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MEMORANDUM
TO: Richard Atwater
FROM: Tami Fincher
DATE: June 30, 2000
SUBJECT: Completion of the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Optimum Basin

Management Program

The Inland Empire Utilities Agency received written comments on the Draft PEIR for the Optimum Basin Management
Program from thirteen agencies. This package of responses, combined with the Draft PEIR, constitutes the final PEIR
for the proposed project. The following agencies submitted written comments which are addressed in the attached
Responses to Comments:

Southern California Association of Governments

State of California Department of Justice

Chino Basin Water Conservation District

County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Santa Ana River Water Company

Jurupa Community Services District

. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
10. Best Best and Krieger LLP

11. City of Chino :

12. California Department of Fish and Game

13.  Jackson DeMarco & Peckenpaugh

14. Orange County Water District

15. Western Municipal Water District

16. City of Ontario

17. City of Chino Hills

18. City of Pomona

© e RO BN

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be made available prior to the July 12,2000 Public Hearing.
Tom Dodson and myself will both be attending the Board mesting on July 12, 2000 to address any question that the
Board members or other parties may have regarding the certification of the Final PEIR for the proposed project. Do
not hesitate to give me a call if you have any questions.
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Strate Clearinghouse %.f&*
Gray Davis Steve Nissen
GOVERNCA ACTING DIRECTOR
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEPT
DATE: June 27, 2000
TO: Richard Atwater
Inland Empire Utilities Agency
9400 Cherry Avenue, Building A
: San Bermnardino, CA. 92335
| RE; Optirnum Basin Management Program

SCH# 2000041047

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental docurmnent
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

Review Start Date:  May 10, 2000
Review End Date:  June 23,2000

We have distributed vour document to the following agencies and departments:

Caltrans, District 8

Department of Conservation

Department of Fish and Garme, Region 6

Department of Food and Agriculture

Department of Health Services

Department of Parks and Recreation

Department of Water Resources

Native American Heritage Commission

Office of Historic Preservation

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region §

Resources Agency

State Lands Commission

State Warer Resources Control Board, Clean Water Program
State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any state agency comments to vour
attention on the date following the close of the review period.

Thank you for your parficipation in the State Clearinghouse review process.

' 9I6-445-0813 FAX 0i6-323-3018 TF W OPR.CA.COY/CLEARINGHCUSE. ETML

400 TENTH STXEET PO, 30X 1044 SACRAMENTOD, CALIFCRNLA §3812-3044
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Steve
ACTING
June 26, 2000
Richard Atwater
Inland Enpire Utililes Agency
2400 Cherry Avenue, Building A

San Bernardine, CA 52335

Sﬁbj‘act: Optimum Basin Management Program
SCH#: 2000041047

Tear Rickard Afwaten:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the sbove named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. Cn the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
teviewed your documment. The review period closed on June 23, 2000, and the corments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immmediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse mumber in future
carrespondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Secton 21 104{c) of the California Public Rmoutces Code states ﬂxat

“A responsible o other public agency thall only makP substantive comsms Tegarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an avea of expertise of the agency or which are
yequired to be carried out or approved by the agency, Those comments shall be supported by '
specific documentation.”

These coruments are forwarded for use in prepating your final envirommental document. Should you need
‘more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recorumend that you contact the
comraenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you-have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Eavironmental Qualify Act. Please contact the State
Clessinghouse af ($16) 445-0613 ¥ von have smy questions regarding the envirommentz] review process.

Terry Roberts .

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

Ench:sures
¢ Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0Q. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 958I2-3044
§15-445-0813 FaX 976-323-30I8 W.GPR.CA.GOV}'CLEARINGHOUSE,HTML
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Documseni Datalls Renort
Bizie Clearinghouss Data Bass

SCHE 2000041047
~ Projeet Tiile Oplimum Basin Managemert Frogram
Lesd Agency Imand Empire Ullies Agency
Tyre EIR DreRtEIR '
Descripticn  This Draft Program Environmental Impac! Report (PEIR} eddrasses the environmental and physical

impacts of implemarting the Optimum Basin Managemant Pragram fo manage the Chino Groundwater
Besin {the Basin} for maximal long-term beneficial use by &ll appropriators and parties within the
epproximately 225,000 acre project area. Implementation of the OBMP is designed to maintzin and
gnhancs the Basin's safe-vield and will assist in minimizing everpreduction of groundwaler resaurcas.
A water supply plan is also included and evaluated under the OBMP. This plan will allow approprizicrs
o meet future demands using & variely of source water suppliss, and will llow appropriators to
provide an adequate supply of beth potable and recycled water throughout the tweniy-year planning
periad ancompassed in the document.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
emal!
Address

Richard Atwaler
inland Empire Utiliies Agsncy
808-357-0241 Fax

8400 Cherry Avenue, Building A

City San Bemardino State CA Zip 92335
Project Location
County San Bernardino
Chty
Ragion
Crass Streels
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Proximity {o:
Highways
Alrports
Raibways
Waterways
Schogls
Land Use
Projectlssuss  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land: Alr Quality; Archasclogic-Historic: Economics/Jobs; Flood
Plain/Flceding: Drainage/Absorption; Geaologic/Seismic; Job Generatlon; Housing: Minerals; Noise;
Putlic Services; SchoclalUniversities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soi
Eroslon/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegstation; Water Quality; Water
Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth inducing; Landuse; Cumulsative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agancy; Department of Consarvation: Department of Fish and Gams, Region §; Offica of
Agenicles  Historic Praservation; Depariment of Parks and Rscreatien; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans,
Distict 8; Department of Food and Agricutture; Deparment of Health Services; State Water Resources
Coniral Board, Clean Watsr Program: Stats Watsr Resources Centrol Board, Division of Water Rights;
Native American Herilage Commission; Regicnal Water Qualily Control Board, Region 8; Stats Lands
Commission
Daie Regeived (05/10/2000 Fartof Review 05/10/2000Q End of Revlew (8/23/2000

Nete: Ranks in dats felds result from insuificiant information provided by iead agency.




ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street
1ath Floor
Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

t (213) 236-1800
f(213) 236-1825
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May 24, 2000

Mr. Richard W. Atwater

Inland Empirs Utilities Agency
9400 Cherry Avenue, Building A
Fontang, CA 92335

RE: Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

for the Optimum Basin Management Program - SCAG No. |
20000227

Dear Mr. Atwater:

Thank you for submitting the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report for the Optimum Basin Management Program to SCAG for
review and comment. As areawide clearinghouss for regionally significant
projects, SCAG assists cities, counties and other agencies in reviewing
projects and plans for consistency with regional plans,

The _attagched detailed comments are meant to provide guidance for
conaderxpg the proposed project within the context of our regional goals
and palicies. If you-have any questions regarding the attached comments,

please contact Jeffrey Smith, Senior Planner, at (213) 236-1887. Thank
youl,

Sincerely,
J.\DAVID STEIN
Manager, Performance Assessment and Implementation
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COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
CHINO BASIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
SCAG NO. | 20000227

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the Optimum Basin Management Program (OBMP) for
the Chino Groundwater Basin for maximal long-term beneficial use by all appropriators
and parties within the 225,000-acre project area. Implementation of the proposed Project
is designed to maintain and enhance the Basin's safe-yield, and will assist in minimizing
the overproduction of groundwater resources. A water supply plan is also included and
evaluated under the OBMP. This plan will allow appropriators to meet future demands
using a variety of source water supplies, and will allow appropriators to provide an
adequate supply of both paotable and recycled water throughout the 20-year planning
period.

The OBMP will consist of two phases. Phase One, consists of defining the state of the
Chino Groundwater Basin, establishing goals conceming major issues by stake holders,
and affirming a management plan for the achievement of said goals. Phase Two,
considers the development of the specific implementation plans that will effectively allow
for the physical construction, operation, management and monitoring of OBMP facilities.

"INTRODUCTION TO SCAG REVIEW PROCESS

The document that provides the primary reference for SCAG's project review activity is
the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG). The RCPG chapters fall-into
three categories: core, ancillary, and bridge. The Growth Management (adopted June
1994), Regional Transportation (adopted April 1998), Air Quality (adopted October 1985),
Hazardous Waste Management (adopted November 1994), and Water Quality (adopted
January 1999) chapters constitute the core chapters. These core chapters respond
directly to federal and state planning requirements. The core chapters constitute the
base on which local governments ensure consisiency of their plans with applicable
regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management chapters contain
both core and ancillary policles, which are differentiated in the comment portion of this
letter. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) constitutes the region's Transportation
Plan. The RTP policies are incorporated into the RCPG.

