




Notice of Determination

To Office of Planning and Research and County of San Bernardino

State Clearinghouse Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
1400 Tenth Street 385 North Arrowhead Avenue

Sacramento CA 95814 San Bernardino CA 92415

From HiDesert Water District

55439 Twentynine Palms Highway i DATE FILED POSTED
Yucca Valley CA 92284

Subject Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public

Resources Code

CLERK OF THE BOARD

HiDesert Water Districts OCT 1 3 2009
Water Reclamation Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant and Sewer Collection system Proiect

Project Title COUNTY OF
SAN BERNARDINO

SCH 2009061035 Mr Joe Glowitz 760 3658333

State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Area CodeTelephoneExtension

If submitted to Clearinghouse Contact Person

Project Location

The proposed project is located within the Town of Yucca Valley in the County of San Bernardino The

proposed interim wastewater treatment plant facilities will be located approximately 1000 feet south of

State Route 62 SR 62 Twentynine Palms Highway east of Indio Avenue north of Sunnyslope Drive
and west of La Contenta Road

Project Description
This project consists of the construction and installation of the following components The District intends

to initially sewer the central portion of the Town of Yucca Valley to convey an annual average flow of

2 MGD of wastewater to the Wastewater Reclamation Facility WRF currently discharged to septic tanks
This initial project is referred to as Phase 1 In the future if the Phase 1 facilities do not adequately protect
groundwater quality or if the RWQCB requires more areas to be sewered or if additional capacity is

needed the collection treatment and disposal facilities will be expanded to collect an additional 1 MGD of

sewage The additional facilities are referred to as Phase 2 facilities Phase 3 facilities will be designed to

collect an additional 1 MGD of wastewater flow for a total system capacity of 4 MGD Ultimate buildout in

the Districts Yucca Valley service area could be as high as 6 MGD but due to the areas slow rate of

growth this is not forecast to occur until the distant future The wastewater will be treated to meet Title 22

recycled water standards requirements and will be delivered to recharge basins operated by the District

on the WRF site to percolate the treated effluent into the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin Basin

The HiDesert Water District is seeking funds from the US Bureau of Reclamation BOR to partially pay
for constructing the facilities The BOR has made a separate environmental determination for this project
consistent with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act NEPA and based on the

analysis and findings contained in the final document package
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This is to advise that the HiDesert Water District has approved the above described

Lead Agency Responsible Agency

project on 100709 and has made the following determination regarding the above described project
Date

1 The project will will not have a significant effect on the environment

2 An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of

CEQA
A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA

3 Mitigation measures were were not made a condition of the approval of the project
4 A Statement of Overriding Considerations was was not adopted for this project This is to

certify that the Initial Study and record of project approval is available to the General Public at

HiDesert Water Distr 55439 Twentynine Palms Highway Yucca Valley CA 92284

b D

Signature Public Age Title Date

















HI-DESERT WATER DISTRICT
WASTEWATER RECLAMATION FACILITY, WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

AND SEWER COLLECTION SYSTEM PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MMRP Table, Page 1

Mitigation Measure Source Implementation
Schedule

Responsible
Party Verification Status / Date /

Initials

Air Quality

4.1-1 The construction site disturbed areas will be
watered twice daily for short-term surface
stabilization, and more times if winds are
sufficient to loft dust from the construction
site.

Initial Study /
Environmental
Assessment
(IS/EA)

This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract and the watering
shall be implemented while
bare ground is exposed
during project construction.

Hi-Desert Water
District
(HDWD)

A copy of the contract shall be
retained by HDWD and
construction field inspectors
shall verify that watering is
occurring during construction
activities and under active wind
conditions.  Field notes
verifying compliance shall be
retained in the project file.

4.1-2 Chemical, vegetative or mechanical
(compaction or paving) will be used for
surface stabilization upon completion of
grading activities, if subsequent site uses
are not proposed.

IS/EA Following completion of
grading activities within
project areas, the ground
cover or paving shall be
installed as soon as possible,
but no later than one week
from completion of grading.

HDWD A copy of the construction
erosion control plan shall be
provided prior to initiating
ground disturbance and
retained in the project file. Field
inspectors shall verify the
installation and effectiveness of
ground cover in accordance
with the plant throughout the
duration of project construction.
Field notes verifying compli-
ance shall be retained in the
project file.



HI-DESERT WATER DISTRICT
WASTEWATER RECLAMATION FACILITY, WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

AND SEWER COLLECTION SYSTEM PROJECT
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Mitigation Measure Source Implementation
Schedule

Responsible
Party Verification Status / Date /

Initials

MMRP Table, Page 2

Air Quality (continued)

4.1-3 Trackout onto paved roads will be
minimized, and removed (swept or washed
from paved surfaces) if substantial soil
material accumulates on paved surfaces. 
Cleanup of project-related trackout or spills
on paved roads will be removed daily.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented each day
when construction activities
are underway and
construction traffic utilizes
paved roadways in the
project area.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained by HDWD, and
construction field inspectors
shall verify that sweeping is
occurring daily during  con-
struction activities when
roadways are being used in
support of project construction. 
Field notes verifying compli-
ance shall be retained in the
project file.

4.1-4 Haul trucks will be covered. IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented each day
when construction activities
are underway and construc-
tion traffic utilizes paved
roadways in the project area.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained by HDWD, and
construction field inspectors
shall verify that haul trucks are
covered daily during  construc-
tion activities.  Field notes
verifying compliance shall be
retained in the project file.

4.1-5 Grading and soil movement activities will be
minimized when winds exceed 30 miles per
hour at the local airport or at an onsite wind
monitoring system.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented each day
when construction activities
are underway and local winds
exceed 30 miles per hour. 

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained by HDWD, and
construction field inspectors
shall verify that construction
activities are minimized when
wind speeds exceed 30 mph . 
Field notes verifying compli-
ance shall be retained in the
project file.
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Air Quality (continued)

4.1-6 Efficient scheduling of equipment use, with
a phased construction schedule to reduce
the number of units operating
simultaneously.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented when
construction activities are
underway and air pollutant
emitting equipment is
scheduled to support
construction activities.

HDWD A copy of a construction
equipment scheduling plan
shall be provided prior to
initiating ground disturbance
and retained in the project file.
Field inspectors shall verify the
use of equipment in accordance
with this plan. Field notes
verifying compliance shall be
retained in the project file.

4.1-7 Performing regular engine maintenance on
all equipment.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented prior to and
when construction activities
are underway.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained by HDWD, and engine
maintenance records docu-
menting compliance for all
onsite equipment shall be
provided to the District
quarterly. The maintenance
records shall be retained in the
project file.

4.1-8 Provision of local equipment storage areas
so that equipment trips to the sites can be
reduced.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented prior to and
when construction activities
are underway.

HDWD A construction equipment
location plan shall be provided
prior to initiating ground
disturbance and retained in the
project file. Field inspectors
shall verify the use of storaga
location in accordance with this
plan. Field notes verifying
compliance shall be retained in
the project file.
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Air Quality (continued)

4.1-9 Construction personnel shall be encouraged
to ride share to reduce vehicle trips to
construction sites, including incentives for
carpooling among construction employees.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented prior to and
when construction activities
are underway.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained by HDWD, and a
rideshare program shall be
provided to the District prior to
initiating construction.  A
quarterly rideshare participant
report shall be submited to the
District monthly.  The reports
shall be retained in the project
file.

4.1-10 Shut down equipment when not in use for
more than 10 minutes.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This measure shall
be implemented when
construction activities are
underway.

HDWD A copy of a construction
contract shall be retained in the
project file.  Field inspectors
shall verify compliance with this
measure during field inspec-
tions. Field notes verifying
compliance shall be retained in
the project file.

4.1-11 To the extent feasible, the District shall
select landscaping that is fast-growing to
create a windbreak buffer along the peri-
phery of the WRF site.  A minimum of two
rows shall be installed at different times and
plants shall be installed and grown in
stages; periodically harvested; and
replanted to maintain carbon sequestration. 
Alternatively or concurrently, the District
may install solar power systems to partially
or fully offset operational electricity demand 

IS/EA Prior to initiating operations,
the HDWD shall indicate
which option will be imple-
mented and what the
reduction in GHG emissions
will be through implementing
the proposed option.  The
District shall begin installing
any landscaping or solar
systems prior to initiating
wastewater collection and 

HDWD Documentation of GHG
emission reductions (photos of
onsite landscaping or solar
systems) shall be acquired and
retained in the project file.  An
annual report of GHG emission
reductions shall be compiled
and retained in the project file. 
If credits are purchased,
evidence of the purchase shall
be retained in the project file.
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Air Quality (continued)

4.1-11
(cont.)

of the WRF.  As a final alternative, the
District may choose to purchase annual or
permanent carbon credits from the available
carbon banks at the time the facility begins
operation.

treatment.  Purchase of any
credits shall be completed
prior to initiating wastewater
collection and treatment.

4.1-12 The District shall require the installation of
odor control facilities as part of the facility
design.  These facilities shall be state of the
art and shall control odors to ensure that
adjacent properties are not exposed to
significant odor concentrations, except
during an emergency/upset condition at the
WRF.

IS/EA The specific odor control
equipment shall be defined
prior to initiating construction;
shall be installed during
construction; and shall be
operated and maintained
during wastewater collection
and treatment operations

HDWD Verification that the odor control
system is state of the art when
the plant is installed shall be
retained in the project file.  As
built engineering drawings of
the odor control system shall be
retained in the project file, and
system operation and
maintenance data shall also be
retained in the project file.

4.1-13 The District shall establish an odor
complaint response phone number that shall
be clearly posted on the exterior fence of
the treatment plant facility.  If odor
complaints are received, the District shall
respond within 24 hours to correct the
problem, and provide a response to the
complainant within 12 hours of notification
identifying what actions were taken and how
long was or will be required to control the
odor problem.  Sources of odors shall be
corrected in as timely a manner as possible.

IS/EA The odor complaint response
program shall be in place
prior to receipt of wastewater
and initiating of treatment
operations.  A log of odor
complaints and responses
shall be retained by the
HDWD.  A log of time
required to control any odor
excursions shall be retained.

