their preconstruction 

condition, pursuant to franchise agreements with an applicable jurisdiction;. 
• provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on 

and off site; and 
• 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: 
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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 NOX 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 NOX 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 
regulations. 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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Comment 4: 
 

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

 
Ref. # 

Source 
Activity Mitigation Measure26 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost27 

A 

Active 
demolition 
and debris 
removal 

Apply water every 4 hours to 
the area within 100 feet of a 
structure being demolished, to 
reduce vehicle trackout. 

36%  ND 

B Trackout 

Use a gravel apron, 25 feet 
long by road width, to reduce 
mud/dirt trackout from 
unpaved truck exit routes. 

46%  

$1,360/year 
(gravel apron 
dimensions:  
50’ x 30’ x 3” 
thick) 

C1 
Post-
demolition 
stabilization 

Apply dust suppressants (e.g., 
polymer emulsion) to 
disturbed areas upon 
completion of demolition. 

84% 
For actively 
disturbed 
areas. 

$5,340/acre-
year (Useful 
life of 1 year) 

C2 

Windblown 
dust from 
inactive 
areas28 

Apply chemical soil 
stabilizers on inactive 
construction areas (disturbed 
lands within construction 
projects that are unused for at 
least four consecutive days). 

Up to 
80% 

Wind erosion 
from inactive 
areas. 

ND 

D Demolition 
Activities 

Apply water to disturbed soils 
after demolition is completed 
or at the end of each day of 
cleanup. 

10% 
14-hour 
watering 
interval. 

$68–81/acre-
day 

E Demolition 
Activities 

Prohibit demolition activities 
when wind speeds exceed 25 
mph. 

98% 

Estimated for 
high wind days 
in absence of 
soil 

$1.36 per 8 
hour day idled 

                                                            
26Unless 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. 
272003 dollars. 
28Reference: U.S. EPA, "AP-42, Vol. I." Pg. 11.2.4-1 
(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/old/ap42/4th_edition/ap42_4thed_withsuppsa_f.pdf). 
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Ref. # 

Source 
Activity Mitigation Measure26 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost27 

disturbance 
activities. 
Demolition of 
1,000 ft2 
structure on 1.2 
acres. 

F Construction 
Activities 

Apply water every 3 hours to 
disturbed areas within a 
construction site. 

61% 
3.2-hour 
watering 
interval. 

ND 

G 
Scraper 
loading and 
unloading 

Require minimum soil 
moisture of 12% for 
earthmoving by use of a 
moveable sprinkler system or 
a water truck. Moisture 
content can be verified by lab 
sample or moisture probe. 

69% 

AP-42 
emission factor 
equation for 
materials 
handling due to 
increasing soil 
moisture from 
1.4% to 12%. 

$138/acre 
(sprinkler 
system to 
maintain 
minimum soil 
moisture of 
12%) 

H Construction 
traffic 

Limit on-site vehicle speeds 
(on unpaved roads) to 15 mph 
by radar enforcement. 

57% 

Assume linear 
relationship 
between PM10 
emissions and 
uncontrolled 
vehicle speed 
of 35 mph. 

$22/inspection 
$180/sign 

 Source 
Component Mitigation Measure29 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency

References 
& 

Assumptions 

Estimated 
Cost30 

I Grading 
Replace ground cover in 
disturbed areas as quickly as 
possible. 

5%31 

EPA, “Control 
of Fugitive 
Dust Sources” 
EPA-450/3-88-
008, 
September 
1988 

ND 

J Grading 
All trucks hauling dirt, sand, 
soil, or other loose materials 
are to be tarped with a fabric 

91% 
Arizona 
Department of 
Transportation 

ND 

                                                            
29Unless 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. 
30 2003 dollars. 
31 Higher than 5% control efficiency may be used. However, please provide the supporting analysis and data in the environmental 
documentation. 
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Ref. # 

Source 
Activity Mitigation Measure26 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost27 

cover and maintain a 
freeboard height of 12 inches. 