.

vice

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and S
b ¢
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER #1
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

This comment indicates that the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
provides a minimal discussion of the relationship of the proposed project to applicable
regional plans. The Draft PEIR is not a development project which would typically fall
within the standard applicable plan sections of the Regional Comprehensive Plan
Guide RCPG). The focus of the analysis in this document was on whether the
proposed Optimum Basin Management Program (OBMP) met the Water Resources
chapter of the RCPG. The OBMP is inherently comsistent with the Growth
Management, Regional Transportation, and Air Quality core chapters. The analysis
and discussion contained in the Chapters on Land Use, Population and Housing, Air
Quality and Transportation and Circulation clearly indicate that the proposed OBMP
will be fully consistent with the Water Resources Chapter (see pages 4-15 and 4-16); will
not cause or induce significant growth (see pages 4-23 through 4-25); air quality
planning requirements (see page 4-281) which presents data verifying that the proposed
project will not alter growth within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is therefore
in conformity with the Air Quality Management Plan for the region; and for Regional
Transportation pages 4-303 and 4-404 demonstrate that the proposed project will not
generate significant traffic, nor contribute to induced growth which would increase
future trips in the SCAB beyond those already forecast based on existing general plans
for communities within the region. Based on this project’s lack of potential to impact
the applicable core policies in the RCPG, it was concluded that no further comparative
evaluation with each of these policies would be necessary. The conclusion remains the
same as presented in the Draft PEIR, i.e., no significant conflict with the RCPG or its
core or ancillary policies is forecast to occur from implementing the proposed OBMP.
Please note that in the SCAG’s subsequent comments in its May 24, 2000 letter, the
same general conclusion is presented.



May 24, 2000
Mr. Richard W. Alwzisr

Pages 3

A

Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Waier Resourcss, Ensrgy, and Integraied Solid
Waste Management. These chapiers address imporiant issues facing the region and
may reflact other ragional plans. Anclllary chapters, however, do not contain actions or
policies required of local government. Hsnce, they are entirsly advisory and establish no
new mandates or policies for the region.

Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links
between the Caore and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG.

Each of the applicable palicies related to the proposed project are identified by number
and reproduced below in italics followed by SCAG staff comments regarding the
consistency of the Project with those policies,

GENERAL SCAG STAFF cOMMENTS (REVYISE AND REWRITE)

1. The Draft PEIS, in Sections 4.2 (Land Use), 4.6 (Air Quality) and 4.7 (Transportation
and Circulation) provides a minimal discussion regarding the relationship of the

proposed project to applicable regional plans as required by Section 15125 [d] of
Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmential Quality Act,

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Caomprehensive Plan and
Guide contains a number of policies that are particularly applicable to the Optimum Basin
Management Program.

'Core Growth Management Policies

3.01 The population, hausing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG
in alf phases of implementation and review.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR in Sections 4.2 (Population and Housing)
references SCAG's 1998 Adopted Growth Forecasts and provides a discussion on
the relationship of the proposed Project to SCAG's population, housing and
employment forecasts. The proposed Project will not have an impact on
population and housing. The Project is consistent with this core RCFG policy.

3.03 The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, ulility systems, and
transportation systems shell be used by SCAG to implement the region's growih

policies.
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The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.




Mszy 24, 2000
Mr. Richard W, Atwaisr
Pzge 2

SCAC siail commenis: The Drafi PEIR, on page 3-3 includss a discussion on
project phasing. The propcsed Project will consist of two phases that will be
impiemented over a twenty-year pericd. The Project is consistent with this core
RCFG poliey.

_ESMC POLICIES RELATED TC THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE REGIONAL
STANDARD OF LIVING

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend
less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and
that enable firms {c be competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the
regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the following
policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals and does
not infer regional interference with local land use powers

3.09 Support local jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public

service delivery, and efforis to seek new sources of funding for development and
the provision of services.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR in Sections 4.12 (Public Services) and
4.13 (Utilities) identifies public services, utility and service facilities to serve the
proposed Project. The Project would not have an impact on public services,
phone, natural gas, electricity, water, wastewater, and solid waste facilities.

Mitigation measures, however, are recommended as conditions of project approval

for the aforementioned utility and service systems. The Project is supportive of
this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.10 Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red tape and expedite the pemmitting
process to maintain economic vitality and competiiveness.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR on page 3-4 includes project goals and
activities that support actions to minimize red iape and expedited the pemitting
process and maintain economic vitality and competitiveness. The Project is
supporiive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

r—

—éMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TC IMPRPVE THE REGIONAL
QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to attain mobiiity and clean air goals and to desvelop
lurban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommedate = diversity of life siyles, that




The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.



May 24, 2000
Mr. Richard W. Atwater

Page s

preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining
the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and
does not allude to regional mandates.

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.22

Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause adverse
environmental impacts.

SCAG staff comments. The proposed Project is located primarily in San
Bernardino County, with a lesser proportion of the project area overlying Riverside
County and a very small section located in eastern Los Angeles County. The
Project is designed in & manner, which will minimize identified environmental
impacts. The mitigation measures included in the Draft PEIR have been
developed to address the identified environmental impacts; and to identify
implementation procedures, responsibilites and timing for each mitigation
measure. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

SCAG shall support policies and actions that preserve open space areas identified
in local, state and federal plans.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR on page 4-18 includes a short discussion
on Recreational and Open Space Resources identified in plans and policies
adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed Project. The discussion
suggests that mitigation measures have been identified to ensure recreational and
open space resources are given consideration and protection.  Mitigation
measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 emphasize the preservation of natural open space and
wildlife habitat areas. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge
areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered
plants and animals. -

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR in Section 4.8 (Biological Resources)
includes a discussion on plant communities and flora and faunal resources. The
proposed Project will have impacts on the aforementioned items. There are over
11 mitigation measures that specifically address these items. The Project is
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in
areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seisric hazards.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR in Section 5.4 (Gesology and Scils)




1 ifies peiential impacts related ‘o fault rupture, ssismic ground shaking.
liquetaction, soils, erosion and subsidencs. Mitigation measures inciuded in this
ction have besn developed to address identified impacts through ths
implementation of building codes, specific requirements and/or project design.
The Project is supporiive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.23  Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in ceriain locations, measures

1~4 aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would
cont. reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and to
develop emergency response and recovery plans.

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policies 3.09, 3.18, 3.20
and 3.22. The Draft PEIR in Section 4.11 (Noise), identifies noise impacts due to
construction and operation related activities. Mitigation measures described in this
section have been developed to address the identified impacts. The Project is
suppartive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

e

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

. The Air Quality Chapter core actions that are generally applicable to the Project are as
follows:

5.11 Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all
levels of government (ragional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider

air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships fo ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft EIR/EIS in Section 5.6 (Air Quality) addresses
air quality impacts related to construction and operation activities. Mitigation
measures outlined in this section will address the identified impacts. Despite the
mitigation measures, the identified operational impacts remain- potentially
significant. The Project is partially consistent with this core RCPG policy.

?VATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

The Water Quality Chapter cors recommendstions and policy options relate to the two
water quality goals: to restors and mainiain the chemical, physical and biclogical integrity
of the nation's water; and, fo achieve and maintain water qualily objectives that are
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters. The core recommendations and
‘ policy options that ars particularly applicable to Project include the following:

—
i
(o))




With regards to air quality, the Draft PEIR identifies that the project has potentally
significant operational impacts. Mitigation is provided to mitigate these impacrs to the
meximum extent feasible, however, even with mitigation, there are stili potentially
significant. Thus, the proposed OBMP was determined to be only partially consistent
with SCAG’s core RCPG policy number 5.11. These impacts are identified and
discussed in the Air Quality section of the document (pages 4-270 to 4-295), and air
quality impacts have been mitigated where feasible.

The potential significant impacts that are presented in the air quality discussion
represent a worst case scenario related to electricity consumption for pumps in support
of desalinization projects and transport of storm water and recycled water to various
locations within the Chino Basin. The single potential significant air quality impactis
associated with nitrogen oxide emissions associated with consumption oflarge amounts
of electricity for optimum management of water resources. To a high degree this
potential impactis an artifact of the air emission forecast method required by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District’'s (SCAQMD) “CEQA Air Quality
Handbook”. Specifically, for electricity consumption, the Handbook requires that all
electricity consumption related air emissions be assigned to the SCAB which results in
a significant overestimate of emissions because only about 1/3 of electricity used in
southern California is generated here. Further, in the future electricity can be directly
purchased from private companies, many of which do not generate any of their
electricity within the SCAB. It is reasonable to assume that the proposed project’s
significant impact on air quality will be nonsignificant based on future energy purchases
and reduced energy demand, but for the analysis at this program level of review, the
worst case scenario indicates that an exceedance of the SCAQMD nitrogen oxide
emission threshold is indicated. However, this does not mean that the project is only
“partially consistent” with the RCPG policy 5.11. Infact, all of the requirements stated
in the policy have been fulfilled by the Draft OBMP PEIR.

Tt should be noted that the air quality analysis may actually have slightly overestimated
total operational emissions related to the 30 potential new wells that could be
implemented under the OBMP. The OBMP PEIR document air quality estimates are
based on pumps sized at 500 Bhp for all thirty wells estimated both for desalter well
fields. According to more recent information received as a result of the June 2000
Water Supply Plan Phase I Desalting Project Facilities Report, prepared by Black and
Veatch, the pumps associated with the desalter well field may only need to be between
125-150 (personal communication between Dave Argo of Black and Veatch, and Tami
Fincher of Tom Dodson and Associates, June 29, 2000).
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Other wells may be necessary as part of a conjunctive use program’s “take” elemen:and
the relative size of the pumps associated with such wells is not defined at this time, but
they are expected to be below 500 Bhip. The booster pump stations associated with the
desalter distribution system are estimarted by Black and Veatch to be 142 Bhp and 347
Bhp. This pumping capacity is within the scope previously identified in the OBMP
PEIR since the desalter well pumps are actually going to be substantially smaller than
originally evaluated in the OBMP PEIR. Even if desalter well pumping requirements
turn out to be less than those forecasted and analyzed in the PEIR, the NO, emissions
will still be significant as a result of the electrical consumption for the actual operation
of the reverse osmosis units at the desalters. When combined with emissions resulting
from well pumping, plus other emissions associated with energy require to operate
water distribution facilities throughout the Basin (not just desalter related distribution),
the NO, emissions will still be greater than the 55 1bs/day threshold established in the
South Coast Air Quality Management District “CEQA Air Quality Handbook”.