HDWD A copy of the program shall be
retained in the project file and a
summary of excursions shall be
presented to the District Board
on an annual basis.  Logs of
complaints, responss and time
required to control odor
excursions shall be retained in
the project file.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

4.2-1 The District shall prepare a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP)
that will achieve no net loss of topsoil from
the project sites and prevent runoff from
causing erosion on adjacent property during
construction.  The SWPPP and WQMP shall
be provided to the construction contractor
and the contractor shall implement the
SWPPP during all construction activities at
the site.

IS/EA The SWPPP shall be
approved and ready for
implementation prior initiating
ground disturbance activities. 
The SWPPP shall be imple-
mented through completion
of the construction period.

HDWD A copy of the SWPPP shall be
retained in the project file and
HDWD field inspectors shall
verify that the BMPs are being
implemented during construc-
tion of all treatment facilities,
the pipelines and related
support facilities.

4.2-2 The SWPPP prepared for the project site
shall include a spill response program for
accidental release of water pollutants during
construction that shall, at a minimum, meet
the following performance standards:
adequate resources shall be maintained on
the site by the contractor to control any
release of pollutants; if a spill occurs, the
pollutant shall first be contained, second the
spill shall be reported to appropriate
authorities, third the pollutant contaminated
material (soil, water, etc.) shall be collected
in proper containers, fourth the pollutant
contaminated material shall be delivered to
a facility with the capability to treat or
dispose of the contaminated material in
accordance with existing laws and regula-
tions in place at the time of the accidental
spill; fifth the area contaminated by the spill
shall be cleaned (remediated) to back-
ground conditions, or alternatively to a level 

IS/EA The SWPPP containing the
required spill response
program shall be approved
and ready for implementation
prior initiating ground
disturbance activities.  The
SWPPP shall be imple-
mented through completion
of the construction period.

HDWD A copy of the SWPPP shall be
retained in the project file and
HDWD field inspectors shall
verify that the all actions
required by the spill response
program are being implemented
during construction of all
treatment facilities,the pipelines
and related support facilities.
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Hydrology and Water Quality (continued)

4.2-2
(cont.)

that meets the requirements of existing laws
and regulations at the time of the clean-up
and that does not leave any residual threat
to humans or the environment in which the
spill occurs.

4.2-3 The District shall prepare the WQMP and
include a Spill Prevention Control Counter-
measures Plan that will minimize the
potential for release of any hazardous or
toxic chemicals to the environment.  This
Plan shall include a requirement to retain
material safety data sheets (MSDS) for all
hazardous materials or substances at the
site and measures that outline the
responses that will be implemented should
an accidental spill of hazardous materials
onsite occur.  Based on the list of hazardous
materials/substances that will be utilized at
the plant, the District Plan shall identify
handling procedures and management
options for any accidental releases to the
environment until such accidentally released
material is properly disposed of or treated
so that no residual harm remains from the
accidental release.

IS/EA The WQMP and/or Business
Plan containing the required
spill prevention control
countermeasures program
shall be approved and ready
for implementation prior
receipt and treatment of
wastewater.  The WQMP
shall be implemented over
the life of the facility and
updated with any major
changes in operations. 

HDWD A copy of the WQMP shall be
retained in the project file and
HDWD managers shall verify
that the all actions required by
the WQMP are being imple-
mented during operations.  An
annual report of Plan imple-
mentation shall be submitted to
the District Board.
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Hydrology and Water Quality (continued)

4.2-4
(cont.)

The District shall restore any channel
crossing locations with a comparable
quantity or quality of habitat to that disturbed
or removed during construction of the
proposed project.  Because no sensitive
riparian or wetland habitat will be affected,
the project will not be required to create
such habitat or acquire mitigation bank
credits.  Channel restoration in the area of
the pipeline crossing is considered
adequate by the District to fully mitigate
effects on altering the stream bed on the
project site.  The District must acquire a
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement and
may have to acquire a WDR from the
Regional Board, and shall implement the
requirements of the WDR and Agreement
as long as it is not less that identified above.

IS/EA Prior to installing pipeline
across any jurisdictional
channel, a restoration plan
shall be approved by HDWD
and CDFG and the plan shall
be implemented immediately
following closure of any
channel crossing.  Any
regulatory permits shall be
obtain prior to crossing any
jurisdictional channel.

Annual monitoring shall be
conducted at each crossing
to verify plan implementation
until specific design goals are
achieved.

HDWD A copy of each regulatory
permit and channel crossing
restoration plan shall be
retained in the project file.  Field
personnel shall verify the
restoration is installed in a
timely manner.  Annual
monitoring reports shall be
retained in the project file until
the plan’s success is verified by
a qualified biologist and the
CDFG.

4.2-5 The District shall install one or more
monitoring wells downstream of the WRF. 
The well(s) shall be monitored for elevation
of the groundwater table below the ground
surface (bgs).  If the groundwater table
downstream of the WRF recharge site
approaches 100 feet bgs, the District shall
initiate pumping to control the groundwater
level.  The groundwater extracted may be
discharged to the surface if the water quality
is acceptable to the regulatory agencies, or
it may be further treated and made available
to the District’s domestic water supply
system.  The performance 

IS/EA The location of monitoring
well and the well to be
installed shall be completed
prior to discharge of treated
effluent from the WRF.  If the
elevation of the groundwater
table rises above 100 feet
bgs, the specific actions
required to maintain this level
shall be documented during
operations.  The manner of
handling any water pumped
to the surface shall be
documented.

HDWD As built drawings of the moni-
toring well and well location
shall be retained in the project
file.  Copies of documentation
for controlling groundwater level
at 100 feet or greater bgs shall
be retained in the project file. 
An annual report of
groundwater elevation in the
monitoring well shall be
provided to the District Board
and the report shall be retained
in the project file.
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Hydrology and Water Quality (continued)

4.2-5
(cont.)

standard to be achieved is that the ground-
water table downstream of the WRF
recharge facilities shall not rise above the
100 foot bgs threshold.

4.2-6 The District shall install one or more
monitoring wells downstream of the WRF. 
The well(s) shall be monitored at least
annually for all drinking water standards and
compared to maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) for public drinking water standards. 
If concentrations approach any MCL, the
District shall install additional treatment at
the WRF to modify the treated effluent by
lowering or removing the pollutant of
concern to a level that will prevent the MCL
from being exceeded.  The performance
standard to be achieved is that the
groundwater quality shall not be allowed to
exceed any MCL for a domestic or public
drinking water supply.

IS/EA The location of monitoring
well and the well to be
installed shall be completed
prior to discharge of treated
effluent from the WRF.  A
water quality sampling plan
shall be also be approved
prior to discharge of treated
effluent from the WRF.  If the
groundwater quality in the
well exceeds any MCL to
which the WRF contributes,
the specific actions required
to modify the treated effluent
shall be documented during
operations.  The manner of
controlling any MCL
exceeding contaminant shall
be documented.

HDWD As built drawings of the moni-
toring well and well location
shall be retained in the project
file.  A copy of the monitoring
well sampling plan shall be
retained in the project file.  A
copy of the annual sampling
analysis shall be retained in the
project.   An annual report of
groundwater quality in the
monitoring well shall be
provided to the District Board
and the report shall be retained
in the project file.
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Hydrology and Water Quality (continued)

4.2-7 The District shall provide a drainage report
that defines the 100-year flood elevation on
the site and shall either elevate the
treatment plant facilities above this level
with two feet of freeboard or shall provide
protection of the site with a boundary levee
that protects the facilities from exposure to
flooding from the 100-year flow across the
property.  The final treatment plant facility
design shall provide a means of re-routing
any storm flows, including the 100 year flow,
around the facility and back into the existing
natural channel on the north side of the site
without causing significant erosion in the
channel.

IS/EA The drainage study shall be
completed prior to approving
final design of the WRF.  The
design required to ensure the
WRF is not located within the
100-year flood hazard area
shall be retained in the
project file.  The drainage
study shall verify that the 
WRF design will not  increase
downstream flows or flow
velocity.  If flows or flow
velocity will be altered, the
HDWD shall install
downstream drainage
improvements approved by
County Flood Control to
prevent downstream damage
from altered flows.

HDWD A copy of the drainage study
and WRF site design for
drainage shall be retained in
the project file.  The as built
drawings verifying that the site
can pass the 100-year flood
and not cause damage
downstream shall be retained in
the project file.

Transportation / Traffic

4.5-1 The construction contractor will provide
adequate traffic management resources,
such as protective devices, flag persons,
and police assistance for traffic control, to
maintain safe traffic flow on local streets
affected by facility and pipeline construction
at all times.

IS/EA The contractor shall prepare
a traffic management plan for
implementation at all con-
struction sites on the local or
area circulation system.  This
plan shall be completed and
approved prior to initiating
construction and its imple-
mentation shall be verified
during construction.

HDWD A copy of the traffic manage-
ment plan shall be retained in
the project file and field
inspections during construction
shall verify that the plan
measures are being imple-
mented.
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Transportation / Traffic (continued)

4.5-2 The construction contractor will identify
traffic hazards created by construction, such
as rough road or potholes, freshly paved
locations, and minimize total traffic and
vehicle speed through such hazards.

IS/EA The contractor shall prepare
a traffic management plan for
implementation at all traffic
hazard locations related to
construction sites on the local
or area circulation system. 
This plan shall be completed
and approved prior to
initiating construction and its
implementation shall be
verified during construction.

HDWD A copy of the traffic hazards
management plan shall be
retained in the project file and
field inspections during
construction shall verify that the
plan measures are being
implemented.

4.5-3 The construction contractor will ensure that
traffic safety hazards, such as uncovered or
unfilled open trenches, will not be left in
roadways during period of time when
construction personnel are not present,
such as nighttime and weekends.

IS/EA This requirement will be
included in the traffic
management plans for
construction and traffic
hazard areas.  This plan shall
be completed and approved
prior to initiating construction
and its implementation shall
be verified during
construction.

HDWD A copy of the traffic hazards
management plan shall be
retained in the project file and
field inspections during
construction shall verify that the
plan measures are being
implemented.
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Transportation / Traffic (continued)

4.5-4 The construction contractor will repair all
roads adequately after construction  to
ensure that traffic can move in the same
manner as before construction.

