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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TED JAMES, AICP, Director

2769 "M" STREET, SUITE 100
-+ BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301-2323

< fAX: (661) 862-3601 TTY Retay 1-800-735-2929

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

DAVID PRICE IlI, RMA DIRECTOR
Community & Economic Development Department
Engineering & Survey Services Department
Environmenta] Heslth Services Department

E-Mail: plansing@cekern.oa.ny
Web Address: www.cskernca.ovplanning

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
TO:  See Attached Mailing List FROM: Kemn County Planning Department
Attn: Don Kohler
DATE: September 21, 2005 2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF THE ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER BANK
PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Kemn County Planning Department as Lead Agency (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15052 has required that a
Project Environmental Impact Report (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15161) be prepared for the project identified
below. The Planning Department solicits the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental
information, which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your
agency will need to use the EIR prepared for our agency when considering your permit or other approval of projects.

Due to the limits mandated by State law, your response must be received by October 20, 2005 at 5pm.

Jursuant to Section 21083.9 of the Public Resources Code a Scoping Meeting conducted by the Kern County
Planning Department to receive agency comments on the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will be held

on the following date and at the following location: October 4, 2005 at 1:30 p.m. at the Kern County Planning
Department located at 2700 M Street, Bakersfield, CA.

PROJECT TITLE: Specific Plan Amendment 13, Map 232; Specific Plan Amendment 2, Map 233; Agricultural
Preserve No. 24 Inclusion (Antelope Valley Water Bank by Western Development and Storage, LLC) (PP 05283).

PROJECT LOCATION: The Project area is located in an unincorporated area of southern Kemn and northern Los
Angeies County, T9N, R 15 W, Section 25 and T9N, R 14 W, Sections 30 & 31, SBB&M, about 10 miles west of the
unincorporated community of Rosamond.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant, Western Development and Storage, LLC (WDS) is proposing to
construct the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project (Project). The purpose of the Project is to develop a facility to
recharge and store imported surface water beneath properties in the west end of the Antelope Valley, California. The
area proposed for recharge and recovery facilities is zoned A (Exclusive Agricuiture), E (Estate), and A FPS (Exclusive
Agriculture; Flood Plain Secondary) Districts, but also includes approximately 640 acres of residentiat and industrial
designations under the Willow Springs Specific Plan.

Date: September 21, 2005 Signature:
Name: Don Kohler
Title: Planner ]
Telephone: (661) 862-8787

KohlerD@co.kern.ca.us
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Inyo County Planning Department
P.O. Drawer "L"
Independence, CA 93526

San Bernardino County

Office of Planning

385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415

Tulare County Planning & Development Dept.

Room 105-111
County Civic Center
Visalia, CA 93291-4503

China L.ake Naval Weapons Center
Commanding Officer Code (832120D)
Real Estate/Mail Stop 4003

China Lake, CA 93555-6108

U.S. Forest Service

Los Padres National Forest

6755 Hollister Avenue, Suite 150
Goleta, CA 93117

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control

District
1990 East Gettysburg Avenue
Fresno, CA 93726
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Kings County Planning Agency

Kings County Government Building #6
1400 West Lacey Boulevard

Hanford, CA 93230

San Luis Obispo County

Planring and Building Department
County Government Center

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Ventura County Planning Department
Attention Victor R. Husbands, Director
800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Edwards Air Force Base
AFFTC/XRX Bldg 0001, Rm 110
#1 South Rosamond Boulevard
Edwards AFB, CA 93524-1936

Eastern Kem Resource
Conservation District
P.O. Box 626
Inyokern, CA 93527

Community Development
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EIR 3-05 City of Arvin City of Bakersfield

PP052833 P.O. Box 548 Planning Department
0013/05 pd Arvin, CA 93203 1715 Chester Avenue
I Bakersfield, CA 93301

California City Planning City of Delano City of Maricopa

21000 Hacienda Boulevard P.O. Box 939 P.O. Box 548

California City, CA 93515 Delano, CA 93216 Maricopa, CA 93252

City of McFarland City of Ridgecrest City of Shafter

P.O. Box 1488 100 West California Avenue 336 Pacific Avenue

McFarland, CA 93250 Ridgecrest, CA 93555 Shafter, CA 93263

City of Taft City of Tehachapi City of Wasco

Planning and Building 115 South Robinson Street P.O. Box 190

209 East Kern Street Tehachapi, CA 93561-1722 Wasco, CA 93280

Taft, CA 93268

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1390
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Santa Barbara County
Planning and Development
123 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

U.S. Department of Interior/BLM
Ridgecrest Field Office

300 South Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service
San Joaquin Valley Branch Chief
2800 Cottage Way #W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Kern County Agriculture Department

Kern County Administrative Officer
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Kern County Engineering & Survey Svs/
Floodplain

Kern County Fire Department

Kern County Parks and Recreation

Kern County Roads Department

Kern County Superintendent of Schools
Attention Schifra Walder

1300 - 17th Street

Bakersfield, CA 93301

Rosamond Community Services Dist.
3179 - 35th Street West
Rosamond, CA 93560

Golden Empire Transit
1830 Golden State Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee
4067 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501

Sierra Club/Kern Keaweah Chapter
Arthur Unger

##%xPUT IN BUCKET ***

2ern California Gas Co.
Attention Trans. Dept.
9400 Oakdale Avenue
Chatsworth, CA 91313-6511
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Kem County Engineering & Survey Svs/
Survey

Kern County Library
Beale

Resource Management Agency
Special Projects/Fiscal Analysis

Kern County Waste Management Department

KemCOG

Kemn County Water Agency
P.0.Box 58
Bakersfield, CA 93302-0058

Kern Mosquito Abatement District
4705 Allen Road
Bakersfield, CA 93312-3429

Native American Heritage Council
of Kern County

P.O. Box 1507

Bakersfield, CA 93302

) Southern California Edison

Planning Dcpartment
421 West "J" Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Smart Growth Coalition
441 Vineland Road
Bakersfield, CA 93307
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Kern County Env Health Services Department

Kern County Museum

Kern County Sheriff's Department

Southern Kern Unified School District
P.O.Box CC
Rosamond, CA 93560

Local Agency Formation Commission
5300 Lennox Avenue, Suite 303
Bakersfield, CA 93309

City of Bakersfield

Parks & Recreation Dept.
4101 Truxtun Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Rosamond Disposal

1731 Sierra Highway

Rosamond, CA 93560

SBC California

Attention Cindy Lee

1250 East Ashlan Avenue
Fresno, CA 93704

Southern California Gas Company
1510 North Chester Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93308

Mary Ann Lockhart
P.O. Box GG
Frazier Park, CA 93225
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Mountaiﬁ Community Town Council, Inc
POBox 178
T..7jer Park, CA 93225

Southern San Joaquin Valley
Archaeological Information Center/CSUB
9001 Stockdale Highway

Bakersfield, CA 93311

CERTIFIED MAIL

California Regional Water Quality
Control Board/Central Valley Region
1685 E Street

Fresno, CA 93706-2020

Aerial Acres Water Systemn
P.O.Box 1112
North Edwards, CA 93523

Antelope Park Mutual Water Company
PO Box 1712

43337 N. 18th Street West

Lancaster, CA 93539

Antelope Valley United Water Purveyors
Jim Barletta, President

3507 E. Avenue H4

Lancaster, CA 93535

Averydale Mutual Water Company
3507 East Avenue H-10
Lancaster, CA 93534

Big Rock Mutual WaterCompany
Route 1, Box 25
Llano, CA 93536

omia Water Service Company
5015 West Avenue L-14, Ste 2
Quartz Hill, CA 93536
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Caltrans Permit Engineer
Ray Chopra
1226 Olive Drive

Bakersfield, CA 93308

Caltrans District 6
Planning/Land Bank Bldg.
P.O.Box 12616

Fresno, CA 93778

Department of Conservation/Division of

Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources
4800 Stockdale Highway, Suite 417
Bakersfield, CA 93309

Department of Water Resources
San'Joaquin District

3374 East Shields Avenue, Rm A-7
Fresno, CA 93726

Airway Mutual Water Company
POBOX 45T
Rosamond, CA 93560

Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency

' 6500 West Avenue N

Palmdale, CA 93551

Aqua J. Mutual Water Company
44740°V. 91st Street East
Lancaster, CA 93534

Association of Irrigation Water Users
Jim Payne.

3721 Knox Avenue

Rosamond, CA 93560-6410

Belch Flat Mutual Water Company.
46201 Kings Canyon Road
Lancaster, CA 93536

California City Planning Dept.
21 _000 Hacienda Bivd.
California City, CA 93515

A¥3IAV-0D-008-1 ————

trmnedl sanmens aann

&\ AVERY® s260m

Cuddy Valley Statistcal Consulting
11667 Steinhoff Road
Frazier Park, CA 93222

State Clearinghouse/Office of Planning and

Research
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

State Fish and Game
1130 East Shaw, Suite 206
Fresno, CA 93710

Antelope Mutual Water Company
Lake Hughes, CA 93532

Antelope Valley Progressive Club
810 East 84th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90001

Aqua J. Water company
9133 East Avenue J
Lancaster, CA 93539

Baxter Mutual Water Company
12501 East Avenue H
Lancaster, CA 93535

. Boron Community Service Dist.
. Russ Terill

i P.O.Drawer B

! Boron, CA 93516

Colorado Mutual Water Company
43841 N. 90th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535
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Crestmore Village Water Company

42975 Staffordshire Drive
-

aster, CA 93534

Edgemont Acres Water Company
P.O. Box 966
North Edwards, CA 93523

El Dorado Mutual Water Company
PO Box 900519
Palmdale, CA 93590

Golden Valley Municipal Water District
Caravann Inn
Gorman, CA 93536

J. L. Ralphs Water Company
49744 Gorman Post Road
Gorman, CA 93536

Lancaster Mutual Water Company
PO Box 25 ‘

54654 N. 20th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93534

Landale Mutual Water Company
PO Box 5808
Lancaster, CA 93539

Littlerock Creek Irrigation District
35141 East 87th Street

PO Box 128

Littlerock, CA 93543

Llano Mutual Water Company
Route |, Box 25

32810 South 165th Street East
Llano, CA 93544

ve Public Utility Dist.
15844 "K" Street
Mojave, CA 93501
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Crestmore Water Association
Paul Brinson

39839 - 9th Street East
Palmdale, CA 93550

Edwards Air Force Base

95 CEG/CERF

225 N. Rosamond Blvd., Bidg 3500
Edwards AFB, CA 93524-8540

Evergreen ‘Mutual Water Company
5347 East Avenue I
Lancaster, CA 93534

Green Grove Mutual Water Company
3157 East Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534

Lake Elizabeth Mutual Water Company
14960 Elizabeth Lake Road
Lake Elizabeth, CA 93532

Land of Promise Water Company
Ellen Baron »

HCR #1, Box 104A

Rosamond, CA 93560

Land Projects Mutual Water Company
c/o Mr. Nash

212 W. Avenue K

Lancaster, CA 93534

Llano Del Rio Water Company
32810 S. 165th Street East
Llano, CA 93544

L.A. County Water Works District
PO Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

North Edwards Water Dist.
13005 Claymine Road
P.O.Box 1147

North Edwards, CA 93523
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Desert Lake Community Services District
PO Box 567
Boron, CA 93596

Edwards Air Force Base

95 CEG/CERF/Propuision Lab Water
225 N. Rosamond Blvd., Bldg 3500
Edwards AFB, CA 93524-8540

40th Street Mutual Water Company
43031 N. 40th Strect East
Lancaster, CA 93534

Green Valley County Water District
39520 Calie Casada
Green Valley, CA 91350

Lancaster Mutual Water Company
44714 West 20th Street
Lancaster, CA 93536

Land Projects Mutual Water Company
8810 West Avenue E-8
Antelope Acres, CA 93536

Little Baldy Water Company
PO Box 7

30716 Largo Vista Lane
Llano, CA 93544

Llano Falls Mutual Water Company
PO Box I-F
Llano, CA 93544

L.A. County Water Works District
260 E. Avenue K-8
Lancaster, CA 93535

Old Timers Mutual Water Company
8757 East Avenue J
Lancaster, CA 93534
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Palm Ranch Irrigation District
PO Box 3396
1z Hill, CA 93586-0396

Reesdale Mutual Water Company
PO Box 496
Lancaster, CA 93534

16th Street East Tract Company
44601 N. 16t Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535

‘Sundale Mutual Water Company
PO Box 551
Lancaster, CA 93535

Tierra Bonita Mutual Water Company
5606 East Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93535

W & S Mutual Water Company
1055 El Medio
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

White Fence Farms Mutual Water Co., #1 & #2

41901 N. 20th Street West
Plamdale, CA 93551

Grimmway Farms
David Rizzo

PO Box 893
Lancaster, CA 93535

Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power
Environmental Affairs

111 North Hope Street, Rm 1044

Los Angeles, CA 90012

of Lancaster Public Works
44933 N. Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534
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Palmdale Water District
Dennis LaMoreaux
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, CA 93550

Rosamond Community Services Dist.
PO Box H

3179 - 35th Street West

Rosamond, CA 93560

Sleepy Valley Water Company
14220 Sierra Highway
Mint Canyon, CA 91390

Sunnyside Farms Mutual Water Company
PO Box 901025
Palmdale, CA 93590

Tweedy L_ak§ Corporation
24303 West Pine Canyon Road
Lake Hughes, CA 93532

West Valley County Water District
25315 Ideal Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93536

White Fence Farms Mutual Water Co., #3
2606 West Avenue N-8
Palmdale, CA 93551

Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power
PO Box 51111
Los Angelés, CA 90051-0100

Los Angeles Department of Public Works
900 S. Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803

City of Lancaster Planning Department
44933 N. Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534
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Quartz Hill Water District
PO Box 3218
Quartz Hill, CA 93586

Showdow Acres Mutual Water Company
PO Box 900669
Palmdale, CA 93590

Spring Valley Ranch Tract Water Company
43164 Lake Hughes Road
Lake Hughes, CA 93532

Tehachapi-Cummings County Water Dist.
Robert Jaspar, General Manager

P.O. Box 326

Tehachapi, CA 93561

Valencia Water Company
24631 Avenue Rockefeller
Valencia, CA 91355

Westside Park Mutual Water Company
1216 West Avenue J, Ste 500
Lancaster, CA 93534

Wilsona Garden Mutual Water Company
17135 East Avenue L '

PO Box 85

Lancaster, CA 93535

Antelope Valley Chapter BIA
104 East Avenue K-4, Ste B
Lancaster, CA 93535

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Dept.
Hall of Records (13th Floor)

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

City of Palmdale Public Works
38250 Sierra Highway
Palmdale, CA 93550
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City of Palmdale Planning Department

38250 Sierra Highway
T:ndale, CA 93550

Dave Pettijohn
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1461
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Los Angeles County Farm Bureau
Kathleen Burr

41228 - 12th Street West, Ste A
Palmdale, CA 93551

Tejon Ranch
Dennis Mullins
P.O. Box 1000
Lebec, CA 93243

Tule River Indian Tribe
Neil Peyron

P.O. Box 589 _
Porterville, CA 93258
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Judith Fuentes
47458 - 92nd Street West
Antelope Acres, CA 93536

Dept. of Water Resources/Div of Land & Right
of Way - Conny Anderson

PO Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236

AY Building Industry Association
Gretchen Gutierrez

104 E. Avenue K4, Ste B
Lancaster, CA 93535

R. L. Abott & Associates
5060 California Avenue, Ste 910
Bakersfield, CA 93309

Tejon Indian Tribe
Kathy Morgan
2234 - 4th Street
Wasco, CA 93280
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Forecast Land Company
PO Box 5553
Sherman Oaks, CA 91413

Los Angeles CountyWater Works District
900 South Fremont
Alhambra, CA 91803

Kern County Farm Bureau
801 South Mt. Vernon Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93307

Santa Rosa Rancheria
Clarence Atwell
P.O.Box 8

Lemoore, CA 93245
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Form A
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

SCH#
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613
Project Title: Antelope Valley Water Bank Project by Western Development and Storage
Lead Agency: Kemn County Planning Department Contact Person: Don Kohler
Mailing Address:2700 M Street, Suite 100 Phone: (661) 862-8787
City: Bakersfield Zip: 93301 County: Kern
Project Location:
County: Kem City/Nearest Community: Rosamond
Cross Streets: Avenue "A" and 170th Street West * Zip Code: 93560 Total Acres: 13,440
Assessor's Parcel No.  359-04-01, 11. 12, 17, 18 Section: _ 25/30831 _ Twp. _oN Range: 15w/ _Base: SBBaM
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: Waterways: Aw
Airports: Railways: Schools:
Document Type:
CEQA: {JNop [1 Supplement/Subsequent EIR NEPA: [ONoI Other: [1 Joint Document
[ Early Cons (Prior SCH No.) OEA [ Final Document
[ Neg Dec [] Other ) [] Draft EIS [] Other
Draft EIR {71 FONSI
Local Action Type:
‘L___] General Plan Update fi) Specific Plan [] Rezone [[] Annexation
[ General Plan Amendment [} Master Plan [ Prezone [] Redevelopment
(] General Plan Element [] Planned Unit Development [J Use Permit [] Coastal Permit
[ Community Plan [ Site Plan [] Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [] Other
Development Type:
[0 Residential:  Units Acres ' Water Facilities: Type _ Water Bank MGD
O Office: Sq.fi. Acres Employees. [] Transportation:  Type
[] Commercial: Sg.f1. Acres Employees. [ Mining: Mineral
[J Industrial: ~ Sg.ft. Acres Employees [] Power: Type Watts
[[] Educational ] Waste Treatment: Type
1 Recreational . [[] Hazardous Waste: Type
[ Other:
Funding (approx.): Federal § State § Total §
Project Issues Discussed in Decument:
Aesthetic/Visual Flood Plain/Flooding [[] Schools/Universities Water Quality
[xx] Agricultural Land [ Forest Land/Fire Hazard [] Septic Systems [0 Water Supply/Groundwater
[ Air Quality Geologic/Seismic [] Sewer Capacity (] Wetland/Riparian
Archeological/Historical [] Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading 3 wildlife
[[] Coastal Zone Noise [J Solid Waste Growth Inducing
Drainage/Absorption [ Popuiation/Housing Balance [ ] Toxic/Hazardous [x] Landuse
] Economic/Jobs ] Public Services/Facilities {ad Traffic/Circulation [x] Cumulative Effects
[] Fiscal [J Recreation/Parks [X] Vegetation [] Other

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: AGRIC.OLTORAL § Vit kD /
A (EXCLOSI\WVE AG) ) ELESTATE) 4 FPS (CLooD Puhind SECowb.ARey /
2.5 ( RESOLREE MbmT) ¢ ot (LIGAT WbusTRIAC) | $-3(ZESIDIoTWL) ;]

. o . S OMPREV \ . oPs
Project Description: 4.4 (CompPainioswisi Puan ARSA) ’ zz.-e,:c 2\ W \fga‘:‘ﬁ.ﬁ—\cv\%\" )
The applicant, Western Development and Storage, LLC (WDS) is proposing to construct the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project

(Project). The purpose of the Project is to develop a facility to recharge and store imported surface water beneath January 2004
properties in the west end of the Antelope Valley, California.

23




Reviewing Agencies Checklist Form A, continued

KEY
Resources Agency S = Document sent by lead agency
Boating & Waterways X = Document sent by SCH
.. v’ = Suggested distribution
Coastal Commission

Coastal Conservancy

Colorado I.{iver Board Environmental Protection Agency
C.onservahon ~ Air Resources Board
S Fish& Game: . California Waste Management Board
Forestry & Fire Protection SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
Office of Historic Preservation v SWRCB: Delta Unit
____Parks & Recreation SWRCB: Water Quality
Reclamation Board SWRCB: Water Rights
S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission Regional WQCB # ' )
Water Resources (DWR
- (OWR) Youth & Aduit Corrections
Business, Transportation & Housing Corrections
____Aeronautics Independent C issi & Offi
ndent Comm
California Highway Patrol P esions e

Energy Commission

S CALTRANS District# &

. Native American Heritage C issi
Department of Transportation Planning (headquarters) merican Herifage Lommssion

Public Utilities Commission

Housing & Community Development . )
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

|

- Food & Agriculture

Health & Welfare
Health Services

State Lands Commission

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

State & Consumer Services Other
General Services
OLA (Schools)

Public Review Period (o be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date _September 21, 2005 _ Ending Date OCtober 20, 2005
Signature y 4 . Date September 21, 2005
Lead Agency (Complete if applicable): For SCH Use Only:
Consulting Firm: :
' Date Received at SCH
Address:
. D :
City/State/Zip: ate Review Starts
Contact: Date to Agencies
Phone: ( ) Date to SCH
Clearance Date
Notes:
Applicant:
Address:
City/State/Zip:
Phone: ( )




Notice of Preparation
for the :
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project

Sﬁeciﬁc Plan Amendment No. 13, Map 232
Specific Plan Amendment No. 2, Map 233
Alteration of Boundaries of Agricultural Preserve No. 24 — Inclusion

(By Western Development and Storage, LLC)

Kern County Planning Department
2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Contact: Don Kohler
661/862-8787

Technical Assistance by:

Jones & Stokes
2600 V Street
Sacramento, CA 95818-1914
Contact: Jim James
916/737-3000



af
AVAQMD
AVEK
bgs
CEQA

cfs

610)

DHS
DWR
FMMP
KCAPCD
LAA#2
LADWP
LOS

NOx
NOP

Planning Department

PM10
Project
ROG
RWQCB
SWP
TSS
WDS
WSSP

Acronyms and Abbreviations

acre-feet

Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency
below ground surface

California Environmental Quality Act

cubic feet per second

carbon monoxide

California Department of Health Services
Department of Water Resources

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Kern County Air Pollution Control Di;trict
Los Angeles Aqueduct #2

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Level of Service

nitrogen oxides

Notice of Preparation

Kern County Planning Department
Particulate Matter

Antelope Valley Water Bank Project
Reactive Organic Gases

Lahonton Regional Water Quality Control Board
State Water Project

total suspended sediments

Western Development and Storage, LLC
Willow Springs Specific Plan

Notice of Preparation for the
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project

September 2005
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| Cha pter 1
Project Description

1.1 Introduction

The applicant, Western Development and Storage, LLC (WDS) is proposing to
construct the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project (Project). The purpose of the
Project is to develop a facility to recharge and store imported surface water
beneath properties in the west end of the Antelope Valley, California

(Figure 1-1). The area proposed for recharge and recovery facilities is zoned as
A (Exclusive Agriculture), E (Estate), and FPS (Flood Plain Secondary) Districts
but also includes approximately 640 acres of residential and industrial
designations under the Willow Springs Specific Plan Implementation of the
project will require:

®m  amendment of the Willow Springs Specific Plan to change various map code
designations;

®  inclusion of approximately 640 acres into Agricultural Preserve No. 24;

m  construction of wells and facilities and accessory structures needed for
ongoing maintenance and operation necessary to transport water; and

®  authorization and permits from various affected agencies.

Under the Project, water would be imported from the State Water Project (SWP)
via the East Branch of the California Aqueduct (Figure 1-1). When needed,
stored water would be recovered for delivery to various municipal water
agencies, such as those in Kern, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties. A
committee comprised of local and other interested representatives would be
established to monitor the impacts of recharge, storage, and recovery operations.

This chapter describes the Project. Chapter 2 presents a completed
Environmental Checklist Form for the Project. References cited in this document
are listed in Chapter 3.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 11
J&S 05303.05



Kern County : Project Description

1.2 Project Objectives

The applicant has stated 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. WDS conducted
an assessment of water storage needs and constraints and identified western
Antelope Valley as having suitable geographic and geologic features for such a
project.

WDS intends to either transfer the Antelope Valley Water Bank to a public
agency or agencies, or partner with such agencies and potentially other water
suppliers, wholesalers, and retailers to develop and/or operate the Antelope
Valley Water Bank. In general, imported SWP water would be recharged during
wet years and recovered when needed.

The Project is designed to:

B enhance water supply reliability and flexibility in a cost effective and
environmentally sound manner;
®  reduce groundwater overdraft; and

B encourage conjunctive use, where appropriate.

Important characteristics of the Project are summarized in Table 1-1.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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Table 1-1. Important Characteristics of the Project

Item

Project

Objectives

Source of recharge water
Recharge basin area

Total capacity

Annual capacity

Instantaneous recharge capacity
Instantaneous recovery capacity

Wells for recovery of stored
surface water

Project participants

Overdraft recovery

Monitoring committee

Notes:
af = acre-feet.

cfs = cubic feet per second.

Enhance water supply reliability and flexibility through a facility that is of
sufficient size and scope to be both cost effective and environmentally sound;
reduce groundwater overdraft; and encourage conjunctive use, where
appropriate

State Water Project

Approximately 1,200—1,500 acres

500,000 acre feet (“af”) of total storage capacity
100,000 af

Approximately 350 cfs

Approximately 250 cfs

Approximately 30 to 40 new wells
Use of existing wells as appropriate

Municipal water agencies, such as those in Kern, Los Angeles, and Orange
Counties

10% of recharged water left behind for overdraft recovery

Impacts on groundwater levels and water quality, would be monitored by a
committee, which may include, among others, representatives from the
owner/operator, neighboring land owners, Rosamond Community Service
District, and Antelope Valley State Water Project Contractors Association (a
Joint powers authority including the Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency,
Palmdale Water District, and Littlerock Creek Irrigation District).

1.3 Project Location and Setting

‘The Project area is located in an unincorporated area of southern Kern and
northern Los Angeles County, about 10 miles west of the unincorporated
community of Rosamond (Figure 1-1). Avenue A , the county line between
Kemn County and Los Angeles County, lies immediately south of the area
proposed for the recharge and recovery facilities (Figure 1-2).

1.3.1

Regional Setting

Antelope Valley is situated near the western edge of the Mojave Desert and is
defined by the Tehachapi Mountains to the northwest and the San Gabriel
Mountains to the southwest (Figure 1-1). The valley floor sits at an elevation of
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approximately 2,600 feet above mean sea level and slopes gently from northwest
to southeast. The climate is semiarid, and the area receives less than 10 inches of
rainfall annually. There are no nearby perennial waters.

The basin of the valley is underlain by several thousand feet of alluvial deposits
that eroded from adjacent mountain ranges. The recharge and recovery facilities
would be located in the Neenach Subbasin, one of 12 subbasins in the valley
(Figure 1-3). Near-surface soils are sand and gravel. Deeper deposits are sand
with some gravel, silt, and clay. Several fault zones that define the Neenach
Subbasin appear to restrict the movement of the groundwater between subbasins
(Figure 1-3).

Development in Antelope Valley began in the 1870s when the Southern Pacific
Railroad completed a rail line providing passage from Los Angeles to San
Francisco. Edwards Air Force Base, located about 15 miles east of the Project
site, was built in the 1930s and remains in use. Today, the defense and aerospace
industries are major employers. The cities of Palmdale and Lancaster are located
in Los Angeles County and are the largest cities in Antelope Valley (Figure 1-1).
These two cities have grown dramatically since the 1980s, and their populations
are estimated to exceed 150,000 each.

Historically, the groundwater table in Antelope Valley was 20150 feet below
ground surface (bgs). The advent of gasoline-powered groundwater pumps in the
early 1900s allowed for the expansion of agriculture in the valley, with alfalfa
being the principal crop. By the mid-1960s, the water table had dropped to more
than 300 feet bgs. With the availability of SWP water in the 1970s, farmers
began to rely on imported surface water as well as groundwater for irrigation, and
the water table has since stabilized at about 340 feet bgs. The groundwater
beneath the Project site is considered high quality, with no analytes exceeding
either state or federal drinking water criteria.

Local Setting

The area proposed for recharge and recovery facilities is bounded by:

- m Rosamond Avenue to the north,

®  Avenue A to the south (Kern County—Los Angeles County line),
m 170" Street West to the west, and
m  100™ Street West to the east (Figure 1-2).

Recharge and recovery facilities include a distribution pipeline, recharge basins,
recovery wells, and recovery pipelines. The land in the recharge and recovery
facilities area is made up of farmland and undeveloped land. The recharge and
recovery facilities would be located within a 21-square-mile area (13,440 acres),
with the recharge basins occupying 1,200-1,500 of these acres within the 1,920-
acre recharge basin area. The remainder of the 21-square-mile area would not be
disturbed, except for the pipeline alignments and wellhead areas. The parcels
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within the areas proposed for recharge are zoned as A (Exclusive Agriculture)
(Figure 1-4). The Kern County Zoning Ordinance states that the purpose of the
Exclusive Agriculture Zoning District is to designate areas suitable for
agricultural uses and to prevent the encroachment of incompatible uses onto
agricultural lands and the premature conversion of such lands to nonagricultural
uses. Uses in the Exclusive Agriculture Zoning District are limited primarily to
agricultural uses and other activities compatible with agricultural uses.

The Kern County Zoning Ordinance also defines a set of combining zoning
districts that can be applied to a parcel in conjunction with its base zoning
district. For example, a parcel zoned as Exclusive Agriculture (A) can also be
zoned as Flood Plain Secondary (FPS) if it is subject to relatively frequent, low-
velocity flooding. A number of parcels in the Project area are zoned in.this
manner. The FPS combining zoning district allows all the uses permitted by the
base zoning district but may apply additional prohibited uses in the interest of
protecting public health and safety and minimizing property damage caused by
flooding. The Project uses would be consistent with this zoning. The properties
proposed for the recharge basins also are designated as Prime Farmland and have
been farmed since at least the 1960s. Two of the properties are subject to
existing Williamson Act contracts.

The area proposed for recharge and recovery facilities is located within the
service area of the Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency (AVEK). Irrigation
water is provided by local groundwater wells and imported SWP water via the
AVEK West Feeder (Figures 1-1 and 1-2).

If needed, WDS would construct a 7-mile-long pipeline to deliver water to and
from the California Aqueduct. The new delivery pipeline would be aligned
parallel to an existing pipeline (Los Angeles Aqueduct #2 [LAA#2]), which
passes just west of the area proposed for recharge basins and runs through Los
Angeles County (Figure 1-2). The optional proposed delivery pipeline would run
south from the recharge and recovery facilities area, along 170" Street, until it
intersects the California Aqueduct, a distance of approximately 7 miles (Figure 1-
1). The land along the proposed pipeline alignment is predominately agrlcultural
or not developed.

1.4 Proposed Discretionary Actions

As part of the proposed project, the applicant is requesting approval of an
amendment to the Willow Springs Specific Plan and an inclusion for the
agricultural preserve. Each of these requests is described below.

1.41  Specific Plan Amendment

Land uses allowed in the project site are established and guided by the Land Use
Element of the Willow Springs Specific Plan. This document controls the type,
intensity, and distribution of land uses in a 79-square mile area in the eastern area

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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of the Kern County General Plan. The Willow Springs Specific Plan was
adopted in 1992 and identified a mix of residential, industrial and resource
management uses for the area combined with designations identifying constraints
due to military flight corridors, flood and comprehensive planning requirements
(Figure 1-4). This project will amend the Willow Springs Specific Plan as
follows (Figure 1-5):

®  Map Codes 8.5/2.85 (Resource Management—minimum 20 or 80-acre parcel
_ size; Military Flight Operations (60 dB)) to 8.1/2.85 (Intensive
Agriculture—minimum 20-acre parcel size; Military Flight Operations (60
dB)) on approximately 300 acres.

m  Map Codes 8.5/2.85/2.6 (Resource Management—minimum 20 or 80-acre
parcel size; Military Flight Operations (60 dB); Flood Hazard) to 8.1/2.85/2.6
(Intensive Agriculture—minimum 20-acre parcel size/Military Flight
Operations (60 dB; Flood Hazard) on approximately 50 acres.

®m  Map Codes 5.3/4.4/2.85 (Residential—maximum 10 units per net acre;
Comprehensive Plan Area; Military Flight Operations (60 dB)) to
8.1/4.4/2.85 (Intensive Agriculture—minimum 20-acre parcel size;
Comprehensive Plan Area; Military Flight Operations (60 dB)) on
approximately 320 acres.

m  Map Codes 7.1/4.4 (Light Industrial; Comprehensive Plan Area) to 8.1/4.4
(Intensive Agriculture—minimum 20-acre parcel size; Comprehensive Plan
Area) on approximately 320 acres.

The parcels proposed for recharge basins are currently zoned as A (Exclusive
Agriculture) and A FPS (Flood Plain Secondary Combining) Districts which are -
consistent with the proposed designations. Although the broader recharge and
recovery area includes parcels zoned Estate, WDS shall constrain development of
recovery wells to parcels that are zoned A (Figure 1-6). The recharge and
recovery components planned for the facility area are an allowable use in the A
zone district.

Agricultural Preserve Inclusion

The proposed land use designation change from residential and industrial to A
(Exclusive Agriculture) within the existing A zoning requires an alteration of the
boundaries of Agricultural Preserve No. 24 to include approximately 640 acres.
Agricultural Preserves have been established for the purpose of implementing the

_local Williamson Act Land Use Contract program and only property. designated

for conforming agricultural uses may qualify.
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1.5 Project Facilities

1.5.1 Project Phasing

The Project is proposed to be to constructed in two phases. Phase 1 would
involve construction of only the recharge and recovery facilities connecting to.
the AVEK West Feeder. This would allow WDS to operate the recharge and
recovery facilities within the current capacity of the AVEK West Feeder.

Phase 2 would involve connecting the recharge and recovery facilities to the
California Aqueduct to increase the total capacity of the Project. This could be
accomplished by either connecting the recharge and recovery facilities to the
LAA #2 (Option A), or by constructing the previously mentioned new pipeline,
approximately 7 miles long, parallel to the existing LAA #2 alignment (Option
B). Figure 1-2 shows both Phase 1 and Phase 2 components.

