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Chapter 5 
Mandatory CEQA Considerations 

5.1 Environmental Effects Found To Be  
Less than Significant 

Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain a 
statement briefly indicating the reasons that various, possible, new significant 
effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 
discussed in detail in the EIR. 

Kern County has engaged the public to participate in the scoping of the 
environmental document.  Comments received during scoping have been 
considered in the process of identifying issue areas that should receive attention 
in the EIR.  The contents of this Draft EIR were established based on an Initial 
Study/NOP prepared in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, as well as 
public and agency input that was received during the scoping process. 

Those specific issues that are found to have no impact or less-than-significant 
impacts during preparation of the Initial Study/NOP do not need to be addressed 
further in this EIR.  Based on the findings of the NOP and the results of scoping 
(Appendix A), a determination was made that the EIR need not address in detail 
the following topics: 

� aesthetics, 

� public services, and 

� recreation. 

After further study and environmental review in this Draft EIR, the following 
environmental issues were determined to be less than significant, or could be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels with mitigation measures: 

� agricultural resources, 

� biological resources, 

� cultural resources, 

� geology and soils, 
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� hazards and hazardous materials, 

� hydrology and water quality, 

� land use and planning, 

� mineral resources, 

� noise, 

� population and housing, 

� public services, 

� recreation,  

� transportation and traffic, and 

� utilities and service systems. 

5.2 Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot 
Be Avoided 

Section 15126.2 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any 
significant impacts, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to less 
than significant.  The following impact was determined to be significant and 
unavoidable after the project complies with all regulatory, statutory and all 
feasible and reasonable mitigation measures: 

� Cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the 
Project region is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State 
ambient air quality standards (Chapter 4.2 includes a full discussion of this 
impact). 

Irreversible Impacts   
Section 15126(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides the following direction 
for the discussion of irreversible changes: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the 
project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.  Primary impacts and, particularly, 
secondary impacts (such as highway improvements which provides access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar 
uses.  Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents 
associated with the project.  Irreversible commitments of resources should be 
evaluated to ensure that current consumption is justified. 

Determining whether the Project would result in significant irreversible impacts 
requires a determination of whether key resources would be degraded or 
destroyed with little possibility of restoration. 
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The Project would result in an irreversible commitment of energy resources, 
primarily in the form of fossil fuels (e.g., fuel, oil, natural gas, and gasoline) for 
construction equipment.  However, this amount is small and relatively 
insignificant.   

The Project would include the installation of up to 40 new groundwater wells and 
two lift stations, which would use propane or electricity.  The entire Project lies 
within the service area of Southern California Edison Electric Company, and the 
Southern California Gas Company (California Energy Commission 2005).  
Electrical utility lines cross the area proposed for the recharge basins.  Gas 
utilities are adjacent to the recharge basin area.  Propane would be purchased 
directly from local providers.  Therefore, the Project would not require the 
construction of new utilities infrastructure. 

Significant Cumulative Impacts 
According to Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the term cumulative 
impacts “…refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.” Individual effects that may contribute to a cumulative impact may be 
from a single project or a number of separate projects. Individually, the impacts 
of a project may be relatively minor, but when considered along with impacts of 
other closely related or nearly projects, including newly proposed projects, the 
effects could be cumulatively significant.  A list of projects used in the 
cumulative analysis is contained in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” and a full 
discussion of all cumulative impacts for each impact is contained in Chapter 4.  
The following impact was determined to be a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impact that cannot be avoided after all regulatory, statutory, and 
feasible and reasonable mitigation measures: 

� Cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the 
Project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standards. 

Growth-Inducing Impacts 
Section 21100(b)(5) of CEQA requires an EIR to discuss how a proposed project, 
if implemented, could induce growth and the impacts of that induced growth (see 
also State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126).  CEQA requires the EIR to 
specifically discuss (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[d]): 

the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 
the surrounding environment. 

Evaluation of the growth-inducing impacts of the Project is based on a qualitative 
analysis of the direct impacts of constructing and operating the Project and the 



Kern County Planning Department  Chapter 5  Mandatory CEQA Considerations

 

 
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
5-4 

April 2006

J&S 05303.05
 

indirect impacts that could result from use of the Project.  This evaluation of 
potential growth-inducing impacts addresses whether the Project would directly 
or indirectly: 

� foster economic, population, or housing growth; 

� remove obstacles to growth; 

� increase population growth that would tax community service facilities; or 

� encourage or facilitate other activities that cause significant environmental 
impacts. 

Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states specifically, “It must not 
be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of 
little significance to the environment.”  In other words, growth inducement is not 
to be considered adverse per se; impacts on resources resulting from growth may 
be too far removed from the actions of the agency to require mitigation by the 
agency.  The goal of the EIR in this regard, therefore, is one of disclosure. 

5.3 Relationship to Senate Bill 610 and  
Senate Bill 221, 2001 

City and county land use decisions are based on a number of different factors, 
including economics, population dynamics, state law, and local policy.  Water 
supply is often a secondary concern.  At the same time, according to California 
law, water suppliers are required to serve the needs of users within their service 
areas (e.g., Swanson v. Marin Municipal Water Dist. (1976) 56 Cal.App.3d 512, 
524 [water district has a “continuing obligation to exert every reasonable effort to 
augment its available water supply in order to meet increasing demands”]). 

In an effort to improve coordination between water supply and land use planning, 
the State enacted in 2001 SB 610 and SB 221, which require cities and counties 
to obtain assessments of the availability of water to supply large new 
developments and to obtain assurance from water suppliers that sufficient water 
is available on a long-term basis before approving these new developments.  
Although neither of these statutes applies to the proposed Project, the Project 
would potentially affect the outcome of SB 610 and SB 221 assessments by 
improving the reliability of long-term water supplies.  