IS/EA Within project-related
construction areas, the
contractor shall prepare a
roadway restoration plan for
implementation when
construction within an area is
completed.  This plan shall
be completed and approved
prior to initiating construction
and its implementation shall
be verified during
construction.

HDWD A copy of the roadway restora-
tion plan shall be retained in the
project file and field inspections
during construction shall verify
that the plan measures are
being implemented, both in
terms of design and timeliness
of restoration.

4.5-5 At all times during construction, the
contractor will ensure that emergency fire,
police or medical vehicles are able to
access all adjacent areas.  Additionally,
construction equipment or activities must
not obstruct or hinder traffic that might be
generated during an evacuation.

IS/EA The traffic management plan
shall contain a section on
emergency access during
construction or during an
evacuation.  The contractor
shall prepare a traffic
management plan for
implementation at all
construction sites on the local
or area circulation system. 
This plan shall be completed
and approved by the Town or
emergency service providers
prior to initiating construction
and its implementation shall
be verified during
construction.

HDWD A copy of the traffic manage-
ment plan, including emergency
and evacuation access shall be
retained in the project file and
field inspections during
construction shall verify that the
plan measures are being
implemented.
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Natural Resources – Biological Resources

4.6-1 Once the final pipeline alignments are
engineered and surveyed, and the waste-
water reclamation facility site boundaries
finally established, a qualified biologist will
inventory the numbers and types of cacti,
creosote bushes, and Joshua Trees that are
to be impacted and removed.  Salvaging of
individual Joshua tree and cacti plants
within these final alignments will be done in
compliance with Town and County
ordinances.

IS/EA The qualified biologist’s
inventory shall be completed
before ground disturbance
within any pipeline alignment. 
The District shall retain a
qualified Joshua tree and
cacti salvage firm and this
firm shall compile a plant
relocation plan and complete
any relocations prior to
initiating construction in the
area of these resources.

HDWD A copy of the inventory shall be
retained in the project file.  A
copy of the plant relocation plan
shall be retained in the project
file.  Field inspections during
relocation and after relocation
shall verify that the plan
measures are implemented and
that any maintenance
measures for the plants are
being implemented.

4.6-2 Any grubbing or brushing to occur as part of
the project will be conducted outside of the
State-identified bird breeding season of
February 15th through September 1.  Alter-
natively, a qualified biologist may survey the
project impact area and if no native bird
nests are discovered, the development may
proceed.  A report of findings will be
provided to the California Department of
Fish and Game if construction in the vicinity
of bird nests must be conducted during
nesting season.

IS/EA If grubbing and site clearance
are proposed during nesting
season, the qualified
biologist’s survey data and
findings shall be completed
prior to implementing site
clearance.  If approved by
CDFG, constuction can
proceed by following any
nesting bird protection
measures.  

HDWD The District shall document the
time when construction will
occur for all project components
(WRF, pipelines, or pump
stations).  Any biologist nesting
surveys and recommendations
shall be retained in the project
file after approved by CDFG. 
Field inspections during site
clearance shall verify that the
bird protection measures are
being implemented.
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Natural Resources – Biological Resources (continued)

4.6-3 If the above work cannot be done according
to this schedule, prior to the initiation of any
ground disturbance, a qualified biologist will
determine what birds are nesting in the
shrubs or trees to be removed or are within
500 feet of the area that will be under
construction.

IS/EA If ground disturbance is
proposed during nesting
season, the qualified
biologist’s survey data and
findings shall be completed
prior to implementing site
clearance.  If approved by
CDFG, construction can
proceed by following any
nesting bird protection
measures.

HDWD Any biologist nesting surveys
and recommendations shall be
retained in the project file after
approved by CDFG.  Field
inspections during site
clearance shall verify that the
bird protection measures are
being implemented.

4.6-4 Mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional water
of the State shall be offset by revegetating
the pipeline alignment across the wash with
equivalent habitat.  This requirement shall
be memorialized in the 1602 Streambed
Alteration Agreement obtained for this
project prior to disturbing the alignment.

IS/EA Prior to ground disturbance
within any State jurisdictional
water, the existing habitat
and plant community shall be
documented and a revegeta-
tion plan developed and
approved by CDFG.

HDWD A copy of the existing habitat
characteristics shall be retained
in the project file and a copy of
the approved revegetation plan
shall also be retained in the
project file.  HDWD shall
monitor compliance with all
revegetation plan requirements
and provide annual monitoring
reports to the file and any other
agency requesting a copy.
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Natural Resources – Biological Resources (continued)

4.6-5 Prior to initiating site clearing and grading
activities on the WRF project site, a pre-
construction desert tortoise and burrowing
owl survey shall be conducted within
30 days of initiating ground disturbance at
the administrative building.  Assuming no
tortoise are found, the District may install a
tortoise exclusion fence around the WRF
site or retain a qualified biologist to monitor
the project area one time per week during
the duration of active construction activities
on the WRF site.  If either species (tortoise
or burrowing owl) is discovered on the
administrative building site, a qualified
professional biologist shall implement
measures, including possible acquisition of
an incidental take permit, to remove any
individuals of either species from this site.

IS/EA The preconstruction
occupancy survey shall be
conducted within 30 days
prior to initiating ground
disturbance at the WRF
project site.  Based on
findings, either a tortoise
fence shall be installed, or
measures shall be imple-
mented to obtain an inci-
dental take permit for tortoise
or properly relocate any
burrowing owl prior to
initiating ground disturbance
in accordance with CDFG
procedures 

HDWD The findings of the WRF
preconstruction survey shall be
retained in the project file.  If
tortoise or owl are found
occupying the site, the ground
shall not be disturbed until
authorization is obtained from
the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and CDFG for tortoise,
and CDFG for burrowing owl. 
All authorizations shall be
retained in the project file.   

4.6-6 To minimize potential support for local raven
populations, the District shall publish or
make available a brochure to all employees
(including contractor employees) that
describes measures which can be
implemented by residents to minimize
habitat support for local raven populations.

IS/EA The brochure shall be
published and provided to all
project and construction
personnel prior to initiation of
construction activities.

HDWD A copy of the brochure shall be
retained in the project file. 
Notes of meetings to educate
the construction staff about
raven populations shall be
documented and retained in the
project file.
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Natural Resources – Biological Resources (continued)

4.6-7 To prevent introduction of exotic, non-native
plant species that could damage the local
plant community, a qualified biologist shall
compile a list of species that shall be
prohibited from use in landscaping within
the project area.

IS/EA The list shall be compiled and
made available to the
landscape designer and
contractor prior to initiation of
construction.  

HDWD A copy of the list shall be
retained in the project file.  The
HDWD shall have a qualified
biologist review the landscape
plants proposed for installation
at the project site and shall
have the installed landscaping
reviewed for introduction of
exotics.  The field survey
findings shall be documented
and retained in the project file.

4.6-8 Worker education programs, defined
construction areas, habitat mitigation, and
well-defined operational procedures shall be
implemented regarding desert tortoise and
local wildlife.

IS/EA Each of these program
elements shall be presented
to all District and contractor
employees working on the
WRF or support facilities prior
to being allowed to work on
the project.

HDWD A copy of worker education
programs, maps of defined
construction areas, habitat
mitigation areas and opera-
tional procedures shall be
retained in the project file.  A
log of training classes and
attendees shall be retained in
the project file.

4.6-9 Unauthorized, public off-road use of any
project areas shall be discouraged by
posting of signs and by District inspectors
monitoring the construction crew.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  Signs prohibiting
District or contractor
employees from engaging in
off-road activity shall be
posted in project construction
areas prior to initiating
construction.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained in the project file.  Field
personnel shall document that
signs have been posted and
continue to be in place until
construction is completed.  Any
violations of this requirement
shall be noted by field
inspectors and measures
implemented by the District or
contractor to stop such activity.
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Natural Resources – Biological Resources (continued)

4.6-10 Construction personnel or other persons
related to the project shall not be permitted
to bring pets or firearms into construction
areas.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract. These requirements
shall be included in the
worker education program.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained in the project file.  Field
personnel shall document that
workers do not bring dogs or
fire arms to the work sites.  
Any violations of this require-
ment shall be noted by field
inspectors and measures
implemented by the District or
contractor to stop such activity.

4.6-11 Trash from construction crews and facility
employees, especially food items or pack-
aging, shall be disposed of in scavenger-
proof containers and removed daily to avoid
attracting desert tortoise predators to the
area.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract. The contractor shall
identify the specific trash
containers that will be used to
prevent scavenging prior to
initiation of ground
disturbance. 

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained in the project file.  Field
personnel shall document that
the correct or a comparable
trash container has been
installed at all work sites where
trash in generated.

Natural Resources – Geology and Soils

4.6-12 Comprehensive geotechnical investigations
shall be required prior to engineering and
design development or structural and/or
substantial rehabilitation of structures
identified under Risk Class I & II, e.g., public
facilities, as identified below:

• Risk Class I & II, Structures Critically
Needed after Disaster:  Structures that
are critically needed after a disaster
include important utility centers, fire 

IS/EA A geotechnical report detail-
ing project-specific onsite
geologic constraints, includ-
ing risk tolerance classes,
acceptable damage levels,
multipliers, and appropriate
design mitigation, will be
completed prior to initiation of
any groundbreaking activities
for facilities that will be
occupied or that must be

HDWD A copy of the geotechnical
report shall be retained in the
project file, and HDWD project
managers and field inspectors
shall verify that the recom-
mendations outlined in the
report are being implemented
during construction of facilities.
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Natural Resources – Geology and Soils (continued)

4.6-12
(cont.)

stations, police stations, emergency
communication facilities, hospitals, and
critical transportation elements such as
bridges and overpasses and smaller
dams.
Acceptable Damage:  Minor non-
structural; facility should remain
operational and safe, or be suitable for
quick restoration of service.

• Risk Class III:  High occupancy
structures; uses are required after
disasters (i.e., places of assembly such
as schools and churches).
Acceptable Damage:  Some impairment
of function acceptable; structure needs
to remain operational.