Construction 
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: 
 

Source 
Activity Mitigation Measure32 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost33 

Conveyors Continuous water spray at 
conveyor transfer point 62% 

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

ND 

                                                            
32Unless 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. 
332003 dollars. 
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Source 
Activity Mitigation Measure32 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost33 

moisture content. 

Storage 
piles 

Require construction of 3-
sided enclosures with 50% 
porosity for storage pile. 

75% 

Determined through 
modeling of open area 
windblown emissions 
with 50% reduction in 
wind speed and assuming 
no emission reduction 
when winds approach 
open side. 

$109/year 
(useful life 
of 15 
years; pile 
volume = 5 
yd3) 

Storage 
piles 

Water the storage pile by 
hand at a rate of 1.4 
gallons/hour-yard2, or apply 
cover when wind events are 
declared. 

90%  ND 

Storage 
pile wind 
erosion 

Require construction of 3-
sided enclosures with 50% 
porosity. 

75% 

Determined through 
modeling of open area 
windblown emissions 
with 50% reduction in 
wind speed and assuming 
no emission reduction 
when winds approach 
open side 

$109/year 
(Useful 

life of 15 
years; pile 
volume = 5 

yd3) 

Storage 
pile wind 
erosion 

Water the storage pile by 
hand or apply cover when 
wind events are declared. 

90%  
$22/day 

(100 cubic 
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, WMWD’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: 
 

Source 
Activity Mitigation Measure34 

PM10 
Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost35 

Travel 
over 
unpaved 
roads 

Limit maximum speed on 
unpaved roads to 25 miles 
per hour. 

44% 

Assumes linear 
relationship between 
PM10 emissions and 
vehicle speed and an 
uncontrolled speed of 45 
mph. 

ND 

Travel 
over 
unpaved 
roads 

Pave unpaved roads and 
unpaved parking areas. 99% 

Based on comparison of 
paved road and unpaved 
road PM10 emission 
factors. 

$44,100/mile-
year (useful 
life of 25 
years) 

Travel 
over 
unpaved 
roads 

Implement watering twice a 
day for industrial unpaved 
road. 55%  ND 

Travel 
over 
unpaved 
roads 

Apply chemical dust 
suppressant annually to 
unpaved parking areas. 84%  

$5,340/acre-
year (useful 
life 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. 
 
  

                                                            
34Unless 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. 
352003 dollars. 
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SCAQMD recommends the following from their website: 
 

Ref. # Source Activity Mitigation Measure36 
PM10 Control 

Efficiency Comments 
Estimated 

Cost37 

K Windblown dust 
from disturbed 
areas38 

Plant tree windbreaks on the 
windward perimeter of 
construction projects if 
adjacent to open land. 

4% (15% for 
mature trees)  ND 

L Windblown dust 
from disturbed 
areas4 

Plant vegetative ground cover 
in disturbed areas as soon as 
possible. 

15%  ND 

 
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 NOX and PM (together with other criteria pollutants and CO2), 
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 CO2 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. 
 

                                                            
36Unless 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. 
372003 dollars. 
38Reference: SCAQMD, SIP for PM10 in the Coachella Valley, 1990, Pg 5-15. 
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Comment 5: 

 
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 NOX and PM. See Response to 
Comment 3, above. 
 
Comment 6: 

 
 
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: 
 

MM Air 2: During construction of the proposed improvements one of the following options 
must be used to supply the power needs for boring/tunneling operations: Prior to construction 
of the proposed improvements, 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-emission power sources/supplies as 
appropriate and feasible. prior to construction of the proposed improvements, arrangements will 
be made with Southern California Edison to provide temporary construction power at the 
boring/tunneling sites (67 percent reduction) 

 
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: 
 

 

 
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. 

2. 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. 