The combined effect of SB 610 and SB 221 is to impose upon cities and counties 
the ultimate responsibility for determining the sufficiency and availability of 
water as part of their environmental review and approval processes.  SB 610 and 
SB 221 require that water supply agencies inform land use jurisdictions regarding 
the availability of water supplies, type of infrastructure necessary to deliver the 
water, and impact of new development on supply reliability.  SB 610 allows local 
land use agencies to approve development, despite a water agency’s conclusion 
that the supplier’s reliability levels would be compromised.  Specifically, a water 
supplier could report to the local land use agency that water supplies are 
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insufficient, and development could still proceed regardless, should the land use 
authority decide to procure alternate supplies or, in the case of SB 610, adopt a 
statement of overriding considerations with respect to significant water supply 
impacts.  While SB 610 and SB 221 do attempt to increase the consideration of 
water supply factors in development decision making, many proposed projects 
are not of a scale large enough to trigger the requirement to prepare a water 
supply assessment pursuant to SB 610 (i.e., 500 or more residences, 
nonresidential uses that would supply more than 1,000 persons, or mixed-use 
projects that would have a water demand equivalent to the demand of 500 
residential units). 

5.4 Current Projections of Growth 
Regional planning documents and California Department of Finance (2000) data 
sets, and the California Water Plan Update (DWR 1998) were consulted for 
information related to current and future land use, population statistics, and 
planned growth rates.   

California is a rapidly growing state.  Its population is estimated to have 
increased by approximately 16% between 1990 and 2000 (California Department 
of Finance 2000) to a total of approximately 34 million people.  The population 
is expected to rise to more than 47 million by 2020 (DWR 1998). 

The Project is intended to serve primarily SWP contractors in Kern, Los Angeles, 
Orange, and San Diego counties   Table 5-1 shows the projected population 
growth between 2005 and 2025 (in 5-year increments) for those counties. 

Table 5-1.  Population Forecasts 

County 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 

Kern1 771,300 871,600 972,700 1,088,600 N/A 

Northern  
Los Angeles2 614,502 735,262 852,964 967,387 1,076,013 

Los Angeles2 10,872,806 11,453,269 11,966,736 12,469,271 12,946,947 

Orange2 3,103,377 3,291,628 3,369,745 3,433,609 3,494,394 

San Diego1 3,149,900 3,388,400 3,591,300 3,863,500 NA 

Sources:  1  California Department of Finance 2000; 2  Southern California 
Association of Government 2004. 

 
SWP contractors serving eastern Kern County and Los Angeles, Orange, and San 
Diego counties and their annual SWP water entitlements are listed below. 
(http://swpdelivery.water.ca.gov/SWP%20Delivery%20Reliability.final.2002.pdf)   

� AVEK—141,400 af; 

� Castaic Lake Water Agency—95,200 af; 
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� Little Rock Creek Irrigation District—2,300 af; 

� Metropolitan Water District of Southern California—2,011,500 af; 

� Palmdale Water District—21,300 af; and 

� San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District—28,800 af. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) states in part that an EIR should 
discuss: 

…the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 
the surrounding environment.  Included in this are projects which would remove 
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment 
plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas).  
Increases in the population [that] may tax existing community service facilities, 
requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 
environmental effects.  Also [the EIR should] discuss the characteristic of some 
projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.   

Some guidance for dealing with growth-inducing impacts when the location and 
extent of the impacts is to some extent speculative is provided by the Court’s 
ruling in Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of 
Supervisors ([2001] 91 Cal. App. 4th 342).  The sufficiency of analysis of 
growth-inducing impacts was an issue contested in that case.  In its decision, the 
Court provided the following guidance: 

…the EIR must discuss growth-inducing impacts even though those 
impacts are not themselves a part of the project under consideration, and 
even though the extent of the growth is difficult to calculate. 

It does not follow, however, that an EIR is required to make a detailed 
analysis of the impacts of a project on housing and growth.  Nothing in 
the [CEQA] Guidelines, or in the cases, requires more than a general 
analysis of projected growth.  [Emphasis added.]  The detail required in 
a particular case necessarily depends on a multitude of factors, including, 
but not limited to, the nature of the project, the directness or indirectness 
of the contemplated impact and the ability to forecast the actual effects 
the project will have on the physical environment…Indeed, the purpose 
of CEQA would be undermined if the appropriate governmental agencies 
went forward without an awareness of the effects a project will have on 
areas outside of the boundaries of the project area.  That the effects of a 
project will be felt outside of the project area, however, is one of the 
factors that determines the amount of detail required in any discussion.  
Less detail, for example, would be required where those effects are more 
indirect than effects felt within the project area, or where it [would] be 
difficult to predict them with any accuracy. 

Because it cannot be known if the Project will cause growth in any 
particular area, and because the Project most likely will not be the sole 
contributor to growth in any particular area, it is not, however, reasonable 
to require the FSEIR [Final Supplemental EIR] to undertake a detailed 
analysis of the results of such growth. 
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Neither CEQA itself, nor the cases that have interpreted it, require an EIR 
to anticipate and mitigate the effects of a particular project on growth [in] 
other areas. 

The FSEIR need not forecast the impact that the housing will have on as 
yet unidentified areas and propose measures to mitigate that impact.  That 
process is best reserved until such time as a particular housing project is 
proposed. 