1.5.2 Phase 1 Fac;ilities

The facilities that would be constructed and operated during Phase 1 of the
Project are described below and include:

®  recharge basins on 1,200-1,500 acres (Figure 1-2);

B a4-mile-long distribution pipeline to dlsmbute water to and from the AVEK
West Feeder (Figure 1-2);

3040 new recovery wells and pumps, with use of existing wells as
appropriate; and

B approximately 21 miles of récovery pipelines to convey water from the
recovery wells back to the AVEK West Feeder.

1.5.21  Recharge Basins

WDS would construct basins to recharge SWP water in currently dewatered
portions of the underlying aquifer. Soils in the Project area would be
redistributed to create depressions and berms encompassing these depressions.
Between 400,000 and 700,000 cubic yards of soil would be disturbed, although
much of this disturbance would be in a manner that is similar to current farming
practices. This redistribution would require the use of heavy construction
equipment. The recharge basins would be divided into subbasins ranging from
1 to 50 acres, with an average area of approximately 20 acres each. Collectively
the subbasins would cover approximately 1,200-1,500 acres. Surface water
delivered to the basins would percolate through the subsurface of the basins to be
stored in the underlying aquifer.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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1.5.2.2  Distribution Pipeline

SWP water would be delivered to the recharge basins via the AVEK West
Feeder. This pipeline currently connects to the California Aqueduct south of the
Project area (Figure 1-1). The AVEK West Feeder pipeline is a 33- to 66-inch-
diameter, underground steel pipeline with a capacity of 225 cubic feet per second
(cfs). It also includes an existing diversion valve (Turnout 20A) near the
intersection of Gaskell Road and 140™ Street West, approximately 1 mile east of
the proposed location of the recharge basins (Figure 1-2).

To connect the recharge basins to the AVEK West Feeder (and the California
Aqueduct), an up to 84-inch-diameter pipeline (potentially sized to accommodate
Phase 2), approximately 4 miles long, would be installed from the VanDam
Turnout to the northwest corner of the recharge basin area, just east of LAA #2
(Figure 1-2). The distribution pipeline would be aligned along existing
roadways. The connection between the AVEK West Feeder and the distribution
pipeline would be buried and constructed of reinforced concrete pipe. The
VanDam Turnout would be upgraded with a pump (known as a lift station) to
allow delivery of water to the westernmost recharge basins. The upgraded
turnout also would allow recovered water to be delivered back into the AVEK
West Feeder. Although the new distribution pipeline would be buried,
aboveground features, such as air vents, may be associated with the new pipeline.

1.5.2.3 Recovery Wells

When needed, the stored water would be recovered using groundwater wells
similar to those already in use in the area for agriculture. Both existing and new
wells would be used to recover stored water. WDS estimates that approximately
10 existing wells would be used and that 30—40 new wells would need to be
constructed. Approximately 10 new wells would be initially installed in the
immediate vicinity of the recharge basins with additional wells added in later
years as needed. This approach will enable collection of data from the initial
well field so as to optimize the designs, numbers and locations of additional
wells.

Some of the wells would be located in the immediate vicinity of the recharge

- basins, and others would be located to the east and northeast of the recharge

basins (i.e., downgradient relative to the direction of groundwater flow) within
the area defined for recharge and recovery facilities (Figure 1-2). The ,
configuration of the wells and pipelines is in the preliminary design stage and
contingent on final design and securing of required access agreements. WDS
intends to construct pipelines and wells along existing roadways, and the
construction of wells will be restricted to areas zoned for agriculture. Most new
wells would be located on land owned by third parties, and easements or access
agreements would be required for their construction.
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September 2005

Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 1-8

J&S 05303.05



Kern County Project Description

1.5.2.4 Recbvery Pipelines

The recovered water would be collected via a system of buried pipelines (up to
21 miles of 14- to 38-inch-diameter pipe) for delivery back into the AVEK West
Feeder. All recovery pipelines would be aligned beneath agricultural land or
roadway shoulders. As noted above for new recovery wells, the configuration of
the wells and pipelines is in the preliminary design stage. The pipelines would
be located within the area defined for recharge and recovery facilities (Figure 1-
2). Most recovery pipelines would be located on land owned by third parties, and
easements or access agreements would be required for their construction.

1.5.3 Phase 2 Facilities

Phase 2 of the Project is made up of two options, Option A and Option B, to
increase the capacity of the recharge and recovery facilities beyond that available .
via the AVEK West Feeder. Both of the options would allow SWP water to be
delivered from the California Aqueduct to recharge facilities for storage and
would allow recovered water to be delivered back to the California Aqueduct.

1.5.3.1 Option A: Use of the Los Angeles
Aqueduct #2 -

Option A proposes to use LAA #2, which runs adjacent to the western border of
the area proposed for the recharge basins, to convey water between the recharge
and recovery facilities and the California Aqueduct. LAA #2 is a 120-inch-
diameter, underground steel pipeline with a capacity of 290 cfs, which passes
under the California Aqueduct approximately 7 miles south the recharge and
recovery area (Figure 1-1). WDS would construct a connection between the
LAA #2 and the California Aqueduct where the LAA #2 passes under the _
California Aqueduct. At that point, the California Aqueduct is a concrete-lined
canal with a capacity 0f 2,010 cfs. A concrete vault that could accommodate a
lift station already exists at this location.

WDS also would construct a connection between the LAA #2 and the western
end of the new 4-mile-long distribution pipeline (constructed during Phase 1).
Lift stations (pumps) would be installed at the connection between the LAA #2
and the California Aqueduct and at the connection between the LAA #2 and the
new 4-mile-long distribution pipeline (Figure 1-2).

1.5.3.2  Option B: Construction of a New Delivery
Pipeline |

If LAA #2 is not available to the Project, Option B would be implemented. This
option would involve construction of a new 7-mile-long pipeline parallel to the

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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LAA #2 (Figure 1-2). Option B would connect the south end of the new delivery
pipeline to the California Aqueduct and the north end of the new delivery
pipeline to the 4-mile-long distribution pipeline installed during Phase 1. The
connections to the new delivery pipeline would be constructed of reinforced
concrete pipe. The new delivery pipeline would be buried; however,
aboveground features, such as air vents, may be associated with the new pipeline.
As proposed under Option A, lift stations (pumps) would be installed at each end
of the new delivery pipeline.

Construction Schedule

Phase 1.of the Project would begin within 6-months of EIR certification (to allow
for finalization of permitting and Phase 1 design). It is estimated that
construction could commence by the middle of 2006. Construction of the
distribution pipeline and recharge basins is anticipated to require about 6 months.
Following construction of those facilities, WDS could begin recharging imported
water. :

Following the recharge season of 2006-2007, WDS would install the first group
of approximately 10 recovery wells and recovery pipelines between and adjacent
to the recharge basins. In later years, as needed, depending on the availability of
stored water for recovery and the performance of existing wells, WDS would
install additional wells and recovery pipelines.

Phase 2 of the Project would not begin until after at least 1 full year of Phase 1
operations. Phase 2 construction may require approximately 6 months (Option A)
to 12 months (Option B) to complete, depending on which option is
implemented. ’

1.6 Project Operations

As proposed, the Project would receive imported SWP water via the East Branch
of the California Aqueduct. Project participants who have existing entitlements
to available SWP water would provide the water. The Project would be designed
to receive water at a rate of up to 350 cfs and to recharge up to 100,000 acre-feet
(af) per year, contingent on wheeling capacity in the AVEK West Feeder and
Phase 2 pipelines.

Surface water recharged in the basins would percolate through the subsurface for
storage in dewatered portions of the underlying aquifer. The total storage
capacity of the Project would be 500,000 af. Recharge activities would occur

_ primarily during the winter. The recharge basins would be leased for organic

farming when not required for recharge activities.

When needed, the stored water would be recovered using groundwater wells.
The recovered water would be conveyed via either the new Project pipelines into -
the AVEK West Feeder or the California Aqueduct for delivery to water users.
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The recovery of stored water would be limited to 90% of the amount recharged,
thereby helping reduce the rate of overdraft of the underlying aquifer.

1.7 Monitoring Committee

Recharge operations would cause the water table to rise above baseline
conditions, and recovery operations would cause water levels to decline back to
near baseline conditions. Over the long run, water levels would rise above
baseline conditions because 10% of recharged water would be left behind to aid
in overdraft recovery. The applicant has included a committee as a design
feature of the project. The committee, as proposed, would be formed to monitor
the impact of operations on groundwater levels and quality and to ensure that
neighboring landowners are protected. Composition of the committee potentially
includes the following representatives:

the owner/operator,
Rosamond Community Service District,

- Non-owner/operator participants, and

the Antelope Valley State Water Project Contractors Association.

1.8 Additional Discretionary Actions/Required
Approvals

Before the Project can be implemented, several agencies may be required to
approve or authorize various elements of the Project. Additional requirements
may be identified as project planning and agency consultations continue.

1.8.‘1 Kern County

In addition to the discretionary actions described in Section 1.4, grading permits
for construction of the basins and encroachment permits for any construction on
county maintained roadways may be necessary.

The Kern County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No G-6502 on June
11, 1998, to regulate the export or transfer of native groundwater outside of Kern
County. The ordinance only applies to the transport or transfers of native
groundwater from or taking place in unincorporated areas of Kern County. The
term "native groundwater" does not include water that is both recharged through
groundwater banking programs and that originates outside Kern County and its
watershed areas. This Project is designed with the intent of this ordinance in
mind, and will not export any native groundwater. Additionally, to account for
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losses during both transport through and storage in Kern County, no more than
90% of the water delivered to the groundwater bank may be recovered.

Regional Actions or Approvals

The Project would require permits, approvals, or authorizations from several
regional agencies, which are described below.

1.8.2.1 Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency

Approval would be required from AVEK for additional turnouts and for the
connection between the Project and AVEK’s Western Feeder.

1.8.2.2  Kern County Air Pollution Control District

If propane-powered engines are used to drive the water pumps, permits may be
required from the Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD). 7

1.8.2.3 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

Approval would be required from the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) for the connections between the LAA #2 and the Project and
between LAA #2 and the California Aqueduct.

1.8.24  Antelope Valley Air Quality Management
District

If propane-powered engines are used to drive the water pumps, permits may be
required from the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
(AVAQMD). '
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1.8.3 State Agency Actions or Approvals

The Project would require permits, approvals, or authorizations from several state
agencies, including the:

®  Department of Water Resources (DWRY), which must approve of
conveyances to and from the California Aqueduct;

®  California Department of Health Services (DHS), which may require that a
public water system permit be obtained because water recovered from the
Project could be pumped into the Los Angeles Aqueduct for municipal and
industrial use; and

m  Lahonton Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which must
authorize proposed construction activities under the RWQCB’s General
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Act1v1ty
(General Construction Permit).

1.8.4 Federal Agency Actions or Approvals

To date, WDS has not identified specific activities that would require a permit,
approval, or authorization from a federal agency. WDS is communicating with
Edwards Air Force base to ensure that flyway impacts, if any, are considered.

1.9 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

The environmental impact report (EIR) will consider a range of feasible
alternatives that will be identified to avoid or substantially reduce significant
environmental impacts. The types of alternatives considered may include:

®  other locations in or near Antelope Valley;
‘B use of injection wells to place imported surface water into the aquer

] tradmonal (surface) reservoirs to store imported surface water; and

m  in-lieu recharge, where imported surface water would be supplied to farmers
for irrigation, thus resulting in the accumulation of stored groundwater in an
amount approximately equal to that which would otherwise be extracted by
pumping for agricultural purposes.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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| Chapter 2
Environmental Checklist Form

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

The environmental factors:checked below would be potentially affected by this project, invdlving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[
X

X
X
L]
X

Aesthetics X] Agriculture Resources X Air Quality

Biological Resources X  Cultural Resources , BJ  Geology and Soils
Hazards / Hazardous = Hydrology and Water Qﬁality DX Land Use and Planning
Materials

Mineral Resources XI Noise X Population and Housing
Public Services [] Recreation DX Transportation and Traffic
Utilities and Services X Maﬁdatory Findings of O

Significance

DETERMINATION. (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l

0J

I find that the prbposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to

~ by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. ’

1 find that the proposed project MAY have a potentially significant impact or potentially significant
unless mitigated impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENT
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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e ] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
ER all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
B DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

_September 21, 2005

Signature / Date
Don Kohler Kem County Pianning Department
Printed Name For

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005

Antelope Vailey Water Bank Project 2.2 _
J88.05303,08



Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

(M

)

3

4

&)

(6

(7

®

€

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.

A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the.

impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A No Impact answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measure and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section
XVIL, “Earlier Analyses”, may be cross-referenced). - '

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, Section
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

(a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist where within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis. '

(©) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures
Incorporated”, describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
(a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question.

(b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2-3
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Kern County : Environmentai Checklist Form

Potentially

Significant
Potentially ~ Unless  Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation ~ Significant
Impact  Incorporated Impact  No Impact

AESTHETICS. Would the project:
(a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic ] O ] X

vista?

(b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, ] ] ] X

including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

()  Substantially degrade the existing visual [l ] X O

character or quality of the site and its
surroundings

(d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] ] = ]

which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

(2)

(b)

(©)

@

The Project is located within a basin in the west end of the Antelope Valley. The valley is bounded by
the Tehachapi Mountains to the northwest and the San Gabriel Mountains to the southwest. As
defined by the Kern County General Plan and Willow Springs Specific Plan, the recharge and
recovery facilities would not be within a scenic vista. The Phase 2 underground delivery pipeline
running through Los Angeles County parallel to the LAA #2 is not in a designated scenic vista.
Therefore, the Project would not affect a scenic vista.

The Project is not located near any designated scenic highways or near any highways that are
currently eligible for such designation. No historical buildings, trees, or rock outcroppings would be
affected as a result of the Project; therefore, there would be no impacts to scenic resources within a
state scenic highway.

The Project land cover types consist of active agricultural, grazing, and undeveloped land in a
relatively flat and rural setting. Recharge basins would occupy 1,200~1,500 acres. The recharge
basins would be constructed by creating berms and depressions in the land. Additional facilities
would include subgrade piping, low earthen berms, and wells. The recharge basins would alter the
visual character to some extent, and construction would temporarily degrade the visual character;
however, current farming practices would remain in the area of recharge basins 8-10 months of the
year, and much of the Project includes the belowground features. Therefore, there would be no
significant change in the aesthetic character of the area as a result of the Project. This impact would be
less than significant. :

The recharge basins within the recharge and recovery facilities may introduce a new source of glare to
the Project area. When in use for recharge (2-4 months of the year), the basins would resemble
flooded farm fields. At other times (8—10 months of the year), the basins are likely to have crops in
production on the surface of the basin. These proposed conditions would be similar to current
conditions. This impact would be less than significant.

Notice of Preparation for the : September 2005
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Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant v
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact

1L

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. In
determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. Would the project:

(@ Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, ] ] X O
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?

(b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural ] ] O X
use or a Williamson Act Contract?

(¢) Involve other changes in the existing X [l [J []

environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to nonagricultural use?

(d) Result in the cancellation of an open space ] ] il X
contract made pursuant to the California
Land Conservation Act of 1965 or Farmland
Security Zone Contract for any parcel of 100
or more acres (Section 15206(b)(3) Public
Resources Code)?

(a)

(b)

The proposed Project would have short-term impacts on lands identified as Prime Farmland because
the proposed water banking project would temporarily (2-4 months of the year) convert Prime
Farmland to a nonagricultural (i.e., a noncultivation) land use during active recharge operations.
However, because the Proponent would continue to lease the recharge basins for organic farming
during nonrecharge periods (approximately 8—10 months of the year), the Project would not result in a
permanent conversion of any Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmland. The Project’s
impacts related to the conversion of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmland will be
discussed in the EIR.

As described above, although these parcels are not currently designated in the WSSP for agricultural

uses, all of the parcels have been farmed since at least the 1960s. The proposed parcels for the v
recharge basins are currently zoned Exclusive Agriculture (A), and WDS shall constrain development
of the recovery wells to parcels that are zoned Exclusive Agriculture (A) as well. Currently, only two

Notice of Preparation for the _ September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project : 2.5
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Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

e of the properties proposed as locations for recharge basin are enrolled in an existing Williamson Act
contract. As part of the Project, the Proponent would enroll all of the parcels proposed for recharge
basins into new Williamson Act contracts. Further, because water banking is considered to be a
compatible land use in the Exclusive Agriculture zoning districts and the Proponent would continue to
lease portions of the site for agricultural purposes during nonrecharge periods, the Project would not
result in a significant conflict with the current agricultural uses of the site, nor would the Project
conflict with an existing Williamson Act contract. There would be no impact. :

(c) The Project would result in minor changes in current agriculture practices at the site by limiting
production to approximately 8—10 months of the year. Although the Project area is located in an area
planned for industrial development under the WSSP, the site itself and much of the land surrounding
the site has historically, and is currently, used for agricultural purposes. Because one of the Project’s
objectives is to increase water supply reliability for municipal and industrial users, there is a potential
for the Project to accommodate conversion of farmland elsewhere. This impact is potentially
significant.

(d) The Project does not propose to cancel contracts made pursuant to the California Land Conservation
Act or Farmland Security Zone Contract. Existing contracts would continue, even though farming
practices would be modified. There would be no impact.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2.6 '
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Kern County

Environmentai Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Potentially ~ Unless  Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation ~ Significant
Impact  Incorporated Impact  No Impact

1II.

AIR QUALITY. Where available, the
significance criteria established by the applicable
air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

(@) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?

(b) Violate any air quality standard as adopted
in (¢)i, (c)ii, or as established by EPA or air
district or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

(c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is nonattainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative.
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
Specifically, would implementation of the
project exceed any of the following adopted
thresholds:

i. San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District: '

Operational and Area Sources -
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG)
10 tons per year.
Oxides of Nitrogen (NO,)
10 tons per year.
Particulate Matter (PM,)
10 tons per year.

Stationary Sources - as determined by
District Rules
Severe Nonattainment

25 tons per year.

[
[
O
X

U
[
]
X

Extreme Nonattainment ] ] ] X
10 tons per year.
ii. Kern County Air Pollution Control
District.
Notice of Preparation for the September 2005

Antelope Valley Water Bank Project ‘ 2-7
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Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

o Potentially

Significant
Potentially  Unless  Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact

Operational and Area Sources

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) X L] ] L]
25 tons per year.

Oxides of nitrogen (NO,) ' X L] ] U
25 tons per year.

Particulate Matter (PM;o) X ] O 1
15 tons per year. :

Stationary Sources - determined by
District Rules :
25 tons per year.

I
Il
l
[

0

(d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial X O ]
pollutant concentrations?

(e) Create objectionable odors affectinga ] ] ] X
substantial number of people? : '

(a) The Project’s recharge and recovery facilities are within the KCAPCD’s boundaries. The new delivery
pipeline would be within the AVAQMD’s boundaries. Construction of the Project would result in
temporary increased emissions in the Project area. Construction would involve excavation for the
recharge basins and installation of pipelines, new wells, and lift stations. During construction of the
recharge and recovery facilities, criteria air pollutant emissions may exceed adopted thresholds, which
could affect attainment of adopted regional air quality goals. This impact is potentially significant.

(b-c)  The Project would result in short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions, particularly dust
(PM10), reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and carbon monoxide (CO). These
emissions could temporarily exceed adopted standards. In addition, the Project could periodically
result in extra pumping above what is currently occurring. This additional pumping could increase air
pollutant emissions above the adopted KCAPCD or AVAQMD thresholds, which would be a
potentially significant impact.

(d) Residential areas, hospitals, daycare centers, schools and other land uses where people may
congregate are considered sensitive receptors. The recharge and recovery facilities are surrounded by
agricultural and grazing land cover types, and the nearest residential area is the community of
Rosamond, approximately 10 miles east of the Project area. The land uses on the delivery pipeline
alignment are generally agriculture or undeveloped. Impacts to the scattered resndences will be
assessed in the EIR.

(e The Project is not expected to create objectionable odors. There would be no impact.
Notice of Preparation for the ' September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2-8
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Kern County

Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless -
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

No Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:

(2)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

®

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans. policies, or regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species, or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural

‘Community Conservation Plan, or other

approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

X

O

-

J

Notice of Preparation for the
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Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

_________ (a) Wildlife species, such as burrowing owl Swainson’s hawk;, Le Conte’s Thrasher, mountain plover,

"""" American badger, and coast horned lizard have been documented within 3 miles of areas proposed for
construction. The Project could have an adverse effect on such sensitive wildlife and plant species.
Surveys would be conducted to determine potential effects on biological resources. This impact is
potentially significant.

(b) Most of the Project is within agriculture or undeveloped lands. No naturally occurring assemblage of
plant species representing a natural vegetation/habitat type occurs in the area proposed for the
recharge and recovery facilities. Habitat surveys will be conducted along the proposed alignment of
the Phase 2 delivery pipeline. This impact is potentially significant.

{©) No wetlands or other waters of the United States have been observed in the area proposed for the
recharge and recovery facilities. Habitat surveys will be conducted along the proposed alignment of
the Phase 2 delivery pipeline. This impact is potentially significant. '

(d) The agricultural fields in the Project area may provide suitable foraging habitat for migratory birds.
Impacts related to migratory birds will be evaluated in the EIR.

(e) The proposed Project pipeline may traverse a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) designated by Los
Angeles County. Development or construction that occurs within an SEA should be designed in a
manner that is consistent with overall intent of the SEA program and balances conservation of
important natural resources with the Project. This impact is potentially significant.

® The Project area lies in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA); however, there are no
proximate BLM lands. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management developed a management plan for the
CDCA in 1980, and Kern County, in conjunction with other counties and cities, is processing the West
Mojave Plan, a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The HCP has not been adopted yet. The EIR will
identify potential conflicts between the Project, the CDCA management plan and the proposed HCP.

Notice of Preparation for the » September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2-10
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Kern County : Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Potentially ~ Unless  Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

(@ Cause a substantial adverse change in the X ] ] ]
significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X ] U ]
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

(c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique X ] ] O
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

(d) Disturb any human remains, including those X ] ] ]
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

(a) Although most of the Project area is actively farmed and the soil has been disturbed, the potential
exists for buried historical resources to be disturbed or destroyed during construction. A records
search and surveys will be conducted to determine the potential to affect cultural resources. The
results will be discussed in the EIR. This impact is potentially significant.

(b-d)  The Project area may contain previously undiscovered archaeological, paleontological, or geological
resources below the ground surface. These resources cannot be discovered by a surface survey but
may be discovered during Project construction. This impact is potentially significant.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2-11
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Kern County

Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

No Impact

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

(2)

(b)

(©

)

(e)

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication
42.

ii. Strong seismic groundshaking?

ili. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or

property?

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

X

X X O K K

o oo 00

0 OO OO

O O X OO
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Kern County ' . Environmental Checklist Form

(ai- aii) The Project is not located in a Fault Zone Area, as determined by the California Geological Survey.

However, the recharge and recovery facilities are located in the Neenach Subbasin. Three fault zones
define the Neenach Subbasin: the Neenach fault to the south, the Willow Springs fault to the west, and
the Randsburg-Mojave fault to the northwest. Seismicity in the Antelope Valley may have

potentially significant impacts on the proposed pipelines in the Project area. This potentially
significant impact will be evaluated in the EIR.

(aiii) ~ Soils susceptible to liquefaction occur in the Project area. The near-surface soils in the Project area
’ are sands, silty sands, silty gravels, and poorly graded gravels. The deeper deposits (Older Quaternary

Alluvium) are poorly sorted sand with some gravel, silt, and clay and extend to depths of 1,600—1,900
feet bgs. This potentially significant impact will be evaluated in the EIR. Spemf ic impacts related to
liquefaction will be analyzed in the EIR.

(aiv)  The Project area is located on relatively flat topography; therefore, a landslide from seismic activity is
not likely to occur. No impacts would occur from landslides.

) The grading and soil stockpiling activities in the Project area may cause a temporary increase in wind
and water erosion rates. This potentially significant impact will be evaluated in the EIR.

(©)  See aiii, above.

d The Project area is not located in an area that has been identified as having a high potential for soil
expansion. There would be no impact.

(e) The Project does not propose the construction of new septic tanks or alternative waste disposal
systems. Continued use of existing septic tanks will be assessed in the EIR.

Notice of Preparation for the . September 2005
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Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

s Potentially
o Significant
Potentially Unless  Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:

(@) Create a significant hazard to the public or X ] L] ]
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

(b) Create a significant hazard to the public or X Il L] U
~ the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

(¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle ] ] ] X
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 1/4 mile of an
existing or proposed school?

(d) Be located on a site which is included on a ] ] ] X
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

(e) For a project located within an airport land X ] ] L]
use plan or, where such a plan has not been o
adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

(f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private X ] ] ]
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

(g) Impair implementation of, or physically ] O ] X
interfere with, an adopted emergency :
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

(h)  Expose people or structures to a significant ] O X
risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
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. J&S 05303.05



Kern County : Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Potentially ~ Unless  Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact  No Impact

are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

(i)  Would implementation of the project
generate vectors (flies, mosquitoes,
rodents, etc.) or have a component that
includes agricultural waste? Specifically,
would the project exceed the following
qualitative threshold:

i.  Occur as immature stages and adults in X ] ] N
numbers considerably in excess of :
those found in the surrounding
environment; and

ii. Are associated with design, layout, and X O ] ]
management of project operations; and

iii. Disseminate widely from the property; X ] ] ]
and ’

iv. Cause detrimental effects on the public X O ] ]

health or well being of the majority of
the surrounding population.

(a)

(®)

(©)
(d

(e)

Hazardous materials, such as diesel fuel and propane, would be used and transported during
construction and operation of the Project and could present a significant hazard to the public or
environment. This impact is potentially significant.

The use of oil, hydraulic fluid, diesel fuel, gasoline, and other liquid hazardous materials would be
used during construction of the Project and could pose a risk to the environment and human health
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental release or spill conditions. This impact is
potentially significant.

The Project is not located within % mile of an existing or proposed school. There would be no impact.

The Project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites pursuant to
Government Sectlon 65962.5. There would be no impact.

The Project’s recharge and recovery facilities are approximately 15 miles west of Edward’s Air Force
Base and within an airspace corridor for-flight operations and within 1 mile of a private airstrip.
During months of recharge, the recharge basins may attract birds and, thereby, increase the potential
for bird/aircraft strike hazard (BASH). This impact is potentially 51gn1ﬁcant
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6)) The nearest private airport, Skyotee Ranch Airport, is less than 1 mile northeast of the Project area.
The Project may have a potentially significant impact on safety for people using and working at the
airport.

(2 The Project would not block or close down roads or impair implementation of any emergency
" response or evacuation plans. No impacts would occur.

h) Farmland and undeveloped and grazing land that do not contain substantial flammable brush surround
the site. There would be no impact.

6] The Project recharge basins may support mosquitoes. All species of mosquitoes require standing
water to complete their growth cycle; therefore, any standing body of water represents a potential
mosquito-breeding habitat. This potentially significant impact will be evaluated in the EIR.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially ~ Unless Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY. Would the project:

(@) Violate any water quality standards or X O O ]
waste discharge requirements?

(b) Substantially deplete groundwater ] ] X ]
supplies or interfere substantially with

groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?

(c) Substantially alter the existing X ] ] O
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on site or off site?

(d) Substantially alter the existing ] ] O X
drainage pattern of the site or area, '
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on site
or off site?

(e) Create or contribute runoff water ] ] N X
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

(f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 2 O ] H
quality? '
Notice of Preparation for the September 2005
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2-17

J&S 05303.05



Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact
(g) Place housing within a 100-year flood L] L] ] X
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

(h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard X [l O ]
area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

(i) Expose people or structures to a ] O X ]
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or

dam?
() Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or ] O O X
mudflow?
(a) Construction of the recharge basins and installation of recovery wells and pipelines would require

grading and excavation. Construction has the potential to expose bare soils during the winter rainfall
period and to generate stormwater runoff. Stormwater runoff may cause soil erosion of disturbed sites
and transport other construction-related contaminants to nearby receiving waters, thereby impairing
water quality and aquatic organisms and their habitats. Increasing water levels may also increase the
susceptibility of neighboring wells to contamination from land surface activities, such as waste
disposal or agricultural drainage by reducing the effective depth of unsaturated soils, where most
contaminant attenuation occurs. Potentially significant impacts on water quality will be evaluated in
the EIR. '

(b) The Project proposes to recharge imported surface water in the depleted aquifer. Ten percent of the
stored water would be left behind (never recovered by the Project), thereby reducing the rate of
aquifer overdraft. An oversight committee would ensure that localized and temporary changes in the
groundwater levels that may be attributable to the Project would not adversely affect existing or
planned land uses. This impact would be less than significant.

(©) The Project area is fairly level and not adjacent to any streams or rivers. Ground-disturbing activities
that would occur during the construction of the Project could result in minor, temporary alterations to
local drainage patterns. During construction, the removal of crops and excavation may temporarily
alter erosion; however; the completed Project will maintain the existing drainage pattern of the area.
Also, because the Project area is relatively flat, erosion and siltation caused by construction would be
minimal. Siltation on site has the potential to occur, depending on the total suspended sediments (TSS)
in the source water coming into the recharge basin. The California Aqueduct may have substantial
TSS at certain times of the year. This impact is potentially significant.’ '

() The Project area is fairly level and not adjacent to any streams or rivers. Ground-disturbing activities
that would occur during the construction of the Project could result in minor, temporary alterations to
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(®)

®

(2
(h)

®

@

local drainage patterns. However, these alterations would be minor and would not affect on- or off-site
flooding. There would be no impact

Ground-disturbing activities that would occur during construction of the Project could result in minor,
temporary alterations to local drainage patterns but would not substantially increase the amount of
impervious surface area in the Project area. No additional sources of runoff would be created. There
would be no impact. :

The Project proposes to import water from the SWP (California Aqueduct). Potentially significant
impacts to groundwater quality associated with the recharge of imported surface water will be
analyzed in the EIR. '

The Project does not propose residential housing. There would be no impact.

Portions of the Project are located in a 100-year flood hazard area. This potentially significant impact
will be evaluated in the EIR.

The recharge basins may pose a potential public hazard, with the risk of berm failure causing
flooding. These basins would be excavated, and some spoils would be used to form low berms to
achieve an effective depth of approximately up to 3-5 feet to prevent wind-induced waves from
overtopping the berms. Berm heights would vary, depending on topography, but would not exceed
5 feet. The methods used to construct the berms are designed to minimize the potential for berm
failure. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. This impact will be described in the EIR.

The Project area is not located near any significantly sized enclosed body of water or coastal area and
is, therefore, not susceptible to a seiche or tsunami. The site is not located at the foot of any
significant topographical feature subject to a mudflow. There would be no impact.

Notice of Preparation for the September 2005 .
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project 2-19

J&S 05303.05




Kern County Environmental Checklist Form

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the

project:

(a) Physically divide an established ] Il ] X
community?

(b)  Conflict with any applicable land use O O X ]

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
~ with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to, the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

(c) Conflict with any applicable habitat D ] ] ]
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

(a) The recharge and recovery facilities and potential delivery pipeline are located in a rural area,
surrounded by agricultural lands and rural homesteads in unincorporated areas of Kern County and
Los Angeles County. The Project would not physically divide an established community near or in
the Project area. Project construction and operation would not restrict movement through or around
the area because the Project does not include construction of new roads, bridges, or other common
physical barriers to movement through the area. The pipelines that would be constructed would be
below ground and would not restrict movement across their alignment. The Project would not result
in the division of an established community. There would be no impact.

(b) The recharge and recovery facilities are proposed for areas that are subject to the WSSP (Kern County
Department of Planning and Development Services 1992), a Specific Plan document to be an
amplification of the goals and policies of the Kern County General Plan. One of the stated goals of the
WSSP is to foster the development of industrial parks, though such development has not occurred at
or near the recharge and recovery facilities. Of the 10 parcels planned for recharge basin construction
four are designated for Intensive Agricultural Uses. The other six parcels (approximately 988 acres)
have the current land use designations of Resource Management, Residential, and Light Industrial.
The Kemn County Zoning Ordinance indicates a zoning designation for the entire recharge and
recovery facilities area of A, Exclusive Agriculture (Kern County Department of Planning and
Development Services 1969). The Project would not be consistent with the existing Specific Plan
designations but would be consistent with the zoning designation for the area and current uses of the
area. As part of this Project, the applicant is requesting a Specific Plan amendment to change the
Specific Plan land use designations to Intensive Agriculture. The six parcels requested for
redesignation are currently under cultivation or fallow. The Specific Plan amendment would be
consistent with the current land use of the parcels, making this impact less than significant. Further,
because the industrial land use designations were intended to promote economic growth and not to
mitigate an environmental factor, the impact of amending the Specific Plan is considered less than
significant. The impacts of the Specific Plan amendment and potential conflicts with County code and

policies will be discussed in the EIR.

2
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R (©) The Project area lies in the CDCA. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management developed a management

""" plan for the CDCA in 1980 and has drafted a habitat conservation plan (HCP) for the Western Mojave
Desert, including Antelope Valley. The HCP has not yet been adopted. The EIR will identify
potential conflicts between the Project and the CDCA management plan.
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact
X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
(@)  Result in the loss of availability of a X ] [l O
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?
(b)  Result in the loss of availability of a ] O ] X
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan?

(a) The recharge and recovery site is located in the Neenach Subbasin. The near-surface soils are sands,
silty sands, silty gravels, and poorly graded gravels. It is unlikely that the Project area would contain
sand and gravel that would be adequate for construction purposes. However, there is the potential for
the existence of subgrade material that could be suitable for infill purposes. This impact is potentially
significant. ‘

(b) The Project area is not designated as an important mineral resource recovery site in local plans. There

would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated = Impact No Impact

XI. NOISE. Would the project:

(a) Exposure of persons to, or generation X ™ ] ]
of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance or applicable standards
of other agencies?

(b) Exposure of persons to, or generation ] U] X O]
of, excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?