It should be noted that the energy requirements associated with the no-OBMP
alternative, which would require pumping large quantities of State Project Water into
the Basin, are much greater than the total energy requirements (and thus emissions)
associated with OBMP implementation.

This comment relates to SCAG's Policy 11.02 which is “to encourage ‘watershed
management’ programs and strategies, recognizing the primary role of local

. government in such efforts.” The OBMP, by definition is a watershed management

program with the participation of most of the local governmental agencies. It is fully
consistent with and supplements the Regional Water Quality Control Board's
(RWQCB) Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) and the Santa Ana Watershed
Project Authority’s (SAWPA) Watershed Management Plan. These plans areregional
watershed management plans for the Santa Ana Watershed, of which the Chino Basin
is one of the primary sub-basins. By being consistent with the Basin Plan beneficial use
objectives and the Watershed Management Plan and by creating a detailed program to
implement the Basin Plan to protect these objectives, the OBMP project is fully
consistent with and encourages “watershed management” programs and strategies.
This is particularly the case when considering the OBMP's goals to work cooperatively
with state and local agencies (including the RWQCB and SAWPA that manage the
Santa Ana Watershed).
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Mr, Richard W. Abwvaisr

Page 7

. h77.02

11,06

11.07

S

CONC

Encourage “watershed management” programs and sirategies, recognizing the
primery role of local government in such efforts.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR does not address the subjact of
“watershed managemesnt’ programs and strategies. 1t would be helpiul if the Final
PEIR would provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is
supportive of or dstracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the
information provided in the Draft PEIR, we are unable {o determine whether the
Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

Clean up the contamination in the region's major groundwater aquifers sincs its
water supply is critical to the long-tearm economic and environmental health of the
region. The flnancing of such clean-ups should leverage state and federal
resources and minimize significant impacts on the local ecoriomy.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft PEIR, on page 3-3, includes a mission
statement that suggests, “The purpose of the Optimum Basin Management
Program is to develop a groundwater management program that enhances the
safe yield and water quality of the basin, enabling all groundwater users to
produce water from the Basin in a cost-effective manner.” Project goals outlined

on page 3-4 support this policy. The Project is consistent with this core RCPG
policy.

Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective,
feasible, and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater

discharges. Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater
should be addressed.

SCAG staff comments. The Drait PEIR in Section 4.13 (Utilities) provides a
discussion on wastewater collection and treatment facilities. The Inland Empire
Utilities Agency operates a numher of wastewater treatment facilities. One of
these facilities is designed to produce recycled water that can be used for non-
potable purposes including industrial and irrigation purposes in the western region
of the Chino Basin (page 4-413). The Project is consistent with this core RCPG
policy.

LUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. As

noted in the siaff commenis, the Optimum Basin Management Program is

consistent with or supports many of the cors and ancillary policies, actions and goals

T . ’ + * . M — '.'
“ in the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), and Regions! Transportation

“ L Pla

n (RTP).



‘ 1-7  The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the ITEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.

1-8  Please refer to the response to comment 1-6 provided above which clearly demonstrates
consistency with core policy 11.02.
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The Final EIR should address the relationships (consistency with cors policies and
support of ancillary policies) to SCAG’s Ragional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and
discuss any inconsisiencies between the proposed project and applicable regional
plans. The response should also discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed
project and applicable regional plans. We suggest that you identify the specific
policies, by policy number, with a discussion of consistency or support with each
policy.

All mitigation measures associated with the project should be monitored in
accordance with CEQA requirements.
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The responses above fully address the consistency of the proposed project,
implementation of the OBMP, with the RCPG's core and anciilary policies. For the
reasons outlined under response to comment 1-1, there is no need to review this project
on a policy by policy basis. Please refer to pages 4-16 through 4-19 and the specific
topical discussions for an analysis of the project’s consistency and conformance with
regional plans and environmental policies.

The Final PEIR for the OBMP project contains a detailed mitigation monitoring
program to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures set forth in this document.
Each agency that adopts and implements the OBMP will oversee their individual
project to ensure conformance with these measures in accordance with CEQA
requirements.



SCUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS is z Joint Powers Agency
established under California Government Code Secticn 6502 et seq. Under federal and stats law, ths
Association is designated as a Council of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency
{(RTPA), and a Mewapo itan Planning Organization (MPQ). Ameng its other mandated roles and
responsibilities, the Association is:

Designated by the federal government as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated
to maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a
Regional Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C.
134(g)~(n), 48 U.S.C. 1807(f)-{g) et seq., 23 C.F.R. 450Q, and 49 C.F.R. 613. The Assaciation is also the
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and as such is responsible for bath preparation of
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Reg;onal Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) under
California Government Code Section 65080,

Respansible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40480(b)-(c). The Asscciation is
also designated under 42 U.S.C. 7504(a) as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central Coast
and Southeast Desert Air Basin District.

Responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs to
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 7506.

Responsible, pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, for reviewing all Cangestion
Management Plans (CMFPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section
85080 of the Government Code. The Association must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of
such programs within the region.

The authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Exscutive Order 12,372 (replacing A-
95 Review).

Respansible for reviewing, pursuant to Sections 18125(b) and 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines,
Environmental Impact Reports of projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans.

The authorized Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency, pursuant fo 33 u.s.C.
1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Contral Act)

Responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to Calfifornia
Govemment Code Seciion £5584(za).

Responsible (slong with the San Diego Associztion of Governments and the Saniz Barbera County/Cliles
Arsz Planning Council) for preps ring ihe Southern California Hazardous Wasts Management Flan
pursuant to California Health and Safely Cods Secion 23135.3.



. MENT LETTER #2
BILL LOCKYER cor TIER State of California

Attorney General DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
e RONALD REAGAN BUILDING
300 SOUTH SPRING STREET, SUITE 5212

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
| Public: (213)897-2000

Telepaone: (213)897-2612
- Facsimile: (213)897-2802
E-Mail: Levinrm@hdedojnet.state.ca.us

June 22, 2000

VIA UPS NEXT DAY MAIL

Neil Clifton
INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY
9400 Cherry Ave., Bldg. A

i Fontana, Ca 92335

RE: OBMP Programmatic DEIR Comments

Dear Mr. Clifton:

. . Enclosed are the Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report prepared
by Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., for the State of California producers in the Chino Basin.

In addition, attached are previous comments filed on December 16, 1999 and February 1,

2000.
If you have any questions, please contact me.
' Very truly yours,
elip K Lo
. /P-
MARILYN H. LEVIN
Deputy Attorney General
For BILL LOCKYER
ttorney General
ce: Jack Hagerman

c\datwp8\levin\letter\Clifton-062200-0BMP
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June 15, 2000
2064.08

Ms. Marilyn Levin

Deputy Antorney General
California Department of Justice
Ronald Reagan Building

300 South Spring Street, Suie 5212
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Comments on Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for
Chino Basin OBMP

Dear Ms, Levin:

At your request, Geomatrix Consultants, Inc. (Geomatrix) has prepared this letter to transmit our
comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the Optimum
Basin Management Program (OBMP) for the Chino groundwater basin. The comments
presented here are based on our review of the DPEIR. Our review has focused on DPEIR
content related to groundwater flow, groundwater quality, and land subsidence. The comments
are organized as follows:

Broad Issues: comments in this category relate to relatively fundamental areas in which the
DPEIR may need to be revised or supplemented for completeness or accuracy.

Specific Comments: comments in this category relate to specific areas or language in the
DPEIR that may need to be revised for completeness or accuracy.

Broad Issues

Groundwater Flow and Management Zone Boundaries

The DPEIR (page 4-92) appears to overstate the degree of hydraulic separation between certain
management zones. Specifically, the boundary betwsen MZ1 and MZ2 near CIM appears to°
reflect parallel flow lines rather than a geologic structure or other physical feature. Historical
groundwater elevation contours are relatively smooth and continuous across this boundary,
suggesting absence of a physical barrier. It may be misleading to present an expectation that
water resources management activities in one zone have little to no impact on others. For
example, Figures 4.5-50 and 4.5-51 both show simulated flow of groundwater from MZ1 into
MZ2, either with or without OBMP facilities. This issue is of concern for CIM, which straddles
the boundary between these two zones, and is relatively near potential locations for future
OBMP desalter exiraction wells anticipated for MZ2. The porential influence of groundwater
extraction from MZ2 on groundwater levels and groundwater flow in nearby parts of MZ1 in the
southern part of the basin must be considered for the OBMP and component projects.