Two CEQA-related concepts are important to keep in mind in determining the 
level of analysis to be provided.  First, CEQA is concerned with identifying 
impacts related only to physical changes in the environment.  To evaluate the 
growth-related physical changes in the environment that may occur from a 
project, it is necessary to identify where and to what extent future growth will 
occur.  The direct growth-related impacts of a water supply project would 
involve localized economic impacts, such as job growth and temporary increased 
demand for housing related to project construction.  The indirect impacts of 
water supply projects are related to the physical changes (i.e., new construction) 
that would occur as a result of the additional water supplies being available to 
local governments.  It can be difficult to identify with any degree of precision 
potential indirect growth-related impacts resulting from an increase in water 
supply when the area subject to the increase is large and the specific locales that 
may receive additional water are not known. 

The second important concept to keep in mind is that CEQA does not require 
undue speculation in predicting actual environmental consequences (State CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15144, 15145).  Thus, while it is acknowledged that additional 
water supplies can be growth-inducing, it is the responsibility of the lead 
agencies to describe the impacts of their project only to the extent that those 
impacts can be either known or reasonably predicted.  Further, lead agencies are 
not required to adopt mitigation for impacts that require a great deal of 
speculation even to describe, and that are ultimately not within their control or 
statutory authority.  (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Board of 
Supervisors [2001] 91 Cal.App.4th 342.) 

The Project would increase the reliability and flexibility of water supplies for 
SWP contractors with existing entitlements.  Although the Project does not 
include applications to appropriate water, it could remove or reduce an obstacle 
to growth because the available water supply would be increased as a result of 
greater reliability or flexibility.  The degree to which the Project could remove an 
obstacle to growth is limited by uncertainties in the amount of SWP water that 
would be available to the Project, decreases in water supplies that have been 
available to southern California historically, and the size of the Project relative to 
planned growth in southern California. 

If the Project could be fully utilized, on average, up to 90,000 af per year of 
water could be made available (100,000 af recharged minus 10% leave-behind) 
to entities holding SWP entitlements.  The actual amount of increase in the 
available water supply would be significantly less than 90,000 af because water 
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would not be available for recharge in all years and the full recharge capacity is 
unlikely to be used in most years.   

Additionally, future water supplies from the Owens Valley and Colorado River 
that have been available to southern California historically will not be available 
in the same quantities as in the past.  Dust mitigation measures to be 
implemented in the Owens Valley by LADWP will require approximately 
40,000 af of water per year (LADWP 2005).  The amount of Colorado River 
water available to southern California is decreasing as Arizona and Nevada grow 
and demand more of their apportionments (MWD 2005).  The relatively small 
increase in reliability afforded by the Project is unlikely to fully compensate for 
the decreasing reliability of other water supplies serving southern California.  
Thus, the Project may be used to meet current demand as these other supplies 
become less available or reliable. 

Various estimates have been developed regarding household water demand, 
ranging from 0.5 af per year (MWD 2005) to 1.2 af per year (AVEK 2005).  The 
water demands associated with current projections of growth for eastern Kern 
County, Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties over the next 20 years 
(approximately 3,700,000 people) far exceed the capacity of the proposed 
Project.  By itself, AVEK’s projections of water supply shortfalls approach the 
annual capacity of the proposed Project (AVEK 2005).  The Project is not 
oversized such that it would induce growth throughout the region that it might 
potentially serve. 

Although the Project is not oversized and may not completely compensate for the 
decreasing reliability of other water supplies serving southern California, it could 
nonetheless remove or reduce an obstacle to some level of growth.  It cannot be 
known precisely when and where future growth may occur in Antelope Valley, 
Los Angeles County, Orange County, or San Diego County.  It is, however, 
reasonable to assume that most of the growth would occur in accordance with 
current city and county general plans.  By providing increased reliability, the 
Project could enable such jurisdictions to approve a larger aliquot of their 
planned growth than might have been possible under SB 610 and SB 221 without 
the Project.  Removal or reduction of an obstacle to growth could accommodate 
growth that has already been planned for in those areas.  Growth that could occur 
as a result of the removal of this obstacle could affect agricultural resources, air 
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hydrology and water quality, 
noise, transportation and traffic, and utilities and services.     

 



 
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
6-1 

April 2006

J&S 05303.05
 

Chapter 6 
Alternatives 

6.1 Introduction 
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states:  

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  

This chapter provides a description of Project alternatives and a comparative 
evaluation of the potential environmental effects of the Project relative to the 
alternatives.  Five alternatives are analyzed in detail in this EIR: 

� Alternative A:  no project  

� Alternative B:  other locations in or near Antelope Valley, 

� Alternative C:  use of injection wells to place imported surface water into the 
aquifer, 

� Alternative D:  traditional (surface) reservoirs to store imported surface 
water, and 

� Alternative E:  in-lieu recharge. 

This chapter describes the screening process for alternatives used in this planning 
effort and the differences in the construction-related and operation-related 
environmental effects expected under each alternative compared to the proposed 
Project.  The preferred alternative is identified. 

As indicated in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” the Project would entail 
importing water from the SWP via the East Branch of the California Aqueduct to 
the Project for recharge and storage underground.  When needed, up to 90% 
stored water would be recovered for delivery to various water agencies, such as 
those in Kern, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties.    
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6.2 Alternatives Screening Process 
An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the 
project location that feasibly would attain the basic project objectives while 
avoiding or substantially lessening the significant environmental impacts of the 
project.  Alternatives may be eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIR if 
they fail to meet the basic project objectives, are determined to be infeasible, or 
cannot be demonstrated to avoid or lessen significant environmental impacts. 

Alternatives analyzed in this EIR were developed considering Project objectives 
and significant environmental impacts of the Project. 