• Risk Class IV, Ordinary Risk Tolerance: 
The vast majority of structures in urban
areas; most commercial and industrial
buildings, small hotels and apartment
buildings, and single family residences.

functional following a seismic
event.

4.6-13 Any pipelines crossing the Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies Zones for the Pinot
Mountain, Eureka Peak and Burt Mountain
Faults could be subject to damage due to
ground rupture associated with these faults. 
Any construction of facilities in or pipelines
crossing this zone is required to have
detailed structural engineering studies to
ensure designs that can safely accommo-
date the anticipated ground movement(s), or
to be immediately repairable following a
seismic event along any of the three fault.

IS/EA A structural engineering
report detailing design
measures to protect pipelines
crossing through the Alquist-
Priolo Special Studies Zone
shall be completed prior to
installing pipelines in or
across the Zone.  The design
measure(s) shall be installed
when the pipeline is installed.

HDWD A copy of the structural
engineering report shall be
retained in the project file, and
HDWD project managers and
field inspectors shall verify that
the recommendations outlined
in the report are being imple-
mented during installation of
pipelines within the Zone.
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Natural Resources – Geology and Soils (continued)

4.6-14 Construction specifications will include
appropriate measures for stabilizing excava-
tions based on recommendation of project
geotechnical studies.

IS/EA Construction specifications
for stabilizing excavations
shall be completed prior to
conducting excavations.

HDWD A copy of the construction
specifications shall be retained
in the project file.  Field
inspectors shall verify that the
specifications are being imple-
mented during excavations,
where necessary.

4.6-15 Trenches will remain open for as short a
time as possible.

IS/EA This requirement shall be
included as a condition or
stipulation of the construction
contract.  This requirement
shall be implemented during
installation of any trenches
associated with the project. 

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained in the project file.  Field
inspectors shall verify that the
trenches are being closed as
soon as work has been
completed within the trench. 

4.6-16 Soils, where exposed, will be stabilized with
hay bales or aggregate cover.

IS/EA This measure shall be
implemented as part of the
SWPPP and this specific
measure shall be imple-
mented during construction
or until the soil has stablized
without the cover.

HDWD A copy of the SWPPP, includ-
ing this requirement, shall be
retained in the project file.  Field
inspectors shall verify that the
exposed soils are stabilized as
required during construction
and until the soil has stabilized
without the cover.

4.6-17 Construction specifications will identify
proper compaction for backfilled soils.

IS/EA The construction specification
shall be completed prior to
any requirement to compact
soils within construction
areas.  

HDWD A copy of the required con-
struction specification shall be
retained in the project file. Field
inspectors shall verify that the
soils are compacted in accord-
ance with the construction
specification requirements.
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Natural Resources – Visual Resources / Aesthetics

4.6-18 A facility lighting plan shall be prepared and
shall demonstrate that glare from operating
and safety night lights that may create light
and glare affecting adjacent occupied
property are sufficiently shielded to prevent
light and glare from spilling into occupied
structures.  This plan shall be implemented
in conformance with the Town of Yucca
Valley Night Skies Ordinance and it shall be
reviewed and approved by the District staff
prior to installation of the night  lights.

IS/EA The lighting plan shall be
completed and reviewed and
approved prior to installing
the lighting system.  

HDWD A copy of the facility lighting
plan shall be retained in the
project file.  Field inspectors
shall verify that the lighting
system has been installed in
accordance with the approved
lighting plan.

Cultural Resources

4.11-1 In the event that subsurface historical,
cultural or paleontological resources are
accidentally exposed during onsite
construction activities, construction will be
stopped until a qualified professional
evaluates the resources. If resources are
encountered, adequate funding will be
provided by the District to collect, curate and
report on these resources.

IS/EA This measure will be incor-
porated into the construction
contract.  Any accidentally
discovered resources shall
be immediately evaluated
and any management actions
for such resources shall be
implemented within one year
of the discovery.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained in the project file.  Any
accidental exposure shall be
noted in the project file within
24 hours of the discovery.  A
copy of all reports regarding
such a discovery shall be
retained in the project file,
including documentation that
required management actions
have been properly imple-
mented.
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Cultural Resources (continued)

4.11-2 If any human remains are encountered
during initial grading activities, all ground
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
discovery will be terminated immediately
and the County Coroner’s office MUST
be contacted within 24 hours at (909) 387-
2543 to arrange for management of such
remains.

IS/EA This measure will be incor-
porated into the construction
contract.  Notification of the
Coroner’s office shall occur
within 24 hours of any
discovery.

HDWD A copy of the contract shall be
retained in the project file.  Any
accidental exposure shall be
noted in the project file within
24 hours of the discovery.  A
copy of all reports regarding the
disposition of human remains
shall be retained in the project
file. 

Other Impact Issues – Noise

4.17-1 Where noise sensitive receptors are
present, construction will be limited to the
daylight hours, typically 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. on
weekdays, and between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m.
on Saturday, and will not occur on Sundays
or federal holidays, except in emergencies.

IS/EA This requirement will be
included in the construction
contract and will be imple-
mented from the time that
noise generating construction
activities are initiated.

HDWD A copy of contract will be
retained in the HDWD project
file, and field inspections shall
verify compliance with the
scheduled hours of construction
and document such verification
in the project file.

4.17-2 All construction vehicles and fixed or mobile
equipment will be equipped with properly
operating and maintained mufflers.

IS/EA This requirement will be
included in the construction
contract and will be imple-
mented from the time that
noise generating construction
activities are initiated.

HDWD A copy of contract will be
retained in the HDWD project
file, and field inspections shall
verify compliance with the
requirement to have and
maintain equipment mufflers.
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Other Impact Issues – Noise (continued)

4.17-3 All employees that will be exposed to noise
levels greater than 75 dB over an eight hour
period will be provided with adequate
hearing protection devices to ensure no
hearing damage will result from construction
activities.

IS/EA This requirement will be
included in the construction
contract and will be imple-
mented from the time that
noise generating construction
activities are initiated.

HDWD A copy of contract will be
retained in the HDWD project
file, and field inspections shall
verify compliance with the
requirement to have noise
protecton devices in areas with
sound levels greater than 75 dB
over an 8-hour period.

4.17-4 If equipment is being used that can cause
hearing damage at adjacent noise receptor
locations (distance attenuation will be taken
into account), portable noise barriers will be
installed that are demonstrated to be
adequate to reduce noise levels at receptor
locations below hearing damage thresholds.

IS/EA Where required, sound
attenuation equipment shall
be available during construc-
tion, prior to carrying out the
activity which could cause
hearing damage.

HDWD Field inspections shall be
performed during periods when
activities generate noise levels
that can damage hearing to
verify the attenuation devices
are in place.

4.17-5 Restrict the use of impulsive equipment
such as jackhammers, pavement breakers,
etc. between 7 p.m. and 5 a.m.

IS/EA This requirement will be
included in the construction
contract and will be imple-
mented from the time that
impulse noise generating
construction activities are
initiated.

HDWD A copy of contract will be
retained in the HDWD project
file, and field inspections shall
verify compliance with the
requirement to prohibit impulse
equipment use to between
7 p.m. and 5 a.m.

4.17-6 Erection of temporary berms or plywood
barriers to create a break in the line-of-sight,
or erection of a heavy fabric tent around the
noise source.

IS/EA Where required, sound
attenuation equipment shall
be available during construc-
tion, prior to carrying out the
activity which could cause
disruption of routine activity
patterns.

HDWD When justified, field inspections
shall verify compliance with the
requirements to break the line-
of-sight between the noise
source and the sensitive
receptor.
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Other Impact Issues – Noise (continued)

4.17-7 Selection of as small a piece of equipment
as possible that would still accomplish the
task.

IS/EA This requirement to utilize
small or lower noise
generating equipment to
reduce noise levels will be
included in the construction
contract and will be
implemented from the time
that noise generating
construction activities are
initiated.

HDWD Copy of contract will be
retained in the HDWD project
file, and field inspections shall
verify compliance with the use
of such equipment.  Field notes
verifying compliance shall be
retained in the project file.

4.17-8 As the District completes design of the WRF
and pump stations systems, a noise study
shall be completed that identifies noise
levels for such systems, and identifies the
specific design measures (attenuation walls,
enclosures, berms, or other features) that
must be incorporated into the facility design
to prevent noise from exceeding the local
significance threshold of 65 dBA CNEL at
the sensitive receptor location.  Appropriate
nighttime noise reductions (walls,
enclosures, mufflers, etc.) must be
incorporated for any loud noise equipment
that may cause this value to be exceeded. 
If the study indicates no attenuation is
required, the District shall conduct a noise
study after the facility(ies) are in operation to
verify the study conclusions and implement
noise attenuation features if necessary
based on the measurements.

IS/EA The noise study and design
requirements for these
specific facilities shall be
completed prior to initiating
construction of these faci-
lities.  Any noise attenuation
design requirements shall be
installed during construction. 
The after installation noise
study shall be completed
prior to placing the piece of
equipment in routine
operation.

HDWD A copy of the noise study and
design requirements shall be
retained in the project file.   A
copy of the noise study after
installation of the equipment
shall also be retained in the
project file.  Field inspections
shall verify compliance with the
noise attenuation design
requirements. Field notes
verifying compliance shall be
retained in the project file.
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Chapter 1 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Hi-Desert Water District (“the District”) is a local water district serving the greater Yucca Valley
area in southern California.  Figure 1-1 shows the location of the District within southern California
and Figure 1-2 shows the District’s service boundary in the vicinity of the Town of Yucca Valley.
The District is proposing to construct a wastewater treatment facility and collection system to serve
the residents within its service area.  It is the intent of this project to eliminate existing septic
systems, which would reduce the amount of nitrate contamination affecting the Warren Valley
Groundwater Basin.  The degradation of this groundwater aquifer has been an issue of concern in
the local groundwater basin for many years.  In addition, the  wastewater treatment plant will
generate treated effluent that can and will be percolated into the Groundwater Basin, making the
treatment plant a “wastewater reclamation facility” (WRF).