Seomatrix Consultants, Ine.
Engingers, Geclogists, and Enwronmsniat Scenusts
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER #2
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Geomatrix Consultants believes that the degree of hydraulic separation between
management zones is overstated in the DEIR on page 4-92. The issue of concern for
CIM, which straddles the boundary, is that desalter extraction wells from MZ 2 may
affect groundwater levels and flow in MZ 1. The description of management zones
given in the document is consistent with that definition given on page 2-3 of the OBMP
Phase I Report prepared by Wildermuth Environmental, and also that definition given
in the TDS and Nitrogen Study (Wildermuth, 2000). The management zone
boundaries were developed based on groundwater level maps for several years including
1965, 1969, 1974, 1977,1983, 1991, and 1997. The management zone boundaries
described in the OBMP and in the PEIR are representative of the flow systems seen in
each of these historical groundwater level maps. In some cases the management zone
boundaries represent no-flow boundaries such as bedrock outcrops and faults. The
boundary between Management Zones 1 and 2 can move slightly with wet year and dry
year recharge and with changes in pumping patterns. The modeling work done thus
far suggests that these boundaries change very little if the OBMP is implemented. The
boundary between Management Zones 1 and 2 will change dramatically if the OBMP
is not implemented. This occurs because groundwater production in the southern part
of the basin will no longer resemble the historical pumping patterns.

While these management zones are helpful for identifying general trends for
administering the Basin, they do not preclude the management of Chino Basin as a
whole. Prior to desalter installation, groundwater modeling must occur to identify
impacts to surrounding areas. Mitigation measures for potential desalter-related
impacts have been provided, and the location of the management zone boundaries does
not affect how the mitigation measures must be implemented for this issue. Thus, the
potential influence of groundwater extraction from Management Zone 2 on
groundwater levels and on groundwater flow in nearby parts of Management Zone 1
will be addressed when project specific impacts can be forecasted following the
modeling studies that will be performed. In this way, potential impacts will be
adequately addressed, and no significant impacts will result.
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SECMATRIX

Groundwater Quality
The potential impact of OBMP activities on movement or expansion of existing areeas of
degraded moz.nd water is discussed in several places in the DPEIR in context of recharge or
desalter wellfield activities. Initem 2 on page 4-151, Figure 4.5-55, which shows simulatzd
movement of groundwater plumes with and without the OBMP, is used as a basis for concluding
that there is no significant difference in mobilization of plumes between the OBMP and non-
OBMP conditions. The type and detail of analysis completed for the DPEIR do not appear to be
sufficient to support this conclusion. To our understanding, the groundwater flow mode! used as
a basis for this simulation of plume movement has not been developed as a tool for simulation of
chemical fate and transport in groundwater, and its application for this purpose is not

{appropriate. I Figure 4.5-55 also appears to neglect the fact that certain areas of degraded

groundwater are already hydraulically contained or managed by existing remediation programs,
These programs, such as that in progress at CIM, have been developed independently of the
OBMP, have been reviewed and approved by the RWQCB and/or other recrulatory agencies, and
will prevent or substantially reduce the potential for movement or expansion of these areas of
groundwater degradation with or without the OBMP. Thus, it is inaccurate and misleading to
suggest that a “plume” of degraded groundwater such as that shown at CIM will move 1aterally a
significant distance, either with or without the OBMP. The DPEIR acknowledges that additional
project or site-specific studies would need to be done to confirm the future validity of this

| conclusion; this point should be emphasized more clearly.

ngts——

2-4

Mitigation measure 4.5-15 states that modeling shall be conducted to evaluate potential impacts
of recharge if proposed for a location near a known groundwater quality anomaly, and specifies
conditions under which expected impacts would require relocation of the recharge. These
conditions include impact of a domestic water production well a minimum of one year earlier
than would otherwise occur, or contamination of more tHan 5,000 acre-feet of additional
groundwater within a five year period. These conditions may not address a sufficiently broad
range of scenarios under which impacts of recharge on an existing groundwater quality anomaly
could result in adverse consequences to parties attempting to manage the anomaly. B

Somm—

| e
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Subsidence

The PEIR correctly identifies that continued or increased groundwater extractions from deeper
aquifer zones in the southwest part of the basin may contribute to additional subsidence and
related ground distress. However, it suggests that potential subsidence is restricted to an area
within MZ1, and describes or shows several somewhat contradictory interpretatiohs of the limits
of existing subsidence, For example: mitigation measure 4.4-14 refers to Figure 4.4-16, bur this
figure does not clearly show limits, may not reflect current conditions, and does not address
conditions within CIM; text on page 4-64 states part of the existing SAWPA desalter wellfield is
in the subsidence zone; labeled areas on 4.5-18 and 4.5-19 do not show this, and may not
coincide with Figure 4.4-16, Definition of existing areas of <L."’31d=nc will be important in
context of the mitigation measures identified in the DPEIR, end the DPEIR sh ould distinguish

PASI08412C64.008 0\ Decs\DPERdoc
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IEUA disagrees with this conclusion. The analysis used to estimnate the movement of
known water quality anomalies is based on advection only and represents a
conservative estimate of the relative rate of transport of these anomalies. Note that
most of the known water quality anomalies in the basin are not well characterized and
to apply more detailed transport modeling at this stage of review and analysis
techniques is not justified nor would it add to the accuracy of the model predictions.
There is, however, sufficient data to make a forecast for the Basin as a whole which will
be followed by more detailed engineering investigations and modeling evaluations as
specific projects are proposed and evaluated.

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. For this analysis it was
assumed that existing mitigation measures were not in place to estimate the effects of
the OBMP on the rate of transport of the water quality anomalies. This primarily
affects the estimated rate of transport of the General Electric Flat Iron plume in
northwest Ontario and a VOC plume on the CIM facility. A remediation plan to
mitigate the GE plume has been implemented and a remediation plan for CIM is under
construction but not yet operational.

It should first be noted that remediation programs are actually borne out of prior actions
that have resulted in negative environmental effects, and these past actions should not
constrain IEUA and other parties, from implementing the OBMP with the intent of
having a largely beneficial impact on the Basin. IEUA and related parties actions under
the OBMP will have almost wholly positive impacts on the Basin, without having
previously caused negative impacts to the Chino Basin that require remediation
activities. Thus it remains the burden of the entity responsible for causing the need for
remediation to contain the plume in the future, regardless of OBMP implementation,
which is intended to benefit the majority of basin producers.

It is true that there may be additional financial burdens incurred by parties attempting
to manage the anomaly that they was created by a specific party, resulting from plume
mobilization due to the implementation of the OBMP. The engineering investigations
and modeling required for specific recharge projects will assure that the significance of
impacts will be controlled to a nonsignificant level of impact. Also, please refer to
comments in Subchapter 4.10 which provides additional information on this topic.

Please refer to responses to comment letter #11 which addresses subsidence issues in
some detail. Figure 4.4-16 shows subsidence contours in the City of Chino as measured
during ground level surveys by Kleinfelder (1993, 1996, 1999), as well as the locations
of ground fissures at CIM as delineated by Geomatrix (1994). Together, these areas are
outlined in Figures 4.5-18 and 4.5-19, are labeled as the “Estimated Area of Regional
Subsidence,” and represent the area of known and measured subsidence and ground
fissuring. However, recent synthetic aperture radar imagery suggests that ground
surface is occurring on a more regional (Basin-wide) scale. Based on the data at this
stage, it is assumed that subsidence impacts can be fully controlled or mitigated. If
future modeling does not verify this finding, then an subsequent EIR will be required.
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more clearly between the emahnc subsidence area and area(s) of future potenrial subsidence
Although MZ! clearly contains the area of greatest recorded subsidence, the potential for
subsidence may also exist in \fIZ" or eise*vherv in the basin.

The specific pe&z‘foz'r*la.ncv criteria listed for mitigation of subsidence concerns may be ambiguous
or difficult to interpret or implement. These criteria include the following,

*  The implementation of OBMP facilities shall not in any way contribute to subsidence
conditions in pre-existing subsidence zones (as shown in Figure 4.4-16). This standard may
be probiematlc to implement without clearer definition of baseline conditions. As noted
above, it is not clear that the DPEIR has sufficiently defined areas of known subsidence.
Aquitard compaction resulting in subsidence is a relatively slow process; the onset will lag
behind the start of pumping, and it may continue even after pumping is reduced or stopped.
Accordingly, it may be dlfﬁcul‘c to associate subsidence of small magnitude with any specific

2-5 groundwater extraction event or project, and it may be difficult to demonstrate or agree on
cont. whether a project will (or has) contributed to subsidence.

= The OBMP will not cause or contribute to any new, significant subsidence impacts greater
. than a total of six inches in magnitude over the planning period. Impacis less than 6 inches

are considered to be less than significant. As with the preceding discussion, important issues
here include establishing current baseline conditions and defining “contribute to.”

" Parts of mitigation measure 4.4.15a are ambiguous or may conflict with the preceding two
measures. The condition “impacted by declines in water levels” has not been clearly defined.
Deepening of another producer’s well is suggested as a potential mitigation measure, but
deepening a well would shift production to deeper aquifer zone(s), which could contribute to
subsidence. If subsidence at a distance of % mile from a wellfield is 6 inches, subsidence’
nearer the wellfield may be greater, and would appear to conflict with mitigation measure

| 4.4-13.

Specific Comments

In discussions of OBMP Element 4 on page 3-19 of the DPEIR, and possibly elsewhere in the

document, it should be noted that CIM already is conducting or planning groundwater

management actions consistent with the OBMP. For example, CIM currently produces most of

2-6 its groundwater from relatively shallow zones within the aquifer system, and will be further

decreasing its production from desper zanes as part of planned activities. In addition, CIM

already is producing and treating groundwater as part of a remediation program, and is in the
process of consuucting & centralized treatment plant for removal of nitrate, hardness, and VOCs.