Project Objectives 
The applicant has stated that the primary purpose of the Project is to provide 
additional water storage to supply the needs of Antelope Valley and, potentially, 
other regions of southern California, through facilities that are of sufficient size 
and scope to be both cost effective and environmentally sound.  To accomplish 
this purpose, the primary Project objective is to import SWP water when it is 
available (typically, wet years) for recharge and storage underground, and then 
recover it when needed.  A secondary objective is to leave some of the recharged 
water in the aquifer to aid in recovery of overdraft or to slow the decline of the 
water table.  A third objective is to continue farming Project lands using organic 
farming practices when the land is not being used for recharge purposes. 

The applicant’s objectives for the Project are to: 

� enhance water supply reliability and flexibility in a cost-effective and 
environmentally sound manner; 

� help reduce aquifer overdraft;  

� allow continuation of agricultural uses on Project lands; and  

� encourage conjunctive use, where appropriate. 

Site characteristics that are important for water recharge and recovery projects 
are summarized in Table 6-1.  

Significant Environmental Impacts of the Project 
Significant potential impacts are identified for the following subject areas:  
agricultural resources, air quality, biology, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, and traffic.  
Mitigation measures have been proposed that would reduce all potential impacts 
to less than significant levels except for the Project’s cumulatively considerable 
net increase of criteria pollutants for which the Project region is in non-



Table 6-1.  Important Water Bank Siting Criteria 

Hydrogeologic Criteria 
Sandy near surface soils (0–15 feet below ground surface, bgs) with an average vertical saturated hydraulic 
conductivity of at least 0.5 foot/day 
No significant, laterally continuous hardpan, silts, or clays between the surface and the current water table 
At least 100 feet of dewatered aquifer space for water storage.   
At least 300,000 af of available storage space 
The portion of the aquifer in which water is to be stored should be isolated hydrogeologically from large urban 
pumping centers. 
Average well yields of at least 1,000 gpm 
No California Title 22 water quality criteria or USEPA Maximum Contaminant Level exceedances in 
groundwater 
No significant leachable salts remaining in soils (i.e., long-term irrigation has already leached most salts) 
Water Availability Criteria 
At least two available water sources 
No California Title 22 water quality criteria or USEPA Maximum Contaminant Level exceedances in source 
water 
A history of having used the source surface water locally with no adverse impact on native groundwater 
Water available over at least 4 months in wet years 
Location and Conveyance Criteria 
Within the service area of a water agency with responsibility for delivering surface water supplies 
Uphill of the major pumping plants to take advantage of off-peak pumping costs when available 
Topographically lower than conveyances used to deliver water into the facility to minimize storage costs 
Topographically higher than client agencies that would use the storage to minimize delivery costs 
Near to at least two regional conveyances 
Electrical and gas utility lines available within 1 mile  
Existing wells and piping that could be incorporated into the facility 
At least 200 cfs of wheeling capacity in regional conveyances 
Economic Criteria 
An ability to continue obtaining agricultural revenues from the land through organic farming during non-recharge 
periods (up to 70% of the time) 
Environmental and Permitting Criteria 
Well documented historical land use and crop types 
No historical land uses that could have left behind leachable concentrations of contaminants that could 
significantly degrade groundwater when mobilized by recharge operations 
No current or past surrounding land uses that would degrade groundwater quality (1-mile radius) 
In a county that is familiar with water banks and accepts water banks as compatible with Williamson Act 
contracts 
No wetlands, or other waters of the United States  
Political and Land Use Criteria 
Local need  
No known historical or current opposition to water banking 
Available parcels not significantly subdivided 
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attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standards.  
This cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable. 

6.3 Alternatives Analyzed in the  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

The following alternatives have been evaluated for their feasibility and their 
ability to achieve the Project objectives while avoiding, reducing, or minimizing 
significant impacts identified for the Project.  These alternatives (with the 
exception of the No-Project Alternative) could meet some of the Project 
objectives.   

The degree to which these alternatives substantially lower the significant impacts 
identified for the Project is discussed below.  All subject areas for which 
significant impacts were identified are analyzed for each alternative, although at 
a more general level than in Chapter 4, as provided by CEQA. 

6.4 Comparison of Alternatives   
Alternative A:  No-Project Alternative 

No project would mean that a project to store available SWP water underground 
in the western Antelope Valley would not developed.  The Willow Springs 
Specific Plan (WSSP) would not be amended, and 640 acres would not be 
included in Agricultural Preserve No. 24.  The properties would continue to be 
used primarily for agriculture. 

Impact Analysis 

If the Project were not constructed, the potential adverse impacts related to the 
Project would not occur.  Air quality and noise impacts associated with ongoing 
agricultural operations, however, would continue.  Additionally, beneficial 
impacts associated with Project, such as enhancing water supply reliability and 
helping reduce the rate of aquifer overdraft, also would not occur. 
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6.5 Alternatives 

Alternative B:  Other Locations in or near Antelope 
Valley 

Characteristics 

This alternative would entail construction of a similar project at a different 
location that can feasibly receive SWP water, store it, and have the water be 
recoverable and feasibly returnable to the SWP.  Based on the selection criteria 
described above, WDS considered eight specific locations in greater detail.  
Three locations had highly permeable near-surface soils—the proposed Project 
location, a site approximately 7 miles west of the proposed Project, and a site 
approximately 7 miles southwest of the proposed Project.   

Impact Analysis 

Agricultural Resources 

Potential agricultural impacts associated with adverse soil and crop effects from 
elevated groundwater levels under Alternative B would likely be less than those 
associated with the proposed Project because the alternative sites have less 
agricultural development. 