Grant funding is being sought from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to partially pay for
constructing the following facilities to meet this objective:  a Phase 1 wastewater reclamation facility
designed for an initial two (2) million gallons per day (MGD) treatment capacity; a sewage collection
system that will serve the core developed area of the Town of Yucca Valley; and percolation basins
for the treated effluent to return the effluent to the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin.  These
improvements are essential to ensuring the protection and ultimate enhancement of water quality
within the District’s service area.  Additional phases of plant and sewer system service area are
defined and evaluated in this document, including the sizing of the treatment and collection system
to handle the “build-out” scenario for the majority of the District’s service area.

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Because the District is seeking federal funds from the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) for this project,
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) must be completed before federal
funds can made available to support implementation of the project summarized above.  The District
will implement the proposed project and must, therefore, also demonstrate compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under its procedures.  This environmental document
is being prepared as a joint CEQA/NEPA environmental document, termed an Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA).  This document will provide the necessary information
to determine if further environmental documentation is required before the project can be
implemented.  Of particular concern to federal agencies in this review is that the project will be
carried out in known habitat for the desert tortoise, a federally-listed “threatened” species.

Once the IS/EA is completed, the BOR will either issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
or decide to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to comply with NEPA.  The District
will either adopt a Negative Declaration or decide to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
under CEQA.  Should further documentation be required, it is likely that it would also be in the form
of a joint CEQA/NEPA document, an EIS/EIR.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may
also be involved should desert tortoise be found in the project’s area of potential impact.  Should
this circumstance occur, a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS could be required under the
federal Endangered Species Act between the BOR and USFWS.  If consultation is required, the
USFWS would have to issue a Biological Opinion on the project regarding any potential adverse
effects on the desert tortoise.

Only after the above procedures are completed (under NEPA) can the funding from the BOR be
approved and released.  Similarly, the District cannot begin physical implementation/construction
of the project facilities until the environmental review under CEQA is completed.
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1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED

The proposed project has five general objectives:

1. Construct a wastewater collection system to reduce the quantity of leachate from septic tank
systems flowing into the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) used for the District’s
potable water supply.

2. Treat wastewater to a level such that percolated effluent will not degrade groundwater quality.
The  enhancement of groundwater quality is proposed to be achieved by reducing the amount
of nitrate rich leachate from septic tanks in the area percolating into the Basin groundwater
aquifer.

3. Provide the core infrastructure for expansion of the collection, treatment and disposal system
as needed either to protect groundwater, or to accommodate growth in the District’s service
area.

4. Maximize the total water supply available to the District.

5. Minimize any adverse economic and environmental impacts to the community.  

In addition to these general objectives, specific objectives for the Phase 1 treatment facilities are
as follows:

1. Provide sufficient treatment capacity to ensure continuous compliance with anticipated
regulatory requirements for an average annual wastewater flow of 2 MGD.

2. Provide for future expansion of the plant to an annual average estimated build-out flow
capacity of 6 MGD.

The installation of this wastewater system infrastructure is considered essential to the District in
order to continue meeting the public health and safety requirements for water supply within its
service area and to meet the water quality objectives of the Colorado River Basin Regional Water
Quality Control Board (Regional Board or RWQCB).
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Chapter 2 PROPOSED ACTION, INCLUDING ALTERNATIVES

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION SUMMARY

As previously described this project consists of the construction and installation of the following
components.  The District intends to initially sewer the central portion of the Town of Yucca Valley
to convey an annual average flow of 2 MGD of wastewater to the WRF currently discharged to
septic tanks.  This initial project is referred to as Phase 1.  In the future, if the Phase 1 facilities do
not adequately protect groundwater quality, or if the RWQCB requires more areas to be sewered,
or if additional capacity is needed, the collection, treatment and disposal facilities will be expanded
to collect an additional 1 MGD of sewage.  The additional facilities are referred to as Phase 2
facilities.  Phase 3 facilities will be designed to collect an additional 1 MGD of wastewater flow for
a total system capacity of 4 MGD.  Ultimate build-out in the District’s Yucca Valley service area
could be as high as 6 MGD, but due to the area’s slow rate of growth, this is not forecast to occur
until the distant future.  If a wastewater collection system is required in the Yucca Mesa-portion of
the District’s service area in the future, the assumption has been made that a separate treatment
facility will be located within the Yucca Mesa area.  The wastewater will be treated to meet Title 22
recycled water standards/requirements and will be delivered to recharge basins operated by the
District to percolate into the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin).

This IS/EA evaluates the potential effects on the environment from constructing these new facilities
and the District’s subsequent wastewater system operations.  To facilitate the use of this document
by both the BOR and the District, this document uses a combined format.  Specifically, the BOR’s
EA format is utilized to organize the document, but it is combined with the standard Initial Study
Environmental Checklist Form used for compliance with CEQA.  Thus, this  IS/EA evaluates all
environmental issues required by the BOR, while presenting the issues through the 16 specific
environmental issues contained in the standard Checklist Form.  The IS/EA will determine whether
there are any potentially significant environmental effects under either CEQA or NEPA criteria from
implementing the proposed project, and determine whether mitigation will be required to reduce
potentially significant effects to a level less than significant.

2.1.1   Location

The proposed project is located within the Town of Yucca Valley in the County of San Bernardino.
The proposed interim wastewater treatment plant facilities will be located approximately 1,000 feet
south of State Route 62 (SR 62) (Twentynine Palms Highway), east of Indio Avenue, north of
Sunnyslope Drive, and west of La Contenta Road (see Figure 2-1).

The sewer collection system will be located primarily within existing roadways, with a few cross
country segments.  The collection system is shown on Figure 2-2, an aerial photo of the proposed
service area.  All three phases of the collection system are shown on Figure 2-2.  The boundaries
between phases may be modified in the field in response to actual conditions at the time of
construction, but the phase boundaries shown on Figure 2-2 are utilized in making the impact
forecast for the sewer collection system.  Pipeline diameter will range between 8 inches and
18 inches for local laterals and trunk sewer lines.  Limited pump stations and limited force mains
are envisioned as being required for the proposed collection system.  A detailed description of
proposed treatment plant facilities and the sewer collection system is provided in the text which
follows.
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2.1.2   Environmental Setting

Yucca Valley, San Bernardino County is located in the Morongo Basin portion of the Mojave Desert,
approximately 70 miles east of the City of San Bernardino (refer to Figure 1-1).  Access to the
region is by SR 62 which extends west to Interstate 10 and east to the Colorado River and the
Arizona state line from Yucca Valley.  The proposed trunk sewer pipeline alignments and waste-
water treatment plant facilities generally occur in alluvial deposits derived from the Little San
Bernardino Mountains to the south.  The alluvial fan slopes to the north at a 1-2 percent gradient
at a general elevation of approximately 3,300 feet above sea level.  The Pinto Mountain fault
(considered active) is located about one-quarter mile north of the proposed treatment plant site.
No other geologic hazards are known to occur in the project area.

The only topographic feature within the project site is an ephemeral desert wash area, vegetated
with Joshua tree-creosote scrub, intermixed with Mormon tea.  All water supplies are extracted from
the local Warren Valley Groundwater Basin by Hi-Desert Water District, with supplemental water
consisting of State Water Project (SWP) water imported from the State Aqueduct in Hesperia by
agreement with the Mojave Water Agency (MWA).  Water quality issues are managed by the
Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board).  Project area land
uses consist of a mix of open space, residential, commercial, and limited industrial uses.  A Joshua
tree-creosote bush scrub plant community occurs in the general area, and desert tortoise are also
known to inhabit the general area.  At the present time the plant site is open desert with typical
human disturbance from being located near existing residences.

The climate in the project area is that of a subtropical upland desert with annual precipitation less
than 10 inches, averaging 6.44 inches.  Temperatures can vary from 0°F in winter to above 110°F
in the summer.  Mean summer temperature is 88°F and in winter is 49°F.  Air quality in the region
is good, but during the summer transported pollutants from the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) can
cause ozone concentrations to violate federal and state standards on rare occasions.  The project
area is located within the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB or Basin) and the Mojave Desert Air
Quality Management District (MDAQMD) manages air quality for this Basin.

Access to the project site can be obtained from the main area roadway, SR 62 (Twentynine Palms
Highway), which traverses east-west through the Town of Yucca Valley to the north of the treatment
plant site.  The north-south cross streets are Indio Avenue on the west and La Contenta Road on
the east of the proposed WRF site.  The project site can be accessed from La Contenta  off of SR
62, then west on Sunnyslope to the project site.

2.1.3   Project Characteristics

The proposed project is the construction and installation of a wastewater reclamation facility
(Hi Desert WRF) with an initial treatment capacity of 2 MGD and an build-out treatment capacity
of 6 MGD.  Phased development of the Hi Desert WRF envisions the initial facility size as capable
of processing up to 2 MGD of wastewater; a second phase, Phase 2, would expand the WRF to
3 MGD; Phase 3 envisions a treatment capacity of 4 MGD; and the build-out WRF would have a
treatment capacity of up to 6 MGD.  The Phase 1 sewer collection system will focus on the urban
development in close proximity to State Highway 62 (Twentynine Palms Highway).  The Phase 2
collection system would expand to the majority of urban development within the existing District
service area.  Phase 3 would connect much of the remaining existing residential and commercial
development within the Town of Yucca Valley to the WRF.  Infill development within the Town of
Yucca Valley is forecast to create an ultimate demand for 6 MGD of treatment capacity.  If approved
by the community, the 2 MGD capacity WRF would be installed in the near future, perhaps coming
on line in 2012.  Implementation of future phases would be dependent upon the pace of
connections dictated by the Regional Board and actual future growth.  
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Refer to Figures 2-1 and 2-2 for the proposed location of the WRF and the sewer collection system,
respectively.  

Hi-Desert Water Reclamation Facility Design Requirements

The proposed design of the Hi-Desert Water Reclamation Facility (Hi-Desert WRF) was developed
by the engineering consulting firm of MWH through the preparation of a “Water Reclamation Facility
Preliminary Design Report,” published in January 2009.  This document, termed a “PDR,” evaluated
the design performance requirements for the proposed Hi-Desert WRF and identified the preferred
alternative design for the WRF.  A copy of this document is provided as Appendix 1 to this
document.  The following is a summary of the PDR findings and recommendations, drawing heavily
on the text in the PDR.