Sy

—

. .7 |The DPEIR states on page 4-2 that it addresses aner‘am:} in specif' c project plans by
incorporating worst-case assumptions. It is noted that because of the very complicated and

\ i

(D

PUS20640084.008 (\Does\DPE[R doc



2~

6

-~

The commentator’s statemenis are noted and have been provided to the ITEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.

The commentator appears to have taken this example out of context to support the
commentregarding “worst case” assumptions. Inreality, this mitigation measure takes
just such an example into consideration. If one reads the mitigation measure in its
entirety, it provides an alternative to deepening a well if such deepening may adversely
impact subsidence zones. The measure states that “alternative access to equivalent
quantity and quality of water will be provided to affected surrounding parties. This
water may be provided through distribution of funding to affected parties for the
deepening of existing wells, or may be provided through the delivery (paid for by the
implementing agency) of comparable or improved quality and quantity of water
from other sources.” If such deepening of a well is forecast to have a significant
subsidence-related impact, then according to this DEIR, such a measure could not be
implemented, and instead an alterative water source would be required to be provided
to the affected party at no additional cost. Thus, the worst-case scenario is adequately
address by this DEIR and the proposed suite of mitigation measures,
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case” relative to certain criteria may be much less conservative in context of others. This is
illustrated by the preceding comment on mitigation measure 4.4.15a, in which it is noted that
deepening a well may mitigate a decrease in well vield, but could have an adverse impact on
subsidence. It may be appropriate to acknowledge this in the DPEIR.

Page 4-59 of the DPEIR (second bulleted item, lower part of page) suggests that Geomatrix's
interpretation of causes of subsidence and ground fissuring were based in part on ground level
surveys (1987 - 1999). This statement should be clarified because Geomatrix’s study of
subsidence was completed in 1994 and thus did not utilize data collected through 1999. In
addition, it should be made clear that the subsequent paragraph is not a continuation of
interpretations or reasoning attributed to Geomnatrix. Although Geomatrix agrees with the
interpretation that depressurization of deeper aquifer zones is a likely cause of recent subsidence,
we do not necessarily agree with the suggestion in that paragraph that “continuity betwesn the
forebay and deep aquifers” must be “interrupted” for depressurization of aquitards or subsidence
to oceur.

nensntp

interconnected set of issues involved in management of the basin, an assumption thet is “worst-

On page 4-94 in the DPEIR or elsewhere if appropriate, it should be specifically noted that water
level data have been collected from water supply wells and monitoring wells at CIM by the State
as part of its ongoing groundwater management efforts.

| S——
grsam—

In the mitigation measures listed on pages 4-162 and 4-163 of the DPEIR, it may be appropriate
to state that wells should be constructed in a manner that will reduce the risk of movement of
groundwater between zones of different water quality. Although this is required under California
well standards, it may be appropriate to mention it given the amount of detail included in

mitigation measures associated with other drilling and construction activities.

[The location of the Stringfellow Superfund Site is shown on Figure 4.5-46, It may also be
appropriate to show this location on Figure 4.5-55.
S '

[As shown on figure 4.5-50 of the DPEIR, predicted groundwater elevations for ultimate

conditions without the OBMP are on the order of 40 to 60 fest above ground surface in the
vicinity of CIM.. These water levels are substantially higher than those shown for 1933. Itis not
clear whether geologic conditions in the area would allow development of such hydraulic
conditions. The likelihood of these conditions should be evaluated and the projection revised if
necessary.

| SS—
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The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. Geomatrix Consultant's
comments are acknowledged and will be reflected in the final document that is
presented to the Board for consideration. Page 4-59 of the DEIR references a
Geomatrix ground level survey and incorrectly dates the survey from 1987-1999. This
statement is inaccurate and should instead reference studies from 1987-1994. Further,
as a point of clarification, the last italicized paragraph on page 4-59 is a continuation
of Wildermuth Environmental’s Task Memorandum: Program Element 4, 9-11, 1999,
not a continuation of Geomatrix’s analysis. It is acknowledged that Geomatrix does
not necessarily agree with the suggestion that “continuity between the forebay and deep
aquifer must be interrupted for depressurization of aquitards or subsidence to occur”
(DEIR, 4-39).

The commentator’s statements are nioted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the ITEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. The text of the OBMP
PETR will be modified to include this comment.

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. Figure 4.5-55 will be
modified to show the Stringfellow Superfund Site.

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. The basis for findings in
Figure 4.5-50 has been evaluated and will be revised prior to finalizing the OBMP
PEIR.
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June 15, 2000
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It may be necessary for the DPEIR 10 clarify:

to what extent or under what c;rcums:anc S proje ‘s being planned or consiructed separately

from the OBMP would be considered “related 10” or providing mitigation under the OBMP;
and

to what extent or under what circumstances pl'OJ ects being planned or constructed separately
from the OBMP would be subject to mitigation measures required under the OBMP.

Geomatrix appreciates the opportunity to provide continued services on this matter. Please call
us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
GEOMATRIX CONSULTANTS, INC.

Craig Stewart
Principal Hydrogeologist

CC

Jack Hagerman, CIM

PASI062064.008 C\Does\DPER dee



2-13  Projects that are being implemented totally independent of the OBMP will be evaluated
on a case-by-case basis. Such projects may be considered related ro the extent that they
fulfill OBMP objectives. Project’s being independently implemented would not be
required to implement OBMP PEIR mitigation measures. It is assumed that
independent projects would implement mirigation measures as defined in compliance
with the CEQA determination made for such projects.

The Department of Justice included a copy of their comments submitted on the Notice of
Preparation and a February 1, 2000. These letters do not comment on the OBMP PEIR and
are therefore not provided responses.
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December 16, 1999

Neil Clifton

INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY
Post Office Box 698

Rancho Cucamonga, California 91729-0697

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report to Address
Implementation of the Optimum Basin Management Program for the Chino Basin

Dear Mr. Clifton :

The following comments are provided in response to the above-referenced Notice of Preparation
dated November 9, 1999, on behalf of the State of California and its departments or agencies that
own land and/or produce groundwater in the Chino Basin. The State of California is a member

. of the Agricultural Pool as defined in the 1978 Chino Basin Judgment. It is my understanding

that receipt of comments has been extended to December 17, 1999. Individual state agencies and
departments may be submitting separate comment letters.

DESCRIPTICN OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA INTERESTS

The California Department of Corrections owns approximately 2600 acres in the Southern
partion of the Chino Basin. Three correctional facilities operate on the State held property in the
Basin. These facilities are the California Institution for Men(CIM), the California Institution for
Women (CIW), and the Herman G. Stark Youth Training School (YTS). Among the other )
facilities on the CIM site is the Prison Industries dairy (PIA) that utilizes significant acreage for
agricultural operations. o

The California Institution for Men has nine (9) agricultural wells - (8 active), four (4) domestic
water wells, and a sewage treatment plant that provides secondary treatment to the wastewater
effluent for its Minimum Support Facility, Reception Center Central and its Reception Center
West facility. The CIM Reception Center East and the YTS are connected to the City of Chino’s
Wastewater System. CIW has four (4) inactive wells and one (1) active well and discharges its
waste to the Santa Ana Regional Interceptor line to Orangs County. There are plans to drill two
additional domestic wells south of the Central facility and reduce pumping from two other
domestic wells, These changes are being implemented to address a localized PCE contamination

‘ problemn at the CIM site and, we believe. may have a positive effect on the subsidence issue.

[— -

The Department of Corrections is consiructing an lon E Exchange Treziment Plant east of the



Neil Clifion
December 16, 1999
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water storage reservoir on the site to address water quality problems among the three correctional
facilities, including nitrates and total dissolved solids. The plant will provide domestic water
treatment to soften water, lower the TDS to comply with sewage treatment plant effluent
discharge requirements, will lower nitrate levels and will include a Granular Activated Carbon
component for PCE and TCE removal. The plant will produce brine wasts to be discharged into

the SARI line.

The State of California, Department of General Services, has initiated a study of the CIM Waste
Water Treatment System to determine whether the treatment plant should be expanded to accept
additional sewage flows from the CIM East facility and the Youth Training School and whether
tertiary treatment should be considered so that CIMs recycled water can be utilized for
additional non-potable uses.

In addition to the Department of Corrections activities, the California Department of
Transportation purchases its water from municipal entities instead of pumping groundwater and
the California Department of Fish and Game previously utilized one well on its property. The
Department of Fish and Game has filed separate comments dated December 14, 1999. The State
of California, on behalf of the Department of Toxic Substances Control, presently owns the land
identified as the Stringfellow superfund site and is involved in a major cleanup of the area.

PROGRAM EIR

The Program EIR should specifically identify the State of California and its agencies and
departments owning land and producing water from the Chino Basin. The EIR should include
identification of potential beneficial projects identified by the state and potential impacts to these
projects, including adverse water quality and quantity impacts. The EIR should additionally
address the impact of the proposed projects on the continued use of the State’s existing wells and
its ability to drill new wells in the vicinity of its land. Specifically, the State is interested in a
discussion of the impact of the proposed welifields and the water supply projects proposed i the
Draft Water Supply Facilities Report dated November 9, 1999 on the State’s wells and the
surrounding groundwater.