Air Quality 

Air quality impacts under Alternative B would be same as those associated with 
the proposed Project because the size of the projects, the nature of construction 
impacts (disturbance of large areas and volumes of soil), and operations impacts 
(emissions from fossil-fuel powered pumps) would be the same.  Alternative B 
would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for 
which the region is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State 
ambient air quality standards.  This cumulative impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Biology 

Biological impacts associated with Alternative B would be similar although 
greater than those of the proposed Project.  They would be similar in nature 
because they would occur in similar habitats.  The impacts would be greater, 
however, because recharge basins associated with Alternative B would disturb a 
greater area of natural habitat, whereas the proposed Project would locate the 
recharge basins in agricultural areas. 



Kern County Planning Department  Chapter 6  Alternatives

 

 
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
6-5 

April 2006

J&S 05303.05
 

Cultural Resources 

Potential impacts on cultural resources would be expected to be greater for 
Alternative B than the proposed Project.  Alternative B considers locations closer 
to the western and southern edges of Antelope Valley.  These alternative 
locations would be considered more sensitive for cultural resources than the 
valley floor because analyses of previous cultural surveys in the western end of 
the Antelope Valley suggests that the valley floor has a low sensitivity for 
prehistoric and historical cultural resources. 

Geology and Soils 

Potential soil erosion and topsoil impacts under Alternative B would be same as 
those associated with the proposed Project because the size of the projects and 
the nature of construction impacts (disturbance of large areas and volumes of 
soil) would be the same.   

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impacts under Alternative B associated with potential hazardous materials 
releases would be same as those associated with the proposed Project because the 
size of the projects and the nature of hazardous materials use would be the same.  
Impacts under Alternative B associated with potential increases in mosquito 
populations would be same as those associated with the proposed Project because 
the size of the projects and the nature of recharge activities (e.g., seasonality, 
depth of water, duration of recharge) would be the same.  The proposed Project 
could affect flight operations within the R-2508 Complex if the recharge basins 
were to attract birds.  These birds could create a bird air strike hazard.  
Alternative B would present a similar potential impact, and, although the 
alternate locations would be located farther from Edwards Air Force Base, they 
nonetheless lie within the R-2508 Complex.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Potential impacts on hydrology and water quality would be expected to be the 
same for Alternative B and the proposed Project because the nature of 
construction and operation would be the same.  The location 7 miles west of the 
proposed Project, however, has not been irrigated with SWP water historically, 
and arsenic in groundwater has been identified as a potential concern.   

Noise 

Potential impacts related to noise impacts would be expected to be the same for 
Alternative B and the proposed Project because the nature of construction and 
operation would be the same.   
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Transportation and Traffic 

Potential impacts on traffic would be expected to be the same for Alternative B 
and the proposed Project because the nature of construction and operation would 
be the similar, although locations considered for Alternative B would not cross 
State Route 138.   

Alternative C:  Use of Injection Wells 

Characteristics 

This alternative would entail the installation of injection wells for recharge, 
rather than infiltration basins.  Based on extrapolation of pilot tests performed in 
Lancaster, WDS estimates that approximately 189 injection wells would be 
needed to provide the same recharge capacity as the proposed Project and that the 
capital costs of building an injection well system would be more than 
$91 million.  Additionally, imported water would have to be treated before being 
injected in order to remove suspended solids that would otherwise clog the well 
or the aquifer formation.  Therefore, a water treatment system would need to be 
constructed and then operated for the duration of the project.  

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works proposed a small-scale 
injection well project in Antelope Valley in 2003, the Waterworks District No. 40 
Antelope Valley Aquifer Storage and Recovery Project (California Office of 
Planning and Research 2005).   

Impact Analysis 

Agricultural Resources 

Potential agricultural impacts associated with adverse soil and crop effects from 
elevated groundwater levels under Alternative C would be the same as those 
associated with the proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

Temporary construction-related air quality impacts would be less than those of 
the proposed Project because no recharge basins would be constructed.  
However, ongoing operations-related impacts would be greater than those 
associated with the proposed Project because pumps would have to be operated 
to inject the imported surface water into the aquifer.  Alternative B would result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the 
region is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air 
quality standards.  This cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Biology 

Potential biological impacts associated with Alternative C would be marginally 
less than those associated with the proposed Project.  Although Alternative C 
would have a smaller project footprint because recharge basins would not be 
constructed, the recharge basins would have little impact on biological resources 
because the proposed Project would locate them on agricultural lands.  Biological 
impacts associated with construction of recovery wells and delivery pipelines 
would be the same as those associated with the proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources 

Potential impacts on cultural resources associated with Alternative C would be 
marginally less than those associated with the proposed Project.  Although 
Alternative C would have a much smaller project footprint because recharge 
basins would not be constructed, the proposed Project would locate the recharge 
basins in an area that has a low sensitivity for cultural resources and has been 
extensively disturbed by agricultural practices. 

Geology and Soils 

Potential geology and soils impacts associated with Alternative C would be less 
than those associated with the proposed Project because in Alternative C the 
recharge basins would not be constructed.  Impacts associated with construction 
of recovery wells and distribution pipelines would be the same as those 
associated with the proposed Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Construction-related impacts under Alternative C associated with potential 
hazardous materials releases would be less than those associated with the 
proposed Project because the recharge basins would not be constructed.  
Similarly, impacts under Alternative C associated with potential increases in 
mosquito populations would be less than those associated with the proposed 
Project because there would not be large open water bodies.  Alternative C would 
not create potential bird air strike hazards because recharge basins would not be 
constructed. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Potential hydrology and water quality impacts associated with Alternative C are 
greater than those associated with the proposed Project.  Under the proposed 
Project, imported surface water placed in the recharge basins is “filtered” as it 
passes through subsurface soils.  Left untreated, injection of the imported surface 
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water would deliver both dissolved and suspended materials directly into the 
aquifer. 