Influent Loading Assumptions:  As previously noted, the hydraulic capacity of the initial treatment
plant will be 2 MGD.  However, the “waste load” of the plant is equally or more important to plant
design, and waste load can be characterized by the pounds of biochemical oxygen demand (BOD)
in the influent flow.  The pounds of waste load, or mass loading rate depends on two factors: the
hydraulic flow rate, which is defined initially as 2 MGD; and the waste concentration of the flow
which is not defined.  After analyzing various approaches to defining waste concentration, the PDR
defines a per-capita wastewater flow rate of 83 gallons/capita/day, with a corresponding Phase 1
population equivalent of 12,000 people.  Average mass loading assumptions for the WRF design
are as follows: BOD5 0.22 lb/cap/day or 2,400 lbs/day; total suspended solids (TSS) 2,400 lbs/day;
and total Kjeldahl nitrogen, 510 lbs/day.  

Influent Peak Flows:  Hydraulic peaking factors describe the highest monthly, weekly, daily and
hourly flows compared to annual average flows.  The peak hour factors are important to size pump
capacities, pipes and other liquid conveyance elements and process units of the WRF.  A peaking
factor assumption for this plant of 3.0 is used, thus the design peak hour influent flow is 3.0 MGD
for the initial sizing of 2 MGD average annual influent flow.

Influent Peak Mass Loadings:  Like hydraulic peaking factors, influent mass loadings vary tem-
porally (daily, weekly or monthly).  Influent peak loadings for different periods are defined as
follows: peak month = 135% of annual average; peak week = 150%; and peak day was assigned
160%.

Assumed Treated Effluent Limitation:  The treatment requirements, effluent limitations, will be
established by the Regional Board through issuance of a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR)
permit.  The plant must be designed to meet these requirements, which are assumed to be
established to minimize degradation of existing groundwater quality.  Assumed/estimated treated
effluent limits for the plant design are shown on Table 2-1 (Table 2-6 of the PDR).
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Table 2-1
ANTICIPATED EFFLUENT DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

FOR THE HI-DESERT WRF

Parameter Value Units

BOD5
Maximum monthly average 10 mg/L

TSS
Maximum monthly average 10 mg/L

Total Inorganic Nitrogen
12-month average 8 mg/L

Total Coliform
7-day median
Single sample maximum

2.2
23

MPN/100 ml
MPN/100 ml

pH
Maximum 6.5 - 8.5

Source: MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility
Preliminary Design Report,  Volume 1 – Report,” dated January
2009.

These treated effluent values are assumed to minimize degradation of existing groundwater quality.
In addition, the PDR addresses the issue of “emerging contaminants” for which standards are not
yet established.  These contaminant include NDMA (N-Nitrosodimethylamine), personal care
products and pharmaceuticals (PCPP), and disinfection by-products.  Although not currently
regulated, the PDR considers emerging contaminants in the selection of the treatment technologies.

Solids Handling and Disposal:  The Hi-Desert WRF will generate biosolids that will require disposal
or reuse in accordance with existing state and federal regulations.  Three categories of solids may
be produced, Class A, Class B and Unclassified biosolids.  Class A biosolids have the highest
degree of treatment and the least limitations on use.  Class B biosolids have a lower degree of
treatment and are more restricted in application.  Unclassified biosolids must be landfilled or
shipped to an off-site biosolids handler to additional treatment before reuse.  Detailed requirements
for biosolids and management requirements are described in Tables 2-7 through 2-9 of Appendix 1.

Hi-Desert Water Reclamation Facility Alternatives

The MWH PDR conducted an evaluation of the main treatment system technologies available for
the Hi-Desert WRF.  The summary of treatment technologies screened in the PDR are provided in
Table 2-2 (Table 3-1 of the PDR).  Tables 3-2 through 3-7 of the PDR (Appendix 1) contain a fatal
flaw analysis of the system-wide treatment alternatives and of specific technologies.  The MWH
PDR contained the following conclusion for options related to onsite treatment technologies.  The
MWH evaluation on page 3-2 concluded: “Options such as no-flush toilets and gray water
separation would require extensive and disruptive modification of toilets and plumbing in all existing
buildings in the service area.  Decentralized treatment is not cost effective for an area such as
Yucca Valley where development has occurred in single, coherent area.  Piping sewage to a
neighboring agency would be very expensive to construct the sewers, and would result in the
permanent loss of the water that could otherwise be used for groundwater recharge.  For these
reasons, only centralized treatment of wastewater within the District’s service area is considered
a viable alternative.”
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Table 2-2
SUMMARY OF SCREENED TECHNOLOGY

Screening Category Remaining Alternatives

System-Wide Configuration • Centralized Wastewater Treatment

Treatment Technologies • Extended Aeration
• Membrane Bioreactors (MBR)
• Conventional High Rate Aeration

Disinfection Technologies • Ultraviolet Disinfection (UV)

Solids Handling (Disposal) • Thickened Sludge Handling
• Dewatered Sludge Handling

Solids Handling (Treatment) • Aerobic Digester
• Lime Stabilization
• Not Stabilized (Stabilization not required for Ex. Aeration)

Solids Handling
(Thickening/Dewatering)

• Conventional Sludge Drying Beds

Power Supply • Southern California Edison

Structural Configuration
(Hydraulic Structures)

• Cast-in-Place Concrete

Structural Configuration
(Buildings)

• Trailers
• Pre-Fabricated
• Wood Frame Stucco
• Concrete Masonry

Source: MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility Preliminary Design Report,
Volume 1 – Report,” dated January 2009.

Chapter 4 of the PDR (Appendix 1) contains the detailed technology selection evaluation.  Four
technologies were evaluated for implementation by the District.  These technologies included:

• Extended Aeration
• Membrane Bioreactors (MBR)

–   High Rate MBR
–   Extended Aeration MBR

• Conventional High Rate Activated Sludge

Following a comprehensive comparative evaluation of these four technology alternatives, the PDR
recommended and the District identified, the Extended Aeration treatment system as a preferred
alternative for consideration in this environmental document  According to the PDR this is  “A
conventional aeration process uses the activated sludge process, secondary clarification, and
tertiary filters to produce a filtered effluent ready for disinfection.  The sludge age is typically 25
days or higher to produce a waste activated sludge (WAS) sufficiently stabilized to be dewatered
without significant emissions.”  Table 2-3 and Figure 2-3 illustrate the design criteria and process
flow schematic for the extended aeration alternative.  For the Hi-Desert WRF design, the biological
nutrient removal (BNR) process is assumed to be an oxidation ditch with an anoxic zone and mixed
liquor recycle.  Filtration was assumed to be cloth disk filters.  Figure 2-1 shows the project site on
the USGS – Yucca Valley Quadrangle, 7.5 Minute Topographic Map.  Figures 2-4 and 2-5 show
a property plan for the project site and a site plan of the proposed layout of the proposed Hi-Desert
WRF, respectively.
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Table 2-3
ALTERNATIVE 1 EXTENDED AERATION SIZING CRITERIA

Parameter Value

Reactor Sizing
Sludge Retention Time (SRT)
Mixed Liquor Concentration

25 days
4,000 mg/L

Clarifier Loading Rates
Average Surface Overflow Rate
Peak Surface Overflow Rate
Average Solids Loading Rate
Peak Solids Loading Rate

300 gpd/ft2

600 gpd/ft2

18 lbs/d/ft2

35 lbs/d/ft2

Filtration
Filtration Type Cloth Disc

Source: MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation
Facility Preliminary Design Report,  Volume 1 – Report,”
dated January 2009

Hi-Desert WRF Onsite Facilities

Recharge Basins:  The total site area of the project site shown on Figure 2-2 encompasses an
estimated 78 acres.  The District proposes to retain the northern 43 acres for other uses, as shown
on Figure 2-4.  The southern 35 acres are proposed for development in the following manner.  

1. Area required for 15 acres of Recharge Basins = 20 acres
2. Area remaining for Treatment Facilities, includes wash area = 23 acres
3. Area required for 4 MGD of Treatment Facilities (Extended Aeration) = 13.5 acres

Under the above site plan (Figure 2-5), 20 acres would be set aside for percolation of up to 4 MGD
of treated effluent on the north side of the parcel.  Of the remaining 23 acres, an estimated
13.5 acres would be required to support the Extended Aeration Water Reclamation Facilities, with
approximately 9 acres being retained on the project site to manage stormwater flows across the
property.  Each pond is about 140 feet in width and approximately 620 feet in length.  Pond depth
is estimated to be approximately 10 feet, and the objective is to excavate and create the pond
berms/levees with balanced cut and fill on the project site.  The design percolation rate is estimated
to be 2 feet per day.  Two ponds will be installed, one for operation and one on standby.  The ponds
will be maintained periodically by scarifying the bottom to facilitate percolation.  

Headworks and Grit Chamber: The headworks removes large and stringy objects from the
wastewater; removes heavy and abrasive particles (grit); and splits the flow between pairs of
oxygen ditches.  The MWH PDR recommends a climber type of bar screen for the influent.  The
location of the headworks is shown on Figure 2-5.  It encompasses an area of about 50 feet by
75 feet.  The bar screen contains a series of evenly spaced vertical bars and a mechanical rake
arm removes screenings from the bar screen and discharges the collected material to a conveyor.
The screenings are conveyed to a washer and compactor.  The washer assists in control of odors
from the screened materials, while the compactor decreases the volume of screenings for disposal.
Screenings are transferred to a dumpster for transport to a disposal site.  

Three incoming channels and bar screens are proposed to be ultimately installed, along with one
bypass coarse screen.  A single 16-foot diameter vortex-type, non-aerated grit chamber is proposed
to be installed.  The grit is screened and classified for discharge to a hopper (dumpster) and taken
offsite to disposal.  Influent flows on the downstream side of the headworks will be discharged to
three pipes, with each pipe feeding a pair of oxidation ditches.  Flows into the oxidation ditches is
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also evenly distributed to each ditch through the use of gates.  Pumps and piping, as required, will
be used to internally move material at the headworks.