The Program EIR should address the impact of the OBMP proposals for recharge {storm water,
supplemental water, recycled water), extraction, development of new sources of supplemental
water, direct use of recycled water, treatment and use of degraded groundwater, reduction of
groundwater outflow, conjunctive use, basin yield maintenance , and all the additional goals
identified in the Notice of Preparation, including the Program Elements 1 through 9.

The State encourages You to review prior environmental documents prepared for the Chino Basin
Groundwater Storage Program by the Metropolitan Water District in 1988. Some of the concerns

v

identified in that document may nead to be revisited. including raised elevations of ground water




Neil Clifion
December 16, 1999
Page 3

and increased degradation of water quality, especially in the lower portions of Chino Basin
where the State of California is mainly situated.

Lastly, the EIR should address the impacts and mitigation for issues identified in the November
9 Notice of Preparation, including geologic problems, biological resource impacts, impacts
from creation and expansion of water-related facilities, impact of recycling reclaimed water from
increased levels of TDS and increased impairment of groundwater quality, disposal from
desalting and treatment facilities, use of flocd control basins for percolation of storm water and
recycled water, treatment of degraded water, air quality impacts, visual, noise and cultural
resource impacts by construction of program element facilities, Thank you for this opportunity
to comment. The State reserves its right to submit additional comments following a more
specific description of the projects to be implemented in the Program EIR.

- Sincerely,

Wity N Fore

Deputy Attorney General

For BILL LOCKYER
Attorney General

MHL:dm



_ ~—
BILL LOCKYER State of California
Attorney General DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

RONALD REAGAN BUILDING
250 SCUTH SPRING STREET, SUITE 52:2

LQS A\C:L_a CA S001:
Puplie: (212) §97-2007
Facsimile: (2423 397-2502 ‘
(7}1) 897-2612

February 1, 2000

Tom Dodson & Associates

Environmental Consultants

2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue
i San Bemardino, California 924035
| Attn: Tami Fincher YIA OVERNIGHT MAIL
|

‘ RE: Ouptimum Basin Management Program EIR
Dear Mr. Dodson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Chapters 2 and 3 of the Draft Program EIR
for the OBMP (See Attached). In general, I have found that the draft includes some conclusions
not necessarily reached by the Watermaster group during the OBMP process. |

Specifically, the report seems to:

. D De-emphasize desalters and emphasize supplemental water and conjunctive use.

2) [ncludes statements as conclusions without mentioning the author of the
conclusion (especially where the “conclusions™ are controversial).

3) Includes statements and conclusions about Management Zoue 1 to which not all
producers agree.

4) The section on Salt Management needs to be clearer. Explain why it is necessary
to have better quality water for a conjunctive use program to be successful. Tdo
not believe it is necessary to include as much historical analysis.

Please review the comments [ have provided on each page. Thank you.

Sincerely

‘ kﬁ@% o—eo%

MARILYN H. LEVIN
. Deputy Attorney General

For BILL LOCKYER
Atorney General
MHL:ghb
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COYMENT LZTIZR #3

.no Basin Water Conservation District

Inland Empire Utilities Agency TLTTIRT ot e

-

Attn: Mr, Neil Clifton R 1':':‘. L

ﬂ ” s,
9400 Cherry Ave. Building A 0ot L
~ o LA T . i
Fontana, CA 92335 S ) [ji.r
Re: Draft PEIR forthe OBMP . 77 . \-w”;?mr
. F . NN S I

~ N I

Dear WVir. Clifton:

Upon review of the referenced draft PEIR the Conservation District has the
following comments and concerns.

l. A considerable number of “mitigation measures™ were identified for the
construction of recharge facilities and their appurtenances. AsIam sure you
are aware, there are many “statutory” and “categorical” exemptions under
CEQA and protections under that Judgment that are available to the
agencies constructing such facilities. The Conservation District believes
that the PEIR should have given more attention to these exemptions and
protections. Subsequently, the PEIR should be amended to clearly indicate
that the mentioned mitigation measures only apply when the recharge
project construction work is not otherwise exempt under CEQA or protected
under the terms of the Judgment.

There are two main purposes and at least one secondary purpose for
constructing the recharge facilities and their appurtenances required under
the “OBMP” and identified in the “PEIR for the OBMP.” The first main
purpose is that there is the need for the Watermaster to have new and
enhanced recharge capacities in order for Watermaster to meet its obligation
to recharge “replenishment water” under the 1978 Chino Basin Judgment.

L o [14 1
The second main purpose is 1o sither maintain or enhancs the <?~F= Viald

of the Chino Groundwater Basin. Finally, a secondary, but véry important
reason for acquirinc new recharge basin property and for constructing the
noted recharge works is to conduct a“Con_;unc:twe -use” program, the profits
from which are intended to off-set various costs and expenses of
Watermaster. As usual, the Conservation District wants to be a good
neighbor and in daing so,.it is committed to ensure that the rechargs of good
quality stormwater is maximized in the Chino Basin. Inthis regard, the
Conservetion District will entertain participation in joint projecis of this
natu'e when acceptable iﬂaﬂClal arrangements and agresmenis relating
ereto are made. Howsver, it is not the Conservation District’s obli
L © finance projects made necessary by the actions of others orthat, a
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER #3
CHINO BASIN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. The Conservation District’s
comment expresses a concern about future processing under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the application of mitigation measures to
future projects. In fact, all of the available CEQA review procedures are available o
individual agencies that implement projects under the OBMP framework.

To begin with, any future project implemented under the umbrella of the OBMP PEIR
may not need any additional documentation, depending upon the project being within
the scope of the certified OBMP PEIR in accordance with State CEQA Guideline
Sections 15162 (Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations) and 15168 (Program
EIR). IEUA envisions the following procedure for future site specific projects that it
may implement on a case-by-case basis. The firststep will be to prepare an Initial Study
to determine if the specific project falls “within the scope of the program approved
earlier” and the “program EIR adequately describes the activiry for the purposes of
CEQA”™ (Section 15168 () (1) and (2) of the State CEQA Guidelines). In preparingthe
Initial Study, a determination would be made regarding which, if any, of the identified
mitigation measures should be brought forward from the OBMP PEIR to mitigate
impacts for the specific project. If the specific project is adequately addressed in the
OBMP EIR, then the process permits the implementing agency to publish a notice of
this finding, adopt the finding at the hearing where the project is funded by the agency,
and a Notice of Determination can be filed.

Because of concerns expressed by other agencies commenting on the OBMP PEIR,
TEUA intends to afford other agencies that may have an interest in a project an
opportunity to review the documentation (such as engineering reports or investigations
and the Initial Study) with adequate time to effectively participate in the [EUA decision
on the project. However, each agency that adopts the OBMP and certifies the OBMP
PEIR retains the right to comply with CEQA in any fashion that meets the
requirements of the statute and the State CEQA Guidelines. This would include the
use of exemptions where appropriate, adoption of Negative Declarations for projects,
and preparation and certification of an Addendum to an EIR, or of a Supplemental or
Subsequent EIR. The procedures for making these decision are outlined in detail in
Articles 18 and 19 and Sections 15180 through 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Each agency must select the appropriate review process for future specific projects, but
the availability of the OBMP PEIR provides an additional processing mechanism, and
identifies general mitigation measures that can be used by the agency where such
mitigation is required.

A flow chart outlining the proposed IEUA CEQA review process and a sample initial
study evaluadon form are included at the end of this Final OBMP PEIR for
information.
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The commentator's statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. The financial and
responsibiliry issues raised in this comment are complex and require resolution, but the
OBMP PEIR is not the appropriate forum for this resolution. Based on discussions
with the Chino Basin Watermaster, the parties to the adjudication have completed a
draft document termed “Peace Agreement Chino Basin” which is addressing the issues
of equitable financial arrangements and agreements relating thereto. It is anticipated
that under this agreement (Article II), a review procedure by the Watermaster
(Watermaster Process) would address the financial arrangements for each specific
project being implemented under the umbrella of the OBMP and the concerns (suchas
beneficiaries of the identified recharge projects and agencies responsible for financing
recharge facilities) raised in your comment are expected to be fully addressed under this
process. Notonly is it infeasible to effectively identify the parties involved with specific
future projects at this stage of the OBMP review, the economic issues of concern raised
in this comment are not considered to be issues of environmental significance in
accordance with Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
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resuit of the con

i ction of such works, others would recesive financial
rewards to the financial detriment of the Conservation District, The PEIR
fails to clearly id ntify the ultimate beneficieries of the identifie recharge
projects. It lso fails to identify the agencies ultimately responsible for
financing the purchase of new lands and construction of the envisioned

orinsufficient.

Using State Project water for replenishment water recharge purposes has
been shown to cause “midge fly” problems in and around the areas of
recharge Long-term use of State Project water may also cause “chemical”
reactions between locai suil and water properties. Further, as-has occurred
in other areas, the RWQCB may adopt standards relating to urban runoff
that may result in the need to “pre-treat” urban runoff prior to recharge. The
PEIR should mention these potential problems and identify potential
mitigation measures, their costs, and who pays for the mitigation when the
need arises from replenishment operations, when it involves conjunctive-use
type operations, and when it involves “yield enhancement and maintenance”
activities.