Noise 

Temporary construction-related noise impacts would be less than those of the 
proposed Project because no recharge basins would be constructed.  Impacts 
associated with construction of recovery wells and distribution pipelines would 
be similar to those associated with the proposed Project.  However, ongoing 
operations-related impacts would be greater than those associated with the 
proposed Project because pumps would have to be operated to inject the imported 
surface water into the aquifer. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Temporary construction-related traffic impacts would be less than those of the 
proposed Project because no recharge basins would be constructed.  Impacts 
associated with construction of recovery wells and distribution pipelines, 
including crossing State Route 138, would be the same as those associated with 
the proposed Project.   

Alternative D:  Aboveground Storage 

Characteristics 

This alternative would entail construction of a reservoir at a location with 
suitable characteristics.  The topography and soil permeability of the proposed 
Project site are not suitable for a reservoir.  

A specific location for an off-stream reservoir has not been proposed in Antelope 
Valley; however, Reclamation and the DWR have considered facilities of similar 
capacity for the southern San Joaquin Valley.  With a capacity of 450,000 af, the 
Yokohl Valley Reservoir is an example of such a project.  As envisioned, water 
from the Friant-Kern Canal, when available, would be pumped to the reservoir.  
When needed, the water would be released from the reservoir back to the Friant-
Kern Canal via Yokohl Creek.  Initial investigations that assessed the feasibility 
of the Yokohl Valley Reservoir found it would have a surface area of 
approximately 4,550 acres and would require a total of 9,280 acres of land 
acquisition.  Construction costs were estimated to be $350 million, exclusive of 
land acquisition, reservoir clearing, road construction or relocation, and needed 
environmental mitigation (Montgomery Watson Harza 2003) 

Lake Isabella, constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1953, is 
another example of a Kern County reservoir.  Its capacity of 568,000 af is 
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comparable to that of the Project.  Lake Isabella has a surface area of 
approximately 14,000 acres (Reclamation 2005). 

Impact Analysis 

Agricultural Resources 

Potential agricultural impacts associated with adverse soil and crop effects from 
elevated groundwater levels under Alternative D would be less than those 
associated with the proposed Project because the water would not be stored 
underground. 

Air Quality 

Construction-related impacts on air quality would be greater than those of the 
proposed Project because, in order to achieve the desired storage capacity, a 
much larger area would be disturbed.  Alternative D would result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the region 
is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality 
standards.  This cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Biology 

Impacts on biological resources likely would be greater than those of the 
proposed Project because, in order to achieve the desired storage capacity, a 
much larger area would be disturbed. 

Cultural Resources 

Impacts on cultural resources likely would be greater than those of the proposed 
Project because, in order to achieve the desired storage capacity, a much larger 
area would be disturbed. 

Geology and Soils 

Impacts on cultural resources likely would be greater than those of the proposed 
Project because, in order to achieve the desired storage capacity, a much larger 
area would be disturbed. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials would be greater than 
those of the proposed Project.  The greater surface area associated with a 
traditional reservoir would likely attract more birds that could present hazards to 
aviation. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Potential hydrology and water quality impacts associated with Alternative D are 
greater than those associated with the proposed Project.  Under the proposed 
Project, imported surface water placed in the recharge basins is filtered as it 
passes through subsurface soils.  Storage of imported surface water in reservoirs 
would not provide this benefit, and the water recovered from such a reservoir 
may require additional treatment.  Importantly, water stored in a surface reservoir 
would not offer the benefits of helping reduce the aquifer overdraft condition that 
exists in Antelope Valley. 

Noise 

Construction-related noise impacts would be greater than those of the proposed 
Project because, in order to achieve the desired storage capacity, a much larger 
area would be disturbed.  Operations-related noise impacts may be similar to the 
proposed Project, depending on the location of the reservoir and the pumps 
required to deliver water back to the SWP. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impacts on transportation and traffic likely would be greater than those of the 
proposed Project because, in order to achieve the desired storage capacity, a 
much larger area would be disturbed. 

Alternative E:  In-Lieu Recharge 

Characteristics 

In-lieu recharge refers to the practice whereby overlying pumpers, most often 
farmers, substitute imported surface water supplies for those supplies that 
otherwise would have been pumped from the underlying aquifer.  Water supplies 
banked by in-lieu means are not physically introduced into the aquifer (except for 
a small quantity), but instead a like amount of water is not pumped from the 
groundwater basin.  Water customers are offered surface water supplies at rates 
that are competitive with the cost of pumping groundwater.  This price incentive 



Kern County Planning Department  Chapter 6  Alternatives

 

 
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
6-11 

April 2006

J&S 05303.05
 

encourages them to purchase surface water supplies, which are banked, instead of 
pumping groundwater.   

The major drawback to in-lieu recharge is that the ability to bank water is limited 
by customer demand, which frequently does not coincide with the availability of 
water to be banked.  This limitation obviously constricts the overall ability of a 
region to bank water based on the annual agricultural demand.  This constriction 
is exacerbated further because agricultural water demand is most often at its peak 
during summer months, while surplus water supplies, which would be available 
for banking, are most often available during winter and early spring.   

According to AVEK’s Draft Urban Water Management Plan, the entire 
agricultural demand for surface water in AVEK’s service territory is anticipated 
to be less than 8,000 af/yr (AVEK 2005).  Additionally, as previously stated, the 
seasonal demand does not necessarily coincide with the availability of imported 
SWP water.   

Impact Analysis 

Agricultural Resources 

Potential agricultural impacts associated with adverse soil and crop effects from 
elevated groundwater levels under Alternative E would be similar to those 
associated with the proposed Project because both projects would store water 
underground.  