(c) A substantial permanent increase in = ] ] ]
ambient noise levels in the project '
vicinity above levels existing without
the project? ’

(d) A substantial temporary or periodic 2 O ] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

(e) For a project located within the Kern ] ] - X ]
County Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

(f) For a project within the vicinity of a ] ] X ]
p
private airstrip, would the project

expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

(a) Potential sources of noise associated with the Project include grading and construction activities
associated with construction of the maintenance building, pipelines, and recharge basins; drilling of
the wells; operation of the well pumps; and operation of the engines at the lift stations. This impact is
potentiaily significant.

(b)  The Project would not be expected to result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. Sources of ground-borne noise, such as pile
driving, are not proposed as part of the Project. Standard construction activities, such as grading,
excavation, and site preparation, are not expected to generate significant vibration or ground-borne
noise. This impact is less than significant.
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(c) Noise levels in the Project area and along transportation routes to the Project area may increase as a
result of the Project. This impact is potentially significant.

@ Temporary noise impacts could occur from construction of the Project as a result of the use of
construction equipment. This impact is potentially significant. ‘

(e,f)  The Project would not result in new residences or other sensitive receptors that could be exposed to
airport noise. These impacts would be less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would
the project:
(@) Induce substantial population growth in X O Il ]
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other .
infrastructure)?
(b) Displace substantial numbers of L] ] L] X
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
(c) Displace substantial numbers of ] ] ] X
people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?
(a) The Project could indirectly induce growth because of increased water supply reliability. This impact
is potentially significant.
®) The Project does not propose the displacement of any existing housing. There would be no impact.
© The Project would not result in the displacement of any persons. There would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant

Impact No Impact

XIII.

PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

(a) Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or to other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

Fire Protection?
Police Protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other Public Facilities?

[ I
O Oood
[ i I
M K X K

[l
[l
O
X

(@

The Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with any of the listed

public services. There would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation  Significant
Impact  Incorporated  Impact No Impact
XIV. RECREATION. Would the project: ‘
(a) Would the project increase the use of ] ] X ]
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?
(b) Does the project include recreational ] ] ] X

facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

(a)

would be less than significant.

(b)

The Project would not directly increase population or demand for recreational facilities. This impact

The Project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities. There would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant Less-
Potentially Unless than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

XV, TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC.
Would the project:

(a) Cause an increase in traffic which is X ] ] ]
substantial in relation to the existing '
traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

(b) Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a Level of Service
standard established by the county
congestion management agency or
adopted County threshold for
designated roads or highways?
Specifically, would implementation of
the project cause the Level of Service
(LOS) for roadways and/or
intersections to decline below the
following thresholds or further degrade
already degraded segment(s):

i. Metropolitan Bakersfield General L] ] L] X
Plan LOS"C"

ii. Kern County General Plan X 1 ] ]
LOS "D"

(c) Resultin a change in air traffic ] ] O X
patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

(d) Substantially increase hazards due to a ] ] ] X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
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Potentiaily
Significant Less-
Potentially Unless than-
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
(e) Result in inadequate emergency L] L] ] =
access?
()  Result in inadequate parking capacity? ] ] [l X
(g) Contflict with adopted policies, plans, L] ] L] X

or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

(a-b)  The Project would not result in any substantial long-term increase in traffic. However, construction-
: related activities would result in greater-than-normal truck traffic along local roadways. This impact
is potentially significant.

() The Project does not propose any changes in air traffic patterns. There would be no impact.

(d) The Project does not have any design features or incompatible uses that would result in hazardous
traffic conditions. There would be no impact.

(e) The Project would not introduce residents or reasons to provide increased emergency access. There
would be no impact.

® The Project would require parking for approximately six employees. Existing parking areas are
adequate. There would be no impact.

(2 The Project is neither a residential nor employment-generating land use, and there is no need for
alternative transportation facilities. There would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:

(@) Exceed wastewater treatment Ol ] [:l X
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board? '

(b)  Require or result in the construction X ] ] ]
of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

(c)  Require or result in the construction ] ] ] X
of new stormwater drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

(d) Have sufficient water supplies ] ] L] X
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

(¢) Result in a determination by the ] ] | - X
wastewater treatment provider which '
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition
to the provider's existing
commitments?

(f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient ] O % ]
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project's solid waste disposal
needs?

(g) Comply with federal, state, and local ] L] X L]
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?
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(@ The Project does not include or require wastewater treatment facilities. There would be no impact.

d) The Project consists of a new water storage facility. ﬂis impact is potentially significant.

(©) The Project does not propose to expand or require new stormwater facilities. There would be no
impact.

()] The Project would be served through existing entitlements to water and would not require any

additional entitlements to be granted by the state. There would be no impact.
(e) The Project would not create additional wastewater demand. There would be no impact.
(f-g)  The Project would comply with federal, state, and local solid waste standards and would generate a

relatively small volume of solid waste but would not affect a landfill. This impact would be less than
significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less-than-
Significant  Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF -
SIGNIFICANCE. Would the project:

(@ Does the project have the potential to X L] ] L]
degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?

(b) Does the project have impacts that are X L] ] ]
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are
significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.)

() Does the project have environmental X L] L] ]
effects which will cause substantial '
adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

(a) The Project could result in significant impacts to the environment. Specific impacts will be identified
in the EIR.

b) The Project has the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts associated with water quality and
supply, air quality, noise, and traffic. These impacts will be evaluated in the EIR to determine whether
the effects are cumulatively considerable.

(©) The Project could potentially result in environmental effects that have adverse impacts on human
beings, either directly or indirectly. Potentially significant impacts associated with air and water
quality and hazards could affect human populations. These impacts will be addressed in the EIR.
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AGENDA

KERN COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Scoping Meeting
A Kern County Public Services Building
2700 “M” Street, Conference Room 1B, Bakersfield, California

October 4, 2005 — 1:30 p.m.

Pursuant to revised Section 21083.9 of the Public Resources Code, California Environmental
Quality Act, effective January 1, 2002, this scoping meeting is being held to receive agency
comments on the preparation of Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) on certain projects. The
process of determining the scope, focus and content of the EIR is known as “scoping.” Scoping
helps to identify the range of actions, alternatives, environmental effects, methods of assessment,
and mitigation measures to be analyzed in depth, and eliminate from detailed study those issues
that are not important to the decision at hand. This is not a public hearing, however the public may
be present and offer comments. If you attend as a member of the public to address an item on the
agenda, please let the chairperson know, when discussion begins on that item. Each project will be
presented by staff followed by an opportunity for comments for the record.

A. INTRODUCTION: Staff, format of meeting

B. NEW CASES:

Antelope Valley Water Bank Project EIR — Notice of Preparation

Specific Plan Amendment No. 13, Map 232, Specific Plan Amendment No 2. Map 233;
Agricultural Preserve No. 24 - Inclusion (Willow Springs Specific Plan)

Antelope Valley Water Bank by WDS (wo # PP05283)

C. ADJOURNMENT:

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT
(Government Code Section 54953.2)

Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in the scoping meeting
may request assistance at the Kern County Planning Department or by calling Patricia White at
(661) 862-8637. Every effort will be made to reasonably accommodate individuals with
disabilities by making meeting materials available in alternative formats. Requests for assistance
should be made five (5) working days in advance whenever possible.

Posted: September 30, 2005
DBK



SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS
KERN COUNTY AGENCY SCOPING MEETING
Kern County Planning Department
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, California

Conference Room

Date October 4, 2005

ATTENDENCE: Lorelei Oviatt, Senior Planner

Don Kohler, Planner 1

The hearing convened at 1:30 p-m.

Ms. Oviatt explained the purpose of the scoping meeting, the legislation that requires it and the
format of the meeting. She pointed out the agendas and sign in sheet at the back of the room.
She introduced staff and noted that staff would present each item and ask for comments.

1.

Antelope Valley Water Bank Project EIR — Notice of Preparation

Specific Plan Amendment No. 13, Map 232, Specific Plan Amendment No 2, Map 233;
Agricultural Preserve No. 24 - Inclusion (Willow Springs Specific Plan) Antelope Valley
Water Bank by WDS (wo # PP05283)

Ms. Oviatt read the project name, location and description from the Notice of
Preparation. She further explained that water banks are a by right use in the A zone,
requiring no discretionary action by the county. However, an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required for the infrastructure, therefore the EIR will look at the whole of
the project. Ms. Sherry Delano of the Rosamond Community Services District offered
the following comments and asked the following questions:

e What is an Ag Preserve and how many acres of land would be included under a
Williamson Act contract. Ms. Oviatt explained that an Ag Preserve is an
administrative function that allows the county to administrate the
Williamson Act Program. All property that is under contract falls within an Ag
Preserve. 640 acres of land will be under contract for this project.

® Make clear what the 90% withdrawal rate encompasses. Does it take into
account the water that evaporates? '

* Will there be controls on the amount of water withdrawn when the property is
farmed?

* Stated that she feels water banking is a good thing for the Antelope Valley.

Alvin Bautista representing LADWP said they would be providing written comments by
October 20". He then asked for further clarification on the zoning issues involved with
the project and when a Draft of the EIR would be available. Ms. Oviatt explained that

Scoping Meeting — Summary of Proceedings
October 4, 2005
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the zoning required changing to allow for the infrastructure to be constructed for the
water bank, and if all of the property were zoned A, that the project would not have
required any action by the county. She also stated that Kern County has a water export
ordinance that prohibits export of water out of the county. However, the ordinance
specifically excludes water banks from this prohibition. Ms. Oviatt said a DEIR
should be available prior to December 31, 2005. She further stated that the FEIR
should go before the Board of Supervisors sometime in May.

Ms. Sherry Delano of the Rosamond Community Services District asked if any
discretionary actions are required after approval of the SPA. Ms. Oviatt stated that
once the Board approves the SPA, no other discretionary approvals would be
required. Ms. Delano also asked when the Monitoring Committee would become active.
Ms. Oviatt stated that the committee needs to be enforceable and that most likely
the format and timing of the committee would become a mitigation measure. Mr.
Andrew Werner of Western Development and Storage asked if he could further
explain why the committee was being proposed. He stated that modeling of the
entire water basin would be very complicated and that the committee was
proposed to ensure that surrounding interests were able to participate in the
operation of the water bank.

Ms. Oviatt stated that the impacts to the entire basin, including Los Angeles
County would be included in the EIR. She also said that growth-inducing
concerns would be addressed. There will also be questions that .cannot be
answered, however they will still be discussed in the EIR.

No other comments were received on the project.

Ms. Oviatt adjourned the meeting at 1:55 p.m.

Lorelei Oviatt, Supervising Planner

DBK

Scoping Meeting — Summary of Proceedings
October 4, 2005
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Sean Walsh-
Arpold Director
Schwarzenegger )
Governor

Notice of Preparation

September 20, 2005

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: Antelope Valley Water Bank Project by Western Development and Storage
SCH# 2005091117

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Antelope Valley Water Bank
Project by Western Development and Storage draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Don Kohler

Kern County Planning Department
2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613. .

)

Sincerely,

Gedriryivg o

Scott Morgan
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (9186) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2005091117
Project Title  Antelope Valley Water Bank Project by Western Development and Storage
Lead Agency Kern County Planning Department
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description The applicant, Western Development and Storage, LLC (WDS) is proposing to construct the Antelope
Valley Water Bank project. The purpose of the project is to develop a facility to recharge and store
imported surface water beneath properties in the west end of the Antelope Valley, California.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Don Kohler
Agency Kern County Planning Department
Phone (661)862-8787 Fax
email
Address 2700 M Street, Suite 100
" City Bakersfield State CA  Zip 93301
Project Location
County Kern
City
Region
Cross Streets Avenue "A" and 170th Street West
Parcel No. 359-04-01,11,12,17,18
Township SN Range 15-14W Section 25/30, Base SBB&M
Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use Agricultural & Vacant Land/ A (Exclusive AG); E (Estate) & FPS (Flood Plain Secondary) 8-5
(Resource Mgmt); 7-1 (Light Industrial); 5-3 (Residential);4.4 (comprehensive plan area); 2.85 (Military
Flight ops) 2-6 (Flood Hazard)
Project issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation,;
Vegetation; Water Quality; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks
Agencies and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 4;

Department of Health Services; Native American Heritage Commission; California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District 9; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Loans and Grants; State Water
Resources Controi Board, Division of Water Rights; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 6
(Victorvilie)

Date Received

09/20/2005 Start of Review 09/20/2005 End of Review 10/19/2005

Note: Blanks in data fields resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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PALMDALE WATER DISTRICT

2029 East Avenue Q * Palmdale, California 93550 * Telephone (661) 947-4111

Fax (661) 947-8604
www.palmdalewater.org
FF ) »
JE Eﬁgﬂﬁ.& §I C{HM. SR LAGERLOF, SENECAL, BRADLEY, GOSNEY & KRUSE (AR
RONALD D. CUNNINGHAM omers

Division 2
SHERYL A. SARNA
Division 3
RAUL FIGUEROA
Division 4
NOLAN NEGAARD

Division §
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October 20, 2005

County of Kern

Planning Department

Attn: Mr. Don Kohler

2700 “M” Street
Bakersfield, CA 93301-2323

RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF THE ANTELOPE VALLEY
WATER BANK PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Kohler:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the “Notice of
Preparation of the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project EIR.” It appears that the
Notice of Preparation is complete and that the Environmental Impact Report

prepared for this project will address any potential areas of concern for the
Palmdale Water District.

Please contact me at (661) 947-4111, x146, if you have any questions or
need any additional information.

Very truly yours,

C’_/CD.%

CURTIS D. PAXTON,
Assistant General Manager

CDP/cdp



Office Memorandum KERN COUNTY

To: Planning Department Date: November 9, 2005
Don Kohler
From: Engineering & Survey Services Phone: 862-5094

Floodplain Management Section
Aaron Leicht

Subject: NOP; Antelope Valley Water Bank

This Section has reviewed the subject project and recommends that a flood study be prepared in order to
identify and mitigate the potential impacts to the floodplain. If a diversion of flood waters result from the
proposed floodplain encroachment a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) will be required. If any
flood waters are diverted south across Avenue A, a letter from Los Angeles County accepting those
waters shall be required.




Depasment of Water and: Power e City of Los Angeles

ANTONIOQ R. VILLARAIGOSA

. RONALDE DEATON, General Manager
Mayor

October 20, 2005

Mr. Don Kohler

Kern County Planning Department
Public Services Building

2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, California 93301-2370

Dear Mr. Kohler:

Subject: Notice of Preparation of the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project
Environmental Impact Report

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP). The
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) has reviewed the NOP, dated
September 21, 2005, which indicates that Western Development and Storage, LLC will
prepare an Environmental Impact Report for a proposed Antelope Valley Water Bank
Pro;ect Please consider the following comments when preparing the EIR, specifically
in regards to Phase 2 Option A: Use of the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA).

e The proposed use of the LAA is inconsistent with operations of the
aqueduct system. The proposed use contemplates water flowing in the
LAA north through the Antelope Valley which is opposite to the normal
direction of flow. We are concerned about impacts to operations of the
LAA and the City's water supply by the proposed use of our facilities. The
LAA is nearing 100 years in service, and requires increasing amounts of
maintenance, restricting the periods when it can be in service.

e The proposed use would create water quality impacts to the City’s water
supply through commingling of our LAA supply with State Water Project
water and potentially Antelope Valley groundwater. Without the
implementation of additional treatment, the introduction of State Water

Project supplies or Antelope Valley groundwater could degrade the quality
of LAA supplies.

» LAA supplies from the Owen Valley represent very high quality water with
low Total Dissolved Solids. On the other hand, State Water Project
supplies are of far inferior quality, with significant levels of organic material
that result in the formation of harmful disinfection by-products following

Water and Power Conservation ...a way of life

111 North Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012-2607  Mailing adidress: Box 51111. Los Angeles 90051-5700 -
Telephone: (213) 367-4211 Cable address: DEWAPOLA @
Recyciabie and made irom recvded wests.



Mr. Don Kohler
Page 2
October 20, 2005

treatment. Without adequate water quality studies and associated bench
scale testing, it may not be possible to obtain Department of Health
Services permits allowing project water to be introduced into the LAA.

* The introduction of State Water Project transfer water into the LAA to
enhance water supply reliability has been contemplated by the City. We
are currently bench scale testing required by the Department of Health
Services to temporarily modify the LAA Filtration Plant operating permit.
This will allow full scale water quality testing to be conducted if State
Water Project transfer water is introduced into the LAA: However, as
proposed the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project could negatively impact

LAA water quality and there appear to be no associated reliability benefits
from the project accruing to the City. :

» The use of the Los Angeles Aqueduct to convey water to the proposed
recharge and recovery facilities would require connections to be
constructed to the LAA. Such connections would require an agreement
with LADWP. Construction would require the LAA to be shut down. We
are therefore not supportive of connections to the Los Angeles Aqueduct.

e The proposed use of the LAA could put the structural integrity of the
aqueduct at risk. Structural integrity could be impacted in a variety of

ways including surge pressures caused by the proposed pump station,
and changing the direction of flows.

For all of these reasons we recommend that Phase 2 Option A: Use of the Los Angeles
Aqueduct be eliminated in your proposed EIR.

5% mc

ames B. McDaniel
Chief Operating Officer ~ Water System

DRP:mm
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October 19, 2005

Mr. Don Kohler

Kern County Planning Department
2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

RE: Notice of Preparation of Environmental impact Report (EIR) for
the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project

Dear Mr. Kohler:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for
the above-named project. The following summarizes the City of
Palmdale’'s comments:

The potential significant impacts outlined in the notice of preparation for
this project appear accurate regarding the proposed project. The City of
Palmdale would urge the lead agency to consider any adverse impacts
due to the proximity of Edwards Air Force Base and the potential for
groundwater contamination. Potential impacts to the project based on the
proposed re-zone of portions of the area to Exclusive Agriculture, which,
according to the County Zoning Ordinance, would permit uses such as
irrigated agriculture, dairy and beef cattle grazing and agricultural
chemical storage and repackaging should also be considered. There is
the potential that these uses, if approved in the vicinity in the future, could
significantly affect this project and the environment through discharges
from the aquifer or potential contamination to the groundwater. Therefore,
the EIR for this project should take into consideration the change in land
use and zoning as it specifically relates to the current project.

We are confident that our concerns will be adequately addressed in the

proposed EIR. We also request copies of all future correspondence on

this project. If you have any questions, please contact Amy Brislen at
(661) 267-5200.

Sincerély,

C Lajie Lile ;

Director of Planning

www.cityofpalmdale.org



City of Lancaster
44933 Fern Avenue

Lancaster, California 93534-2461
661-723-6000

Frank C. Roberts

Mayor

October 18, 2005 Bishop Henry W, Hearns |

Vice Mayor

dJim Jeffra

Council Member
. Ed Sileo

Kern County Planning Department Council Member
Attn: Don Kohler Andrew D. Visokey
2700 M Street, Suite 100 Council Member
Bakersfield, California 93301 - Robert S. LaSala

City Manager

Subject: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF THE ANTELOPE -VALLEY WATER BAN
PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Kohler:

Thank you for sending to the City of Lancaster a copy of the notice of preparation (NOP) for the
proposed Antelope Valley Water Bank project and for taking lead agency responsibility for the
project. The City of Lancaster is very much in support of the project and sees its implementation

as an opportunity to help ensure the availability of water supplies throughout the Antelope
Valley.

Generally speaking, the City of Lancaster interposes no objection to the NOP; however, and as

listed below, there are four questions or concerns that we feel should be addressed by the Project
Environmental Impact Report:

1. Under section 1.6 Project Operations, the leasing of recharge basins for organic farming
when the land area is not required for recharge activities sounds like a good financial
arrangement but seems to introduce another consumptive use for water. The PEIR should
discuss in detail the source and quantity of water to be used for the proposed organic
farming.

2. Section 1.8.1 Kern County discusses Ordinance No. G-6502 and specifies that water
imported for banking is exempted from the restraints of the ordinance. However, the
stipulation that only 90% of the water delivered to the groundwater bank may be
recovered seems unscientific and appears to treat up to 10% of the recharged water as
native Kern County water since that amount could not be recovered. This should be more
scientifically developed and discussed in the PEIR so as not to penalize unnecessarily
those who may purchase water for groundwater storage.

3. Section 1.8.3 State Agency Actions or Approvals does not address the probable
regulatory oversight that can be expected as it pertains to changes to ambient
groundwater quality that may result from the introduction of imported water. The City of

l.n
© "\'
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City of Lancaster

Kemn County Planning Department
Attn: Don Kohler

October 18, 2005

Page Two

Lancaster believes this to be a condition that could be mitigated, but it cannot be
overlooked in the preparation of the PEIR.

4. Under section 1.9 Alternatives to the Proposed Project, we believe a fifth alternative
should be considered. The investigation of constructing shallow, subsurface recharge
chambers would be appropriate to minimize losses due to evaporation and to reduce bird
strike threats that may result from surface impoundments of recharge water.

Should you need clarification on any of the above issues, please contact me at the City of
Lancaster at (661) 723-6044.

Sincerely,

N

s R. Williams, PE
Public Works Director

JRW/vp
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Rosamond Community Services District

30ARD OF DIRECTORS OFFICERS

Byron Glennan : ShC?err:yerzf 'm
Daniel Landsgaard Claud Seal
Robert C. Scherer, E4.D. Assistant
Kathleen S. Spoor General Manager
Greg Wood Sharon L. Welker
Secretary / Treasurer
Dean Derleth
Attorney
September 29, 2005
Don Kohler, Planner I SENT VIA FAX
Kern County Planning Department ‘

2700 ‘M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301-2323

Subject: Notice of Preparation of the Antelope Valley Water Baok
Project Environmental Impact Report

Mrx. Kohler:

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and
feel that projects like this one will benefit the Antelope Valley. There are some questions
that we would like clarification on and that are attached for your review. Claud Seal and
Scoping Meeting next Tuesday.

cc: Claud Secal, Assistant Manager RCSD

Attachment

3179 35" Street West, Rosamond, California 93560
(661) 256-3411 FAX (661) 256-2557
E-mail: rcsd@qnet.com
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emorandum

Yo: Sherry DeLano, General Manager

From: Claud Seal, Assistant Genera} Manager

Date; 9/29/2005

Re: KERN COUNTY NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF THE ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER BANK
PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This memo isinnsponsemDonKoMer’smquorreviewmdfeedbackmmeuboYedocwnm Iw?md
like to preface my comments and queries that follow with the statement that 1 fee this is a step forward in the
right direction of water conservation and future wise water usage in the Antelope Valley.

Page 1-10, Section 1.6, paragragh 2: sentence 1 — “dewatered portions.” Question: thre are the data
proving that the basin had been dewatered? Sentence 2 - “500,000 af.” Question: Again, where are the data to
substantiate this value?

Page 1-11, Section 1.6, paragraph 2:sentence 3 - “limited to 90%.” Question: That figure is based on what
source? Is there a dovelopment and/or recovery curve?

Page 2-1, Chapter 2, Factors Potentially Affected. Question: Why is not the “Public Services” box not
checked? Will new wells need electrical power? Will not accese roads be needed? Will the access roads need
covering or hard plating to prevent or reduce dust emissions?

Page 2-4, I (c), paragraph 5: “however, current farming practices would remain in the area of recharge basins

8 — 10 month of the year,” Question: Will the farming operations include watering the crops using local

agricultural wells that will be drawing from the same aquifers that the spreading and percolation water be

le)ntcring? How will the surface water be accounted for if the farming uses more water than has been infiltrated
y spreading?

Pa.ge 2-5, II (c), first paragraph: What about new wells being located in new locations on existing farmlands?
Will they not need pipelines and roads? Will these new features interfere with the farming operations?

Page 2-12, VI (a), i: In paragraph in the report, the test basins were noted as being outside the Skt zone yet in
paragraph (ai-aii) the test area is defined by fankt zones. Will not the Willow Springs frult allow some of the
percolated surface water to flow cast, toward Rosamond, or other areas, beyond the project recovery wells?

Il:ragepz-la, VIIX (b): First sentence: “depleted aquifer.” and second sentence, “Ten percent,” Question: Data?
oof? ‘

Page 2-19, (): Question: Who pays for the surface water for how long? Assuming Western is paying the

source surface water bill for initial spreading, a what point is the operation deemed successful and outside
water interests begin the commercial water banking process?

End of questions.




STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RESOURCES AGEN’ {

=

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES
4800 STOCKDALE HWY. o STE.417 o BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA 93309

CALIFORNIA

CONSERVATION PHONE 661 /322-4031 o FAX 661 /861-0279 o WEB SITE comervuﬁon.ccl.gov

September 22, 2005

Mr. Don Kohler

Kern County Planning Department
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Subject: SPA 13, Map 232; SPA 2, Map 233 ,
(Western Development & Storage, LLC [PP05283])
Sec. 25 TIN R15W, Sec. 30 &31 TO9N R14W SBB&M

Dear Mr. Kohler:

The Department of Conservation's Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
(Division) has reviewed the above referenced project. The Division supervises the
drilling, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells
in California. The Division offers the following comments for your consideration.

The proposed project is located beyond the administrative boundaries of any oil or gas
field. There are no oil, gas, or injection wells of record within the project boundaries.
Regardless, if any abandoned or unrecorded wells are uncovered or damaged during
excavation or grading, remedial plugging operations may be required. This office must

be contacted to obtain information on the requirements for and approval to perform
remedial operations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions,
please call Tom Giallonardo at the Bakersfield district office: 4800 Stockdale Highway,
Suite 417, Bakersfield, CA 93309; phone (661) 334-3663.

Sincerely,
Daniel J. V%Ie

Senior Oil and Gas Engineer

The Department of Conservation's mission is to protect Californians and their environment by:
Protecting bves and property from earthquakes and landsfides; Ensuring safe mining and ol and, gas drilling;
Conserving California’s farmland; and Saving energy and resources through recycling.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION

1 ADMINISTRATION CIRCLE 575 | AVENUE SUITE 1
CHINA LAKE, CA $3565-8100 POINT MUGU, CA 830425040

N REPLY REFER TO:

5090
20 Oct 05

Kern County Planning Department
Attn: Don Kohler

2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Dear Mr. Kohler:

Subj: ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER BANK PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Preparation of the
Antelope Valley Water Bank Project Environmental Impact Report.

The proposed includes water recharge basins, which have the potential to artract birds.
These basins are located undemeath several low-level flight corridors and an increase in
the number of birds in the area could create a hazard for the military aircraft using those
corridors. We request that the potential for increased bird strike hazard to military
aircraft be analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please contact me at (805)
989-9209 or email: Anthony.Parisi @navy.mil.

Sincerely,

. M. PARISI
Head, Sustainability Office
By direction of the Commander

Copy to:
AFFTC (Dwight Deakin)
NAWS, China Lake (John O’Gara)
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Director

Frank Tymon :

Director Dear Ms. Oviatt and Mr. Kohler,

Dave Meraz

General Manager Quartz Hill Water District has received the Notice of Preparation

for the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project Environmental Impact
Report. Our District appreciates the opportunity to review the
documents and has no comments at this time.

Sincerely,

Dave Meraz
General Manager
Quartz Hill Water District



ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES DEPARTMENT

KERN COUNTY
Office Memorandum
Date: October 20, 2005
To: Ted James, Director
' Planning Department

ttention: Don Kohler

Fro Steve McCalley, Director
Environmental Health Services Department
By: Thomas Hardy, Environmental Health Specialist III

Re: Notice of Preparation for the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project
The Kern County Environmental Health Services Department has reviewed the subject
project. This Department has the local regulatory authority to enforce state regulations and

local codes as they relate to waste discharge, water supply requirements, noise, and other

items that may affect the health and safety of the public or that may be detrimental to the
environment.

The Environmental Health Services Department recommends that the following items be
addressed in the EIR for the subject project:

1. All of the water wells which will be drilled for this project must be drilled under
permit with the Environmental Health Services Department.

2. Potential impacts to groundwater must be addressed.

3. Noise impacts resultant from this project must be addressed.

TH:
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October 19, 2005
File: Kern County General - EIR
Don Kohler
Kern County Planning Department
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

EVALUATION OF A NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE ANTELOPE VALLEY
WATER BANK PROJECT BY WESTERN DEVELOPMENT AND STORAGE, SCH #
2005091117, ANTELOPE VALLEY, KERN COUNTY

Introduction

The Regional Water Quality Control Board staff (Board staff) has reviewed the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the Antelope Valley Water Bank Project by Western Development and
Storage, SCH # 2005091117. The submittal consisted of a Notice of Preparation Letter, Notice
of Preparation Distribution List, and Notice of Preparation - Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Project Backgrouhd

The proposed project is to construct the Antelope Valley Water Bank project. The purpose of the
project is to develop a facility to recharge and store imported surface water beneath properties in
the west end of the Antelope Valley, which can later be extracted when needed.

The NOP indicated that the project is designed to:

1. Enhance water supply reliability and flexibility in a cost effective and
environmentally sound manner;

2. Reduce groundwater overdraft; and

3. Encourage conjunctive use, where appropriate.

The project is proposed to be constructed in two phases. Phase I would consist of construction of
the recharge and recovery facilities, connecting to the Antelope Valley East Kern (AVEK) West
Feeder line. Phase II would involve connecting the recharge and recovery facilities to the
California Aqueduct, to increase total capacity of the project.

The proposed project will consist of recharge basins on 1,200 — 1,500 acres; with individual
recharge basins ranging from 1 — 50 acres each. The surface water from AVEK will be allowed
to percolate through the subsurface to be stored in the underlying aquifer. Approximately ten

new extraction wells will be combined with the existing 30-40 extraction wells to extract the
stored groundwater.

California Environmental Protection Agency

L 40
K Recycled Paper



Mr. Kohler -2- October 19, 2005
(

The NOP estimated that construction could commence by the middle of 2006, with extraction of
the groundwater occurring approximately one year later. The text indicates that the EIR will
D consider a wide range of alternatives, including: 1) other locations in or near Antelope Valley; 2)
o use of injection wells instead of recharge basins; 3) use of surface reservoirs to store imported
surface water; and 4) supplying surface water (from aqueducts) to farmers for irrigation, thus
resulting in the accumulation of stored groundwater equal to that which would be extracted by
pumping for agricultural purposes.

Board staff Comments

The following comments should be incorporated into the preparation of the EIR for Antelope
Valley Water Bank project.

1. Section 1.8.3 State Agency Actions or Approvals — The text indicates that the Regional
Board will authorize proposed construction activities under the Regional Board’s General -
Permit for Storm Water Discharges associated with Construction Activity. Since there is
no surface water in Lancaster, there is no Storm Water permif required. There is no
reference to any other permits/waivers that are required by the Regional Board.
Additional permits (i.e. Waste Discharge Requirements) may be required by the Regional
Board for the recharge of aqueduct water by injection into the subsurface, due to the

disinfection products or other constituents that might be present in the aqueduct water,
and not in groundwater.

2. The environmental checklists lists the following as potential significant impacts occurring
from the project, that will be addressed in the EIR:

a. Violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

b. Substantially altering the existing drainage patterns of the site or area
including that alteration of stream or rivers courses;

C. Substantially degrade water quality; and

d. Placement within a 100-year flood hazard area, which could impede or

redirect flood flows.

Specific Board staff Requests

The following items should be discussed when the EIR is prepared for the Antelope Valley
Water Bank Project:

3. Injection of aqueduct water that has been disinfected may contain trihalomethanes
(THMs), which would unreasonably affect a water of the State for beneficial use, and
constitute a pollution as defined in Section 13050 of the State Water Code. The EIR
should provide sufficient information or analysis to determine whether the project will
comply with State Board Resolution No. 68-16. State Water Resources Control Board

Resolution No. 68-16 “Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of
Waters in California requires:

“Any activity which produces or may produce a waste or increased volume

California Environmental Protection Agency
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or concentration of waste and which discharges or proposes to discharge to
' existing high quality waters will be required to meet waste discharge
requirements which will result in the best practicable treatment or control
' of the discharge necessary to assure that (a) a pollution or nuisance will
not occur and (b) the highest water quality consistent with maximum
benefit to the people of the State will be maintained.”

4. The EIR should present sufficient data so that Board staff can independently determine if

the groundwater quality will be degraded due to the Recharge Project, and may require an
anti-degradation analysis.

5. The EIR should estimate the water quality resulting from the injected water with the
native groundwater. A complete characterization of the native groundwater vs. the
injected water quality should be presented.

6. The proponent for the project will have to prove that this project will: (1) not cause a
pollution or nuisance, (2) not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of

the groundwater, and (3) maintain the highest water quality consistent with the maximum
benefit to the people of the State.

7. The EIR should evaluate all significant impacts that are identified and propose
appropriate mitigation measures. If these impacts are unavoidable, a Finding of
Overriding Consideration needs to be made by the Lead Agency.

8. The EIR should provide information on hydrogeology, groundwater quality and
groundwater hydrology. Such information is needed to evaluate the feasibility and

potential impacts of the aquifer recharge project. Information needed includes, but is not
limited to information on:

Depth to groundwater,

Depth to bedrock,

Direction of groundwater flow,

Existing groundwater quality,

Locations of existing water supply wells (both active and inactive),
Use of wells (agricultural, domestic, stock watering, etc.),

Geologic lithology to depths in excess of 50 feet,
Results of pump tests, and

Soil and aquifer hydraulic conductivity.

TP Mo A0 o

9. Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) may be required for the discharge of disinfected
water by the proposed reinjection to groundwater. As the State agency responsible for
regulating the discharge of waste and protecting water quality, the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Regional Board), must ensure that waste
discharges do not result in a pollution or nuisance. The project proponent may be
required to file a Report of Waste Discharge (RWD) with the Regional Board pursuant to
Section 13260 of the California Water Code. Following submittal of a complete RWD,
Board staff will prepare tentative WDRs for the project. Board staff will present WDRs

California Environmental Protection Agency
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to the Regional Board for adoption within 120 days of receiving a complete RWD. Kern
County is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
N The Regional Board, as Responsible Agency, will rely on the CEQA document prepared
by the county.