Biological Reactor:  The biological reactor provides suspended-growth, activated sludge treatment
of raw wastewater.  Initial design will be for a 2 MGD flow, and the system must reduce BOD of the
influent wastewater to no more than 10 mg/L and reduce total inorganic nitrogen (TIN)
concentrations to less than 8 mg/L.  The extended aeration system is considered a simple system
since wastewater treatment and sludge stabilization occur in a single reactor.  The process also
does not generate a noticeable amount of odors.  Aeration equipment consists of motors, gear
reducers, and a single-piece aerator device.  An anoxic zone is proposed to ensure consistent
effluent TIN level of less than 8 MGD.  Oxidation ditches are about 14 feet in depth and about
150 feet in length.  Each biological reactor consists of an anoxic tank and oxygen ditch capable of
treating 1 MGD average flow.  Two reactors will be installed initially and share a common wall.

Clarifiers:  The clarifiers separate solids in mixed liquor to provide a high quality secondary effluent
and return activated sludge flow to the bioreactors.  Initial design flow will be 2 MGD (two 1 MGD
capacity units) and incremental expansion will be provided up to 6 MGD.  Forecast effluent quality
is 20 mg/L Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and a turbidity of 10 NTU.  The clarifiers are estimated
to be 70 feet in diameter and 14 feet in depth.  Each clarifier will typically operate with a counterpart
pair of oxidation ditches, which will allow them to function as a single biological treatment system.

A scum collector is provided with the clarified mechanism to force floatables, foam and grease
toward a collection hopper, which can consist of a tilting trough extending a portion or the entire
radius of the clarifier, or of a small trough at the perimeter.  The clarifier also includes an Algae-
Sweep mechanism, consisting of a suite of brushes, to prevent the accumulation of algae an other
weeds on the weirs.  Scum will be collected at a central scum pump station.  Scum can be
managed in a variety of ways, but for the Hi-Desert WRF, the scum will be returned to either the
biological reactors or the headworks and reprocessed.  

Return Activated Sludge (RAS) Pump Station:  The RAS Pump Station transfers RAS from the
clarifiers back to the oxidation ditches and conveys waste activated sludge (WAS) to the sludge
dewatering process.  One pump station is designed to service two clarifiers and the pumps are
installed below grade to ensure flooded pump suction at all times.  Each pump station incorporates
three 1,050-gallons per minute (gpm) RAS pumps (two in continuous service and one backup), and
two WAS pumps.  One WAS pump is in operation and the other serves as a standby unit.  Sump
pumps are provided to remove an accumulated rainwater from the pit.  

Filters:  The filters take secondary effluent from the clarifiers and pass the flow through a
continuous backwashing, deep bed sand filters.  The filters provide a final polishing process to the
biologically treated effluent, removing any unsettled floc, grit or other materials that may have
escaped the secondary clarifiers.  Provisions are made to assist in filtration with chemical additions
and the a backwash system.  Performance of the filters will provide TSS concentrations of 10 mg/L
and a filtered effluent quality of <2 NTU.  The chemical addition is a flocculent that cause fine and
colloidal particles to combine into larger particles that can be trapped in the moving-bed sand filter.
The influent is split to direct flows to one of six filter cells in each filter module.  Continuous back-
washing, deep bed sand filters are used, and sir lift pumps are used to wash the sand media.  The
air is supplied by a compressed air system (two air compressors, one duty and one backup).  The
filter facility occupies an area of approximately 100 feet by 25 feet.

UV Disinfection:  The UV Disinfection facility ensures an adequate dose of UV radiation to disinfect
the treated effluent.  The performance standard is a total coliform concentration of 2.2 MPN/100 ml
for the 7-day median; 1 instance per month of treated effluent exceeding 24 MPN/100 ml; and a
single sample with a concentration of 240 MPN/100 ml.  The typical UV Disinfection system is an
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open channel, low pressure, high output system, with an automatic cleaning system for the
UV lamps.  The system consists of the inlet/outlet channels, lamps and the UV treatment channels.
The channel size is assumed to be: 36 inches wide, 51 inches deep; liquid depth of 16 inches; and
a channel length of 62 feet.  The system envisioned for the Hi-Desert WRF has 5 lamp banks in
series and 8 modules per bank, with 4 lamps per module.  One channel will be installed initially.

Utility Water Pump Station:  Utility water is used within the WRF site for non-potable purposes, such
as seal water, foam spray, spray wash and plant water irrigation.  Initial demand is forecast to be
about 155 gpm, or 220,000 gallons per day (gpd).  Filtered and disinfected effluent will be used to
supply the utility water system.  Three 100-gpm pumps will be installed in Phase 1.  Two pumps will
operate, with one pump serving as backup.  If required in the future, an additional pump will be
installed.

Sludge Dewatering:  Sludge dewatering is required to reduce the volume of solids that are gene-
rated by the WRF.  The MWH PDR estimates sludge volume at about 80,000 gpd, with solids
loading at 5,300 lbs/day, assuming 95% minimum capture of solids.  A belt press facility includes
two 2-meter belt presses for sludge dewatering.  One unit provides standby capacity.  The belt
press is designed to operate 8 hours per day, 5 days a week.  Two polymer mix-fee units are
included and when combined with utility water this system supplies an activated polymer solution
for feed sludge conditioning.  Belt press filtrate and belt wash water flow from the belt press down
into a drainage trench near the belt presses.  The filtrate/wash water drains to the plant drain pump
station.  The belt presses will be installed in a structure, typically concrete block masonry.  The
waste sludge from the extended aeration process has little or no odor, so odor control at the
dewatering building should not be required.  The belt press is designed to handle about 300 gpm
of wet sludge at a rate of about 1,000 pounds per hour.  

Plant Drain Pump Station:  The plant drain pump station collects waste flows from the filters, the
sludge dewatering building, and other miscellaneous plant drains on the site.  The flow is then
pumped back at a controlled flow rate to the headworks.  This flow is returned downstream of the
plant influent flow metering and sampling sites, typically at the bar screens.  Total return flow is
estimated to be 700 gpm.  The pump station is operated with one pump and another on standby.
A third pump can be installed if flows exceed a single pump capacity.  The pumps are located in
a large wet well (about 10 feet long, 10 feet wide and 23 feet deep).

Odor Control:  Two WRF system components are likely to generate odors: the Paxton pump station
and headworks.  The Paxton pump station is located offsite in the vicinity of Paxton Road and Balsa
Avenue, north of the proposed WRF.  The intent of the wet well design is to maintain a negative air
pressure in the pump station so odors (caused by raw sewage collection in the wet well)  in the wet
well escape.  The headworks generates odors due to influent sewage being disturbed by turbulence
at the headworks, screenings removed from the influent sewage and grit removed from the influent
sewage.  Biofilters are recommended for the Hi-Desert WRF because  they can treat a large variety
of odorous compounds with a minimum amount of moving parts and low energy requirements.  The
odor control facility will consist of the odor control fan, the biofilters and a drainage system.  Due
to its location, the Paxton pump station will have a separate odor control facility.  Water is injected
into the system to saturate the air going to the biofilter, which facilitates biological growth in the filter
media and prevents the media from drying.  The excess moisture is collected in a drain and
returned to the headworks.

Operations Building:  The operations building contains administrative offices; laboratory space,
plant control and monitoring equipment, employee facilities and maintenance facilities.  The
Hi-Desert WRF will require an operating staff of 5 persons initially, and up to 14 persons ultimately
(6 MGD operations).  The operations building is estimated to be about 1,210 square feet.
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Power Supply and SCADA System:  Estimated power supply requirements for the Hi-Desert WRF
are provided in Table 2-4.  The power distribution facility is proposed to be constructed to receive
power from the local utility and distribute it through the plant.  At this time the facility building is
proposed to be located near the biological reactors which constitute the greatest load onsite.  A
single, new 480-volt, 3-phase power feet will be provided to this site from Southern California
Edison (SCE).  The facility will be designed for future expansion, and one Motor Control Center
(MCC) is required for each 2 MGD of treatment train capacity installed.  The Phase 1 WRF
electricity requirement is for approximately one megawatt.  From three to four megawatts be
required for the buildout facility.  The standby diesel-engine generator for Phase 1 of the Hi-Desert
WRF will be a 1,300 kW (1.3 megawatt) unit in a vendor-furnished sonic enclosure near the power
distribution facility.  An above ground, double-walled diesel-fuel storage tank will also be provided.

The SCADA System is a remote monitoring and data collection system designed to keep track of
all plant operations.  This system will be designed for a high level of automation, requiring minimal
operator intervention under normal conditions.  The Plan will be capable of running with no
operators onsite during the non-business hours and on weekends with remote monitoring and
operations from the District Headquarters. 

Table 2-4
POWER DEMANDS BY PLANT AREA

Equipment Load Drive Type Number on
Standby Power

Headworks Area
Mechanical Barscreen (2)
Washer/Compactor (2)
Grit Chamber Mechanism (1)
Grit Pumps (1+1)
Grit Cyclone Classifier (1)
Grit PS Sump Pumps (1+1)
Biofilter Fans (1+1)

3 hp
12 hp
2 hp
5 hp
1 hp
2 hp

15 hp

starter
starter
starter
starter
starter
starter
starter

2
2
1
1
1
1
1

Biological Reactors
Anoxic Tank Mixers (4)
Oxidation Ditch Surface Aerator (2+2)

16 hp
330 hp

starter
VFD

4
2

Secondary Clarifiers
Clarifier Collector Drive (2)
RAS Pumps (2+1)
WAS Grinder (1)
WAS Pumps (2)
RAS/WAS PS Sump Pumps (1+1)

2 hp
40 hp
3 hp

30 hp
5 hp

starter
VFD

starter
VFD

starter

2
2
1
2
1

Filter
Chemical Pumps (1+1) 5 hp starter 1

Disinfection
UV Lamp Banks (5)
Transmittance Analyzer Pumps (1+1)

41.0 kVA
0.5 hp

circuit breaker
starter

5
1

Utility Water Pump Station
UW Pumps (2+1)
Hypochlorite Feed Pumps (1+1)

30 hp
1 hp

starter
starter

2
1

Solids Handling
Belt Filter Presses (2)
Polymer Blending Units (2)
Sludge Cake Conveyors (1)
Belt Wash Booster Pumps (2)

6 hp
1 hp

10 hp
10 hp

starter
starter
starter
starter

1
1
1
1
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Miscellaneous
Plant Drain Pumps (1+1)
Operations and Maintenance Bldg.,

Lighting, Controls, Power Tools

10 hp
40 kVA

starter
circuit breaker

1
1

Source: MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility Preliminary Design Report,  Volume 1 –
Report,” dated January 2009.