Air Quality 

Construction-related air quality impacts would be less than those of the proposed 
Project because no recharge basins would be constructed.  However, ongoing 
operations-related impacts would be the same as those associated with the 
proposed Project because pumps would still need to be operated to recover and 
deliver the water back the California Aqueduct.  Alternative E would result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the region 
is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality 
standards.  This cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Biology 

Potential biological impacts associated with Alternative E would be similar to 
those associated with the proposed Project.  Although Alternative E would have a 
smaller project footprint because recharge basins would not be constructed, the 
recharge basins would have little impact on biological resources because the 
proposed Project would locate them on agricultural lands.  Impacts associated 
with construction of delivery pipelines would be the same as those associated 
with the proposed Project. 
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Cultural Resources 

Potential impacts on cultural resources associated with Alternative 4 would be 
marginally less than those associated with the proposed Project.  Although 
Alternative E would have a much smaller project footprint because recharge 
basins would not be constructed, the proposed Project would locate the recharge 
basins in an area that has a low sensitivity for cultural resources and has been 
extensively disturbed by agricultural practices. 

Geology and Soils 

Potential geology and soils impacts associated with Alternative E would less than 
those associated with the proposed Project.  Alternative E would have a smaller 
project footprint because recharge basins would not be constructed.  Impacts 
associated with construction of delivery pipelines would be the same as those 
associated with the proposed Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Construction-related impacts under Alternative E associated with potential 
hazardous materials releases would be less than those associated with the 
proposed Project because the recharge basins would not be constructed.  
Similarly, impacts under Alternative E associated with potential increases in 
mosquito populations would be less than those associated with the proposed 
Project because there would not be large open water bodies.  Alternative C would 
not create potential bird air strike hazards because recharge basins would not be 
constructed. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Potential water quality impacts associated with Alternative E are the same as 
those associated with the proposed Project.  However, the proposed Project could 
recharge and recover water whenever it is available.  The capacity and flexibility 
of an in-lieu program would be limited by the demand for irrigation water. 

Noise 

Temporary construction-related noise impacts would be less than those of the 
proposed Project because no recharge basins would be constructed.  Impacts 
associated with construction of delivery pipelines and recovery of the water 
would be the same as those associated with the proposed Project.   
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Transportation and Traffic 

Temporary construction-related traffic impacts would be less than those of the 
proposed Project because no recharge basins would be constructed.  Impacts 
associated with construction of delivery pipelines would be the same as those 
associated with the proposed Project.   

Summary of Alternatives Comparison 
The proposed Project is preferred over the other alternatives considered for 
environmental and other reasons.  Table 6-2 compares the relative degree of 
potential environmental impacts of each of the alternatives with the proposed 
Project. 

Table 6-2.  Degree of Potential Environmental Impact for Each Alternative Compared to the Proposed 
Project 

Resource Area 
Alternative B 

Alternate Location 
Alternative C  

Use of Injection Wells 
Alternative D 

Aboveground Storage 
Alternative E  

In-lieu Recharge 

Agricultural 
Resources 

+ + + = 

Air quality = – – + 

Biological resources – + – + 

Cultural resources – + – + 

Geology and soils = + – + 

Hazards and 
hazardous materials 

= + – + 

Hydrology and water 
quality 

– – – – 

Noise = – – + 

Transportation and 
traffic  

= = – + 

+  fewer impacts than the proposed Project. 
–  greater impacts than the proposed Project. 
=  relatively equivalent to the proposed Project. 

 

Alternative A (No-Project Alternative) 

If the Project were not constructed, the potential adverse impacts related to the 
Project would not occur.  Air quality and noise impacts associated with ongoing 
agricultural operations, however, would continue.  The No-Project Alternative 
would not satisfy the Project objectives.  Specifically, it would not: 
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� enhance water supply reliability and flexibility, 

� help reduce the rate of aquifer overdraft, and  

� encourage conjunctive use. 

Alternative B (Alternate Location) 

Alternative B could result in greater adverse impacts related to biological 
resources, cultural resources, and water quality.  Although Alternative B could 
reduce the potential for bird air strike hazards because it could be located farther 
from Edwards Air Force Base, it would nonetheless lie within the R-2508 
Complex.  Therefore, the proposed Project is preferred for environmental 
reasons.  The proposed Project also offers greater storage capacity than alternate 
locations that have been identified. 

Alternative C (Use of Injection Wells) 

Alternative C would result in greater adverse impacts related to air quality, water 
quality, and noise.  Although the proposed Project could result in greater impacts 
on biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, and traffic, this 
increase is associated with construction in disturbed agricultural areas and 
represents a marginal increase.  Alternative C would not create a bird air strike 
hazard.  Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures reduces impacts of 
the proposed Project on those resources to less-than-significant levels.   

The applicant estimates that capital costs would be twice as great using injection 
wells compared to the recharge basins.  Operational costs are greater because the 
imported surface water must be treated before it is injected to reduce the levels of 
suspended sediments that would otherwise clog the injection pump and/or the 
aquifer formation.  Additional costs are incurred to actively pump the treated 
water into the aquifer, rather than relying on gravity as the proposed Project does.  
Because of the high capital costs of installing and operating injection wells, this 
alternative is not financially viable.   