10. The Discharger and its contractor(s) will be responsible for implementing site-specific
temporary soil stabilization, site controls, and re-vegetation construction stability
measures. These measures include, but are not limited to:

) Control of fuel, lubricants, and any hazardous materials stored or used in the
project area;
o Control of wash down discharges from the project site; and

o Sediment Tracking Control.

Conclusion

Board staff accepts the Notice of Preparation as submitted, and looks forward to reviewing the
EIR for the Antelope Valley Water Bank project.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please telephone me at (760) 241-7366 or Hisam
A. Bagqai, Supervising Engineer at (760) 241-7325.

Sincerely,
By G-
Greg Cash

Engineering Geologist
South Basin Regulatory Unit

GCurc\U:\NOP, Antelope Valley Water Bank Project.doc
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SOUTHERN DISTRICT
.- 770 FAIRMONT AVENUE, SUITE 102

I SLENDALE, CA 91203-1035

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

0CT 2 0 2005

Mr. Don Kohler

Kern County Planning Department
2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, California 93301

Dear Mr. Kohler:

My office has received your agency's Notice of Preparation of the Antelope Valley
Water Bank Project Environmental Impact Report dated September 21, 2005. In
reviewing this Notice of Preparation (NOP), we have the following comments. Prudent
groundwater management involves the monitoring and management of groundwater
levels, groundwater quality, and inelastic land surface subsidence (e.g., DWR

Bulletin 118-2003, Chapter 3). The NOP includes some of these issues within its
general scope, however, the explanatory remarks do not specify that all aspects of

these issues will be addressed. In addition, there appears to be no provision in the
NOP to address water rights in the basin.

Section VIii(b) of the NOP indicates that depletion of “groundwater supplies” and a
“lowering of the local groundwater table level” are seen as a less-than-significant
impact. The accompanying explanation says that ten percent of the water would be left
in the aquifer by the project. However, infiltration of large amounts of water (as much as
100,000 acre feet per year is proposed) will likely raise the water table and change the
local groundwater flow pattern. It is possible that the recharged water will flow out from
beneath the project area. Subsequent planned extraction of groundwater may result in
a lowering of groundwater levels beneath the project area which may produce
deleterious effects. We suggest that the EIR address groundwater flow under the
planned operating conditions and the effectiveness of extracting the stored water from

the project area. Incorporating into the project an array of monitoring wells would help
with tracking and evaluating water level changes.

Sections Vlli(a) and VIli(f) indicate that the EIR will address water quality issues.
Because the explanatory notes mention potential water quality issues only in broad
terms, we do not know all of the specific issues that will be addressed. The NOP says
that the land involved in this project has historically been under agricultural production.
Because California agricultural practices often involve application of fertilizers,
herbicides, and pesticides, there is a potential that these contaminants may reside in
the zone of aeration beneath the agricultural iand. Infiltration of water through recharge
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basins and the subsequent rise in the local groundwater surface may leach
contaminants into the groundwater.

The water that is infiltrated is likely not to have the same water quality character as the
native groundwater in the basin. In addition to potential contamination because of
percolation through the zone of aeration, the mixed groundwater is likely to be of
different character than either the native groundwater or the State Water Project water.
The EIR should address impacts of the project on the quality of the water to be exported
as well as on the quality of the groundwater down gradient in the basin.

Land surface subsidence resulting from groundwater extraction has been a problem in
parts of the Antelope Valley (e.g. USGS WRI 03-4016). Because this project proposes
to extract a significant amount of groundwater from the basin, this project may
contribute to further land subsidence in the valley. We suggest that the EIR evaluate
the potential for local drawdown of the water table and land subsidence under the
proposed operating conditions.

In California, the legal right to bank, extract, and use groundwater is also an important
issue. This particular project has important aspects that necessitate a discussion of
water rights. This project proposes to extract groundwater potentially for export from
the groundwater basin. At present, an adjudication of groundwater extraction rights is in
process for portions of the Antelope Valley. The right to extract or bank and extract
water for export from the Antelope Valley may be in question now and may be in
question as the adjudication process progresses. We suggest that the EIR address
groundwater rights in general, the right to export groundwater from the basin, and how
an adjudication of groundwater rights might impact the project.

We hope that these comments are helpful in planning for your EIR. If you have any

questions about these comments, please contact Tim Ross at (818) 543-4663 or
tross@water.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

A Gt

Mark Stuart, Chief
Southern District



ANTELOPE ACRES TOWN COUNCIL
8812 West Avenue E-8
Antelope Acres, CA 93536

October 20, 2005

Kemn County Planning Department
Ted James, AICP, Director

2700 M Street Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

RE: Antelope Valley Water Bank
EIR Project

Dear Mr. James:

This letter is in response to your Notice of Preparation dated September 21, 2005
concerning the above project regarding the applicant Western Development and Storage
LLC (WDS). The antelope Acres Town Council (AA) has jurisdiction within a close
proximity and has some concerns regarding this project. The AA will state our concems
and would appreciate a reply on each of these issues.

Our first issue is how will you make this project safe from children who mi ght wander

onto the grounds? What kind of security will you provide to safeguard against injury to
children?

Next, how will the effects of this project have on our water table? How will you deal with
the over or under draft of the water table in our area?

How will WDS pay for the all damages if their settling ponds break through accident or
natural causes resulting in damage to residential and commercial structures?

What about the effect of standing water will have on additional mosquitoes that will

likely increase with this project? How will you handle a possible breakout of West Nile
Virus due to your project?

What effects will your system have on desert plant life currently growing in the area?
What provisions have you made to protect the vegetation?

How will you protect the ground water supply from the aqueduct water that you will be
delivering? Will you treat the water prior to its entry into the ground?
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Will you have offices at the location and how many employees will be on handle the
project? Will you maintain the roads in the area?

Please explain what precautions you have taken in the exposure of this water to dogs,
cats, and especially horses? Will you pay for any direct costs that are caused by your
company when residents have to go in for treatment of their animals?

Will your water only be sold and delivered in the Antelope Valley? How can we be
assured that the majority of water is not sent down to Los Angeles?

What kind of delivery system will be maintained at the site? Will. you use storage and
pressure tanks? How far, in miles, will your water be pumped to?

How have you prepared for a major earthquake? How will you prevent your system from
flooding the local area?

Sincerely,

Vickie L. Nelson
Secretary — Antelope Acres Town Council

VLN:pc
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o Sundale Mutual Water Company

Post Office Box 351, Lancaster, CA 93584
Phone: {661) 942-2198 Fax: (661) 256-2620

October 19, 2005

Kemn County Planning Department
Ted James, AICP, Director

2700 M Street Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

RE: Antelope Valley Water Bank

‘EIR Project
Dear Mr. James:

This letter is in response to your Notice of Preparation dated September 21, 2005 concerning the
above project regarding the applicant Western Development and Storage LLC (WDS). Sundale
Mutual Water Company (Sundale) operates a water company within a close proximity and has
some concerns regarding this project and the potential impact it will have on delivery of water. I
will state our concerns and would apprectate a reply on each of these issues.

Our first issue is the effects this project will have on our water table. If the water table drops
from our current level and we can prove that WDS is the main cause, will they pay Sundale for

this usage? Will they charge us for water if the water table rises and can prove the water came
from their system?

Next, will they pay for the all damages if their settling ponds break through accident or natural
causes resulting in damage to residential and commercial structures?

How will you make this project safe from children who might wander onto the grounds? What
kind of security will you provide to safeguard against injury to children? '

What effects will your system have on desert plant life currently growing in the area? What
provisions have you made to protect the vegetation?

How will you protect the ground water supply from the aqueduct water that you will be
delivering? Will you treat the water prior to its entry into the ground?

What about the effect of standing water will have on additional mosquitoes that will likely

increase with this project? How will you handle a possible breakout of West Nile Virus due to
your project?
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Please explain what precautions you have taken in the exposure of this water to dogs, cats, and
~==w  especially horses? Will you pay for any direct costs that are caused by your company when
residents have to go in for treatment of their animals?

What kind of delivery system will be maintained at the site? Will you use storage and pressure
tanks? How far, in miles, will your water be pumped to?

How have you prepared for a major earthquake? How will you prevent your system from
flooding the local area?

Will you have offices at the location and how many employees will be on handle the project?
Will you maintain the roads in the area?

Will your water only be sold and delivered in the Antelope Valley? How can we be assured that
the majority of water is not sent down to Los Angeles?

Sincerely, .
Bruce E. Nelson — President
Sundale Mutual Water Company

BEN:pc



From: Arthur D Unger [mailto:alunger@juno.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2005 3:23 PM

To: KohlerD@co.kern.ca.us

Subject: Antelope Valley Water Bank Notice of Preparation

Dear Mr. Kohler,
The DEIR should answer all below questions.

California now has a water shortage and will never again have enough water.
Farmers already complain of their water bill and it will be a long time before
California‘s population decreases.

The DEIR should consider the value of taking water from northern California to
be used in the Antelope Valley. How much water will be evaporated from the
canals between the place the water originates and the water bank? What is the
dollar value of the crops to be raised in the Antelope Valley, compared to the
dollar value of crops that could be raised if the water was used closer to its origin?
Are there crops that have significant non-monetary value and can best be raised in
the Antelope Valley? Would people living in more compact northern California
communities use less water than people in the Antelope Valley?

I assume all the water that flows off the nearby mountains already contributes to
the ground water and that catching that water in a water bank is useless.

Semi-Tropic WSD uses solar electricity to pump water and so should this water
bank. The price of solar panels should decrease as more solar is installed on roofs
in Bakersfield and throughout California and the world. Please note the
agreements between the Sierra Club and developers in metropolitan Bakersfield
which call for solar panels to be installed on the first model home of sixteen
projects. The price of propane and other fossil fuels will increase.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
Arthur Unger

2815 La Cresta Drive

Bakersfield, CA 93305-1719

(661) 323 5569

alunger@juno.com preferred




SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS
KERN COUNTY AGENCY SCOPING MEETING
Kern County Planning Department
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, California

Conference Room

Date October 4, 2005

ATTENDENCE: Lorelei Oviatt, Senior Planner
Don Kohler, Planner 1

The hearing convened at 1:30 p.m.

Ms. Oviatt explained the purpose of the scoping meeting, the legislation that requires it and the
format of the meeting. She pointed out the agendas and sign in sheet at the back of the room.
She introduced staff and noted that staff would present each item and ask for comments.

1. Antelope Valley Water Bank Project EIR — Notice of Preparation
Specific Plan Amendment No. 13, Map 232, Specific Plan Amendment No 2, Map 233;
Agricultural Preserve No. 24 - Inclusion (Willow Springs Specific Plan) Antelope Valley
Water Bank by WDS (wo # PP05283)

Ms. Oviatt read the project name, location and description from the Notice of
Preparation.  She further explained that water banks are a by right use in the A zone,
requiring no discretionary action by the county. However, an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required for the infrastructure, therefore the EIR will look at the whole of
the project. Ms. Sherry Delano of the Rosamond Community Services District offered
the following comments and asked the following questions:

o What is an Ag Preserve and how many acres of land would be included under a
Williamson Act contract. Ms. Oviatt explained that an Ag Preserve is an
administrative function that allows the county to administrate the
Williamson Act Program. All property that is under contract falls within an Ag
Preserve. 640 acres of land will be under contract for this project.

o Make clear what the 90% withdrawal rate encompasses. Does it take into
account the water that evaporates?

o Will there be controls on the amount of water withdrawn when the property is
farmed?

e Stated that she feels water banking is a good thing for the Antelope Valley.

Alvin Bautista representing LADWP said they would be providing written comments by
October 20". He then asked for further clarification on the zoning issues involved with
the project and when a Draft of the EIR would be available. Ms. Oviatt explained that

Scoping Meeting — Summary of Proceedings
October 4, 2005

Page 1



the zoning required changing to allow for the infrastructure to be constructed for the
water bank, and if all of the property were zoned A, that the project would not have
required any action by the county. She also stated that Kern County has a water export
ordinance that prohibits export of water out of the county. However, the ordinance
specifically excludes water banks from this prohibition. Ms. Oviatt said a DEIR
should be available prior to December 31, 2005. She further stated that the FEIR
should go before the Board of Supervisors sometime in May.

Ms. Sherry Delano of the Rosamond Community Services District asked if any
discretionary actions are required after approval of the SPA. Ms. Oviatt stated that
once the Board approves the SPA, no other discretionary approvals would be
required. Ms. Delano also asked when the Monitoring Committee would become active.
Ms. Oviatt stated that the committee needs to be enforceable and that most likely
the format and timing of the committee would become a mitigation measure. Mr.
Andrew Werner of Western Development and Storage asked if he could further
explain why the committee was being proposed. He stated that modeling of the
entire water basin would be very complicated and that the committee was
proposed to ensure that surrounding interests were able to participate in the
operation of the water bank.

Ms. Oviatt stated that the impacts to the entire basin, including Los Angeles
County would be included in the EIR. She also said that growth-inducing
concerns would be addressed. There will also be questions that cannot be
answered, however they will still be discussed in the EIR.

No other comments were received on the project.

Ms. Oviatt adjourned the meeting at 1:55 p.m.

Lorelei Oviatt, Supervising Planner

DBK

Scoping Meeting — Summary of Proceedings
October 4, 2005
Page 2



Appendix B
Feasibility Evaluation



water conservation, transfers, and banking

westerndev.com

Water Banking Feasibility Evaluation

Antelope Valley Water Bank

January 2005

5700 Wilshire Blvd., Ste 330

A i CONFIDENTIAL awiB s
Phone: 323.936.9303

Fax: 323.930.9114

1 of 83



This report is being furnished to a limited number of parties who have expressed an interest
in the Antelope Valley Water Bank (the Project). Western Development and Storage (WDS)
has assembled this report for the sole purpose of assisting the recipient thereof (Recipient) in
deciding whether to participate in the Project. This report, and any other documents or
materials provided by WDS, may not be distributed, reproduced, or used by Recipient without
the express consent of WDS, for any purpose other than the evaluation of the Project by
Recipient.

Although WDS has endeavored to assure that this report includes information and estimates
that WDS believes are accurate and reliable, WDS makes no representations or warranties,
express or implied, as to the accuracy or completeness of such information and estimates.

Nothing contained within this report is or should be relied upon as a promise or
representation as to the future. The financial projections included in this report are based on
assumptions as to future expenses, and related matters developed by WDS. These
projections, which WDS believes to be reasonable, merely represent a prediction of future
events based upon assumptions which may or may not occur. Their accuracy depends upon
the occurrence of a complex series of future events or transactions, some of which are not
within the control of management. Actual operating results will likely vary from those which
have been projected and the projections should not be relied on to indicate actual results
which may be obtained. While these projections reflect WDS'’s current views with respect to
future events, they are subject to certain risks, uncertainties and assumptions. Should one or
more of these risks or uncertainties materialize, or should underlying assumptions prove
incorrect, actual operating results may vary materially from those projected. WDS does not
intend to update these forward looking statements and information.

REVIEWERS ARE CAUTIONED NOT TO PLACE UNDUE RELIANCE ON ANY
ESTIMATES, FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS OR FORWARD LOOKING INFORMATION
CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT. REVIEWERS SHOULD CONDUCT THEIR OWN
INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE INFORMATION, DATA AND STATEMENTS
CONTAINED HEREIN.

5700 Wilshire Blvd., Ste 330
Los Angeles, CA 90036 CONFIDENTIAL - W - S

Phone: 323.936.9303

Fax: 323.930.9114
2 of 83
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Executive Summary

This report presents methods, conclusions and recommendations regarding the feasibility of
developing a groundwater recharge, storage and recovery facility (“water bank”) in the
Neenach Sub-Basin of the west end of the Antelope Valley in Kern County, California. This
report and underlying work have been prepared by Western Development and Storage, LLC
(WDS, Los Angeles, CA) to help water agencies determine if the Project deserves further
consideration.

In late 2001 WDS set out to identify the optimum location for a water bank to serve the needs
of Antelope Valley and Southern California. WDS performed the search through a
geographic information system (GIS) based process that included over 30 criteria. By early
2002, WDS had identified a 400 square mile area in the west end of the Antelope Valley as
optimum from a conveyance and operational cost perspective. WDS compiled existing work
and quickly realized that while water banking appeared feasible from a regional perspective,
there was actually very little site specific data to validate the concept. Therefore, WDS
contacted land owners and began field work in 2002. The WDS investigation has included
trenching, percolation tests, soil analyses, groundwater analyses, deep borings and
geophysical logging followed by hydrogeologic and financial modeling.

Using new and existing data, WDS selected 1,629 acres of farm land that could support
pond-based recharge rates of at least 100,000 acre-feet per year (AF/year). The underlying
dewatered aquifer has more than 500,000 AF of available storage space and is
hydrogeologically isolated from large pumping centers to the east. Groundwater quality is
excellent and there are no known sources of contamination.

WDS has spoken with surrounding land owners and no opposition to the concept has been
voiced. As part of the screening process WDS selected farmland that has been irrigated with
a combination of groundwater and imported surface water from the Antelope Valley East
Kern Water Agency (AVEK) as provided through the State Water Project (SWP). As a
consequence, WDS anticipates that requirements to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) would be relatively straightforward, with few (if any) issues
relating to protection of habitats or wildlife. While it might be possible to entitle the Project
through a CEQA Initial Study and Negative Declaration, WDS has conservatively assumed
that a full CEQA Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be required to ensure that all
stakeholders have had an opportunity to participate in conceptualization of the Project. WDS
has not identified any federal actions or permissions that would necessitate a National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

The water bank could be configured in a variety of ways, potentially including in-lieu systems
and existing wells to reduce pond areas and number of new wells. However, in order to
conservatively evaluate economic viability, the most expensive configuration was assumed.
WDS estimates that up to $44.1 million would be required to construct the facilities with
recharge costs averaging $4/AF and recovery costs averaging $37/AF (not including debt
service). The Project was compared to other recent water banking efforts on a present value
basis (30-years, 6% cost of capital) with the following results.
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Table 1. Present Value Comparison of Water Banking Projects

CAPEX
CATEr)](dand Total Capacit Pe(r)f/-\F Put Take | Inactive PV
Pl Acquisition St(o/;g)ge (AF::/yr)y Annual (O$I/DAE;§ (O$/Pf;§ (O;AE;; ($/AF)
(%) Capacity
($/AF)
Antelope Valley $58,829,333 500,000 100,000 $588 $4 $37 $8 $811
Chino Basin - MWD $28,200,000 | 100,000 33,000 $855 $20 $50 $2 $1,185
Semitropic New Unit $150,000,000 450,000 150,000 $1,000 $25 $25 $2 $1,239
Cawelo proposed to
Castaic Lake WA $15,000,000 120,000 20,000 $750 $0 $200 $0 $1,668
Fresno ID Walden Pond for
City of Fresno (marketable $12,230,144 NA 8,100 $1,510 $4 $41 $2 $1,726
capacity)
MID: Phase 1 (marketable) | $63,980,618 | 117,000 39,000 $1,641 $4 $41 $2 $1,856
Semitropic Existing Unit
(firm capacities cited) $135,000,000 | 1,000,000 90,000 $1,500 $44 $44 $2 $1,917
Kern Delta - MWD 250,000 50,000 NA $145 $185 $105 $1,996
Friant: Alternate cost of
water purchases absent NA NA NA NA NA NA NA $2,320
storage
West Coast and Central
Basin Pumping Rights $58,583,350 16,643 16,643 $3,520 $0 $25 $0 $3,635
Terminus Dam $37,000,000 8,000 $4,625 $0 $0 $0 $4,625
Kaweah Delta $1,201,336 246 246 $4,883 $0 $0 $0 $4,883
Fine Gold Creek Offstream | ¢543 000,000 42,000 | $11,976 | $0 $0 $0 | $11,976
Storage
Notes
1. Assumes no grants
2. Assumes a 6% cost of capital over 30-years for debt service
3. Does not include permitting (to ensure a valid comparison)
4. Values in red are not known and were assumed low or zero to ensure that the comparison is conservative
5. Assumes recharge 33% of the years, recovery 33% of the years and inactive 33% of the years.

As indicated above, WDS estimates that the Antelope Valley water bank would be the most
economical of all projects reviewed. This is not a surprise as WDS included economic criteria
in the original site selection process.

In summary, WDS has not identified any fatal flaws and has concluded that the Antelope
Valley Water Bank would be an economically viable project. No federal permitting
requirements have been identified and CEQA compliance would likely be straightforward.
However, water banks by their nature require close coordination between the operating
agency, nearby agencies and surrounding land owners to ensure that rights and water uses
are protected. There are numerous proven templates for how this coordination can take
place.
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Table 2: Summary of Findings

Issue

Findings

Fatal flaw summary

WDS has not identified any fatal flaws.

Outstanding issues

A lead agency is required.

Recharge, storage and
recovery capabilities

The target area could support over 100,000 AF per year of recharge, over
500,000 AF storage and 100,000 AF per year of recovery through a recharge
pond and recovery well based water bank. WDS estimates are consistent with
those by others.

Project costs

Permitting costs: $3.2 to $7.1 million (conservative)
Capital costs (not including land): $44.1 million (conservative)
Note: WDS has secured the required land.

Comparables analysis

40% to 240% less expensive than comparable projects on a per acre-foot basis.

Permitting and contracting
time frame

2- to 5-years depending on the drive and consensus of the lead agency and
stakeholders.

Permitting requirements

Likely an EIR, wheeling agreements with AVEK, LADWP and DWR, various
secondary County and Water Quality Control Board permissions relating to
construction. No Federal requirements or Department of Fish & Game permits.

Potential facility
configurations

A variety of configurations are possible. WDS evaluated a facility with
connections to the Los Angeles Aqueduct, the California Aqueduct and the AVEK
West Feeder. Through this configuration the facility could serve any State Water
Project contractor either directly or through exchange.

Conveyance capacity

There is sufficient conveyance capacity in the Los Angeles Aqueduct and the
AVEK West Feeder to support this project assuming that wheeling agreements
can be reached.

Groundwater quality

Groundwater quality is excellent. No contaminants or Title 22 parameter
exceedances were detected. Locals drink water directly from irrigation wells.

Hydrogeology

Sand and gravel from the surface to the water table with minor, discontinuous
silts and clays. Target area bounded by 3 faults that would prevent stored water
migration into the intense pumping areas of the Lancaster Sub-Basin.

Land uses and
environmental liabilities

The target parcels and surrounding land are rural and have been farmed since at
least 1960. There are no nearby industrial facilities or other known sources of
contamination. There are no known past or current underground tanks at the
target parcels and, with the exception of one household trash pit, there are no
known environmental conditions that would impact groundwater beyond normal
farming practices.

Jurisdictional boundaries
and zoning

The target parcels are in an unincorporated area of Kern County within the AVEK
service area. The target parcels are Zone A Exclusive Agriculture. Water
banking is permitted within this zone.

Leases and contracts

The land is currently leased to Peter Rabbit Farms. 640-acres are encumbered
with Williamson Act contracts. The County may consider alternation of water
banking and farming to be compatible with the Act — thus avoiding cancellation
fees and higher taxes.

Existing facilities

The target properties are served by 10-wells and 4.5-miles of irrigation piping
connected to the AVEK West Feeder.

Biological resources

The target parcels have been in agricultural use since at least 1960. A review of
the California Natural Diversity Database indicated that there are no Federal or
California endangered or threatened species in the target area. There are no
wetlands or perennial streams on or near the target parcels.

Storage rights

A detailed review of case history and regulations indicates that the Project would
have the right to storage space as long as it owns the overlying land. Case law
clearly indicates that available storage space would not be limited to that
immediately beneath the property.
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Introduction

This report presents methods, conclusions and recommendations regarding the feasibility of
developing a groundwater recharge, storage and recovery facility (“water bank”) in the
Neenach Sub-Basin near the west end of the Antelope Valley in Kern County, California. This
report and underlying work have been prepared by Western Development and Storage, LLC
(WDS, Los Angeles, CA) to help water agencies determine if the Project deserves further
consideration.

The term water banking is applied to a wide variety of projects that include the following:

e Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR): These projects typically entail recharge of surface
water through ponds or injection wells for recovery at a later date. The Projects are also
called groundwater banking projects;

e Conjunctive Use and In-lieu Banking: The Projects include a wide variety of
configurations, but typically entail use of surface water in wet years in-lieu of groundwater
pumpage — thus banking an equivalent amount of groundwater in the aquifer for use in dry
years. Conjunctive use and ASR projects are commonly integrated;

e Groundwater Pumpage Deferral: These are short-term programs in which the owner of
groundwater rights in an adjudicated basin defers extraction and builds up a “credit”
volume that can be sold to other parties. Carry-over credits usually expire within 1 to 5
years;

e Dry Year Option Programs: These projects do not physically store water; rather the owner
of water rights accepts annual payments for the right to divert water to a buyer in dry
years in-lieu of local use (typically for irrigation, such as the 2003 rice fallowing programs);

e Subsidized Water Conservation: In many cases farmers are not able to financially justify
installation of water conservation systems (i.e. drip irrigation) solely for agricultural
reasons. Therefore an entity seeking water can finance the conservation projects to
improve agricultural operations and make water available for transfer; and

e Carry-Over Storage in Reservoirs: The majority of reservoirs are controlled by public
agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation, the Corp of Engineers, the California
Department of Water Resources and a select list of large water utilities such as the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). These agencies manipulate
storage capacity for their own purposes and rarely make carry-over storage available to
3rd parties. However other water banking efforts that can work in conjunction with surface
water reservoirs are highly sought after.

This evaluation was performed to determine the feasibility of a recharge pond based ASR
project in the west end of the Antelope Valley in Kern County, California. Within this report,
the term “water bank” refers to this type of configuration unless otherwise indicated.
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Regional Need

The need for additional water storage south of the Delta is widely recognized by all
stakeholders in California water. The California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
estimates that California’s population will increase by 17 million by 2030 and be accompanied
by increased water demand of 3.5 to 6.0 million acre-feet/year (AF/year) in normal years. In
total, the DWR estimates that $75 billion would needed to secure the required water supplies.
In order to prioritize projects, DWR has developed a near-term list of project types that need
to be accomplished by 2010.

Regarding storage, under current conditions, the DWR has found the state extracts 5.8
million AF from storage in normal years and 14.4 million AF in dry years. These extractions
are only partially offset by an addition of 5.4 million AF/year of water back into storage in wet
years. Conservatively assuming 40%, 40% and 20% frequencies of wet, normal and dry
years, the state has an average annual storage deficit of 3 million AF/year. Itis WDS'’s belief
that there is really a need for 9-12 million AF/year of storage capacity because wet year water
is usually only available during a 3-4 month window from February through May.

The DWR has performed an inventory of groundwater and surface water storage projects and
performed an assessment of their likelihood for implementation (along with a variety of other
water projects). The DRAFT results of this inventory indicate the following:

e The DWR has been able to identify 500,000 AF/year of groundwater storage projects that
could be implemented by 2010 (Antelope Valley is not included because it has not yet
been officially sponsored by an agency) for an estimated capital cost of $1.3 billion
($2,600/AF of annual capacity);

e The DWR did not identify any surface water storage projects that could be reasonably
completed by 2010;

e The DWR identified another 1 million AF/year of groundwater storage projects that could
be implemented by 2030; and

e The DWR identified 400,000 to 1 million AF/year of surface water storage projects that
could be completed by 2030 for $2.9 to $5.7 billion ($7,250/AF to $5,700/AF of annual
capacity).

Taken together, DWR has only been able to identify sufficient projects to meet 4% to 17% of
the current storage deficit by 2010 (500,000 AF/year divided by 3-12 million AF/year) and
sufficient projects to meet to 16% to 83% of the current storage deficit by 2030 (1.9 to 2.5
million AF/year divided by 3-12 million AF/year). The State has specified a preference for
groundwater storage over surface water reservoirs. This is because groundwater storage is
considered more economical with a reduced environmental impact. In order to “jump start”
groundwater storage projects, the State allocated $200 MM to the Proposition 13 grant fund.
That fund was used by public entities to study and build groundwater storage facilities. In
addition, the State has allocated $500 MM to the Proposition 50 grant fund for similar
projects. Examples of regional entities that are actively seeking additional storage include
the following:
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e State Water Project (SWP) Contractors;
0 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD);
o0 Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA);
e Water Retallers;
0 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP);
o Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD);
0 Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD);
0 American States Water Company (ASW);
0 Southwest Water Company (SWWC);
e Southern California Real Estate Developers;
o0 Irvine Ranch;
o0 Tejon Ranch;
o0 Rancho Mission Viejo ;
e The California Department of Water Resources and CALFED Environmental Water
Account (EWA);
e Environmental Organizations such as The Nature Conservancy (TNC); and
e The State of Nevada.

CALFED and DWR

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program EWA requires that Central Valley Project contractors
purchase water to increase Delta flows for ecosystem restoration in accordance with Section
3406(d) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA). CALFED has called for
between 500,000 and 1,000,000 AF of new annual yield through groundwater storage
projects. To date, CALFED has made investments that may create 110,000 AF of new
annual yield leaving a substantial deficit.

Metropolitan Water District Member Agencies

MWD is the regional wholesaler that provides water to over 17 million people in Southern
California. Several of MWD’s member agencies have expressed a concern that the MWD
supply is not completely reliable and are seeking their own backup water supplies through
groundwater storage opportunities. One of these agencies, LADWP, receives water supplies
from MWD, but also has its own imported sources that are delivered via the Los Angeles
Aqueduct (LAA — 2 barrels). The Project is strategically located near LAA barrel #2 (LAA#2).
LADWP has expressed interest in the Project and currently requires mitigation water which
could be exchanged to the Owens Valley.

SWP Contractors

Because the Project is located near the East Branch of the SWP California Aqueduct
(California Aqueduct), there is an opportunity for any of the 28 State Water Contractors to use
the Project to firm up their interruptible, drought susceptible supplies.

Real Estate Developers

Residential, commercial and industrial real estate developers must demonstrate back-up
water supplies before they are granted development permits. The Costa (SB 610) and Kuehl
(SB 221) Bills, which became California Law on January 1, 2002, require that any
development over 500 homes (or using an equivalent amount of water) must have a firm
verified supply for a minimum of 20 years at the Specific Plan and Tentative Map phase of
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development. Several large housing projects including Newhall Ranch in Santa Clarita, the
Orcutt Project in Santa Maria, and Gateway Village in Madera had stalled because there was
insufficient storage capacity to “bank” their back-up water. These projects turned to a
combination of surface water supplies and groundwater banking to solve this problem.

Environmental Organizations

Organizations, such as TNC, could use the water bank to provide water for in-stream uses for
fisheries and riparian habitats (through exchange).

Local Need

As with all water storage systems, the main purpose of groundwater banking is to convert
fluctuating water availability into a steady supply which is available when needed. Water is
stored when there is excess and then recovered when demand outstrips supply. Local
entities that have indicated a need for this regulating ability include the following:

e SWHP Contractors;
0 Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency (AVEK);
o Palmdale Water District (PWD);
o Littlerock Creek Irrigation District (LCID);
e Retail Water Purveyors;
0 Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW);
0 Rosamond Community Services District (RCSD);
0 Quartz Hill Water District (QHWD);
e Real Estate Developers and Builders;
0 SunCal Companies;
o Empire Capital,
o0 KB Home;
o Pulte Home;
e [armers;
o Diamond Farming Company; and
0 Bolthouse Farms.

Antelope Valley’s population, housing demand and water consumption are growing at a rapid
pace and there are disputes between farmers and retail water purveyors over the availability
of groundwater. After numerous meetings with various entities, WDS believes that the
responsibility for water supply reliability would be shared by the following stakeholders.

AVEK

AVEK holds an entitlement to 141,000 AF of SWP surface water supplies. AVEK acts purely
as a water wholesaler in that it imports and resells water to local purveyors. AVEK has
turned away 30,000 to 45,000 AF/yr for the past three years. This water could have been
stored in a water bank.

PWD and LCID

Both of these entities are State Water Contractors and also water purveyors (retailers) that
deliver to municipal and agricultural end users. These agencies also pump groundwater.
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Farming Community

Farmers in the Antelope Valley use primarily groundwater but also purchase some surface
water for irrigation. Some farmers feel that their groundwater pumping costs have increased
(or would increase) due to growing groundwater usage by urban water agencies. In 1999
W.M. Bolthouse Farms, Inc. (Bolthouse) and Diamond Farming Company (Diamond) initiated
lawsuits against various municipal groundwater pumpers within the Antelope Valley claiming
that their ability to pump groundwater in a cost effective manner was being impaired due to
increased pumping by municipal users (which was lowering the groundwater table). The
lawsuit has continued without resolution.

LADPW, RCSD, OHWD and other Retailers which receive AVEK water

These agencies are purely water retailers which receive surface supplies from AVEK and
also pump groundwater to meet the needs of their customers. In July 2004 LADPW, the
largest water retailer in the Antelope Valley, indicated that it could no longer issue will-serve
letters for new development and also rescinded certain previously issued will-serve letters.
These actions immediately halted various real estate development initiatives.

The lack of will-serve letters was a catalyst to raise the real estate development community’s
interest in a reliable water supply for the Antelope Valley. Furthermore, LADPW has
hastened its drive to resolve the water supply reliability problem. This is also true for other
local water purveyors and real estate developers that operate within the Antelope Valley.
These entities recognize the need for local water banking and understand how it can
enhance the water supply portfolio to meet the needs of new growth in the area.

In September 2004 LADPW filed a cross-complaint against the Bolthouse/Diamond lawsuit
seeking to quantify the rights to groundwater in the Antelope Valley, which is essentially a call
for adjudication. Adjudication is the legal process that allocates the right to produce water
from the available natural groundwater supply. All groundwater pumpers within the basin are
named in the lawsuit. These actions indicate that there is a finite amount of groundwater
within the Antelope Valley which is already being overextended. A partial answer to this issue
is the optimization of surface water supplies through storage to reduce groundwater
pumpage.