_Cn behalf of the Conservation District I thank you for the apportunity to vaice
our concems relative to this all-inclusive undertaking for the benefit of the
Chino Groundwater Basin. However, the Conservation District believes that in
its present form the PEIR is insufficient. In this regard however, the
Conservation District is fully cognizant that the mentioned major deficiencies
can in a timely manner be corrected by Watermaster by properly addressing
such issues in the OBMP Implementation Agreement. As such, the
Conservation District encourages Watermaster, the IEUA, and others to address
these very important issues at an early date in order to avoid challenges to or
delays in certification of the PEIR.

wll

Barrett Kehl
eneral Manager

Ce: Watermaster Parties viz the Chief of Waterm

QBMP-PEIR 5-31.00-2 :

recharge facilities in the event State Water Bond funds are either unavailable

N~ L
Movigar, CA SR
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Discussions with IEUA and Watermaster staff indicate that potential midge fly
problems associated with recharge is not dependent upon the presence of State Project
Water, but any water used for recharge depending on the time of year and temperarure.
According to the Wartermaster, the control of midge flies is funded through their offics,
and upon determination that midge flies are causing a local problem, appropriate
chemical treatment can be applied to the standing water where problems arise. Based
on long-term experience at recharge basins in the western portion of the Chino Basin,
the type of chemicals used to control midges does not cause any degradation of
groundwater quality in the aquifer beneath the recharge sites. The Watermaster or any
other owner/operator of a specific recharge basin would use similar or newer control
measures/techniques at the new recharge basins and would fund the midge fly control
efforts at the recharge basins for OBMP related activities. Specificcosts for such control
cannot be predicted at this stage of review.

In discussing the long-term use of State Project Water (SPW) for recharge, the
Watermaster staff indicates that any chemical reactions between the local soils and
SPW can be mitigated using routine maintenance procedures within the recharge
basins. State project water chemistry is slightly different from local or native water in
that the predominant cations and anions in the water are sodium and chloride,
respectively, and are calcium and bicarbonate inlocal water, respectively. This different
chemistry may result in chemical reactions with clays in the Chino Basin and result in
lower recharge rates. Watermaster has been recharging State project water in the Chino
Basin since 1978 and is not aware of any decrease in recharge capacity. Such
maintenance procedures could include, discing the surface, removal of algal buildup in
the soil, or the mixing of soil amendments, such as lime, where appropriate. Also,
Watermaster could lengthen the recharge period, use additional recharge basins or
utilize injection wells. Again, the Watermaster or any other owner/operator of a
specific recharge basin would utilize similar control techniques and would fund such
controls as part of ongoing maintenance costs for the specific basin.

Regarding pretreatment of urban stormwater runoff before its use in recharge basins,
the ultimate decision regarding need for pretreatment will be determined by the actual
quality of the stormwater runoff at different locations. The State is implementing ever
more rigorous non-point source poltution controls at the points of generation, so the
actual stormwater runoff delivered to collection or recharge locations may not require
pretreatment in the future. However, in the event that such pretreatment is required,
it is assumed that the agency proposing to utilize the stormwater runoff for blending
purposes at recharge basins will fund such pretreatment, or will reach agreement
through the Watermaster review process to share the cost of funding in an equitable
manner as outlined in the Draft “Peace Agreement Chino Basin”.

The commentator's statements are noted and have been provided to the IEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP.



. COMMENT LETTER #4

4% COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
] b T BTA 1Y
g" \\Jé} TRANSPORTATION AND
{\50%',\/\*—“5/] LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

5

Planning Depariment
Richard K. Lashbrook

/ L Alera ), Laurence, ALC.E.
sastes i peon e
Agency Divecior Planning Director

June 3, 2000

Mr, Richard W. Atwater

INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY
9400 Cherry Avenue, Bullding A
Fontana, CA 92335

Dear Mr, Atwater;

We would like to comment on the Optimum Basin Management Program (GBMP) draft EIR. Riverside County is
currently undertaking significant planning efforts in the Riverside County pertion of the Chino Basin. For instance, the
Eastvale Community Plan is [ocated entirely within the boundaries of the IEUA OBMP and 1ays the groundwork for

" transition of the area frara dairy 4nd other agrieultural uses to urban uses. We are therefore very interested in the
recommendations and findings contained in the program.

We have some concems regarding the following conclusiens/findings in the contained in Table 1.2 of the draft BIR
which can be summarized by the following: ‘

1) Potential conflicts with County General Plan and/or zoning designations for the construction of future

41 ldesalination sites, _

4-2  12) Increased potential for property damage from a higher risk of liquefaction in the Chino Basin

43 3} Water level declines in areas surrounding desalter pumping locations, which may contribute to subsidence

in ground levels greater than six inches.

lmty 4) Wha would bear the burden of funding the decpening of existing water wells if desalter pumping locations
| impact strtounding wells and producers of groundwater.

45 |°) Possible changes in groundwater abserption rates and groundwater drainage patterns resulting from
 disturbances associaed with the installotion and maintenance of proposed monitaring equipment

-5 |8 Whethersalts and contaminated material from desalination activities will be stared/transported in Riverside
County after being removed.

7) Possible spread of exisling contaminated groundwater plumes dus to recharge activities of recyeled water

47 and the possible increase in the local hydraulic gradient. We are especislly concerned about mobilizing majer

contaminated groundwater plumes within the Basin for recharge af 300,000 acre-foet of water in theconjunctive
uge allermative,

l 4-8  18) Conflict with the Western Rivarside County Habitat Conservation plan, cspecially for endangered/thremened

¥

Riverzide OfTice » 4080 Lomen 3treat, 91R Floor fndio OfTica + 32-873 Hwy |11, 3nd Flage Murricta Qrfies «39493 Los Alamos Roed
P, Q. Box [489 » Riverside, Califurnin 92502-148 R 209, Indio, California 92201 Murdata, Califomia $2363
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species witkin the Prado Flood Control Reservoir area, We are concerned with activities that would rajse
the water level in the reserveir above 505" in elevation or below 498! in el

Lty

svation. There are no mitigation

.w.. - |measures aimed at Kesping the water level above 403 in sleverion, Ws would encotirage consultation with
the Western Rive:

the rside County Habitat Conservation Plan represcatatives,

9) Lund usc issues essociated with the displacement or loss of acreage that could be used for development,

4-9 [Forinstance, the conjunctive use aliermative antie] pates 230 acres of spreading basing ora substantial numbsr
of infection wells for 300,000 acre-feet of water starage.

We are particularly interested in any recommendations regarding land-use and development on sails containing
manure and other dairy related pollutants, We support the IRUA planto clean up the basin and look forward tg your

completed plan and its responsé to the concerns we have mentioned above, Ifwe can be of any assistancz, pleascdan’
hesilate to contact us at 909-955-3263,

Respectfully,

Aleta T, Laurence
Director of Planning

AJLfjrs

ENatars\B QSeormt 3, wpd



RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER #=#4
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The OBMP EIR addresses potential conflicts with local jurisdiction General Plans and
zoning designations in Subchapter 4.2. The evaluation concludes that no potential for
conflicts with general plans or zoning designation will occur because water facilities are
permitted within all zones. This specific comment addresses potential conilicts between
future desalination facilities and General Plans/zoning designation. Essentially,
desalination facilities will be located in the southern portion of the Chino Basin, either
just north of the San Bernardino/Riverside County boundary or within Riverside
County. Throughout the OBMP EIR, the potential for land use incompatibilities s
discussed, such as noise, fugitive dust, hazardous materials, loss of functioning prime
agricultural land, and aesthetic requirements. Mitigation has been provided, either
through avoiding the potential for such conflicts by relocating a facility, or by onsite
measures designed to ensure that activities related to desalination facility operation do
not significantly conflict with adjacent uses. By applying such measures to future
desalination facilities on a case by case basis, IEUA is confident that such facilities can
be developed without significantly conflicting with the general plan and zoning
designations of the affected local land use jurisdiction.

One of the primary goals of the OBMP is to establish and maintain hydrologic control
or balance within the Chino Basin. The OBMP contains a balance of recharge,
pumping and water importation that is designed to achieve this long-term hydrologic
balance throughout the Basin. As the analysis of liquefaction concluded on page 4-62
of the PEIR, the potential for liquefaction will be greater under the no-OBMP
alternative than with implementation of the OBMP. This is because the gradual
phasing out of agricultural pumping in the southern portion of the Chino Basin would
not necessarily be offset by increased pumping without the OBMP. The result of this
curtailment of agricultural pumping will be to increase the elevation of the groundwater
table in these areas. The evaluation in the OBMP PEIR also concluded that a
conjunctive use program could raise the groundwater table in the southern portion of
the Chino Basin and this might contribute to increased liquefaction hazards. Therefore,
mitigation was identified to control this potential adverse impact. Essentially, modeling
studies will be used to determine the potential for greater liquefaction hazards within
the southern portion of the Basin at the time a conjunctive use program is proposed,
and it would be monitored and offset by increased pumping of groundwater within
those areas which might be adversely impacted. The groundwater produced could be
used directly by local water purveyors if the quality is adequate; it could be treated in
a desalter for subsequent use; or it could be used for other purposes not yet defined.
The net result is that liquefaction hazards can be controlled to a nonsignificant level of
impact within those areas where a potential conflict with surface land uses would occur.




ll}
(WS}

4-4

4-5

4-6

The subsidence issue is particularly complex because the effects of lowering the ground
water table on the ground surface is more difficult to forecast than other geotechnical
hazards, such as liqguefaction. A potential does exist for subsidence impacts to occur,
and the six-inch subsidence threshold has been established to permit adjustments in
pumping regimes within such areas to reduce the potential for significant subsidence to
occur over a large area of the southern portion of the Chino Basin. The goal in the
OBMP is to ultimately achieve a level of hydrologic control where extractions will be
balanced by recharge over the long-term, and as a result, major declines in groundwater
level will not occur. The finding in the OBMP EIR is that through a variety of
programs available to the Watermaster and participating agencies, significant adverse
subsidence can be either avoided or controlled. Itisrecognized thatthis will require site
specific hydrogeological investigations for specific well fields in the future, the
establishment of a more comprehensive and detailed baseline for existing subsidence,
an effective, continuous subsidence monitoring network, and the prompt
implementation of measures to counter subsidence should it be determined to be
occurring once a major groundwater extraction program is initiated.