Alternative D (Aboveground Storage) 

Because of its much larger project footprint, Alternative D would likely result in 
greater adverse impacts related to agricultural resources, air quality, geology and 
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and traffic.  
Therefore, the proposed Project is preferred for environmental reasons.  
Additionally, because of the high capital costs of constructing a reservoir, this 
alternative is not financially viable. 
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Alternative E (In-Lieu Recharge) 

Alternative E could result in greater adverse impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality, but with respect to other environmental considerations, it is an 
attractive alternative.  This alternative, however, does not offer the flexibility 
desired by municipal water agencies because operations would be constrained by 
irrigation demands.  If irrigation demand were low, available water could not be 
recharged.  If irrigation demand were high, capacity might not be available to 
recover or deliver the stored water.  Therefore, while in-lieu banking is a feasible 
alternative to direct recharge under the right conditions and could be 
implemented successfully in the Antelope Valley, the overall agricultural demand 
in the Antelope Valley would not allow the amount of recharge proposed by the 
Antelope Valley Water Bank.  This alternative does not meet the proponent’s 
objectives concerning capacity, reliability, and flexibility. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
An EIR must identify the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed 
Project.  Alternative A, No Project, would be environmentally superior to the 
proposed Project on the basis of avoidance of physical environmental impacts.  
The CEQA Guidelines require that, if the no-project alternative is found to be 
environmentally superior, “the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative among the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126[e][2]). 

The proposed Project and all of the alternatives (except Alternative A) would 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which 
the region is in non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air 
quality standards.  This cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable 
for all alternatives.  With implementation of the proposed mitigation, all other 
significant potential impacts associated with the proposed Project would be 
reduced to less than significant levels.  In terms of effects on the environment, 
none of the alternatives would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project.   
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Chapter 7 
Responses to Comments  

To come 
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Chapter 8 
Organizations and Persons Consulted 

Alexanian, Sorin.  Planner.  County of Los Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning, Los Angeles, CA.  November 8, 2005—e-mail correspondence. 

Arron, Allen.  Project Manager for the LA & Kern County Regulatory Branch.  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, LA District, California.  September 8, 2005.  
Phone call. 

Asserson, Bill.  Wildlife Biologist.  California Department of Fish and Game.  
Bakersfield, California.  September 1, 2005.  Phone call.   

Chmiel, Frank.  Planner 3.  Kern County Planning Department, Bakersfield, CA.  
June 13, 2005—e-mail correspondence. 

Deakin, Dwight. Edwards Air Force Base., October 2005—telephone calls. 

Dyas, Keith.  Edwards Air Force Base.  2 November 2005—Phone call. 

Ellis, Jim.  Planning Operations Division Chief.  Kern County Planning 
Department, Bakersfield, CA.  July 26, 2005—telephone conversation. 

Griese, Bill.  Edwards Air Force Base.  2 November 2005—Phone call 

Hagan, Mark.  Biologist.  Edwards Air Force Base.  Edwards Air Force, 
California.  August 10, 2005.  Phone call.  Thompson, Rocky.  Wildlife 
Biologist.  California Department of Fish and Game.  Ridgecrest, California.  
August 24, 2005.  Phone call 

Hagan, Mark.  Edwards Air Force Base.  2 November 2005—Phone call. 

Harris, Scott.  Biologist.  California Department of Fish and Game.  Lancaster, 
California.  February 9, 2006—Phone Call. 

Jeglum, Pam.  Edwards Air Force Base.  2 November 2005—Phone call. 

Kratz, Cei.  District Manager.  Antelope Valley Mosquito Abatement District.  8 
November 2005—Phone conversation. 
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Lin, Annie.  Planner.  County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, 
Los Angeles, CA.  July 21, 2005—e-mail correspondence. 

Nienke, Barry.  Traffic Engineer.  Kern County Roads Department, Bakersfield, 
CA.  27 July 2005—Phone call. 

O’Rullian, Bill. Vector Control Program Supervisor.  Kern County 
Environmental Health Services.  18 July 2005—Phone conversation. 

Parisi, Tony.  China Lake Naval Weapons Station.  October 2005—Phone call. 

Tong, Glenn, Engineer, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 
Palmdale, CA, 13 March 2006—Phone call. 
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Chapter 9 
List of Preparers 

9.1 Kern County Planning Lead Agency 
� Ted James, AICP—Planning Director 

� David B. Rickels, AICP—Planning Division Chief 

� Lorelei Oviatt, AICP—Supervising Planner 

� Don Kohler—Planner 1  

9.2  Jones & Stokes 

Project Management Team 
� Alan Solbert⎯Project Director 

� Jim James⎯Project Manager 

� Laurel Armer⎯Project Coordinator 

Technical Team 
� Alan Solbert⎯Mandatory CEQA Considerations, Hydrology and Water 

Quality 

� Jim James⎯Introduction, Executive Summary, Project Description, 
Mandatory CEQA Considerations, Alternatives 

� Laurel Armer⎯Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Population and Housing, 
Utilities and Service Systems 

� John Jarecki⎯Agricultural Resources, Land Use and Planning 

� Lynn Wall⎯Air Quality, Noise 

� Dave Buehler⎯Noise 

� Tim Rimpo⎯Air Quality 
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� Kate Carpenter⎯Biological Resources 

� Will Kohn⎯Biological Resources 

� Brad Schaeffer⎯Biological Resources 

� Terry Rivasplata⎯Mandatory CEQA Considerations 

� Mark Robinson⎯Cultural Resources 

� Gabriel Roark⎯Cultural Resources 

� Ken Casaday⎯ Geology, Seismicity, and Soils; Mineral Resources  

� Jennifer Barnes⎯Transportation and Traffic 

� Russ Grimes⎯Hydrology and Water Quality 

� Lisa Harmon⎯Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

� Josh Johnson⎯Geographic Information Systems 

� Liz Irvin—Lead Technical Editor  

� Christina Hur—Technical Editor 

� Julie Engebretson⎯Technical Editor 

� Darle Tilly⎯Technical Editor 

� Carol-Anne Hicks—Publications Specialist 

� Corrine Ortega—Publications Specialist 
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