Real Estate Developers

The real estate development community requires will-serve letters from their water retailers in
order to permit new housing developments and their efforts have been stalled due to the
various issues summarized in previous sections.

WDS Analysis of the Situation

WDS has held numerous meetings with the various stakeholders within the Antelope Valley
and believes that all parties understand the responsibilities and benefits of developing a local
water banking facility. Because PWD and LCID are independent entities responsible for both
the wholesale and retail aspect of their operations, they are solely responsible for their water
supply reliability and are interested in participating in the development of such a facility. The
situation is more complicated for AVEK and its wholesale water customers.
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AVEK is the only pure water wholesaler within the Antelope Valley. The purpose of this
organization is to import SWP water and deliver it to its wholesaler customers. Tension
exists between AVEK and its wholesale customers regarding how the responsibility of
assuring water supply reliability is allocated between AVEK and the retailers. This tension
has been aggravated by LADPW'’s current inability to issue will-serve letters. While both
parties recognize water banking as a means to reestablish LADPW's reliability, they are
unclear as to how to share the responsibilities moving forward. This issue has caused AVEK
and LADPW to sit down together and work towards expediting an agreeable solution. The
outcome would likely establish how AVEK'’s other customers would work with AVEK
regarding this same issue. Ultimately, a water bank could be used to store water supplies
which AVEK cannot currently take due to the fact that the timing of delivery does not match
the timing of demand. WDS believes that the Project could be developed in parallel with any
adjudication process because the Project would store surface water only and therefore would
not be subject to any limitations on groundwater supplies imposed by adjudication.

Objectives and Limitations
WDS’ objectives for this evaluation were as follows:

e Based on existing information and technical/regulatory/economic criteria, select the area
best suited for a water bank to serve the Antelope Valley and Southern California;

Using screening investigations, select parcels that best meet selection criteria;

Provide preliminary estimates of recharge, storage and recovery capacities;

Provide preliminary estimates of permitting requirements;

Provide preliminary estimates of capital costs (CAPEX) and operating costs (OPEX);
Perform a comparables analysis to other existing and planned water banks;

Identify fatal flaws, if any; and

Assuming no fatal flaws, recommend the scope of further work.

It is important to note that while WDS has performed a significant amount of work to
determine feasibility; additional investigations would be required to adequately fulfill the
needs of permitting and engineering design. Therefore, all WDS estimates presented in this
report should be considered preliminary, subject to change upon additional investigation.

Team

WDS is a water resource development firm that identifies, finances and develops water
banking and water transfer projects — typically in coordination with public agencies such as
Semitropic Water Storage District (Semitropic), IRWD, Madera Irrigation District and Butte
Water District. Details of other WDS projects are provided in Appendix A.

The WDS team for this project is summarized on the following table.
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Table 3: WDS Team

Team Member Duties Education Years

David Freeman Political/Regulatory Georgia Tech, U. of TN Law School 50

Noted “Power Czar”. Former Chair of the CA Consumer Power and Conservation Financing Authority. Former GM of
LADWP, Former Chairman of the Board at the Tennessee Valley Authority, Former GM of SMUD.

D. Cole Frates Development/Transfers Oklahoma University, John Hopkins 10

Has negotiated numerous water contracts with developers, power companies and governments including Reliant, Enron,
Argentina, Cyprus, Los Angeles and other municipalities throughout California.

Ari Swiller Political/Financial Cornell 12

Has vast experience in political and regulatory strategy as well as an investment background performing financial analysis
and raising capital.

Dave Dorrance, PE Technical/Management Colorado School of Mines, U. of Arizona 22

Has performed hundreds of groundwater, aqueduct, permitting, water rights, design, construction, and projects throughout
California, the United States and South America.

Andrew Werner Real Estate/Market Analysis Virginia Polytechnic & State U. 10

A hydrogeologist, former Chief Water Analyst at Global Resource Investments and co-founder of Group Triton; an advisory
firm specializing in managing water related investments.

Charlie M. Stringer Legal/Policy/Regulatory Harvard, U. of MN, Gustavus Adolphus 15
Natural resources and environmental attorney formerly with the EPA & various tribes.

Douglas Boxer Government Affairs U. of CA Berkley, U of San Francisco 20

Various Federal and State level positions in cabinet level departments followed by political consultancy for a variety of
large corporations including The Walt Disney Company, Ralph's Grocery Company and Chambers, Dunhill & Rubin.

NOTE — US Representative Jim Costa left the WDS team in October 2005 after two years of service and just prior to his
election to office. Jim Costa is a former California Senator and Assemblyman with 24 years of service. He was a leader in
the state legislature on issues concerning water, agriculture, transportation, housing and the unique problems of the San
Joaquin Valley.

Field investigations were performed by Layne Christensen Company (Layne, Fontana, CA).

Methods and Chronology
WDS methods and work are summarized in the following sub-sections.

Site Selection Criteria

The locations of most water banks are defined by the geography of agencies and the land
available to them. WDS approached this project by defining the criteria that are associated
with successful water banks and setting out to find the region where all of these criteria could
be fulfilled. The major criteria used by WDS are summarized on the following table.

Table 4. Site Selection Criteria
Criterion | Target Area
Hydrogeologic Criteria
Sandy near surface soils (0-15 feet below ground surface,
bgs) with an average vertical saturated hydraulic WDS estimates an average of >1 foot/day
conductivity of at least 0.5 feet/day.

Three continuously logged borings to 400+ feet,
bgs and 17 trenches did not encounter significant
low permeability layers above the water table.
Current water table at least 200 feet, bgs. At least 100 feet | Prior to commencement of farming in the early
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Criterion

Target Area

of dewatered aquifer space for water storage. Depth to
groundwater stable or increasing over time.

1900’s the water table was less than 150 feet,
bgs. Water levels dropped to 325 feet, bgs by the
early 1970s and have since stabilized at 340 feet,
bgs due to farmer use of AVEK surface water
commencing in the mid-1970s. Seasonal water
table fluctuations are currently less than 10
feetlyear.

At least 300,000 AF of available storage space

WDS estimates an availability of at least 500,000
AF of storage space

The portion of the aquifer in which water is to be stored
should be isolated hydrogeologically from large urban
pumping centers

The target area is within the Neenach Sub-Basin,
which is bounded on 3-sides by faults, 10-miles
west of Rosamond, 17-miles northwest of
Lancaster and 23-miles northwest of Palmdale.

Average well yields of at least 1,000 gpm

Farmers indicate that wells have yields ranging
from 1,000 to 2,000 gpm with an average of 1,500
gpm. Higher yields are likely with efficient wells
tapping shallow banked water.

No California Title 22 water quality criteria or USEPA
Maximum Contaminant Level exceedances in groundwater

Six groundwater samples indicate no water
quality criteria exceedances and no detected
organic contaminants.

No significant leachable salts remaining in soils (ie long
term irrigation has already leached most salts)

The target parcels have been irrigated since at
least 1960 and Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
data indicate extremely low leachable salt content
in soils.

Water Availability

Criteria

At least 2 available water sources

The target area can receive SWP water from the
California Aqueduct or Owens Valley water from
LAA#2.

No California Title 22 water quality criteria or USEPA
Maximum Contaminant Level exceedances in source water

SWP water meets quality criteria. Owens Valley
water has historically contained arsenic, but levels
are now less than 10 ug/l, commonly less than 5
ug/l.

A history of having used the source surface water locally for
irrigation purposes with no adverse impact to native
groundwater.

SWP water has been used to irrigate the target
parcels (and surrounding farms) since 1974 with
no degradation of groundwater quality.

Water available over at least 4-months in wet years

Water is available year-round.

Location and Conveya

nce Criteria

South of the Bay-Delta

The target parcels are south of the Delta

Within the service area of a water agency with
responsibility for delivering surface water supplies

The target parcels are within the service area of
AVEK.

Uphill of the Edmonston Pumping Plant to take advantage
of off-peak pumping costs when available

The target parcels are uphill of Edmonston
pumping plant.

Topographically lower than conveyances used to deliver
water into the facility to minimize storage costs.

The target parcels are 200 feet topographically
lower than the California Aqueduct and 105 feet
lower than hydraulic head in LAA#2.

Topographically higher than client agencies that would use
the storage to minimize delivery costs.

The target parcels are topographically higher than
all of Southern California, Rosamond, Palmdale
and Lancaster

Less than 2-miles to at least 2 regional conveyances

The target parcels are immediately adjacent to
LAA#2 and within 1-mile of the AVEK West
Feeder.

Electrical and gas utility lines available within 1-mile of
target properties

The target parcels have electric service and are
adjacent to gas service.

Existing wells and piping that could be incorporated into the
facility

The target parcels have 10 existing wells that
were rehabilitated in 1998 and 4.5-miles of
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Criterion

Target Area

irrigation piping connected to the AVEK West
Feeder

At least 200 cfs of wheeling capacity in regional
conveyances

LAA#2 has a conveyance capacity of 290 cfs —
reverse flow is possible. The AVEK West Feeder
has a conveyance capacity of 225 cfs.

Economic Cri

teria

A CAPEX of no more than $1,500/AF of annual capacity.

WDS estimates a CAPEX of $588/AF of capacity.

A present value of CAPEX and OPEX of no more than
$1,500/AF of annual capacity.

WDS estimates a PV of $811/AF of capacity.

An ability to continue obtaining agricultural revenues from
the land through organic farming during non-recharge
periods (up to 70% of the time).

The target parcels are currently farmed in carrots
and could be converted to organic certification
within 3-years.

Environmental and Permitting Criteria

Well documented historical land use and crop types

The target parcels have well documented use.

No historical land uses that could have left behind
leachable concentrations of contaminants that could
significantly degrade groundwater when mobilized by
recharge operations

WDS has found no evidence of past land uses
that would degrade groundwater quality other
than typical irrigated farming. Groundwater
samples from the most heavily used area show
no degradation.

No current or past surrounding land uses that would
degrade groundwater quality (1-mile radius)

WDS has reviewed agency databases and
performed drive-through inspections. WDS has
not found evidence of: CERCLA sites, Superfund
sites, RCRA sites (generators, treatment, storage
or disposal), Federally reported spill sites,
corrective action sites, leaking underground tank
sites, underground tank sites, Department of
Defense sites, water or wastewater treatment
plants, NPDES discharge points, landfills, Indian
reservations, pipeline incidents, toxic pits, cattle
dip sites, crop duster runways, mines, PCB sites,
TSCA spill sites, permitted air emission sites,
manufactured coal gas sites, brownfield sites
within 1-mile of the target parcels. Bio-Gro (a
biosolids facility) was located %2 mile to the east,
but the facility ceased operations in 1996 and was
located in the Lancaster Sub-Basin. Groundwater
from that area does not flow beneath the target
properties.

In a county that is familiar with water banks and accepts
water banks as compatible with Williamson Act contracts

The target parcels are in Kern county which
already has several operating water banks. The
Kern County assessor has indicated a willingness
to consider water banking as compatible with
Williamson Act contracts.

No wetlands, or other waters of the US on the target
properties

WDS has not found evidence of natural wetlands
or other waters of the US on the target parcels.

No federal nexus for a NEPA EIS

WDS has not identified any Federal nexus for
NEPA compliance.

On land with no protected habitats or species (i.e.
farmland)

The California Natural Diversity Database does
not identify any endangered or threatened
species in the vicinity of the target parcels.

Political and Land Use Criteria

A local water agency that is willing to be the lead for CEQA,
owner and operator

WDS has identified several agencies that believe
the Project is needed and feasible.

Local need that is sufficient to entitle the Project within 2-

years

The local need is acute. Will-serve letters are no
longer being issued to developers.
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Criterion Target Area

WDS is not aware of any historical opposition to a
project of this type.

WDS has spoken with surrounding land owners.
Surrounding landowners open to the idea None have voiced opposition and several are
vocally in favor of the Project.

The subject parcels have not been significantly
sub-divided.

No known historical or current opposition to water banking

Available parcels not significantly sub-divided

Chronology of Work

Table 5: Chronology of Work

Date Activity
Nov 2001 WDS began screening potential project locations through use of GIS.
Jan 2001 WDS selected a 400 square mile area in the west end of the Antelope Valley and compiled

information from previous investigations.
WDS performed site reconnaissance and prepared preliminary cost estimates for 3
alternate locations. WDS met with several land owners.
Mar 2001 WDS selected a target area for field investigation.
WDS contacted additional land owners, negotiated access agreements, and finalized
Apr 2001 X
scope of field work.

Layne lithologically logged 17 backhoe trenches that were 11 to 15 feet deep (12.4 feet
May 2001 average), performed sieve analyses on 51 soil samples (3, 6 and 9 feet, bgs), and
performed 16 infiltration tests that ranged from 1.5 to 23 hours (14.6 hour average).
WDS interpreted soils data using US Salinity Laboratory software Rosetta and used GIS to
June 2002 correlate results to Soil Conservation Service (now Natural Resource Conservation
Service) soil types.
WDS reviewed assessor parcel data, soil types, land uses, habitat data and selected a
short list of potential target parcels. WDS contacted land owners.
June 2002 through | WDS performed preliminary cost estimation, financial analysis, comparables analysis, fatal

May 2003 flaw analysis and negotiations with various land owners.

June 2003 Layne sampled 2 irrigation wells on the target parcels and analyzed samples for Title 22
parameters and major ions.
July 2003 WDS made presentation to AVEK board.
Layne advanced 3 borings to 398, 438 and 478 feet, bgs; E-logged each boring, collected
formation samples at 5-foot intervals, collected 24 soil samples for sieve analyses and
collected 4 borehole water samples (2 filtered and 2 unfiltered) for Title 22 and major ion

Feb 2001

May 2002

July-August 2003

analyses.
August 2003 WDS completed the fatal flaw analysis and prepared a development plan.
November 2003 WDS made presentation to the Antelope Valley State Water Contractors Association
(AVSWCA).

December 2003 | WDS continued to refine comparables analysis and the development plan.
January 2004 WDS made presenta}tions to Pa]mdale Water District and Littlerock Creek Irrigation
District. WDS submitted a detailed document in response to AVSWCA questions.
February through | WDS performed revised cost and wheeling capacity analyses under slightly different

April 2004 parcel configurations.

May 2004 WDS met with the general managers of AVEK, Palmdale WD and Littlerock Creek ID.
June 2004 WDS submitted a draft letter of intent to the AVSWCA.

July 2004 WDS held individual discussions with AVEK, Palmdale WD and Littlerock Creek ID

regarding the draft LOI.

WDS made a presentation to Rosamond Community Service District and met with
Palmdale WD and Littlerock Creek ID.

WDS met with the AVSWCA. During that meeting a committee was assigned to review
the Project.

August 2004

September 2004
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Date

Activity

October 2004

WDS met with the AVSWCA water bank committee and with the Los Angeles Department

of Public Works (LADPW).

November 2004

WDS met with the LADPW, the Farm Bureau, the Builders Industry Association and Kern

County Board of Supervisors.

The remainder of this report presents the findings and WDS interpretations from the work

listed above.
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Location, Jurisdictional Boundaries and Zoning

The target area includes 1,629 acres of farm land that are irrigated by both groundwater and
AVEK surface water. The target parcels are in an entirely agricultural area. There are no
known past or current adjacent land uses that would have significantly degraded groundwater
quality aside from normal farm operations. Bio-Grow (a bio-solids facility) was located %2 mile
to the south-east. However, that facility ceased operations in 1996 and was in the Lancaster
Sub-Basin. USGS and DWR studies indicate that groundwater from that area does not flow
beneath the target parcels. On-site sampling has confirmed that there has not been
groundwater quality degradation.

Location and Setting

The target area includes 10 parcels totaling 1,629 acres (2.5 square miles). Figures 1
through 3 depict the locations of the target parcels in the Neenach Sub-Basin of the west end
of the Antelope Valley of Kern County, California. The parcels are located in the surface
water service area of AVEK and include two 18 inch turnouts from the AVEK West Feeder.
The target parcels are approximately 10-miles west of Rosamond, 23-miles northwest of
Palmdale and 17-miles northwest of Lancaster. The land is currently farmed in carrots,
onions and grain. The land is bordered by the following features:

To the west: 170" Street West (underlain by LAA#2);

To the north: an unpaved farm road;

To the east: 150" Street West (unpaved); and

To the south: Avenue A (the Los Angeles — Kern County Line).

The area is bounded by the Tehachapi Mountains to the north and the San Andreas Rift Zone
to the south. The valley floor slopes from northwest to southeast with an elevation drop of 95
feet from 2,690 feet above mean sea level (feet, msl) at the northwest corner to 2,595 feet,
msl at the southeast corner. Antelope Valley is arid, averaging <10 inches of rain per year.
Natural aquifer recharge is insignificant and this area is considered the western extreme of
the Mojave Desert. The target parcels are located in the following administrative areas:

Not incorporated,;

AVEK surface water service area;

South Lahontan basin of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board;
The Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin (USGS Basin1699);

DWR basin 6-44 (9626.400004), Antelope Hydrologic Unit 626;

DWR Detail Analysis Unit (DAU) 305;

Fairmont Butte Quadrangle;

Zoning and Case Maps 233, 232; and

Assessor Map Books 261 and 359.

Nearby Land Uses
The target parcels are in an unincorporated rural area with the surrounding land uses:
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e Immediately west: active row crop farm land with a homestead,;

e Immediately north: active row crop land and historically farmed, but currently fallow land;

e Immediately east: active row crop land, a homestead and historically farmed, but currently
fallow land; and

e Immediately south: historically farmed, but currently fallow land.

Other nearby land uses within a 10-mile radius are as follows:

e Bio-Gro (a bio-solids facility) was located %2 mile to the southeast within the Lancaster
Sub-Basin. That facility ceased operations in 1996 and as detailed in a following section,
numerous USGS and DWR studies indicate that groundwater does not flow from that area
towards the target parcels due to the intervening Neenach Fault and significant
groundwater pumping centers further to the east;

e The target parcels are transacted southeast to northwest by a Southern California Edison

transmission line;

The Skyotee Ranch Airport (private, dirt runway) is 1-mile to the northeast;

Willow Springs is 6-miles to the northeast;

Willow Springs Butte and Willow Springs Raceway are 7-miles to the northeast

Rosamond is 10-miles to the east;

Antelope Acres is 8-miles to the southeast;

The Antelope Valley State Poppy Preserve (Antelope Buttes) is 4-miles to the south;

Fairmont is 6-miles to the south; and

Neenach is 10-miles to the southwest.

All other land within a 10-mile radius is farmland, rural homesteads or native desert land.
WDS performed a review of regulatory agency databases and did not find any documentation
of the following types of sites within a 1-mile radius of the target parcels:

e No locations with earthquake epicenters exceeding a magnitude of 6 on the Richter Scale;

e No perennial water (1-mile radius);

e No CERCLA or Superfund sites (NPL or non-NPL);

e No RCRA large or small quantity generators of hazardous waste;

e No RCRA treatment, storage or disposal sites;

¢ No RCRA sites undergoing corrective action;

e No federally reported spill sites;

e No Department of Defense or Department of Energy managed sites;

¢ No Indian reservations;

¢ No State reported underground storage tank or leaking underground storage tank sites;

¢ No State reported hazardous waste, toxic spill, toxic pit, solid waste, voluntary cleanup or
hazardous substance container sites;

e No mines;

e No federally reported PCB sites;

e No TSCA splill sites;

e No state or federally permitted air emission sites;

e No manufactured coal gas sites; and

e No brown field sites.
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Nearby Water Features

As indicated above, there are no perennial water bodies within a 1-mile radius of the target
parcels. The parcels have been levelled and do not include any natural drainages. However,
the following natural and man-made water features are located within a 10-mile radius of the
target parcels (Figures 1 through 4):

LAA#2 is immediately adjacent to the west side of the target parcels beneath 170" Street
West. LAA#2 is a 120- inch diameter, underground, steel pipeline installed in 1970 by the
LADWP to convey water from the Owens Valley to Los Angeles. The pipeline typically
operates under 52 psi of pressure and has a conveyance capacity of 290 cfs;

LAA#1 is 3.9 miles north, 8.8 miles west and 7.4 miles south. LAA#1 is a 132 inch
diameter, partially underground, steel pipeline installed in 1913 by the LADWP to convey
water from the Owens Valley to Los Angeles. The pipeline has a conveyance capacity of
485 cfs;

The AVEK West Feeder is 1-mile east. The West Feeder is a 33" to 60" inch diameter,
underground, steel pipeline installed by AVEK to convey SWP water from the California
Aqueduct (Turnout 20A) to Rosamond and farmers. The pipeline has a conveyance
capacity of 225 cfs;

The East Branch of the California Aqueduct is 7-miles south. The Aqueduct is a concrete
lined canal that was constructed (in this area) by the DWR to carry surface water from the
Bay-Delta to contractors of the SWP. In this area the aqueduct has a capacity of 2,010
cfs;

WDS is aware of 24 wells within a 1-mile radius of the target parcels. Of this total, 10
wells are located on the target parcels. The wells are used for irrigation;

WDS is aware of 60 wells near or down-gradient of the target parcels within the Neenach
Sub-Basin. Of this total, 10 wells are located on the target parcels. An additional 12 wells
are known within the Sub-Basin, but they are up-gradient and more than 9-miles to the
west of the target parcels;

WDS is aware of 238 wells in the Lancaster Sub-Basin within 10-miles of the target
parcels (to the east and south); 25 wells in the Willow Spring Sub-Basin within 10-miles of
the target parcels (to the northeast);

Kings Canyon Percolation Basins are 6.5-miles to the southwest;

Fairmont Reservoir (general dry) is 7.9-miles to the south;

Holiday Lake is 8.3-miles to the west (man-made);

Bean Spring is 5.3-miles to the northeast;

Mud Spring is 7.4-miles to the south;

Indian Spring is 8.7-miles to the southeast;

The terminus of the distributary channel of ephemeral Cottonwood Creek is 1-mile north;
and

Several unnamed ephemeral drainages are 1-3 miles northwest and southwest.

As indicated on Figure 5 (which is a Landsat 7 image), the target parcels are located within
the historical distributary fan of Cottonwood Creek.
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Regulatory Jurisdiction
Agencies that control land and water use in the target area include the following (Figure 3):

e AVEK (delivery of surface water and use of the West Feeder);

e LADWP (use of LAA#1 and LAA#2);

e California Superior Court for Riverside County (to rule on the Diamond and Bolthouse
lawsuits);

California Superior Court for Riverside County (to rule on the LADPW adjudication filing);
Kern County Assessor Office (land use zoning and Williamson Act);

Kern County Department of Roads (right of way);

Kern County Board of Supervisors (exportation of groundwater);

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (South Lahontan Basin);

DWR (wheeling in the California Aqueduct); and

California Department of Fish & Game (habitat and wildlife protection).

The target parcels are zoned Zone A FPS - Exclusive Agriculture (floodplain secondary
combining). Uses in this A district are limited to agriculture and other compatible activities,
including water storage and ground water recharge facilities. Two of the parcels (totalling 640
acres) are enrolled in the Williamson Act as agricultural preserves.
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Property Description

The target parcels have been farmed since at least 1960 and are currently leased to Peter

Rabbit Farms to cultivate onions, carrots and grain.

The parcels include 10 wells, 4.5-miles

of irrigation piping connected to the AVEK feeder, four work shops and two residences. Two
parcels totaling 640-acres are encumbered with Williamson Act contracts. WDS believes that
there would be legal, contractual and economic factors ensuring that the Project has a right to
storage space and would be protected from “theft” of stored water — as long as the Project
owns the overlying property. WDS did not identify any regulatory issues that would be fatal to
use of the target parcels for water banking and it is likely that permitting requirements would
be minimal. WDS did not identify any fatal flaw environmental conditions that would prevent
use of the target parcels for recharge, storage or recovery of water. One typical domestic
trash pit was found. Underlying soils should be sampled and the trash removed prior to use of
the site for recharge. No contaminants were detected in groundwater.

Current and Historic Land Uses
The following summarizes acreages, improvements and current uses of the target parcels.

Table 6: Current Use Summary

?gg Acres FaIrDr:Irglfd? Improvements 2004 Use
26119609 Deep ripped to 35" in 2000, leveled with soll
318 Yes amendments, 1 well (sampled by WDS), Onions
TONR15WS25 ; .
transected by power line, AVEK service
Tgs;\?g?j\}\?slw 40 Yes Deep ripped to 35" in 2004 Fallow
Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35,
leveled with soil amendments, 2 wells ( 1 sampled
35904112 160 Yes by WDS), old above ground fuel distribution Carrots
TINR14WS30 structure, storm water collection pond, buried 18"
steel irrigation piping, AVEK service, electric
service
Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35,
leveled with soil amendments, 1 well, 1 tailwater
26119611 pond, transected by power line, equipment
TINR15WS25 160 Yes storage area, 1 worker residence, 1 work shed, Carrots
buried 12" irrigation piping, AVEK service, electric
service, telephone service
Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35,
35904111 160 Yes leveled with soil amendments, met station, 1 Carrots
TINR14WS30 tailwater pond, buried 12" PVC irrigation piping,
AVEK service, electric service
Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35,
35904117 157 Yes leveled with soil amendments, 1 well, 1 tailwater Grain
TINR14WS31 pond, buried 12" to 18" steel irrigation piping,
AVEK service, electric service
Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35,
35904118 leveled with soil amendments, 2 wells, 2 tail water '
TONR14WS31 153 Yes ponds, transected by power line, 2 work shops, Grain
12" steel irrigation piping, AVEK service, electric
service, telephone service.
26119604 160 Yes Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35", Carrots
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APN Prime
RS Acres Farmland? Improvements 2004 Use

TINR15WS36 transected by power line, 1 tail water pond, 1 well,
AVEK service, electric service.

Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35,
leveled with soil amendments, transected by

26119602 202 Yes power line, 1 well, 1 residence, buried 12" steel Grain
TINR15WS36 P . . : X
irrigation piping, AVEK service, electric service,
telephone service
Farmed since at least 1960, deep ripped to 35",
26119603 120 Yes leveled with soil amendments, equipment storage Grain
TINR15WS36 area, 1 well, 1 work shop. Household refuse pit
next to shop, electric service, AVEK service
Total 1,629 Yes 10 wells, 4 work shops, 2 residences Onions,

grain, carrots

TRS: Township/Range/Section
Prime Farmland: Defined in 2002 by the Ca Department of Conservation, Division Of Land Resource Protection

WDS reviewed aerial photographs from 1961, 1965, 1968, 1994, 2000 and 2003 (Landsat 7).
That review confirmed that, with the exception of 1 parcel (APN 26119609), the land has
been in agricultural use since at least 1960. Figure 4 depicts current target parcel conditions.

Leases and Contracts

As previously indicated, 2 parcels totalling 640-acreas are encumbered with Williamson Act
contracts which afford the property owner lower taxes, but require that the land remain in
agricultural use (or fallow). Cancellation of Williamson Act contracts would increase property
taxes by up to 75% and would include a Kern County fee equal to 12.5% of the property
value. However, the County may consider alternation of water banking and farming within
basins to be compatible with the Williamson Act — thus avoiding cancellation fees and higher
taxes. If this approach were pursued, organic farming techniques would be preferred to
ensure that agrichemicals are not mobilized during recharge events. The property is Zoned A.
Kern County includes water banking as an acceptable land use in this zone.

The target parcels are currently leased to Peter Rabbit Farms, with the exception of parcel
35904101.

Water Facilities

The target parcels include 10 irrigation wells (with 2 historically abandoned wells) and two 12"
to 18” diameter, buried steel and PVC pipelines which deliver surface water from the AVEK
West Feeder (Figure 4). Well details are summarized on the following table and the locations
of the wells and farmer owned pipelines are depicted on Figure 4.

5700 Wilshire Blvd., Ste 330
Los Angeles, CA 90036 CONFIDENTIAL - W - S

Phone: 323.936.9303

Fax: 323.930.9114 25 of 83



Table 7: Well Details

Perf: 340-703’

USGS Well Installation Depth (feet) Yield Water Levels Driller Lo
Number Date Diameter (in) (ft, bgs) 9
70": sand
100': sand & gravel
130': sand and
boulders
, . 160": gravel
148’('7) 227 !n 1948 190': sand & gravel
TINR15W-25D 1946 g ' 264’ in 1956 220': boulders &
(Destroyed) i , Dry in 1957 gravel
Perf: 153-344 Drv in 1962 245" sand & gravel
y 275': gravel & clay
300’: clay
344’ gravel & clay
Log by F Rottman
Drilling
- o . ’ gpm . 60’: sand w/ gravel
Sampled 06/03 Rehabilitated in 14" 112’ drawdown 358'in 1977 95" sand
1998 @ 1,000 gpm 250": sand w/ clay
28’ drawdown
@ 1,500 gpm
1965 35’ drawdown
TINRISW-25R | pehabilitated in 780 @1.7006PM | 550 in 1965 Not available
1998 14 37’ drawdown
@ 1,850 gpm
45’ drawdown
@ 2,150 gpm
TONR14W-31D
May be tracked Unknown,
as TON14W- | rehabilitated in 14" Atleast ”}'OOO 342" in 1986 Not available
30N in DWR 1998 gp
database
20": sand & silty clay
95" sand & gravel
218" sand, gravel &
streaks of clay
225" sand
1963 713’ . 518" sand w/ clay
e . 50’ drawdown 204’ in 1963 streaks
TONR14W-31M Rehabilitated in 147 .
: 580" sand w/ cl
1998 perf: 347-713 | @1:200gpm | 2407in 1968 croaks Y
694': sand w/ clay
streaks
713" clay
Log by Evans
Brothers Drilling
Unknown,
TONR14W-31L rehabilitated in Unknown At Ieastml,loo Unknown Not available
1998 gp
10’ soil
15: sand & gravel
29:sand & gravel
) 35" sand & gravel
“Station Well” 1891, replaced 255 t(()je7eop3?ned w/ streaks of clay
TONR14W-30K in 1960, 7 increased to | 2© drawdown at 180’ in 1908 Gf():gs,f"ggn% bor‘:;\‘/‘;rs
Sampled 06/03 | rehabilitated in 147 1,170 gpm 267" in 1961 clay, r(;cgks '
1998 182’ sand & gravel

w/ streaks of clay
190: sand
204’: sand with thin
streaks of sandy
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USGS Well

Installation

Depth (feet)

Water Levels

Number Date Diameter (in) Wil (ft, bgs) Dillietr ety
clay
230': gravel & sand
247 clay
300: sand & clay
352"; Clay w/ sand
356': sand
440': clay w/ sand
445': sand
495’ sand w/
streaks of clay
550': clay w/ sand
590': clay w/ sand
598': Clay, sandy
600': boulders
610': clay, sandy
703': clay w/ sand
streaks
Log by Evans
Brothers Drilling
Unknown,
TONR14W-30R rehabilitated in Unknown Atleast 1,100 Unknown Not available
agpm
1998
Unknown,
TONR15W-36C | rehabilitated in Unknown Atleast 1,300 Unknown Not available
gpm
1998
Unknown, 8’ drawdown at
TINR15W-36E rehabilitated in 81T 224’ in 1969 Not available
2,000 gpm
1998
Unknown, 5’ drawdown at
TONR15W-36K rehabilitated in 850’ 290’ in 1974 Not available
1998 1,800 gpm
TONR14W-30H Unknown, was
No longer observed in Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown
present 1962

Storage Rights

Background

In the early 1900’s the water table beneath the Project area was 100 to 200 feet below
ground surface. However, agricultural pumpage lowered the water table until AVEK began
importing SWP surface water in 1974 (causing a decrease in groundwater pumpage). Water
levels stabilized in the mid-1980s as depicted on Figure 8.

The water table now averages 341 feet below ground surface, with seasonal irrigation season
declines of 5 to 20 feet. The Project would store imported surface water in dewatered space
above the current water table. Some of the recharged water would migrate laterally from
beneath project owned land to beneath surrounding properties owned by others, raising the
water table beneath those properties. Two issues of concern are as follows:

e Would the Project have the right to storage space beneath adjacent properties?

e What would prevent others from recovering stored water in advance of the Project?
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The following sections analyze the legal, contractual and economic factors surrounding these
issues. It should be noted that this analysis is predicated on the assumption that the Project
would only proceed if it is developed with the knowledge, consent and cooperation of
surrounding agencies and landowners and that the rights of each party would be
contractually defined in advance of construction (based on templates from other successful
Kern County water banks).

Legal Issues

Rights to underground storage space and stored water are not defined in California statutes
or local ordinances. However, legal precedents have been used to establish the following
rights for other successful water banks:

e Storage space in an aquifer is a shared asset that all overlying landowners have a right to
use. Courts have ruled that a land owner may not exclude a second land owner from
using aquifer storage space as long as the use of this space is not to the detriment of the
first land owner;

e Public agencies have a right to import water, store it underground and recover a similar
amount (less reasonable losses);

¢ Recharge, underground storage and recovery operations can be performed by water
agencies that otherwise have no statutory authority to manage groundwater; and

e Adjacent landowners are not restricted from reasonable beneficial use of groundwater and
are not required to stay within historical usage. Consistent with correlative groundwater
rights, the rule is avoidance of mutual harm, typically defined as maintaining withdrawals
below the basin’s safe yield (absent water banking operations).

Regarding the last item, the water level record (Figure 8) demonstrates that the Neenach
Sub-basin was in overdraft until SWP water was imported, decreasing groundwater
pumpage. If an adjacent landowner were to significantly increase groundwater pumpage to
take advantage of water stored by the Project, the adjacent landowner could be sued for
adversely affecting the Project. The basis of the suit would be three-fold:

e The adjacent landowner has caused project recovery costs to increase (by lowering the
water table);

e The adjacent landowner has taken surface water owned and stored by the Project. Water
stored for the Project would have an identified end user. While the timing of recovery for
use by that end user may not be defined, the stored water is effectively allocated and
cannot be included within the basin water balance; and

e The adjacent landowner has exceeded the safe yield of the basin (absent the Project). It
should be noted that this last basis has little weight in an un-adjudicated basin where
there is no specific requirement that overdraft be prevented.