Please refer to the responses to comments above under comment letter #3. In
discussions with the Watermaster and IEUA regarding the existing desalter operations,
the operating agency has assumed responsibility for bearing the burden, ie.
compensating, any producers whose groundwater production costs riseas aresultofthe
desalter operations. The Watermaster is in the process of finalizing an agreement
(“Peace Agreement Chino Basin) that establishes a process for identifying the
responsible participants in a specific OBMP project in the future and this process will
also identify the parties that receive benefits and assume responsibilities for constructing
and operating such future specific facilities. Thus, more than one participating agency
may assume the burden of funding measures to offset increases in costs of groundwater
production by a producer in the vicinity of an OBMP project requiring groundwater
production. Ata minimum, the single entity constructing and operating such a facility
would assume the responsibility for holding an adjacent producer “whole”.

The proposed monitoring wells and equipment are forecast to affectapproximately 11.5
acres out of ~225,000 acres within the Chino Basin. Mitigation measures identified in
Subchapter 4.5 ensure that even for this limited area of surface disturbance, no
significant impacts result from increasing impervious surface or altering drainage
patterns, See specifically, several of the measures beginning with 4.5-12 through 4.5-7.

Based on operation of the existing desalter operations, all rejected salts will be
transported in the SART line or other brine lines serving the project area. In the future,
it is possible that contaminated materials, such as used activated carbon, may need to
be transported to regeneration locations. The OBMP PEIR discussed the requirements
and procedures for handling hazardous materials and wastes, and identifies mitigation
measures where existing regulations do not appear to be sufficient to assure that such
handling and transport can be conducted safely. Itis not anticipated thatlarge volumes
of acutely hazardous materials/wastes will have to be transported to or from the site for
activides in support of the OBMP.




Derailed discussions of potential spreading of existing ground water contamination is
analyzed in two Sections 4.5 and 4-10. Such a potential exists, but procedures have
been established to control this potential impact to a nonsignificant level. See
mitigation measures 4.10-9 through 4.10-11 and 4.5-12 and 4.5.13.

Detailed mitigation measures have been identified to address the OBMP'’s potential
impacts on listed and sensitive species located within the Chino Basin, particularly the
Prado Basin area. See measures under Subchapter 4.8. As previously explained, see
responses to comments 4.2 and 4.3 above, the OBMP goal is to achieve hydrologic
control or long-term balance within the Chino Basin through the use of recharge and
pumping programs at optimal locations in the Basin. The text in Subchapter 4.8
discusses surface water levels within the Prado Basin area, and the greatest concern is
too much surface water (caused by a combination of surface runoff and rising
groundwater) in the Prado area, not too little. The likelihood is that near-term
population growth within the watershed (above Prado Dam) will provide sufficient
additional storm runoff flows to the Santa Ana River to more than offset the potential
acceleration of inflow to the Chino Basin from the river that might lower the water level
behind the dam below the 498' elevation. Inresponse to this comment, the IEUA will
include an evaluation of surface water reductions in their modeling evaluations to
determine whether a proposed OBMP project may lower surface water below the 498'
elevation. Note, that it is not possible to address the potential for such water elevation
declines to occur naturally, nor can participating agencies affect the activities of other
agencies within other portions of the Santa Ana River watershed. All the participating
agencies can address is the future man-made causes of water elevation fluctuations.
Further, the Western Riverside County Habitat Conservation Plan representatives will
be notified when any OBMP project is being considered in the future that could directly
or indirectly modify the water level in the Prado Basin.




The maximum of 250 acres necessary for recharge and/or injection facilities constitutes
less than one percent of the 223,000 acre project area. These areas will primarily be
located in the northern and middle portions of the Basin, outside of Riverside County.
This impact to the amount of area available for development in Riverside County will
be de minimus. Further, other water related facilities would need to be constructed by
various water agencies in the future to meet customer needs if the OBMP is not
implemented. Implementation of the OBMP will result in an organized and planned
water supply system for the Chino Basin that will likely occupy less area than that
which would be required if individual agencies each constructed separate facilities.
Land use impacts associated with the displacement or loss of acreage that could be used
for development is forecast to be less than significant. Impacts may even be beneficial
due to the implementation of the OBMP, when compared to future no-project
conditions. Note that proposals to utilize areas of potential development for
conjunctive water use would require that the land be acquired by the agency proposing
conjunctive use and that the effect of removing such acreage from potential land
development would not conflict with future growth projections within the Chino Basin.
Equally important, areas for recharge would typically belocated in the vicinity of active
flood plains where the use of the land may already be restricted.
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Mr, Richard W, Arwater
Inland Empire Utilities Agency
9400 Cherry Avenue, Building A

-

Fontana, CA 92333
Re: Draft PEIR for the OBMP
Dear Mr. Atwater;

SAWPA staff has received the draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Optimum Basin Management Program and is supportive of ongoing efforts to move

quickly into the implementation phase of the program. Staff has reviewed the report and
has prepared the following comments:

Under Section 5.4, a Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority (SAWPA) Alternative is
described. We have identified several discrepancies, which should be clarified.

—

1) In the first sentence of this section, the SAWPA alternative is described as a

-

in
N

proposed project to be effectuated by SAWPA ‘rather than local agencies in Chino
Basin. This statement is in error. At no time has SAWPA ever indicated that the
conceptual plan, described as the “ Chino Basin Cleanup and Conjunctive Use
Plan”, would be implemented by SAWPA and not the local agencies. [t has been
the policy and intent of SAWPA to work with our member districts and local
agencies in planning and implementing studies and projects to accomplish mutual
water resource goals. Since the commencement of the OBMP process, SAWPA
has clearly indicated in several OBMP meetings that it was not our intent to
develop an alternative plan for effective water resource management of the Chino
Basin but rather to share conceptual plans in support of the OBMP process.
SAWPA's drafi conceptual plans developed only a year ago were primarily for
the purpose of justifying the funding requests for Proposition 13 and was not
intended to be a definitive plan. SAWPA fully supports the development of the
Watermaster’s memorandum of principles and the implementation of the OBMP
implementation plan.

[

2) The SAWPA Altemative describes SAWPA's program for the Santa Ana River
Watershed. It is composed of several components that are applied to vast areas
outside of the Chino Basin area. In evaluarting alternatives, the SAWPA
Alternative should not necessarily be considerad as an alternative to-the OBRMP
but as a complimentary warershed-wide swategy, The projects and plans laid out’

for the Senta Ana River watershed sesk ¢ support local agsney goals for Chino

!
[ ~ N . . [ o - - ey ST X S
Besin of long-term water storage as in conjunctive use storage, water qualicy

11615 Stecling Avenue, Riverside, CA 92305-2979 ¢ (909) 783-3411
Admuinistration FAX (909) 785-7078 » Planning FAX (909) 352-3422
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER #5
SANTA ANA WATERSHED PROJECT AUTHORITY

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the TEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. The text on page 5-7 will
be modified to indicate that projects contained in the conceptual plan (“Chino Basin
Cleanup and Conjunctive Use Plan”) would be implemented by local agencies in the
Chino Basin, not SAWPA. Theidentification of this conceptual plan as an alternative
was included in the OBMP PEIR because it contained different, or additional projects,
not contained in the OBMP. To this extent the projects contained within the
conceptual plan was considered as a “CEQA.” alternative for comparative evaluation,

The commentator’s statements are noted and have been provided to the TEUA Board
of Directors for their consideration in acting on the OBMP. Although the OBMP PEIR
alternative evaluation is more comprehensive than the conceptual plan alone, it did
include the identified conjunctive use projects mentioned in this comment.
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titled “Chino Basin Cleanup 2nd Conjunciive Use

A better approach for Section 5 to compzre the OBMP 1o the szction
of the SAWPA Watershed program relating to Chino Basin Cleanup and
Conjunctive Use Plan only. Under this conceptual plan, SAWPA proposed a
number of new water convevance facilites that link the new desalting sysiem to

ew reservoirs near the WFA/JPA Agua de Lejos WTP and the Thres Valleys
Miramar WTP to allow agencies to substitute desalted water for MWD imported
water. Also, a far more aggressive conjunctive use storage quantity is proposed
over the next 20 years with 325,000 AF identified for provide drought storage 1o
serve local needs and an additional 500,000 AF for regional conjunctive use. It
was understood Ut the impacts beyond 323.000 AF would need to be
environmen