 
3. 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: 

 
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 regulations. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES
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Response to the Pechanga Cultural Resources,  
Temecula Band of Luiseño Mission Indians 

Letter Dated March 8, 2011 

 
Comment 1: 
 

 

 
 
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: 
 

 
 
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 Luiseño 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: 
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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: 
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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: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
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: 
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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 to 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 
making the determination of cultural affiliation. Prior to grading, WMWD shall contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to determine the Most Likely Descendent 
(MLD) within any given Reach where the pipeline is to be constructed. WMWD shall enter into 
a pre-excavation agreement for one paid monitor with the Native American tribe identified by 
the NAHC as the MLD for each Reach of project construction where undisturbed native soils 
will be affected and sensitive resources are likely. In the event of an accidental discovery, the 
archaeological monitor will comply with State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. To respond 
to the expressed desire of each tribe to monitor construction 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: 

 
 
Response to Comment 7: 
 
See Response to Comments 1 and 4, above.  
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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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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, 

  
    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: 

 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference, 

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on- and off-site, 

 Reroute construction trucks away from sensitive receptor areas, 

 Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization,  

 Ensure that all vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained 
according to manufacturers’ specifications, 

 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:  

 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. 
 

 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. 

 
 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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 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. 

 
 For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to 

the mitigation measure tables located at the following website: 
www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html. 

 
 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.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm 

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

 MM Air 2: During construction of the proposed improvements require the use of 
electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline power 
generators one of the following options must be used to supply the power needs for 
boring/tunneling operations: 1) use natural gas fueled generator sets; 2) use low 
emission, duel fueled generator sets; or 3) prior to construction of the proposed 
improvements, arrangements will be made with Southern California Edison to 
provide temporary construction power at the boring/tunneling sites (67 % reduction)1. 

 
 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm






































‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Debbie_Allen@nps.gov [mailto:Debbie_Allen@nps.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 5:11 PM 
To: Witherall, Amy J 
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/lc/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 
              () 
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(2340), 
Joe Carriero(2310) 
 
Regional Lead Reviewer  Alan Schmierer (PWR‐O) 
 
Regional Reviewers 
 
Alan Schmierer(PWR‐O), Debbie Allen(PWR‐O), Michael Elliott(IMDE), 
Elaine_Jackson‐Retondo(PWR‐O), Lee Kreutzer(PWR‐O), Sharon Powell(PWR‐O), Mark 
Rudo(PWR‐O), Michael Taylor(PWR‐O) 
 
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‐O) 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. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
% San Francisco, CA 94105

— 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 (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 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 Defmitions”). 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.

Sincerely,

sJ[__

Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager
Communities and Ecosystems Division
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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
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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 enviromnental 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.

‘EO” (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 EPA 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 (CEO).

ADEOUACY 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 EIS 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 infonnation, 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 Imuacting the Environment.
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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 Oualitv and Management

Include additional information on the risk ofcontamination 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 ETS (PETS) 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.)

ii) 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), perchiorate,
trichloroethylene (TCE), or other contaminates. Describe the probable end uses,
applicable drinldng 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
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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 PER, we recommend providing a summary of
this information and any conclusions in the current FEIS.

Describe the effectiveness andfeasibility ofproposed remediesforproject-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 weilhead treatment (p. 1.0-33). EPA recommends the FEIS provide
additional details on how the mitigation measures wifi be selected, prioritized, and implemented.
This will likely depend upon the contaminants that require mitigation, but some specffics 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 welihead treatment technologies and other remedies that would be used
to achieve acceptable levels of VOC, perchiorate, 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 wifi 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 wifi be made to comply with any future
changes in this regard, and planners should track potential water quality standards that
may affect future development.
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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
groundwaterplumes 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 intennediate 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 Supply Management

Include a description ofRCF operations, monitoring, accounting, and management
procedures. The RCF proposes conjunctive use of surface and groundwater, whereby purchased
imported surface water wifi 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 managementprinciples. 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.
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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:

• 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.

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

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

Include a more rigorous evaluation ofgrowth 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
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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.
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