The following is a synopsis of the case history.

City of Los Angeles v. City of Glendale (23 Cal. 2d 68, 76-77, 132 P.2d 573, 1943)
California Water Code Section 7075 states, “...water which has been appropriated may be
turned into the channel of another stream, mingled with its water, and then reclaimed; but in
reclaiming it the water already appropriated by another shall not be diminished.” The Court
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extended provisions of Section 7075 to include addition and withdrawal of water to/from an
underground basin. However, the Court did not distinguish between the rights to storage
space and the rights to recover water.

The City of Los Angeles v. City of San Fernando (14 Cal. 3d 199, 1975)

The California Supreme Court upheld the1943 ruling, but clarified various issues as follows.
The City of Los Angeles claimed rights to groundwater it had imported and recharged into the
basin. The Court upheld the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP) right to
import and store water underground despite the DWP’s lack of any statutory authority to
manage groundwater, stating, “...an undivided right to a quantity of water in the ground
reservoir equal to the net amount by which the reservoir is augmented by [imported water].”
The court did not require compensation for use of storage space subject only to the limitation
that storage and withdrawals do not harm other legal users.

Niles Sand and Gravel Company, Inc. v. Alameda County Water District (37 Cal. App. 3d
924, 112 Cal. Rptr., 1975, cert. Denied 419 U.S. 869, 1975)

The water district had recharged imported water, raising the water table in the vicinity of the
gravel company’s excavations. The gravel company had historically established a right to
pump groundwater and commenced to dewater their pits. The Court held that the water
district had the right to store water in the natural underground storage space without
compensation to the gravel company and to prevent the gravel company from taking the
stored water. Several analysts have concluded that water district storage rights allowed by
this case are limited to those that can be used without detriment to reasonable beneficial
uses of the overlying land.

Chapter 268 of the California Statutes of 1985 (authored by Senator Ruben Ayala, signed by
the governor in July 1985) now California Water Code Section 11258

This Section expressly authorizes the DWR to use groundwater storage space south of the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to provide yield for the SWP. The Project would likely store
SWP water and would likely be owned/operated by a SWP contractor(s). Therefore, while
this section of California Water Code is not directly applicable to the Project, it is evidence of
consistency with DWR objectives.

Katz v. Walkinshaw (141 Cal. 116, 1903)

The California Supreme Court established the Doctrine of Correlative Rights. Each overlying
landowner was entitled to make reasonable beneficial use of groundwater with a priority
equal to all other overlying users. These rights are not quantified or prioritized by historic use.
The only limitations are “reasonable beneficial use” and mutual avoidance of harm. Mutual
avoidance of harm is usually defined as not exceeding the safe-yield of the basin. The
beneficial use provision is defined in Article X, 2 of the California Constitution.

Economic Issues

As detailed in the previous section, the operator of the Project would have the right to store
water underground and could sue others who might “steal” the stored water to the detriment
of the Project. In reality, legal action has not been required on other recent projects because
there are overriding benefits to farmers that cooperate with water banks in managing
groundwater levels. This section details these very real economic benefits and provides
examples from other water banks in Kern County.
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Before entering into a discussion of project benefits to surrounding farmers, it is important to
note that the Project would (as with other projects of this kind), enter into an operating
agreement with surrounding entities (other agencies and/or land owners) that would dictate
the following:

e A percentage of imported water that would be left in the aquifer (i.e. may not be recovered
by the Project) to help restore water levels and benefit local pumpers. This percentage,
based on local hydrogeologic conditions, usually ranges from 5% to 10% of all imported
water;

e A requirement that the Project may not “take out loans” in anticipation of future recharge.
In other words, the Project may only recover volumes that have already been recharged
(less loss to the aquifer);

e Monitoring of recharge water quality, with criteria for shut-down if quality is unacceptable;

e Water level monitoring in perimeter wells, with criteria for shut-down if levels rise above or
decline below “red-line” levels;

e Pre-specified conditions under which farmers would be compensated if their pumping
costs increase as a consequence of bank operations; and

e Agreement that farmers would not mine water recharged and stored for the Project.

These agreements ensure that project and farm operations are adjusted before damage
occurs. Layered on top of these protections, adjacent pumpers are afforded access to
shallower groundwater levels which, if managed wisely, significantly reduce long-term
operating costs. While there would appear to be a temptation for pumpers to not enter into
these agreements and increase their irrigated acreages to take advantage of this low-cost
water, pumpers do not act on this temptation for the following economic reason. The Project
has a legal right to and would eventually recover a volume of water equal to that which was
recharged (less aquifer losses) — regardless of the fate of the originally recharged water. If
the originally recharged water has been extracted by others (and water table levels have
dropped back to pre-project levels), the Project would pump its allowed volume and cause
the water table to drop even further — below pre-project levels (and increasing pumping costs
for both the Project and farmers). While recovery would be more expensive for the Project
than would be the case if the surrounding farmers cooperate, the costs are still easily
affordable to the Project. Whereas farmer profit margins are narrower and generally cannot
absorb the long term pumping cost increase — causing the new irrigated acreage to fall back
out of use. This scenario is depicted on Figures 9 and 10 (please note, these figures are
presented for illustrative purposes only and are not based on rigorous modeling of actual
operations).

The green line on Figure 9 depicts the depth to water under the current level of agricultural
activity (absent the Project). As indicated on Figure 10, groundwater pumping costs average
$81/AF under these conditions. The blue line on Figure 9 depicts how the depth to water
would vary if agricultural activity stays relatively consistent with current conditions and the
Project is implemented. As indicated, the water table would rise during recharge years and
decline during recovery years, but would stay above current conditions due to the percentage
of water left behind for aquifer recovery. As depicted on Figure 10, under this scenario
pumping costs would range from $41/AF to $78/AF with a long term average of $55/AF. The
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red line on Figure 9 depicts how the depth to water would vary if irrigated acreages were
increased to take advantage of cheap water caused by project recharge. As indicated, there
would be an initial rise in the water table, but it would be offset by increased agricultural
pumpage and the basin would go into overdraft when combined with project recovery
operations. As indicated on Figure 10, there would be a short-term decrease in pumping
costs, but within a few years, costs would rise above $81/AF, eventually rising as high as

$133/AF.

Table 8: Summary of Pumping Costs Under Various Scenarios

(For illustrative purposes only)

Scenario Range of Pumping Costs Long-Term Average
($/AF) Pumping Cost ($/AF)
Current agriculture $79 - $84 $81
Current agriculture and
Project $41 - $78 $55
Expanded agriculture and )
Project $53 - $133 $94

The clear lesson from this analysis is that it would not pay for an adjacent farmer to bring
more land into production. Conversely, if adjacent farmers work in conjunction with the
Project, recognizing that the imported water is owned by others, they would benefit from an
average 32% decrease in pumping costs. Farmers surrounding other water banks have
understood this issue, cooperated with the water banks and benefited accordingly as
depicted on Figures 8 through 10.

Contractual Issues

As indicated in the previous section, operating agreements protect rights of the Project
participants and adjacent entities. To elaborate, the water bank authority enters into a
contract with surrounding agencies that defines baseline conditions, how the aquifer would be
monitored, circumstances under which operations would be altered and conditions under
which damage would be reimbursed. The Kern Water Bank Authority (KWBA) Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) with numerous surrounding agencies is the prime template upon
which most of these agreements are based. A key element of the MOU structure is to
provide flexibility for adjustment — but only through consensus amongst members of a
Monitoring Committee that includes the adjacent agencies and landowners. The “golden
rule” for participation in these MOUs is to abstain from actions that would make conditions
worse, absent the Project. Dramatic increases in groundwater pumpage by an adjacent
farmer would certainly lower the water table below current levels absent the Project and
therefore, these operating agreement form the basis for prohibiting unchecked expansion of
irrigation, including monitoring, decision making, dispute resolution and compensation in the
event the “golden rule” is broken. These agreements in no way limit a farmer’s right to use
his land in any fashion that would have occurred absent the Project and, as detailed above
and below, there are significant benefits for those farmers that participate in these

agreements.

In addition to operating agreements, water banks commonly enter into specific contracts with
individual farmers in which 2-way piping is installed from the water bank to the farmer’s
well(s). In wet years the water bank makes inexpensive water available to the farmer at a
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price that is less than that of groundwater pumpage. This in-lieu delivery causes a like
amount of water to be banked in the aquifer (less loss). In dry years, the water bank would
have the right to use the farmer’s well to recover banked water, but only if the farmer does
not need the well during that same period. Benefits for the Project and the farmer are as
follows:

Benefits to the Farmer

e The Project pays for all new piping and contributes to the cost of maintaining the well;

e The Project periodically makes water available at prices below the pumping costs of
groundwater;

e The farmer maintains ownership and a first right to use the well;

e The Project typically pays a fee to the farmer when the well is used for recovery;

e The agreement does not in any way change or diminish the farmer’s right to pump
groundwater (and under adjudication the surface water delivery is tracked as equal to
groundwater pumpage);

Benefits to the Project

e Reduction of capital costs associated with drilling new wells and extending the power grid;
and

e Expansion of banking capacity through in-lieu deliveries to farmers (conjunctive use).

In summary, there are significant legal, economic and contractual reasons why adjacent
farmers would not dramatically increase irrigation and “steal” water being stored for the
Project. The key factors, proven valid at 12 other water banks in Kern County, are:

e The Project would have a legal right to store water in the aquifer beneath adjacent
properties. Adjacent landowners may not hinder the Project’s efforts if they do not
damage those landowners;

e The Project would retain legal ownership of water stored in the subsurface and could sue
to maintain that water in storage;

e Expansion of irrigation to take advantage of shallow water levels would take the basin into
overdraft and ultimately increase pumping costs by more than 50%. Conversely,
landowners continuing to farm at levels that have been proven sustainable would
experience a 32% average reduction in pumping costs;

e Farmers that cooperate with the Project and enter into operating agreements would
periodically receive surface water at costs below that of groundwater pumpage; would
receive payments for periodic use of their wells (when not needed by the farmers); and
would receive payments to help maintain the wells.

Groundwater Entitlements, Water Balance, Law Suits and Adjudication

The Antelope Valley and its Sub-Basins are not currently adjudicated. As a consequence the
owner of the property has the right, by California law, to pump groundwater as desired for
reasonable overlying use. Reasonable uses include agriculture, industrial, and municipal
(residential) use. Unreasonable uses would include pumping excess water purely to establish
a higher record of consumptive use. The historical record of groundwater pumpage can be
important in several situations as follows:
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¢ In the event that the basin is adjudicated, the historical record of pumpage would likely
form the basis for the land owner’s water right; and

e If new land owner wished to convert the land to a non-agricultural use (e.g. a housing
development), the CEQA process would likely be used by Kern County to limit the amount
of consumptive use of groundwater to historical levels or the estimated safe yield of the
basin if the land has been fallow.

The Kern County Groundwater Management Ordinance (enacted 1998) requires a
conditional use permit for export of native groundwater (with the exception of bottled water)
and cannot exceed natural recharge. To-date, no permits have been issued to transfer native
groundwater out of the county. Therefore, it is common practice to assume that Kern County
groundwater cannot be transferred off the overlying land except for use in the immediate
vicinity for similar uses.

The target parcels are served by 10 irrigation wells and two turnouts from the AVEK West
Feeder. Table 9 summarizes AVEK surface water deliveries since 1998. The wells are not
metered, therefore, Table 9 summarizes estimated groundwater pumpage (applied water),
consumptive use (evapotranspiration of applied water, ETAW) and deep percolation based
on the recent crop history. As indicated, WDS estimates that an average of 5,076 AF/year of
water is applied to the target parcels, of which 28% (1,440 AF) is imported SWP water
(although significant deliveries have not been made since 2001) with the remaining 3,636 AF
being supplied by groundwater pumpage. WDS estimates that on-average this operation
results in a gain of 434 AF to the aquifer through deep percolation of SWP water. The
estimates presented on Table 9 are based on DWR draft estimates of applied water and
evapotranspiration for specific crop types in DAU 305 with an underlying assumption that
precipitation contributes negligible available water to crops during the growing season.
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Table 9: Estimated Target Parcel Water Balance

Net Farmable Acres

Year Alfalfa | Carrots Grain Onions | Potatoes | Fallow Total
1998 0 152 1,056 0 0 340 1,549
1999 453 755 0 0 0 340 1,549
2000 453 905 0 0 152 38 1,549
2001 605 302 0 603 0 38 1,549
2002 605 306 297 302 0 38 1,549
2003 453 0 599 458 0 38 1,549
2004 0 608 600 302 0 38 1,549

Estimated Evapotranspiration (AF/yr), approx. Evapotranspiration of Applied Water
Year Alfalfa Carrots Grain Onions | Potatoes | Fallow Total
1998 0 228 1,479 0 0 0 1,707
1999 2,651 1,397 0 0 0 0 4,048
2000 2,855 1,992 0 0 502 0 5,348
2001 3,540 559 0 905 0 0 5,004
2002 3,540 566 491 453 0 0 5,050
2003 2,651 0 989 687 0 0 4,327
2004 0 1,125 991 453 0 0 2,569

Estimated Applied Water (AF/yr
Year Alfalfa Carrots Grain Onions | Potatoes| Fallow Total
1998 0 220 1,479 0 0 0 1,699
1999 3,285 1,828 0 0 0 0 5,113
2000 3,693 3,069 0 0 772 0 7,534
2001 4,387 731 0 1,119 0 0 6,237
2002 4,387 740 614 560 0 0 6,302
2003 3,285 0 1,238 849 0 0 5,373
2004 0 1,471 1,240 560 0 0 3,272

Estimated Deep Percolation (AF/yr)
Year Alfalfa | Carrots Grain Onions | Potatoes | Fallow Total
1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1999 634 430 0 0 0 0 1,065
2000 838 1,077 0 0 271 0 2,186
2001 847 172 0 214 0 0 1,234
2002 847 174 123 107 0 0 1,252
2003 634 0 249 163 0 0 1,046
2004 0 347 249 107 0 0 703

AVEK Deliveries (AF/yr)
Year Alfalfa Carrots Grain Onions | Potatoes| Fallow Total
1998 0 253 1,696 0 0 0 1,949
1999 1,847 1,028 0 0 0 0 2,875
2000 1,267 1,053 0 0 265 0 2,584
2001 1,600 267 0 408 0 0 2,274
2002 125 21 17 16 0 0 179
2003 287 0 108 74 0 0 470
2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimated Groundwater Pumpage (AF/yr)
Year Alfalfa Carrots Grain Onions Potatoes Fallow Total
1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1999 1,438 800 0 0 0 0 2,238
2000 2,427 2,017 0 0 507 0 4,950
2001 2,788 465 0 711 0 0 3,963
2002 4,263 719 597 544 0 0 6,123
2003 2,998 0 1,130 775 0 0 4,903
2004 0 1,471 1,240 560 0 0 3,272

Average applied water 5,076

Average consumptive use: 4,008

Average groundwater pumpage 3,636

Average deep percolation 1,069

Average % AVEK 41%

Average imported recharge 434
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Regulatory Compliance and Limitations on Future Use

Waste, Underground Tanks and Other Potential Environmental Liabilities

WDS did not identify any fatal flaw environmental conditions that would prevent use of the
target parcels for recharge, storage or recovery of water. One typical domestic trash pit was
found. Underlying soils should be sampled and the trash removed prior to use of the site for
recharge.

WDS performed several drive-through visual inspections of the target parcels, collected 6
groundwater samples for Title 22 analyses (2 from irrigation wells and 4 from undeveloped
boreholes), advanced 17 exploratory trenches, performed an agency database review and
submitted a detailed environmental questionnaire to the current property owner. Findings
were as follows:

e No contaminants detected in irrigation wells: Wells TONR15W-25F and TOINR14W-30K
were sampled on June 10, 2003 by Layne. The unfiltered samples were analyzed for Title
22 parameters plus major ions. As detailed on Table 16, results were as follows:

o Nitrate: 2.3-2.5 mg/lI (CA MCL: 10-45 mg/l);

Total dissolved solids (TDS): 180-210 mg/l (CA SMCL: 500-1,000);

Total organic carbon: <0.7 mg/l,

Arsenic: <2.0 ugl/l;

Chromium: 9.7-16 ug/l (CA MCL: 50 ug/l);

Lead: <5 ugl/l;

Selenium: <5 ug/l;

Volatile organic compounds: non-detect;

Semi-volatile organic compounds: non-detect;

PCBs: non-detect;

Herbicides: non-detect;

Pesticides: non-detect;

Gross alpha: 3.1-6.56 pCi/l (CA MCL: 15 pCi/l);

Diquat: non-detect; and

0 Asbestos: non-detect.

e No contaminants detected in groundwater samples from undeveloped boreholes: Borings
B-3 and B-4 (Figure 4) were sampled on July 25 and August 1, 2003, respectively, by
Layne. Each sample was divided into an unfiltered and a filtered aliquot. The unfiltered
aliquot was analyzed for inorganic Title 22 parameters and major ions. The filtered aliquot
was analyzed for a select sub-set of parameters. As summarized below (and detailed in
Table 16) slightly elevated concentrations of arsenic, chromium and lead were detected in
the unfiltered aliquots. However, these analytes were not detected in the filtered analytes
which removed significant levels of suspended formation material and drilling mud (see
turbidity and suspended solids results from unfiltered aliquots). Based on these results
and those from the irrigation wells, WDS has concluded that arsenic, chromium and lead
would not be detected at significant concentrations in properly installed and developed
recovery wells.

o Unfiltered nitrate: 9-11 mg/l (CA MCL: 10-45 mg/l);
0 Unfiltered TDS: 200-240 mg/l (CA SMCL.: 500-1,000);
0 Unfiltered Total suspended solids: 460-3,600 mg/l;

OO0O0O0O0O0C0O0O0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0ODO
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Total organic carbon: 2.1-3.9 mg/l;

Unfiltered turbidity: 990-2600 NTUs;

Unfiltered arsenic: 5.4-8.5 ugl/l;

Filtered arsenic: <1 ugl/l;

Unfiltered chromium: 57-82 ug/l (CA MCL: 50 ug/l);
Filtered chromium: <5 ug/l (CA MCL: 50 ug/l);
Unfiltered lead: 9.3-13 ug/I;

Filtered lead: <5 ug/l;

Unfiltered selenium: <5 ug/l,

O O0OO0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO

e No underground tanks: The target properties were not identified on local, state or federal
agency lists as a known hazardous substance site or as historically including underground
tanks. A structure resembling a gas station is located at the center of TONR14WS30 (APN
35904112). However, the current owner indicates that the structure was only used as a
location to dispense fuel from above ground tanks which have been removed. As
indicated above, a well immediately adjacent to this structure was sampled and no
contaminants were detected. WDS found no evidence of underground fuel tanks or waste
oil tanks. The owner indicated that no underground tanks are or have been present at the
target parcels;

e Minor aboveground tanks: WDS only found mobile above ground fuel tanks used for farm
equipment. The owner indicated that there were historically above ground fuel tanks at
the center of Section 30, but that those tanks were removed several years ago by a
previous owner. WDS did not see any evidence of significant soil staining. There are
several propane tanks at worker residences;

e Likely typical domestic septic systems: There are 2 worker residences that are likely
served by septic systems;

e Normal farm workshops: There are 4 farm workshops that are used to store and work on
equipment. WDS did not see any evidence of significant soil staining, waste oil storage or
bulk solvent usage;

e One domestic trash pit: One domestic trash pit is located behind the shop of Section 36.
While the pit is unlikely to prevent use of the site for recharge, a Phase Il investigaton
should include sampling of underlying soils and removal of waste;

e De-minimus equipment and agricultural chemical storage: WDS did not observe and the
owner indicates that there are not any agrichemical washout areas, dips or container
disposal sites on the target parcels. Several mobile tanks used for application of
agrichemicals were observed,;

« Normal tail water ponds: WDS observed tailwater ponds that are typical of the thousands
of such ponds present throughout the valley.

Based on the findings presented above, WDS did not identify any known condition that would
limit use of the properties for the Project. However, detailed due diligence should include the
following work:

e Detailed inspection and potential soil sampling at the workshops;
e Soil sampling beneath the domestic trash pit; and
e Soil sampling at 2-3 representative tailwater ponds.
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Regarding sampling at tailwater ponds, it should be noted that these features are on average
less than 50 feet long and 20 feet wide. If agrichemical residues were detected in pond
sediments, the affected sediment could be easily removed or excluded from the Project
recharge pond areas. Therefore, even if impact were detected, WDS would not view this as
fatal to the Project. WDS has recently sampled sediments from similar tailwater ponds on
similar carrot fields operated by Bolthouse Farms in another part of Kern County.
Agrichemical residues were not detected in any of the collected samples.

The property owner questionnaire is presented in Appendix B.

Williamson Act
See earlier section on this topic.

Biological Resources

This evaluation did not include inspection of the target parcels by a biologist qualified to
provide opinions on the potential presence of various species or habitats. However, WDS
reviewed the California Natural Diversity Database and visually inspected the properties.
Results of these efforts were as follows. The target parcels are used entirely for agricultural
(and supporting) purposes. Therefore, WDS does not expect that development of recharge
facilities on the target parcels would entail destruction of native habitat. The possible
exception might be wetland issues associated tailwater ponds. However, these ponds are
intermittently dry and do not support any vegetation. Therefore, based on past experience
with the Natural Resources Conservation Service and the US Corp of Engineers, WDS does
not anticipate significant permitting issues with these features.

WDS performed a query of the California Natural Diversity Database on May 5, 2004 for the
Fairmont Butte Quadrangle (which includes the target parcels) and 9 surrounding
guadrangles. Results of this query were as follows:

e No Federal or California endangered or threatened species had been identified in the
Fairmont Butte quadrangle;

e The nearest endangered species identified was the Spineflower, located south and uphill
at least 7 miles from the target parcels; and

e The nearest threatened species was the Swanson’s Hawk located at least 1 mile to the
east of the target parcels. It should be noted that the Kern Water Bank has been found to
enhance the hawk's habitat.

As a result of the findings above, WDS does not anticipate that the Project would require any
permissions or permits relating to wetlands, habitat or wildlife. However, this finding should
be confirmed through consultation with the California Department of Fish & Game, the US
Fish & Wildlife Service and the US Corp of Engineers.

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (South Lahontan Basin)

WDS reviewed the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (October 1994) and
the 2003 Triennial Review for issues or objectives that would impact the Project. According
to the plan, surface water can be beneficially used to recharge groundwater and also for
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delivery to the California Aqueduct and the Los Angeles Aqueduct. It should be noted that
these approved beneficial uses apply to water originating within the basin and therefore do
not apply to imported SWP water. Groundwater can be used for agricultural, municipal and
industrial use. Both waters can also be used for fresh water replenishment. There are no
special water quality objectives that apply to the Project area. The region wide objectives are
applicable.
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Water Bank Entitlement

Permitting requirements for a water bank would be minimal, potentially performed through a
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Initial Study and Negative Declaration.
However, WDS has conservatively assumed that a CEQA Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) would be performed by the lead agency. WDS estimates that a 2- to 5- year process
will be required to prepare the EIR, consult with responsible agencies and negotiate contracts
with various stakeholders.

WDS believes that the Project facilities must ultimately be owned and operated by a public
water agency. While private entities may hold contractual rights to storage capacity, it is
politically difficult for them to own or control the physical facilities. While there are no laws or
regulations requiring public agency control, this is a political reality that has been amply
evidenced by recent failures to develop private water projects in California (e.g. Azurix
Madera Ranch, Cadiz, US Filter Salton Sea restoration). Conversely, there are several
successful examples of private entities facilitating agency storage projects in exchange for
rights to capacity (e.g. Paramount Farms/Kern Water Bank, Vidler Water
Company/Semitropic, Newhall/Semitropic, Pastoria Power Plant/Kern Water Bank). Based on
these beliefs, the Project would require a lead agency to ensure CEQA Compliance.

Initial Study and Negative Declaration

WDS believes that the Project would be classified as a “project” as defined by CEQA for the
following reasons:

e It will require discretionary approval from AVEK, the LADWP and the DWR to construct
interconnections and deliver water to/from the AVEK West Feeder, the LAA#2 and the
California Aqueduct;

e It will require public works construction; and

e It may entail acquisition of grant monies, contributions or loans from other public
agencies.

WDS does not believe that the Project would be statutorily exempted or categorically
exempted from CEQA. Therefore, at a minimum, WDS believes that the lead agency would
perform an Initial Study. As indicated on the following Initial Study check-list, it is conceivable
that the Initial Study could conclude that the Project would cause no significant impacts on
the environment or that potential impacts could be mitigated. Based on this finding, it is
therefore possible that the lead agency could choose to issue a Negative Declaration or
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project. There is precedent for this approach. In 1996,
the Kern County Water Agency approved the Pioneer Groundwater Recharge and Recovery
Project through a Negative Declaration and in 1996 Arvin Edison Water Storage District
approved their water banking project with the Metropolitan Water district of Southern
California through a Negative Declaration. In addition, the LADWP is currently in the process
of implementing an interconnection between LAA#1 and the California Aqueduct in a similar
fashion to that which is contemplated for this project. That project is being arranged entirely
through inter-agency contracts.
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Aesthetics

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [ _] [] [] X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway? [] [] [] =
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings? [] [] [] X
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area? [] [] [] X

Comments: The project would be located on current agricultural land in a sparsely populated area. The project
facilities will sub-grade piping, low earthen berms and wells with very little visual difference from current uses.

Agricultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use? [] [] X
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? |:| |:| |:| |E
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
of Farmland to non-agricultural use? [] [] [] X

Comments: The target parcels are encumbered with Williamson Act contracts and defined as Prime Farmland.
However, the Kern County Assessor has indicated a willingness to consider water banking are compatible with
these uses and in addition, the lead agency could continue to lease the recharge ponds for organic farming

purposes during non-recharge periods (typically 8-10 months of the year).
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Air Quality

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
Air Quality Attainment Plan? [] [] X
Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation? [] [] [] =
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? [_| [] [] X
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? [] [] [] X

Comments: The project would require dust control during construction. Otherwise, project wells would be
operated in the same manner as irrigation wells, but significantly less frequently. If required, the recovery well
motors could be equipped with electric motors or fueled with propane and equipped with catalytic converters.

Biological Resources

a)

b)

c)

5700 Wilshire Blvd.,

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service? [] [] [] X
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service? [] [] [] X
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means? [] [] X
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites? [] []

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance? [] []

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? [] []

[l

X

Comments: The project would be located on current agricultural land with no known surrounding sensitive or
special status species. There are no known riparian habitats, wetlands, HCPs or migration corridors. In fact,

facilities of this type have been found to enhance habitats and attract native species.

Cultural Resources

Less Than
Less Than Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5? [] [] [] X
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a unigue archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.57? ] ] L] X
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature? ] [] [] =
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries? [] [] [] X

Comments: There are no known cemeteries, historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources in the

vicinity of the target parcels.

Geology and Soils

Less Than
Less Than Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving: [] [] [] X
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42. [] [] [] X
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i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] ] =

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

] O
] O
] O
X X

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? [ ] [] [] X

¢) Be located on strata or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? ] ] [] =

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks

to life or property? [] [] [] X

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of

wastewater? [] [] [] X

Comments: The project would not entail construction of structure other than earthen berms. The project would
require a soil erosion control plan both during construction and operation, but would not be located in an area
with slope instability, expansive soils or wastewater systems.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials? [] [] [] X
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? [] [] [] X
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? [] [] [] X

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment? |:| |:| |:| |E

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
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project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area? [] [] [] X

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or

working in the project area? L] [] [] X

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency

evacuation plan? [] [] [] X

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands? [] [] [] =

Comments: The project would not entail the handling or use of hazardous materials with the exception of

potential fuel for recovery wells. The target parcels are not within 2-miles of a public airport and because of the
low lying nature of the facilities, would not provide a hazard to private runways.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? [] [] [] X
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
should be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)? [] [] [] X
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? ] [] [] =

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result

in flooding on- or off-site? L] L] [] X

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage

systems? [] L] L] X
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? L] L] L] =4

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
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Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map? [] L] []
h) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area

structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? [ | [] []
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a

result of the failure of a levee or dam? [] []
j) Inundation of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? [] [] []

X
X

Comments: The project would be compliant with water quality standards and by design, will not deplete
groundwater supplies. In fact, a portion of all imported surface water would be left behind to help offset
historical overdraft. The project would not alter drainages because current agricultural practices are designed to
prevent run-off. The project will not entail housing or other structures that would place people in danger of flood

or other hydrology related hazards.

Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] =
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect? |:| |:| |:| |X|
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural communities’ conservation plan? [] [] [] X

Comments: The project would not be in the vicinity of an established community or conflict with any zoning

ordinances or HCPs.

Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? [] [] [] X
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? ] ] [] =

Comments: The project would not deplete or affect any mineral resources.
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Noise

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels

in the project vicinity above levels existing without the

project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a

public airport of public use airport,

would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive

noise levels?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would

the project expose people residing or working in the

project area to excessive noise levels?

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] [] [] X
[] [] [] X
[] [] [] X
[] [] [] X
[] [] [] X
[] [] X

Comments: The project would be in a sparsely populated rural area. Noise during construction would be
comparable to that associated with current agricultural operations and noise levels would be less than current

conditions after construction is complete.
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Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)? [] [] [] []
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? [] [] [] X
c) Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? [] [] [] X

Comments: The project would not displace existing housing. Depending on the intent and uses by the lead

agency, population growth inducement may be a significant potential impact.

Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection? [] [] [] X
Police protection? [] [] [] X
Schools? [] [] [] X
Parks? [] [] L] X
Other public facilities? ] ] ] =

Comments: The project would not directly require increased coverage for the services listed above.
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Recreation

a)

b)

b)

d)

e)
f)

9)

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated? [] [] [] X
Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? [] [] [] X
Comments: The project would not directly cause an increase in the use of recreational facilities.
Transportation and Traffic
Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? [] [] [] X
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?[_] ] ] =
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks? [] [] [] X
Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? L] L] L] =4
Result in inadequate emergency access? [] [] [] X
Result in inadequate parking capacity? ] ] ] =
Conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? L] L] L] =4

Comments: The project would cause a short-term increase in traffic during construction, but this impact could
be mitigated through a standard construction management plan. After construction is complete, traffic would be
reduced below pre-project levels due to the reduction in agricultural activities.

5700 Wilshire Blvd.,

Ste 330

Los Angeles, CA 90036 CONFIDENTIAL
Phone: 323.936.9303

Fax: 323.930.9114

48 of 83

-W- S



Utilities and Service Systems

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant

environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing

commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal

needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and

regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] [] X
[] [] X
[] [] X
[] [] X
[] [] X
[] [] X
[] [] X

Comments: The project would not require wastewater treatment or changes to existing storm drainage facilities

or landfills.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance

a)

b)

c)

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory? [] [] [] X
Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulative
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects) [ ] ] ] =
Does the project have environmental effects which would
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly? [] [] [] X

Taken together, there is a logic and precedent to potentially achieving CEQA compliance
through a Negative Declaration. However, given the regional and operational effects of this
project, the lead agency may in their discretion decide to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report. The following sections detail how that process might proceed.
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Environmental Impact Report Overview and Critical Path

The Project would be located in the AVEK service area. The Project would use AVEK
conveyances (along with LADWP conveyances) to deliver water to and recover water from
the facility. A previously detailed, AVEK has concluded that storage is required in the
Antelope Valley and that this project is technically feasible, but it is currently unclear which
agency(ies) would lead this project. However the “permitting” path is similar under almost all
scenarios. It should be noted that the term “permitting” is a misnomer. There are no water
bank permitting requirements in Kern County or within the AVEK service area although
certain local and state permissions would be required where project facilities would pass
through and under roads and utility corridors. Permitting requirements for this project are
relatively uncomplicated for the following reasons:

e The Project does not include use of any Federal systems and, therefore, a Federal
Environmental Impact Study would most likely not be required;

e Kern County does not have a groundwater banking ordinance requiring county
permits;

e The Project would not export native groundwater or surface water;

e The Project would be designed to be in compliance with the Kern County groundwater
exportation ordinance;

e The Project would be on current agricultural lands (and thus would not require various
biological permits);

e The Projectis in a sparsely populated rural area; and

e The Project does not have any political “baggage” or bad press to-date.

The following table summarizes the estimated local, state and federal regulatory
requirements.
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Table 10: Applicable Rules and Regulations

Item

| Conclusions

Federal Regulations

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS

No Federal actions that would trigger this act have been identified.

Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531)
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act(16 USC 661)
US Fish and Wildlife Service

The ponds would be built on agricultural land and it is hoped that piping and wells can
be placed in existing road and transmission line right of ways. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the Service would issue a No Jeopardy Opinion. However, this
preliminary conclusion must be screened by a qualified environmental professional in
Phase 1.

Clean Water Act Section 404, Section 401, River and
Harbors Act Section 10, Federal Executive Order 11990,
Army Corps of Engineers

Assuming the layout avoids ephemeral drainages, the Project would not include
impact to waters of the United States (including wetlands). It is expected that the
Corps would rule that no action or permit is required.

Clean Water Act Section 402
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit may be required and the Board
would review potential groundwater guality impacts in the EIR.

Clean Air Act, Air Pollution Control District

If diesel or natural gas powered pumps are used, the CAA may require a permit for
emission of pollutants to the atmosphere.

State Regulations

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
DWR, LADWP, AVEK

EIR is required because project requires DWR, DWP and AVEK approval of turnouts
and pump-ins to conveyances controlled by each agency.

California Endangered Species Action
California Department of Fish and Game

The ponds would be built on agricultural land and piping/ wells would be placed in
road and transmission line right of ways. It is anticipated that the Department would
issue a No Jeopardy Opinion. This preliminary conclusion must be screened by a
qualified professional. The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
issued a report in 2000 recommending that nearby areas be designated as Significant
Ecological Areas. The impact of that recommendation must be carefully evaluated.

California Water Code Sections 1700-1746
California State Water Resources Control Board (Division
of Water Rights) - DWR

Facility would be permitted independent of specific water rights. 3" parties
contracting to use the facility would be required to perform their own separate
analyses of issues relating to place and manner of use.

California Streets and Highways Code Sections 660-734,
California Department of Transportation
County Road Departments

Encroachment permits would be required for any piping that would pass under State
or County roads.

California Health and Safety Code Sections 116275-
116750, CA Dept. of Health Services

Aqueduct pump-in systems may require public water system permits since they would
be operated to supply M&I uses.

Power grid
CEC, CPUC and others

The Project would require installation of new substations from an existing
transmission line. Coordination with state agencies is required.

Re

ional and Local Regulations

Groundwater exportation, Kern County

Project must comply with groundwater exportation ordinance.

Local rules and regulations

No fatal flaws.

District Regulations, Terms and Conditions for Water
Service - AVEK

If the Project includes a pump-in to the West AVEK feeder, agency approval of
operations and evaluation of impacts would be required (included in the EIR).

Utility Line Coordination General Orders
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

Commission orders would control the placement, construction, maintenance of utility
facilities.

DWR Bulletin 74-81, Kern County

Well construction and abandonment

Construction permits and tax assessment

All of the contemplated land is either zoned for agricultural use or is not zoned. While
a potential zoning change may be required, this is not anticipated to be a critical issue.

Contracts and Agreements

Operating Agreements

The lead agency would enter into operating agreements with LADWP, AVEK and
DWR for wheeling of water through their systems.

Monitoring Agreement

The lead agency would enter into an agreement with surrounding pumpers. These
agreements typically establish a monitoring committee with criteria for shut-down
and/or reimbursement of pumpers for increased pumping costs (if any).

In-lieu Agreements

Projects of this type commonly enter into agreements with pumpers to periodically
deliver surface water in-lieu of groundwater pumpage, thereby banking and equivalent
amount of groundwater. These arrangement reduce farmer costs and CAPEX.

Easement Agreements

The lead agency would enter into agreements with adjacent land owners to allow
wells and piping to be installed in and through their properties.

Storage Lease Agreements

The lead agency would enter into long term agreements with 3 parties to lease
storage capacity in the system.

The following tables summarize the Expected, Worst and Best Case critical paths for
entitlement and monetization of the Antelope Valley project. The length of this process is a

function of the following:
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e The drive, desire and clarity of vision of the lead agency;

e The support (or opposition) of surrounding property owners and agencies;

e The ability of the lead agency and WDS to make the Project a “top priority” with other
agencies that must provide various permissions and reviews; and

e The ability of the Project to attract grants.

It has been our hard earned experience that upfront consultations and consensus building
with key agencies and landowners are essential to success in a reasonable time frame.

Table 11: Expected and Worst Case Critical Path
Elapsed Item
Months

An agency(ies) would step forward as the lead. WDS would share information developed to-
1-6 date so that the agency can complete due diligence. Lead agency staff/consultants would
review WDS data to verify that there are no fatal flaws.

The current draft LOI, defining contributions, duties and benefits for the lead agency and WDS

3-8 o
would be finalized.

3.8 WDS would work with the lead agency to finalize the scope of the proposed “Project” (as
defined by CEQA).

On-going Work to obtain grant monies (cannot start until project has been formally defined).

WDS would work with the lead agency to begin negotiations with potentially impacted

3-8 landowners and agencies regarding monitoring and operating agreements that would protect
and benefit their interests.

310 WDS would work with the lead agency to identify and begin negotiations with potential non-

local tenants that would provide pre-payments to help finance construction.

Working with lead agency staff/consultants, WDS would help prepare an Initial Study, likely

concluding that a CEQA EIR would be required for the following key reasons:

e Permissions would be required from LADWP to construct a turnout/pump-in point to Los
Angeles Aqueduct Barrel 2 (LAA2) and to alter the manner in which flows are managed in
LAA2 and LAAL at certain times;

e Permission would be required from the DWR to construct an interconnection/pump-in point
between LAA2 and the California Aqueduct (although WDS believes the LADWP may
have plans to build this interconnection themselves);

e Permission would be required from the AVEK to construct an interconnection/pump-in
point between the Project well field and the AVEK feeder;

¢ Right of way would be required from the County DOT;

4-12 e There may be conversion of prime farmland (although the Kern County assessor has
indicated that periodic organic carrot leases in recharge basins can be used to mitigate
this issue) and, as defined by the Assessor’s office, water banking is an allowed land use
within Zone A areas;

e The Project may be perceived as providing growth inducing impacts;

e The lead agency would likely be required to add additional equipment and employees to
operate the facility — potentially requiring evaluation of public service impacts.

Note: WDS has purposefully chosen land that is entirely in agriculture as part of a screening
process to prevent significant impact to biological resources. WDS anticipates that an Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) would not be required, although a qualified biological opinion should
be obtained. Costs of the Initial Study not covered by grants (if any) would be carried by WDS.
Note: The lead agency may chose to bypass the Initial Study and proceed directly to an EIR.
WDS would work with lead agency staff to undergo a competitive bidding process for selection
of a consultant (contracted to the lead agency) to prepare the EIR.

Consultant would prepare and the lead agency would circulate the DRAFT EIR, including
required hydrogeologic, engineering, cultural, biological and economic evaluations.

4-13

12-18
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Elapsed Item
Months
WDS would work with the lead agency to finalize operating and monitoring agreements with
12-30 : X . .
surrounding agencies and landowners. This process should be started as early as possible.
31-42 Public review, supplemental work, revisions and certification of the final EIR
33-48 WDS would work with the lead agency to finalize contracts with non—local “tenant” agencies
that would make pre-payments on leases to help finance construction.
36-60 WDS would help the lead agency obta_in financing for balance of construction funds not
covered by pre-payments and grants, if any.
36-60 Lead agency would purchase the required land from WDS.
Table 12: Best Case Critical Path
Elapsed Item
Months
An agency(ies) would step forward to participate in the bank. WDS would share information

2 developed to-date so that the agency can complete due diligence. Lead agency
staff/consultants would review WDS data to verify that there are no obvious fatal flaws.

3 The current draft LOI, defining contributions, duties and benefits for the lead agency and
WDS.

3 WDS would work with the lead agency to finalize the scope of the proposed “Project” (as
defined by CEQA).

On-going Work to obtain grant monies.
WDS would work with the lead agency to begin negotiations with potentially impacted

3 landowners and agencies regarding monitoring and operating agreements that would protect
and benefit their interests.

3 WDS would work with the lead agency to identify and begin negotiations with potential non-
local tenants that would provide pre-payments to help finance construction.

Working with lead agency staff/consultants, WDS would help prepare an Initial Study,

6 concluding that there are no significant environmental impacts and resulting in a DRAFT
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This was the case with the Pioneer
and Arvin Edison water banks — both in Kern County.

9 WDS would work with agency consultants to perform supplemental investigations required
for preliminary engineering design and financing.

12 WDS would work with the lead agency to finalize operating and monitoring agreements with
surrounding agencies and landowners. This process should be started as early as possible.

19 Certification of the Negative Declaration and issuance of affiliated permits.

20 WDS would work with the lead agency to finalize contracts with non-local “tenant” agencies
that would make pre-payments on leases to help finance construction.

2 WDS would help the lead agency obtain financing for balance of construction funds not
covered by pre-payments and grants, if any.

It should be noted that the Best Case scenario assumes that there are no protests, the
various agencies and pumpers place aside current disagreements and that they work
together with a sense of urgency. Based on recent developments, this scenario currently
seems unlikely.

Entitlement Phases

The development process would includes 5 phases. The first 3 phases conclude at
milestones at which expenditures and progress would be assessed to determine if it is
appropriate to continue with water bank permitting efforts.
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Phase 1: Engage with a Lead Agency: The objectives of this phase would be to have an
agency step forward as a willing lead for the Project and secure a contract with that agency
for development of the Project.

Phase 2: Initiate Permitting Process and Pursuit of Grants: The objective of this phase would
be to establish the Project on agency agendas and verify that it can be permitted in an
acceptable time frame. Work would include:

e Developing agreements with agencies such as LADWP, AVEK, AVSWC, and/or DWR for
use of existing conveyances;

e Working with the selected lead agency, performing required investigations, preparing a
draft EIR and submitting for non-lead agency and public comment; and

e Filing for grant monies on behalf of the local agency.

During this phase, WDS expects that significant comments would be received from the
following entities:

AVEK regarding wheeling in conveyances;

LADWP regarding wheeling in conveyances;

Surrounding pumpers, particularly those that have filed lawsuits;

Kern County Water Agency regarding the groundwater exportation ordinance;
MWD regarding wheeling capacity and water quality impacts to State Water Project
(SWP) water;

e DWR regarding interconnection to the East Branch of the California Aqueduct;

Phase 3: Supplemental Investigations: Assuming that the team proceeds with water bank
efforts, the objective of this phase would be to collect supplemental data required by non-lead
agency and public comments.

Phase 4: Obtain Permits and Certified EIR: The objective of this phase would be to obtain a
certified EIR and finalized Operational MOU and Right-of-Way (ROW) agreements.

Phase 5: Financing, Sale of Property to Lead Agency and Leasing of Capacity: Following
certification of the EIR, the lead agency would take ownership of land and begin leasing
excess storage capacity to finance construction.

Entitlement Tasks

The development budget presented in a following section divides expenditures into the
following tasks:

Public relations and lobbying;
Creation of legal documents;
On-going water level monitoring;
Land surveys and mapping;
Preliminary engineering;
Hydrogeologic investigations;
Modeling;
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e Biological surveys;
e Environmental Impact Report; and
e Local permitting.

The following sections provide details regarding these tasks.
Public Relations and Lobbying: This task would entail the following work:

e Regular attendance and record keeping at a variety of meetings throughout the state;

e Upfront efforts to align local agencies in favor of the Project;

Efforts to introduce the local agencies to non-local banking participants and educate the
parties;

Efforts to gain high priority ranking in grant applications;

Efforts to align surrounding land owners in favor of the Project;

Efforts to align the DWR and LAWDP in favor of the Project; and

Efforts to align various environmental groups in favor of the Project.

These efforts would occur at irregular intervals throughout the entitlement process, with the
majority of work in the early months and following completion of the draft EIR.

Creation of Legal Documents: This task would entail the following work:

Preparation of an agreement between WDS and the lead agency;

Preparation of agreements between the lead agency, LADWP and AVEK;

Preparation of agreements with surrounding landowners, potentially including easements;
Preparation of storage lease agreements with banking participants;

Preparation of various consultant contracts; and

Periodic legal evaluations/opinions regarding water, land and permitting issues.

These efforts would occur at irregular intervals, with the majority of work in the beginning,
immediately preceding draft EIR issuance and immediately following final EIR issuance. The
lead agency agreement would define contributions and responsibilities, and compensation as
previously summarized. In order for the lead agency to enter into an agreement, it would
likely undergo a process that includes:

e A board resolution that it is willing to contemplate being the lead agency for the Project;

e Initial discussions on general structure;

e Submission of a non-binding letter of intent including a term sheet with dollar figures and
percentages left blank;

e Negotiation of the dollar figures and percentages;

e Due diligence to verify that the Project is technically, financially and politically viable;

e Development of a CEQA project description that may be an attachment to the WDS
agreement;

e 5-10 iterations of review and revision; and

e Approval of agreement by the Board, potentially including a validation process.
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As indicated above, the lead agency would need to undergo due diligence to confirm that the
Project would be technically, financially and politically viable. In addition, the agency would
need to confirm that there is adequate “desire” for the Project to justify agency expenditures
and energy. To a large degree this would be an educational process and for budgeting
purposes, WDS has assumed that the majority of 3" party due diligence costs would be
carried by WDS (to facilitate the process). In addition, WDS has assumed that due diligence
would be led by an assigned committee that would report back to the board with
recommendations.

Ongoing Water Level Monitoring: This task would define the baseline groundwater levels
prior to project implementation. This baseline is required to gage the degree of impact on
surrounding landowners after the facility is brought into operation. Work entails obtaining
access to private wells, driving to those wells on a pre-arranged schedule to make
measurements, and entry of measurements into a project database. The number of wells
and frequency of measurement would be largely dictated by the number of interested
surrounding landowners during a semi-public process that the lead agency would enter into
soon after it is announced that they are pursuing the Project.

Land Surveys and Mapping: The purpose of this task would be to provide the engineers,
hydrogeologists and agencies with a detailed base map that would be used in modeling,
planning, habitat evaluation and engineering efforts. This task would likely include aerial
photography, a ground-truth survey to tie-in elevations, GPS location of all wells within about
5-miles (including inspection of condition) and incorporation into a geographic information
system (GIS).

Preliminary Engineering: This task entails 2 parts:

e A feasibility study to confirm the technical and economic viability of the Project (essentially
a repeat of this report by an objective consultant); and

e Preliminary (20%) engineering design/cost estimation to be used in EIR, financing and
contracting (again, an extension of the work already performed by WDS).

Hydrogeologic Investigations: This task would be an extension of WDS fatal flaw
investigations to allow more precise prediction of performance and impact. This work varies
from project to project, but typically includes the following:

additional trenching with soil analyses;

additional borings with geophysical logging;

installation of monitoring wells;

water analyses;

a 3-6 month pilot recharge test (with intensive water level and quality monitoring; and
aquifer/well tests to evaluate the variability of well performance.
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Modeling: The purpose of this task is to provide technically defensible estimates of the
following:

recharge and recovery efficiencies and schedules;

the rise in water table as a consequence of recharge;

the fall in the water table as a consequence of extraction;

the amounts of “unrecoverable” water;

the speed at which the mound migrates away from recharge basins;

the degree to which the mound would be “mined” by surrounding agricultural pumpage;
and

e the change in groundwater quality over time as recharged water mixes with native
groundwater.

Biological Surveys: WDS has carefully chosen this project location to minimize impact on
native habitats — commonly a significant impediment to the permitting process. While WDS
anticipates that California Fish & Game (F&G) involvement would be minimal, a certain
amount of work by a qualified biological consulting firm would be required to verify that
endangered, protected or special status species would not be harmed by this project.

Environmental Impact Report (EIR): EIR’s include analysis of direct impacts, indirect impacts,
short and long-term impacts, irreversible environmental change, growth inducing impacts,
cumulative impacts, economic and social effects, agricultural impacts, historical resources,
archeological resources, and a variety of other issues associated with the burden on the
community. The analysis must include review of alternatives to the proposed project — a
complicated and somewhat political process. Finally, the EIR must determine the methods
that would be used to mitigate impacts that are found to be significant. Taken together, the
EIR process usually entails the following elements:

e 6-9 months of draft EIR preparation by a consultant;

e 3-6 months of agency and public review — commonly resulting in the need to perform
supplemental investigations, modeling and analysis; and

e Numerous meetings, negotiations consultations and presentations (attended by the
consultant) following by an expensive publication process.

Local Permitting: Aside from the EIR, the Project would likely require permits/permissions
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Kern County DOT and various utility
companies. All of these permits/permissions would be subordinate to the EIR and can
hopefully be deferred until the detailed design-construction stage (thereby deferring these
costs to the financing that would be performed by the lead agency). However, WDS felt it
prudent to assume that a certain amount of coordination would be required to ensure that
these entities are informed and do not raise potentially fatal objections. Therefore, WDS has
included costs for consultants to review easements, agency files, prepare summary
documents, fill out various County forms, and attend key meetings with WDS.
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Soils and Hydrogeology

The west end of the Antelope Valley basin is bounded by the Tehachapi Mountains on the
north and the San Gabriel Mountains on the south — with these two features converging to
form a triangular shaped western terminus at the Sierra Pelona Range. The Antelope Valley
is a graben, or an area that has dropped downward due to movement on the San Andreas
and Gerlock faults that bound it. Over time the basin has filled with several thousand feet of
alluvial materials that have eroded from the bounding mountain ranges. The aquifer which is
the primary source of water for irrigators and within which the Project would store water is
within these alluvial sands and gravels.

The basin is sub-divided into 12 sub-basins that are defined by faults that generally have no
surface expression (Figure 12). The locations of these faults have been estimated largely
through discontinuity of water levels caused by relatively low permeabilities of the fault zones.
While these fault zones are not impermeable, they apparently cause some restriction of water
flow between the sub-basins. The Neenach Sub-Basin is a 78 square mile triangular area
defined by the Neenach, Rosamond and Randsburg-Mojave faults (Figure 12). Prior to
commencement of significant pumpage for irrigation in the early 1900’s, the water table was
150 to 20 feet, bgs. By the mid-1970’s the water table had dropped to approximately 350
feet, bgs. Since that time water levels have stabilized as delivery of SWP water by AVEK has
partially replaced groundwater pumpage. DWR data and recent modeling by the USGS
indicate that the target area has reached an equilibrium, with water table levels varying little
from year to year. The Project would store water in the 150 to 200 foot thickness of aquifer
above the current water table that was dewatered by historic overpumpage. WDS and others
estimate that there is at least 500,000 AF of storage space available. The Neenach Sub-
Basin is highly transmissive, wells consistently yield more than 1,000 gpm and the water
guality is excellent. WDS estimates that the target parcels could support at least 0.5 feet/day
(likely greater than 1.0 feet/day) of recharge totaling at least 100,000 AF/year. Evaporative
and aquifer losses would likely vary from 5% to 15%. These estimates are consistent with
earlier estimates by Psomas (1998) and Hydroscience (1998).

SWP water has been applied to the target areas for 30-years and would not pose a problems
from a technical or regulatory view point. Owens Valley water from LAA#2 has historically
contained arsenic but since 1996 concentrations have been below 10 ug/l and commonly
below 5 ug/l - careful monitoring would be required.

Previous Work

Previous investigations into recharge and water banking in the west end of the Antelope
Valley have included the following:

US Soil Conservation Service (USCS), which pilot tested a recharge basin in 1946-47,
US Geological Survey (USGS,1967);

DWR (1976-1979);

USGS (1984)

AVEK-Mojave Water Agency through Kennedy & Jenks (1997-1998);

Western Water-Psomas (1998);
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e Integrated Water and Hydroscience (1998);
e Tejon Ranch through Boyle Engineering (1999); and
e USGS (2003).

Some of the efforts cited above included modeling and compilation of data from irrigation
wells. However, none of these efforts included field investigations (with the exception of the
USCS). However, all of these previous efforts (except the 1946 pilot test) ended before
fieldwork could be performed. Additional hydrogeologic studies that provide useful
information on the target area are listed in the bibliography at the end of this report.

Climate, Surface Water and Recharge

The USGS (1967, 1978 and 1987) indicates that the target area receives an average of less
than 10 inches/year (0.83 feet/year) of precipitation with an average annual potential
evapotranspiration (Pan A) of 114 inches/year (9.5 feet/year). A review of monthly records
indicates that monthly evapotranspiration always exceeds precipitation. This finding
comfirms the general concept that there is little or no recharge from direct precipitation in the
target area.

As indicated in previous sections, there are no perennial streams in the target area, but it
does lie within the distributary fan of ephemeral Cottonwood Creek which drains from the
Tehachapi Mountains and has an average discharge into the basin of about 10 AF/year
(USGS 1987). Parts of the target property have been bermed to capture these waters when
they periodically occur.

A portion of irrigation water has been assumed by various parties to deep percolate into the
aquifer. The USGS (2003) estimated that up to 30% of the applied irrigation water (either
pumped groundwater or AVEK surface water) is ultimately recharged back into the aquifer. At
an average applied water rate of 2.6 AF/year (USGS 2003), this would translate to 0.8
feet/year of recharge from irrigation. WDS calculations using draft applied water estimates by
the DWR for the State Water Plan Update indicate deep percolation ranging from 0.5 to 1.3
feet/lyear. USGS (1978) estimated that the combined recharge from runoff and deep
percolation was less than 0.8 feet/year.

Near Surface Soils

For the purposes of this evaluation, WDS classified near surface soils as the materials within
16 feet of the ground surface (the reach of a backhoe). The following table summarizes soil
information from the document, “Soil Survey of Antelope Valley Area published by the U. S.
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service (SCS, 1970) and from sieve analyses
performed on soils collected from trenches and borings performed for WDS by Layne.
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Table 13: Average Target Parcel Soils (upper 16 feet, bgs)

Cajon Rosamond PSR
. ) Hesperia Loamy Hesperia Fine . Fine Rosamond
Soil Loamy X Loamy Fine
Fine Sand Sandy Loam Sandy Loam
Sand Sand
Loam
CaC HgA HgA2 HKA HKkB Rm RM2 Ro Rp
Map Symbol | seey | (469) | (526) | (521) | (484) | (s87) | 631 |  (496) (498)
Acres 1 182 81 274 103 272 33 437 254
0,
% of total <1% 11% 5% 17% 6% 17% | 2% 27% 15%
acreage
" SM-GM-
Unified SW-SP | SM-GM SM SM-GM cp SM SM SM-GM SM
Passing #4 97% 98% 97% 99% 96% 100% | 97% 97% 95%
Passing 95% 92% 97% 94% 90% 97% | 93% 90% 89%
#10/12
Passing #40 45% 59% 70% 63% 65% 80% | 63% 63% 62%
Passing #200 5% 10% 20% 15% 20% 34% | 22% 15% 17%
Plasticity NP NP NP NP NP NP NP 0-5 0-5
Index
Avg. % Clay | 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% <16% <026 <16% <16%
SCS K 13-40 | 13-40 | 1340 | 4413 4-13 413 | 4413 1-4 1-4
(ft/day)
Rosetta K NA 13-25 | 13-25 4-20 1-16 2-4 2-4 3-17 7
(ft/day)
Rosetta 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% | 33% 33% 33%
Specific Yield
Salinity 0-2 0-2 0-2 0-2 0-2 0-2 0-2 0-2 0-2
(mmhos/cm)
Notes
Minimum mgilm 23fydy | 5.9 fudy | 5.3 ftidy 9.2 f/day at | 3.7 ftidy at
percolation NA 1731 NA at 361 at 415 at 361 NA 108 1,323
test rate minutes minutes | minutes | minutes minutes minutes

NP: non plastic

NA: not available

SW: well graded sands and gravelly sands

SM: silty sands

SP: poorly graded sands and gravelly sands

GM: silty gravels

GP: poorly graded gravels

SCS K (ft/day): Soil Conservation Service average saturated hydraulic conductivity in feet/day — regional values
Rosetta K (ft/day): Saturated vertical hydraulic conductivity estimated by WDS from sieve analyses using the US Salinity Laboratory
software Rosetta

Rosetta Specific Yield: Specific yield estimated by WDS using the software Rosetta.

Figure 14 depicts the distributions of soil types. Appendix C includes trench logs, percolation
test results and sieve analyses.

Hydrogeologic Units and Aquifer Characteristics

As indicated on Figure 13, surface geologic materials in the Neenach Sub-Basin generally
consists of Quaternary Alluvium (Qyd) comprised of unconsolidated sand, gravel and
boulders containing small quantities of clay. The USGS (1967) indicates that Qyd averages
100 feet thick and unconformably overlies an older Quaternary Alluvium (Qoa) consisting of
poorly sorted sand with some gravel, silt and clay. In general, the water table resides in Qoa
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forming the uppermost, unconfined aquifer and supporting relatively prolific wells (see
following section). Bloyd (1967) indicated that surface materials in the target area may in fact
be Qoa.

In other parts of the basin Qoa is underlain by lacustrine clays that separate the uppermost
aquifer from a deeper, confined aquifer. However, all references agree that this clay is
absent in the Neenach Sub-Basin although there is an increase of clay content with depth.
Geologic materials encountered by Layne in the three boreholes advanced for this project
(398, 438 and 478 feet deep) were consistent with these literature descriptions. In general,
the borings encountered interbedded sands, gravels, silts, and to a lesser degree, clays. The
upper 200-225 ft of each test hole was coarser-grained than the lower portions, although the
overall textural classification of the samples from each test hole was predominately sand.
Layne did not encounter any substantial, laterally continuous clay or silt layers above the
water table that would impede downward percolation of recharge water. Layne boring logs
are presented in Appendix D. The following table summarizes aquifer characteristics cited in
various references and as estimated by WDS.

Table 14: Aquifer Parameter Estimates

5700 Wilshire Blvd., Ste 330

Horizontal Vertical
Source Transzmissivity S_aturated Hydrau_li<_: Hydrau_li(_: S_pecific
(ft“/day) Thickness (ft) | Conductivity | Conductivity Yield (%)
(ft/day) (ft/day)
DWR (1977) NE 1,150 20%
USGS (1978) 14,000 NE 20%
USGS (1987) NE 1,250-1,700 NE
Psomas (1998) >10,400 1,500 24 rr%c?sfﬁkely 12 mE:);,ltZIiker 20%
Hydroscience (1998) NE 1-3 NE
USGS (2003) 30 0.3 14%
WDS Rosetta (2003)
above the water table NE 23 NE 34%
WDS Rosetta (2003) 20 33%
below the water table
Range 10_,400 — 14,000 1,.150 -1,700 _ 10-30 _0.3 -3.0 1_4% - 33%
Likely: 14,000 Likely: 1,500 Likely: 25 Likely: 2.5 Likely: 20%

Estimates are for the target area unless otherwise stated
NE: not estimated

USGS (1987) estimated that the Qoa extends downward 1,600 to 1,900 feet, bgs to pre-
Tertiary plutonic granite and volcanic basement rocks, providing a saturated thickness of
1,250 to 1,700 feet (1987, conditions have not changed significantly since that time). In
contrast, the depth to bedrock immediately east, on the up thrown side of the Neenach Fault
(within the Lancaster Sub-Basion) was estimated to be only 700 to 750 feet, bgs with a
saturated thickness of less than 500 feet. Likewise, the depth to bedrock immediately west,
on the up thrown side of the Randsburg-Mojave Fault (within the Finger Buttes Sub-Basin)
was estimated to be less than 1,200 feet with a saturated thickness of less than 750 feet.
Varies studies consistently indicate that the Neenach Sub-Basin has higher transmissivities
than the adjacent sub-basins, largely because of the greater saturated thickness.
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Recent modelling by the USGS (2003) suggests that the hydraulic conductivities of the
Neenach and Randsburg-Mojave Faults may range as follows:

e Estimated Neenach Fault hydraulic conductivity: 0.008 to 0.04 feet/day; and
e Estimated Randsburg-Mojave Fault hydraulic conductivity: 0.0002 to 0.0007 feet/day.

Depth to Groundwater, Subsidence and Directions of Groundwater Flow

In the early 1900’s the water table beneath the target area was 150 to 200 feet below ground
surface. Agricultural pumpage lowered the water table until AVEK began importing SWP
surface water in 1974 (causing a decrease in groundwater pumpage). As a result, water
levels stabilized in the mid-1980s. Figure 8 depicts this water level trend in well
09N14W20B001S, located approximately 1-mile north of the target area. The water table
now averages 341 feet below ground surface, with seasonal variations of 5 to 20 feet. The
Project would store imported surface water in the 150 to 200 feet of dewatered space above
the current water table. Additional water might be stored in shallower materials that were not
historically below the water table (potentially doubling storage space), although geochemical
investigations would be required to determine suitability of these shallower materials.

The USGS (2003) estimates that if groundwater pumpage did not increase over 1995 levels,
the water table would recover about 10 feet in the target area over the next 20-years. Other
model runs in that same study estimate that the water table would remain fairly static at
current levels if irrigation pumpage grew at a rate of 3% per year over the next 20-years. This
combination of currently stable water levels plus likely continued future stable water levels
would provide an excellent baseline condition for tracking water bank impacts.

Figure 17 depicts the estimated thicknesses of dewatered aquifer in which water would be
stored. Figures 15 and 16 are water table contour maps from 1915 and spring 1996. As
indicated, while the water table dropped during the intervening 81-years, the direction of
groundwater flow in the target area has remained fairly consistent from the southwest to the
northeast.

The USGS (2003) indicated that there was no measurable subsidence in the target area
between 1930 and 1992 — supporting the concept that the lacustrine clays are absent and the
aquifer is unconfined.

Well Production Rates

Wells within the target area are usually perforated from 250 to 1,000 feet, bgs and support
flows of 1,000 to 2,000 gpm with an average of 1,500 gpm (based on review of records from
19 wells). Well specific capacities range from 20 to 60 gpm/foot of drawdown, with values of
50 gpm/foot being typical for the target area (USGS, 1987). These specific capacities (from
relatively inefficient irrigation wells) indicate that flows of over 3,000 gpm could be achieved in
area where recharge has substantially raised the water table.

Groundwater Quality

All reports reviewed by WDS consistently indicated that groundwater quality in the Neenach
Sub-Basin is good, with TDS concentrations less than 400 mg/l. However, WDS was unable
to find any study that had analyzed groundwater samples for a complete suite of drinking
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water and ionic parameters. Therefore, Layne collected and analyzed the six groundwater
samples summarized on Table 15 (locations indicated on Figure 4). Key findings of those
analyses were as follows:

e No contaminants detected in irrigation wells: Wells TONR15W-25F and TONR15W-30K
were sampled on June 10, 2003 by Layne. The unfiltered samples were analyzed for Title
22 parameters plus major ions. As detailed on Table 15, results were as follows:

o Nitrate: 2.3-2.5 mg/lI (CA MCL: 10-45 mg/l);

Total dissolved solids (TDS): 180-210 mg/l (CA SMCL: 500-1,000);

Total organic carbon: <0.7 mg/l,

Arsenic: <2.0 ugl/l;

Chromium: 9.7-16 ug/l (CA MCL: 50 ug/l);

Lead: <5 ugl/l;

Selenium: <5 ug/l;

Volatile organic compounds: non-detect;

Semi-volatile organic compounds: non-detect;

PCBs: non-detect;

Herbicides: non-detect;

Pesticides: non-detect;

Gross alpha: 3.1-6.56 pCi/l (CA MCL: 15 pCi/l);

Diquat: non-detect; and

0 Asbestos: non-detect.

e No contaminants detected in groundwater samples from undeveloped boreholes: Borings
B-3 and B-4 (Figure 4) were sampled on July 25 and August 1, 2003 respectively by
Layne. Each sample was divided into an unfiltered and a filtered aliquot. The unfiltered
aliquot was analyzed for inorganic Title 22 parameters and major ions. The filtered aliquot
was analyzed for a select sub-set of parameters. As summarized below (and detailed in
Table 15) slightly elevated concentrations of arsenic, chromium and lead were detected in
the unfiltered aliquots. However, these analytes were not detected in the filtered analytes
which removed significant levels of suspended formation material and drilling mud (see
turbidity and suspended solids results from unfiltered aliquots). Based on these results
and those from the irrigation wells, WDS has concluded that arsenic, chromium and lead
would not be detected at significant concentrations in properly installed and developed
recovery wells.

0 Unfiltered nitrate: 9-11 mg/l (CA MCL: 10-45 mg/l);

Unfiltered TDS: 200-240 mg/l (CA SMCL: 500-1,000);

Unfiltered Total suspended solids: 460-3,600 mg/I;

Total organic carbon: 2.1-3.9 mg/l;

Unfiltered turbidity: 990-2600 NTUs;

Unfiltered arsenic: 5.4-8.5 ugl/l;

Filtered arsenic: <1 ug/l;

Unfiltered chromium: 57-82 ug/l (CA MCL: 50 ug/l);

Filtered chromium: <5 ug/l (CA MCL: 50 ug/l);

Unfiltered lead: 9.3-13 ug/I;

Filtered lead: <5 ug/l; and

Unfiltered selenium: <5 ug/l.

OO0O0O0O0O00O0O0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0ODO

OO0OO0O0OO0O0O0OO0O0O0O0
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Table 15: Water Quality Data

USEPA
Boring Van | Boring Van | Boring Van | Boring Van USEPA CA CA DHS Secondary
Parameter Units Station Well Field Well Dam #3 Dam #3 Dam #4 Dam #4 MCL MCL PHG MCL
Lab ID A3F0436-01 A3F0436-02 CMG0155-01 | CMG0155-01 | CMH0004-01 | CMH0004-01
Latitude N34deg50.441" | N34deg50.460'
Longitude W118deg24.264' | W118deg25.398'
Filtered? NO NO NO YES NO YES
Total Hardness mg/l 52 85 130 180
Calcium mg/l 17 28 31 19 35 18
Magnesium mg/l 2 3.6 13 2.3 22 2.1
Sodium mg/l 36 30 36 34 36 33
Potassium mg/l 1.8 1.9 5.1 2.2 6.6 23
Total Alkalinity mg/l 98 120 110 130
Hydroxide mg/l <3 <3.0 <2 <2
Carbonate mg/l <3 <3.0 8 <2
Bicarbonate mg/l 120 150 100 130
Sulfate mg/l 12 13 14 24 250
Chloride mg/l 8.9 8.9 8.2 11 250
Nitrate mg/l 2.3 25 9 11 10 10-45 10-45
Fluoride mg/l 0.3 0.2 <0.5 <0.5 4 2 1 2
pH units 8.1 7.9 8.05 7.84 6.8-8.5
Specific Conductance umhos/cm 280 320 260 320
Total dissolved solids mg/l 180 210 200 240 500
Total suspended solids mg/l <5 <5 460 3600
Total organic carbon mg/l <0.7 <0.7 2.1 3.9
Color Units 3 3 19 19 15
Odor TON <1 <1 <1 <1 3
Turbidity NTUs 15 1.9 990 2600
MBAS (foaming agents) mg/l <0.05 <0.05 <0.4 <0.1 0.5
Cyanide mg/l <0.1 <0.1 <0.025 <0.025 0.2 0.15 0.15
Nitrite as N mg/l <0.1 <0.1 <0.15 0.17 1 1 1
Total phosphorous mg/l <0.05 <0.05 0.15 1.1
Aluminum ug/l <50 <50 240 <50 39000 <50 50 to 2000 | 1000 600 50-200
Antimony ug/l <6 <6.0 <2 <2 <2 <2 6 6 20
Arsenic ug/l <2 <2.0 5.4 8.5 1.4 10 Pending|  0.004
Arsenic (filtered) ug/l 2 <2.0 <1
Barium ug/l <100 <100 180 36 250 30 2000 1000 700
Berylium ug/l <1 <1 0.67 <0.5 0.92 <0.5 4 4 1
Boron ug/l <100 <100 <50 <50 <50 <50
Cadmium ug/l <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 5 5 0.07
Total chromium ug/l 16 9.7 57 <5 82 <5 100 50
Hexavalent chromium ug/l 16 9.7 <1 <10 100 50
Copper ug/l 21 <10 44 <10 56 <10 1300 1300 170 1000
Iron ug/l 110 42 35000 <40 56000 <40 300
Lead ug/l <5 <5.0 9.3 <5 13 <5 15 (90%) (15 (90% 2
Manganese ug/l <5 <10 620 57 1100 25 50
Mercury ug/l <1 <1.0 13 <0.2 19 <0.2 2 2 12
Nickel ug/l <10 <10 43 <10 65 <10 100 12
Selenium ug/l <5 <5.0 <5 <5 <5 <5 50 50
Total silica ug/l 18 23 60000 8700 50000 5000
Silver ug/l <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 100
Thallium ug/l <1 <1.0 <1 <1 <1 <1 2 2 0.1
Zinc ug/l <10 <10 67 <20 120 24 5000
Organics ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Ethylene dibromide ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Dibromochloropropane ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Aldicarb ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Aldicarb sulfone ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Aldicarb sulfoxide ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Carbaryl ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Carbofuran ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Methomyl ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Oxamyl ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Glyphosphate ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Endothal ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Nitrogen-phosphorous based
pesticides via EPA Method 507 (13
compounds) ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Organochlorine based pesticides and
PCBs via EPA Method 508 (14
compounds) ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Chlorinated herbicides via EPA
Method 515.3 (8 compounds) ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA
Volatile organic compunds via EPA
Method 524.2 (68 compounds) ug/l ND ND NA NA NA NA

CA DHS PHG: California Department of Health Services Preliminary Health Goal
USEPA MCL: United States Environmental Protection Agency Maximum Contaminant Level for public water supplies

CA MCL: California Maximum Contaminant Level for public water supplies

ND: not detected
NA: not analyzed

Estimated Recharge Rates

Recharge rate is controlled by the vertical hydraulic conductivity of unsaturated soils above
the water table and depth to water. Most banks can tolerate the presence of discontinuous silt
and clay layers at depth because recharged water can move around these features as long
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as they are not laterally extensive. However, near surface soils (e.g. the upper 15 feet)
should be reasonably permeable because the cost to excavate large areas is usually cost-
prohibitive. As a result, WDS analyzed recharge rates as follows:

1) WDS estimated vertical hydraulic conductivities of near surface soils using results from
sieve analyses and the US Salinity Laboratory software program Rosetta. These results
were compared to estimates by others;

2) During the early stages of recharge, water percolates under a unit gradient (assuming
100% saturation) and thus (using Darcy’s equation) the maximum theoretical percolation
rate (not seepage velocity) is equivalent to the saturated vertical hydraulic conductivity.
The values derived in Step 1 were then set as the upper limits to recharge;

3) Percolation rates decrease exponentially over time due to three factors:

e Percolating water can encounter various lower permeability materials which impede
flow, cause localized perching and resulting in a reduction of the vertical hydraulic
gradient as water moves laterally around the perching layer;

e The water table rises resulting in a reduction in the vertical hydraulic gradient as
percolating water is forced to move laterally. At some distance from the center of the
pond the change in gradient is so low that the spread of the mound effectively stops
and the water table backs up to the surface, halting recharge operations; and

e Over time, soil pore spaces can become occluded by fine sediments, air bubbles and
algae/bacterial growth, reducing hydraulic conductivities.

4) Glover (1960) developed an analytical method for estimating the evolution of a recharge
mound. The Glover method was validated at various recharge sites in the Central Valley
and by WDS at the Madera Ranch site. Therefore, the Glover method (as further detailed
in ARD 41-161) was used by WDS to provide screening estimates of mound height and
time to cessation of recharge operations. These estimates should be considered a first
approximation only, subject to more detailed hydrogeologic investigations and modelling.
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Maximum Percolation Rate Estimates
The following table summarizes estimated maximum percolation rates derived from a variety

of sources.
Table 16: Estimated Maximum Percolation Rates (feet/day)
Rosam
CElfen Hesperia Loamy Hesperia Fine Rosamond Loamy o_nd RS
Source Loamy - . Fine ond
Fine Sand Sandy Loam Fine Sand
Sand Sandy Loam
Loam
Map Svmbol CaC HgA HgA2 HKA HkB Rm Rm2 Ro Rp
P Sy (556) (469) (526) (521) (484) (587) (631) (496) (498)
SCS 13-40 13-40 13-40 4-13 4-13 4-13 4-13 1-4 1-4
WDS Rosetta NA 13-25 13-25 4-20 1-16 2-4 2-4 3-17 7
WDS
percolation NA 21.1 NA 2.3 5.9 5.3 NA 9.2 3.7
test
USGS 0.2 to 15, mid-range of 3
Range 0.2 to 40, geometric mean of 7

K: hydraulic conductivity

NA: not available

USGS: 2003

SCS: 1981

Rosetta US Salinity Laboratory software Rosetta

As indicated above, estimated maximum percolation rates vary over a wide range depending
on the near surface soil type and the precision of the method used. It has been the
experience of WDS and others that the maximum percolation rate should be at least 0.5
feet/day to support long term (lower) percolation rates that are still economically viable. As
indicated above, the geometric mean of estimated maximum percolation rates is 7 feet/day
with only one (very regional, not based on target area data) estimate of less than 0.5
feet/day. Based on this finding, WDS concluded that near surface soils in the target area are
suitable for long term recharge.

Long Term Recharge Estimates

As indicated above, percolation rates decline over time due to perching on lower hydraulic
conductivity layers, evolution of the recharge mound and clogging of soil pore spaces. A
review of the Layne boring logs in Appendix D indicates that no significant low permeability
layers were encountered between the surface and the water table — eliminating significant
perching as a potential limiting factor for recharge operations in the target area.

WDS estimated how mound evolution would limit recharge operations by implementing the
Glover method using the following key assumptions.
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Table 17: Key Assumptions and Results of Screening Mounding Analysis

season (months)

Parameter Conservative | Realistic | Liberal | Maximum
Key Assumptions
Active pond area 1426
(acres) '
Width of recharge
basin (ft) 8,000
Typical recharge 5

Aquifer operation

Recharge mound not permitted to rise above the historical 1915

water table (150 to 200 ft, bgs)

Recharge mound
permitted to rise
within 20 ft, bgs

Average long term
infiltration rate
(ft/day)

0.24
(3% of starting rate)

0.5
(7% of starting rate)

(14% of starting rate)

1.0

Aquifer horizontal K
(ft/day)

10 25

30

Pre-project
saturated thickness
of aquifer (ft)

1,150 1,500

1,700

Specific yield (%)

14% 20%

33%

Thickness of
dewatered aquifer in
which water would
be stored (ft)

141 166

191

330

Depth to static
water table (ft, bgs)

331 341

350

Seasonal water
table variation
absent the Project

(ft)

10 12.5

20

Results

Volume recharged
(AF)

51,336 106,950

213,900

256,680

Does water table
rise to the
historically

shallowest water

table?

Yes, within 4

months No

Yes, within 5-
months

No

Months of additional
operations that
could have occurred
if water was
available (months)

12

Radial distance of
water table impact
(miles)

1.1 1.7

1.3

15

Key findings summarized in Table 17 were as follows:
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e Water banks typically perform recharge operations within a 4-6 month window (commonly
5-months from November through March). There was no simulation in which the mound
rose sufficiently to limit recharge operations within this time-frame;

e Simulations conservatively assuming that water levels are not allowed to rise above the
historical water level indicate that recharge could be performed over a 4 to 6-month period
before the mound rose to historical water table levels;

e Simulations that more realistically allow the water level to rise above the historical water
table level indicate that recharge could be performed for up to 17 months before shallow
mound conditions would limit operations;

e The most conservative simulation indicated a minimum recharge capacity of 51,336 AF
over 4-months. All other simulations indicate more than 100,000 AF of recharge capacity
over 5-months; and

e All simulations indicate that there would be a measurable rise in the water table for
distances of 1 to 2 miles from the recharge ponds during the first year of operation.

Hydroscience modelled potential recharge and recovery operations in the target area in 1998
using the USGS groundwater flow model MODFLOW (Appendix E). While that work has not
been published or validated by WDS, it is useful to note that their conclusions were similar to
those of WDS as follows:

e Annual recharge operations of at least 6-months would be feasible. WDS found that at
least 4-months would be feasible (with 6-months likely); and

e Inyear 1 the water table would rise approximately 137 feet. WDS estimated a water
table rise of 136 feet (likely case).

Taken together, screening calculations indicate that the target area is likely able to support
recharge operations of at least 50,000 AF/year, but likely greater than 100,000 AF/year,
assuming a 5-month recharge window. Within this time frame, recharge operations would
likely not be limited by evolution of a shallow water table. By the end of the first recharge
season the water table mound would likely extend 1 to 2 miles from the recharge ponds.

Estimated Storage Space

Figure 18 depicts the estimated extent of the recharge mound under various long-term
scenarios. The depicted extents are based on a qualitative melding of results from the
Glover method analysis (see previous section), review of USGS potentiometric surfaces,
pumping center locations, topography and known bounding faults. Table 18 combines the
recharge mound configurations depicted on Figure 18 with assumed aquifer parameters to
provide estimates of available storage space.
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Table 18: Storage Space Estimates
Area over Areaover | Areaover » % of
_ 100 ft of 150 ft of 200 ft of Spgcmc Storage Avalla_lble
Scenario dewatered dewa’gered dewa’gered Yield Space Basin
aquifer (acres) aquifer aquifer (%) (AF) Storage
(acres) (acres) (%)
WDS Estimates
Conservative 0 10,172 0 14% 213,612 15%
Likely 0 14,528 5,156 642,080 45%
Liberal 0 19,450 8,301 915,540 64%
Maximum 1 23,162 8,577 20% 1,037,960 72%
Entire Neenach 14,128 26,787 8,855 1,440,370 100%
Sub-Basin
Estimates by Others
Psomas (1998) | Approximately the target area of Neenach Sub-Basin: 550,000 AF

As indicated above, WDS estimates a likely available storage space of 642,080 AF. This
estimate compares well with a Psomas (1998) estimate of 550,000 AF.

Evaporative and Other Losses

A portion of water applied to recharge ponds would be lost to evaporation and an additional
portion of the recharged water would be non-recoverable due to retention in the currently
unsaturated aquifer materials and lateral migration away from the Project well field. This
section provides a preliminary analysis of these issues.

Evaporative Losses

Recharge basins are operated with fairly shallow water levels of only a few feet. The water in
these basins heats up and a portion is lost to evaporation. NOAA (1982) estimated the
average annual free water body evaporation for the target area to be 85 inches, with 60
inches of this total occurring from May to October (averaging 0.03 feet/day) and the
remaining 25 inches of evaporation occurring from November through April (averaging 0.01
feet/day) — which spans the typical recharge season. Assuming that an average of 0.5
feet/day of water is applied to the recharge ponds and that shallow water evaporation is
typically 12% higher than the deep water estimates published by NOAA (DWR, 2003), WDS
estimates that 2-3% of recharge pond water would be lost to evaporation during the
November through April time frame and that 6-7% would be lost during the May through
October time frame.

Irrecoverable water bound to the aquifer matrix

During the first year of recharge there is an initial loss of recharged water that is bound to
aquifer materials by a surface tension that prevents gravity drainage (commonly known as
specific retention). This is typically a first year impact that is not experienced in subsequent
years. WDS used the software program Rosetta to estimate specific retention from 24 soil
samples collected by Layne. That work indicates that first year specific retention losses may
be approximately 5%. This estimate is likely high because there is still likely some interstitial
water remaining in the dewatered aquifer matrix (evaporative losses are negligible below the
top 10 feet of soils).
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Losses due to mound migration

There is typically a lag of 1-3 years between recharge and recovery. Recovery events
usually do not recover the entire banked amount (reserving stored water for infrequent,
severe droughts). The banked water (or the mound) migrates laterally during these lag times
with a portion flowing beyond the reach of project recovery wells. As discussed in a previous
section, the Project would have a right to recover a volume equal to the amount that was
originally recharged (less evaporative losses and specific retention) — regardless of the fate of
the original water. However, in practice, water banks usually enter into monitoring and
operating agreements with surrounding pumpers to ensure that the Project only recovers
water residing on top of the water table that would have existed absent the Project (or
compensate the adjacent pumpers if they are impacted). Therefore, as a practical matter, it
can be expected that a portion of the recharged water would migrate beyond the reach of the
Project recovery well field and become inaccessible due to contractual controls imposed by
monitoring agreements. The amount of this loss is dependent on the following factors:

e The numbers and locations of project recovery wells;

e The numbers and locations of existing irrigation wells that can be used by the Project
through in-lieu agreements with their owners;

e The degree of basin overdraft (likely negligible at present);

e The degree to which adjacent pumpers are willing to allow short-term deviations in water
levels from the baseline condition in recognition of the long term benefit of the Project.

None of these factors can be estimated at present. However, other Kern County water banks
typically lump all evaporative, specific retention and mound migration losses together as a
specified percent of recharge water that would not be recovered. The imposed percentages
range from 5% to 15%.

In summary, the Project can be expected to lose 7% to 12% of recharged water during the
first year due to evaporative and aquifer retention losses. Operationally over time,
evaporative and mound migration losses may vary from 5% to 15% per year assuming that
adjacent pumper cooperation is similar to that of other Kern County water banks.

Compatibility of Recharge Water and Groundwater

Detailed geochemical analyses would be required to evaluate the long term water quality
impacts of recharge. However, the following observations can be made:

e Recharged water would either be from the SWP or from the Owens Valley (LADWP via
LAA#2). SWP water has been applied to the target area for 30-years with no apparent
degradation in water quality;

e The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board has approved SWP water for
recharge; and

e While Owens Valley water in LAA#2 is generally of high quality, it has had a historical
average arsenic concentration of 22 ug/l although concentrations have been less than 10
ug/l and commonly less than 5 ug/l since 1996. Arsenic has not been detected in target
area groundwater, the USEPA has set a new MCL of 10 ug/l and the California
Department of Health Services will promulgate a new state MCL by January 2006. The
California arsenic MCL is expected to be less than 10 ug/l.
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As indicated above, WDS does not anticipate any water quality problems related to recharge
of SWP water. However, WDS believes that careful monitoring of the Owens Valley water
would be required to ensure that concentrations in recharge water do not exceed the Federal
MCL or the anticipated lower State MCL. Some additional mechanisms for handling this
issue are as follows:

e Owens Valley water would be available for recharge in high-flow (wet) years which occur
approximately 3-4 times every 10-years. As detailed in the in the 1993 EIR for the review
of Mono Basin water rights (Jones & Stokes, 1993), arsenic concentrations in the LAA
aqueduct decline to less than 2 ug/l in these high flow years;

e As detailed in a following section, WDS has assumed that the Project would include a new
4-mile pipeline running from LAA#2 through the recharge pond area and to the AVEK
West Feeder. This configuration would permit both SWP and Owens Valley water to be
received at the same time and mixed in project ponds to dilute arsenic concentrations
(SWP water typically does not contain detectable concentrations of arsenic);

e The Project pipeline would enable LAA#2 water to be delivered directly into the West
Feeder which serves Rosamond through the 14 mgd (22 cfs) Rosamond water treatment
plant. It might be possible for LADWP to enter into an exchange agreement with AVEK to
receive the LAA#2 water at the Rosamond plant in-lieu of SWP deliveries (with payments
for incremental increased in treatment costs). LADWP has entered into agreements of
this type with other water agencies;

e Owens Valley water could potentially be delivered into the California Aqueduct in
exchange for delivery of SWP water to the facility through the AVEK West Feeder.
However, current DWR policies include a Tier 1 water quality policy that prohibits
degradation of California Aqueduct water quality. Therefore a Tier 2 exemption would be
required. This issue is currently being evaluated in detail by the Pump-In Facilitation
Group — a consortium of SWP contractors and water banking entities that are
encountering similar problems with arsenic (and other constituents) in water they wish to
deliver into the aqueduct; and

e Owens Valley water could be delivered to Los Angeles, treated (as is currently done) and
then delivered to other MWD customers in-lieu of SWP deliveries. An equal volume of
MWD SWP entitlement would then be diverted into the East Branch of the California
Aqueduct and delivered into the facility through reverse flow in LAA#2 or through the
AVEK West Feeder.

Taken together, it appears that a combination monitoring, use of high flows, coordinated
dilution and institutional exchanges would likely permit Owens Valley water to be accepted by
the Project. This is an issue that is central to several other current projects and represents
one of the most acute policy issues facing the SWP at this time. Detailed evaluations are
required.
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Potential Water Banking Configurations

WDS conservatively estimates that water bank entitlement costs (to be borne by WDS) could
range from $3.2 to $7.1 million. For the sake of conservatism in economic evaluations WDS
assumed the most flexible and highest capacity facility with an estimated capital cost of $44.1
million. The facility could process up to 100,000 AF/year with recharge costs of $4/AF,
recovery costs of $37/AF and carrying costs of $8/AF per year. A present value analysis
(assuming a cost of capital of 6% over 30-years) indicates a total cost of $811/AF of annual
capacity — which is 40% to 240% lower than comparable projects.

An endless range of water bank configurations are possible for the target area depending on
the needs of the lead agency and degree of adjacent pumper participation. For the purposes
evaluating economic viability WDS has conservatively chosen to estimate the costs
associated with the most flexible, highest capacity (and therefore most expensive) system. In
addition, WDS has conservatively assumed that there would be no in-lieu agreements with
adjacent pumpers which would reduce capital and operating costs.

Facilities Layout Alternatives

Based on a review of nearby conveyances and water sources, WDS considered the following
potential water bank configurations:

Alternative 1, Local Conveyances Only: As indicated on Figure 4, the target parcels are
served by two turnouts from the AVEK West Feeder which delivers SWP water to farmers
and the Rosamond area at up to 225 cfs (13,388 AF/month). The piping of this turnout would
be enlarged and recharge ponds sized to accept up to 13,388 AF/month and sufficient wells
would be installed (or contracted with pumpers) to deliver an equivalent flow back to the West
Feeder. This alternative could directly serve all AVEK customers on the West Feeder and
could serve SWP contractors through exchange (banked water would be delivered to West
Feeder customers in-lieu of SWP deliveries, making an equivalent volume available in the
East Branch of the California Aqueduct for delivery to others). Taking into account required
AVEK deliveries that could not be interrupted, this alternative would likely use less than 50%
of the target area water banking capacity, but would likely be the least expensive alternative.
The layout could be supplemented by in-lieu connections to surrounding pumpers.

Alternative 2, Regional Conveyances Only: As indicated on Figure 2, the target parcels are
immediately adjacent to LAA#2 which delivers Owens Valley water to Los Angeles at up to
290 cfs (17,256 AF/month). A new turnout would be constructed from LAA#2, recharge
ponds would be sized to accept up to 17,256 AF/month and sufficient wells would be installed
(or contracted with pumpers) to deliver an equivalent flow back to LAA#2. LA DWP indicates
that LAA#2 operates under an average pressure of 52 psi in the area of the target parcels,
requiring addition of a booster station to deliver recovered water back into LAA#2. There is
currently not an interconnection between LAA#2 and the East Branch of the California
Aqueduct (although there is a concrete vault ready for installation of the interconnection).
Under this scenario that interconnection would be installed to permit recovered water to be
delivered either to Los Angeles or into the California Aqueduct. LADWP has significant
operational flexibility with LAA#2 because they are able to divert flows into LAA#1.
Therefore, the LAA#2-California Aqueduct interconnection would also be equipped with a
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low-head, high flow lift station to permit diversion of SWP water into LAA#2 for delivery to the
recharge facility (by reversing flow in LAA #2). This alternative could directly serve Los
Angeles and SWP contractors. Taking into account required LADWP deliveries, this
alternative would likely use less than 70% of the target area water banking capacity. The
layout could be supplemented by in-lieu connections to surrounding pumpers.

Alternative 3, Local and Regional Conveyances (Evaluated Alternative): Alternative 3 would
combine all elements of the previous 2 alternatives to provide the most flexible, highest
capacity and highest cost operation. As previously noted, less expensive alternatives are
likely, but this, most expensive alternative was chosen for the purposes of evaluating
economic viability (if this alternative is economically viable, all other alternatives would be
even more viable). Figure 19 and 20 depict the assumed layout. Assuming a capacity of
100,000 AF/year, a 5-month recharge season and a 7-month recovery season, the facility
would require 336 cfs of conveyance capacity for recharge (65% of the combined capacity of
LAA#2 and the West Feeder) and 240 cfs of conveyance capacity for recovery (47% of the
combined capacity of LAA#2 and the West Feeder). The following sections provide
preliminary cost estimates for this alternative.

Alternative 3 Preliminary Cost Estimates

Tables 19 through 22 present key assumptions, preliminary capital cost (CAPEX), permitting
cost and operating cost (OPEX) estimates for Alternative 3. As detailed on Table 20, WDS
conservatively estimates that project facilities would require a CAPEX of $44.1 million. This
estimate does not include permitting costs or land acquisition because, as currently
contemplated, these costs would be incurred by WDS. Table 21 presents the permitting
costs that WDS is expected to incur — totalling anywhere from $3.3 to $7.1 million (mid-range
of $4.9 million). While lower permitting costs might be possible, given the current concerns,
law-suits and adjudication proceedings, WDS believes that the presented numbers are
conservatively realistic.

Table 19: Key CAPEX and OPEX Assumptions

Assumption Notes
20% contingency Applied to all CAPEX components
336 cfs recharge capacity Based on a typical 5-month recharge season
240 cfs recovery capacity Based on a typical 7-month recovery season.

Cut and fill of 380,000 cubic yards | Includes pipeline outlet structures, soil management areas, routing berms
to create 1,467 acres of active to provide 80-acre sub-basins, distribution canal turnout structures,
recharge ponds on 1,467 total perimeter fencing, reseeding, and 15% soil moving “fluff’ factor. This is

acres (90%) with earthen conservatively based on an average recharge rate of 0.5 feet/day. WDS
distribution canals and internal investigations indicate that only 1,147 acres would be required. Psomas
berms to control sedimentation. | (1998) estimated that 1,100 acres would be required.

54 acres of right-of-way obtained | The off-site acreage would be required for downgradient recovery wells. If
from adjacent land owners with existing wells are used through cooperative agreements, this acreage

218 acres of temporary would be reduced. The Project has been designed to place major sub-
construction easements surface piping in county road right-of-ways.

This interconnection would enable water to be lifted from the California

Aqueduct and sent down LAA#2 to the recharge facility. Conversely the

interconnection would permit recovered water to be discharged into the

California Aqueduct. The concrete vault for this interconnection already

exists and a lift station would only be required to prime a siphon. This is

because once water has been lifted out of the California Aqueduct there is

a 230-foot topographic drop from the aqueduct down to the target parcels
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Assumption

Notes

along the route of LAA #2 (with estimated frictional head losses of less than
70 feet).

A new turnout from LAA#2 to the
Project including a return flow
booster pump

This turnout would enable water to be gravity fed from LAA#2 into the
recharge system. In fact, with an average 52 psi of head, the turnout would
require significant pressure regulation. Likewise, the turnout would be
used to return recovered water to LAA#2, requiring a booster pump to
supplement heads from individual wells.

A new lift pump on Turnout 20A
from the West Feeder

This component would be an enlargement of an existing turnout with a lift
pump to enable delivery of SWP water to the uppermost recharge ponds.
Likewise, the turnout would enable return for recovered water into the West
Feeder.

4-mile, 84 inch diameter, buried
reinforced concrete pipeline.

21-miles of 14 to 38 inch diameter
buried PVC and steel piping from
wells to conveyances

Includes road crossings, pressure relief structures, air vents, pipeline
connections,

Well specific capacity of 27 gpm/ft

Based on measurements from 11 nearby irrigation wells. This assumption

is highly conservative for the following reasons:

e The average of most wells in the target area was 39 gpm/ft, but 4
outliers (likely due to poor well conditions) were included anyway;

e The USGS indicates an average of 50 gpm/ft for the target area
(assuming properly installed wells); and

e WDS has budgeted for installation of high efficiency wells that would
have significantly higher specific capacities than existing irrigation
wells.

Installation of 34 new wells and
use of 5 existing wells

This assumption is conservative for the following reasons:

e See notes on specific capacity above; and

e There are more than 37 existing wells in the target area that might be
used.

Use of high efficiency, wire
wrapped screen in wells

This assumption is highly conservative, given the coarse grained nature of
the aquifer, this expense is likely not warranted, increasing well costs by
20% to 30%.

Well costs ranging from $450,000
to $550,000 per well

This cost includes installation, pump, electric motor, gears, power drop,
piping to manifold, development, housing, controls and contingency. It
would likely be more cost effective to run the wells on diesel or propane
given their infrequent use. A present value analysis should be performed.

Flow, water level, pressure and
on/off telemetry installed on all
wells and pump stations

This is conservative. In practice most projects only install telemetry on
pump stations.

Construction of a new
maintenance and project support
building.

This may be conservative depending on existing facilities of the lead
agency

Pond sediment cleanout
approximately every 3-years

This work would be performed to ensure that desired recharge rates are
maintained.

OPEX includes higher
maintenance costs as facilities

This calculation ensures that facilities are slowly replaced over time.

age
Hiring of 6 employees to manage | Assumed staffing includes a project manager, 2 operators, 1 administrative
the Project assistant and 2 laborers.

$0.06/kW-hr power tariff

This is the assumed rate for a public agency.

15% engineering, administration
and legal as a percentage of
CAPEX

This is conservative. Most recent water banking projects have averaged
10%.
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Table 20: Preliminary CAPEX Estimate

ltem _ _ Estimate _
(including 20% contingency)

Easements and right-of-way $1,239,340
Detailed engineering design and construction oversight $4,763,621
Conveyances’ $19,342,845
Recharge ponds® $1,064,146
Well field® $16,006,136
O&M infrastructure and telemetry $1,695,840
CAPEX (not including land or permitting) $44,111,928

1) Includes LAA#2-California Aqueduct interconnection, new turnout from LAA#2 with booster station, enlarged West Feeder
turnout with lift station, connections to well piping/connections and 4-mile pipeline

2) Includes earthwork, reseeding and fencing

3) Includes installation, pump, electric motor, gears, power drop, piping to manifold, development, housing and controls

Table 21: Anticipated Permitting Costs (to be incurred by WDS)

Iltem Low Mid High
Public Relations, Political Lobbying $50,000 $75,000 $100,000
Creation of legal documents $250,000 $375,000 $500,000
On-going water level monitoring $50,000 $75,000 $100,000
Land surveys, mapping for env. & eng. $100,000 $150,000 $200,000
purposes

Prehmmayy engineering - recharge pond $100,000 $150,000 $200,000
construction

Hydrogeologic investigations $400,000 $525,000 $650,000
Modeling of groundwater characteristics $150,000 $225,000 $300,000
Blolog_lcal surveys for environmental $50,000 $75,000 $100,000
compliance

EIR, permitting, general and $1,582,000 $2,445,000 $3,800,000
administrative

TOTAL $2,732,000 $4,095,000 $5,950,000
Total with 20% contingency $3,278,400 $4,914,000 $7,140,000
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Table 22:

Preliminary OPEX Estimate at Full Capacity

Iltem/Year 1 2 3 4 5 6
Recharge (AF) 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Recovery (AF) 0 28,485 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Put electrical costs ($) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Take electrical costs ($) 0 926,694 3,253,276 | 3,253,276 | 3,253,276 3,253,276
Labor ($) 297,490 372,040 372,040 372,040 372,040 372,040
Chemicals ($) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fuel ($) 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600
Analytical ($) 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600
Consulting ($) 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 20,000 20,000
Basin sediment cleanout ($) 0 0 113,321 0 0 113,321
Maintenance/repair of 48,357 67,700 94,780 132,692 185,769 260,076
conveyance assets ($)
Maintenance/repair of recharge 2,660 3,725 5,214 7,300 10,220 14,308
basins ($) ' ' ' ' ' '
Maintenance/repair of wells ($) 0 40,015 56,021 78,430 109,802 153,723
Maintenance/repair of O&M 4,240 5,935 8,310 11,633 16,287 22,802
infrastructure ($)
G&A (including replacement of 109,800 | 109,800 109,800 109,800 109,800 109,800
tools, computers etc, $)
Miscellaneous fees ($) 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000
Total OPEX ($) 582,747 | 1,646,109 | 4,132,962 | 4,085,372 | 4,157,394 4,399,546
Fixed costs ($) 582,747 719,415 766,365 832,095 904,118 1,032,949

Does not include depreciation, taxes or debt service

Alternative 3 Comparables Analysis

In preceding sections WDS has concluded that the Project is technically feasible. This
section evaluates feasibility from an economic perspective by comparing estimated project
costs to those that have been or would be incurred by comparable projects. Table 23, Figure
21 and Figure 22 summarize this analysis.
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Table 23: Economic Comparison to Other Storage Projects

CAPEX
CATEr)](dand Total Capacit Pe(r)f/-\F Put Take | Inactive PV
Pl Acquisition St(o/;g)ge (AF::/yr)y Annual (O$I/DAE;§ (OSS/PAI\E;; (O;AE;; ($/AF)
(%) Capacity
($/AF)
Antelope Valley $58,829,333 500,000 100,000 $588 $4 $37 $8 $811
Chino Basin - MWD $28,200,000 100,000 33,000 $855 $20 $50 $2 $1,185
Semitropic New Unit $150,000,000 450,000 150,000 $1,000 $25 $25 $2 $1,239
Cawelo proposed to
Castaic Lake WA $15,000,000 120,000 20,000 $750 $0 $200 $0 $1,668
Fresno ID Walden Pond for
City of Fresno (marketable $12,230,144 NA 8,100 $1,510 $4 $41 $2 $1,726
capacity)
MID: Phase 1 (marketable) | $63,980,618 | 117,000 39,000 $1,641 $4 $41 $2 $1,856
Semitropic Existing Unit
(firm capacities cited) $135,000,000 | 1,000,000 90,000 $1,500 $44 $44 $2 $1,917
Kern Delta - MWD 250,000 50,000 NA $145 $185 $105 $1,996
Friant: Alternate cost of
water purchases absent NA NA NA NA NA NA NA $2,320
storage
West Coast and Central
Basin Pumping Rights $58,583,350 16,643 16,643 $3,520 $0 $25 $0 $3,635
Terminus Dam $37,000,000 8,000 $4,625 $0 $0 $0 $4,625
Kaweah Delta $1,201,336 246 246 $4,883 $0 $0 $0 $4,883
g'”e Gold Creek Offstream | 4503 000,000 42,000 | $11,976 | $0 $0 $0 | $11,976
torage
Notes
1. Assumes no grants
2. Assumes a 6% cost of capital over 30-years for debt service
3. Does not include permitting (to ensure a valid comparison)
4. Values in red are not known and were assumed low or zero to ensure that the comparison is conservative
5. Assumes recharge 33% of the years, recovery 33% of the years and inactive 33% of the years

The comparison presented above incorporates conservative WDS estimates of land
acquisition ($9,000/acre — more than 4 times the current agricultural value) to ensure that the
comparables analysis is conservatively valid. Permitting costs were not included because

other projects have not reported this expenditure. Some of the required inputs were not

available for some of the cited projects. In these instances (indicated in red), WDS
conservatively chose values at or near zero. As indicated in the table and figures, this project
would be highly cost effective with an estimated present value cost that is lower than all
comparable projects. Based on this finding, WDS has concluded that the Project is

economically feasible.
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map
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Figure 2: Target Parcel Location Map
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Figure 4: Target Parcel Features
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Figure 5: July 26, 2002 Landsat 7 Image (Bands 4,5,7)
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Figure 6: 2002 Land Use



Chamise

No Federal of California endangered or threatened species identified in target area by CNDD
ﬂ The nearest endangered species identified was the Spineflower, located south and uphill at least 7 miles
The nearest threatened species was the Swainsons Hawk located at least 1 mile to the east.
Kern Water Bank has been found to enhance the hawk's habitat
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Figure 7: Vegetation and Habitat
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Figure 8: Water levels in a representative well
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Figure 9: lllustrative Example of Water Bank Impact on Groundwater Levels




Pumping Cost ($/AF)

$140

Surrounding Farmer Pumping Costs

$120

$100

$80 -

$60 -

$40 -

$20 -

= Current Ag. Pumping Costs without Project ($/AF)

— Current Ag. Pumping Costs with Project ($/AF)

— Expanded Ag. Pumping Costs with Project ($/AF)

$0

5 10 15 20

Years

25

30

Figure 10: lllustrative Example of Water Bank Impact on Pumping Costs
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Figure 12: Hydrogeologic Map
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Figure 13: Geologic Map



Colors indicate similar
hydraulic conductivity
groupings as follows:

Blue: 13 to 40 ft/day
Green: 1 to 20 ft/ day
: 2 to 13 ft/day

Figure 14:

Target Parcel Soil Types
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