Hi-Desert WRF Offsite Facilities

There are two types of offsite facilities.  

Paxton Pump Station:  The proposed sewage collection system will consist of a network of gravity
sewers feeding the proposed Hi-Desert WRF.  Although the collection system will mainly function
by gravity flow, pump stations will be required at several points in the system to lift sewage up to
the treatment plant.  The proposed main collection system pump station is called the Paxton Pump
Station because it will be located near Paxton Road and Balsa Avenue.  The discharge force main
from this pump station will extend approximately 5,000 feet to the Sunnyslope Trunk Sewer which
then provides gravity flow to the WRF.  The pump station consists of a wet well capable of handling
the peak instantaneous flows, submersible pumps, connections to the SCE electricity distribution
system, a separate stand by generator, and the odor control system as previously described for the
WRF.  A site of approximately 120 feet by 125 feet (~15,000 SF or 1/3 of an acre) will be required
for this pump station and a preliminary design is shown on Figure 2-6.

Sewer Collection System:  The sewer collection system consists of sewer pipes of varying sizes
that will collect wastewater from all of the existing wastewater generators within the sewer service
area defined in a “Sewer Master Plan” prepared for the Hi-Desert Water District by MWH.  A copy
of this Sewer Master Plan (January 2009) is provided as Appendix 2 to this document.  The
following summarizes the pertinent facts required to prepare an environmental analysis of this
component of the Hi-Desert Water District sewer collection system.  A reader desiring greater detail
can review the information used to design and establish the collection system.

The vast majority of the new sewer collection system will be installed within road rights-of-way, most
of which are already graded and/or graded and paved.  Figure 2-2 shows the location of the three
phases for installation of the sewer lines.  Phase 1 connects the core of the community that exists
along State Highway 62, which traverses the Town of Yucca Valley from east to west.  Phase 2
would primarily connect areas to the south of Phase 1 to the WRF, and Phase 3 would connect
areas to the north and south of Phase 1 (refer to Figure 2-2).

After projecting wastewater flow volumes the sewer collection system was established within each
of the phases.  Sewer main will be a minimum of 8 inches in diameter and receive wastewater from
individual service laterals (residences, commercial businesses, etc.).  Sewer collectors will be up
to 18 inches in diameter and receive wastewater from mains.  Trunk sewers will be larger than
18 inches in diameter and receive flow from either or both mains and collectors.  Manholes for
access to sewers are proposed to be no more than 500 feet apart.  At appropriate locations pump
stations (see Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-7) or siphons (see Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-8) will be installed
to support the collection system.  The final component of the system is the outfall, or the point
where the wastewater flows exit the system.  The outfall for the Hi-Desert sewer collection system
is the Hi-Desert WRF.
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Figure 2-2 shows the proposed Hi-Desert sewer collection system.  The collection system consists
of approximately 77 miles (about 405,800 lineal feet) of pipeline and 1,153 manholes.  This system
contains two trunk line, consisting of one portion generally along the south side of Yucca Wash
upstream of a proposed pump station at Paxton Road and Balsa Avenue, and one in Sunnyslope
Drive immediately upstream of the treatment plant.  Table 2-5 summarizes the length of sewer line
in various diameters as required to support the collection system.  This includes force mains.
Table 2-6 identifies the number of manholes and their respective depths.

Table 2-5
PHASE 1 PIPELINES

Diameter (in) Gravity Sewers
Length (ft)

Force Mains
Length (ft)

Total Pipe
Lengths (ft)

8
10
12
15
16
18
24
30
36

325,300
11,000
14,600
17,600

0
6,800
7,100
7,300
4,200

1,200
0

5,800
0

4,900
0
0
0
0

326,500
11,000
20,400
17,600
4,900
6,800
7,100
7,300
4,200

Total 393,900 11,900 405,800

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan,” dated 1/09.

Table 2-6
PHASE 1 MANHOLES

Depth Category Number of Manholes

depth # 6
6 < depth # 10
10 < depth # 16
16 < depth # 20
20 < depth # 25

815
174
137
19
8

Total 1,153

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master
    Plan,” dated 1/09.

There are three proposed pump stations and three siphons proposed to support the system.
Tables 2-7 and 2-8 list these proposed facilities.  The pump stations also include force mains
ranging in length from 1,200 feet to about 6,000 feet.  The locations of the pump stations and the
three siphons are described in Tables 2-7 and 2-8.
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Table 2-7
PUMP STATION SUMMARY

Pump Station
Initial Scenario Buildout Scenario

Average Flow
(gpm)

Peak Flow
(gpm)

Average Flow
(gpm)

Peak Flow
(gpm)

Kickaoo Trail 200 600 800 2,400

Paxton & Balsa 1,600 4,800 6,900 20,700

Paradise Valley 100 3001 300 900

Note:   1 Not constructed in Phase 1.

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan,” dated Jan 2009.

Table 2-8
SUMMARY OF MODELED SIPHONS

Location Diameter (in)

Sunnyslope Drive, approximately 200 feet east of Warren Vista Avenue 15

Acoma Trail, approximately 300 feet north of Papago Trail 18

Cholla Avenue and Coyote Trail 8

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan,” dated Jan 2009.

As noted above, most of the sewer pipeline alignments will occur in public rights-of-way, mostly
paved roads, but also along existing graded roadways or along future designated roadways.  The
Sewer Master Plan identifies several locations where private property may have to be acquired in
order to install the sewer collection system as shown on Figure 2-2.  The following locations have
been identified as requiring possible future property easements for acquisition; however, additional
properties may have to be acquired in the future to install the designed collection system.  The
specific location identified to date include the following:

a. An 8-inch pipeline will collect flows along Buena Vista Drive and Mohawk Trail, north of
29 Palms Highway.  To avoid having to install very deep pipelines at this location, the
proposal is to install an 8-inch pipeline that will run east through private property south of the
Apache Mobile Park.  It will continue east along the unpaved road until it reaches the wash
and then run parallel to the was until it joins another pipeline at Coyote Trail and Cholla
Avenue.  Refer to Figure 2-8.

b. Construction of a collector pipeline running south to north on Warren Vista Avenue would
require an easement through a large commercial center, and rerouting of the collector to
avoid an existing building.  An easement about 700 feet in length would be required along the
existing parking lot south of 29 Palms Highway.  An additional approximately 700 feet of
easement would be required northeast along the Highway across undeveloped property until
it crosses the Highway at Dryden Avenue.  Refer to Figure 2-8.  

One location along the 30-inch Sunnyslope Trunk Sewer may require a shallower than normal
depth for the sewer.  In order to maintain sufficient flushing velocities and to maximize the available



-15-

head into the WRF, the depth of approximately 500 feet of trunk sewer may be six feet below
ground surface, instead of the required 10 feet.  The sewer line crosses the wash and therefore,
this section of the pipeline may need additional protection, such as a concrete cover.

2.2 CONSTRUCTION SCENARIO

2.2.1   Hi-Desert WRF

The construction activities for the Hi-Desert WRF (including pump stations) consist of the following
range of activities: excavations; mass grading of approximately 20 acres of land, fine grading for
each area proposed for development with facilities, such as access roads, parking, storage and
landscaping; installation of WRF piping, electricity lines and other required support infrastructure;
construction of foundations; construction of above ground facilities; installation of treatment
equipment; and assembly of materials required for treatment.  

Standard construction equipment will be used for each of these phases, ranging from dozers,
graders, cranes, backhoes.  It is anticipated that the maximum number of construction personnel
on the project site on any given day will be 100.  A maximum number of truck deliveries, probably
during pouring of concrete for facilities, is forecasted at 25 per day.  As previously stated,
construction of the project is expected to require about 18 months. 

2.2.2   Sewer Collection System

It is assumed that a sewer installation team can install approximately 400 lineal feet of sewer per
day.  A team consists of the following:

400 feet of sewer line installed per day
1 Excavator
1 Backhoe
1 Paver
1 Roller
1 Water truck
10 Dump/delivery trucks (80 miles round trip distance)
Employees (11 members per team)

The emissions calculations are based upon the above assumptions for each sewer pipeline
installation team.  For air emission calculations it is further assumed that sewer lines will be
installed concurrent with the treatment plant construction.  Two teams will be installing pipelines for
a total of 800 lineal feet per day.  It is assumed that sewer line installation will occur 250 days per
year, resulting in the installation of up to 200,000 lineal feet of sewer line within a one year period
of time.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES

2.3.1   No-Action Alternative

The No-Action alternative will result in wastewater treatment facilities not being installed as outlined
above.  The No-Action alternative does not contribute to the protection and enhancement of the
District’s water quality as envisioned in both the Regional Water Management Plan (Mojave Water
Agency 2004) and the District’s Strategic Plan (2008).  Nitrate contamination in the area would still
be produced and percolate into the local groundwater aquifer in conflict with the Regional Board’s
Basin Plan (2005).
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The No-Action alternative would result in the fewest direct natural environmental effects of available
alternatives, because no physical changes to the environment within the area of potential impact
would result from construction activities.  However, the result of implementing this alternative is the
continued degradation of groundwater quality due to nitrates in the Warren Valley Groundwater
Basin and possibly in downstream aquifers.  Therefore, this alternative is not considered a feasible
or reasonable alternative for consideration by the District.

2.3.2   Individual Treatment Systems

The MWH PDR included a discussion of an alternative of installing individual treatment systems.
The text of this discussion, presented above, is repeated here for information.  Nitrate removal from
wastewater requires some form of treatment and some form of managing the nitrate after it is
separated from wastewater or chemically modified during treatment.  Most of the existing
residences and businesses currently manage their domestic wastewater with underground septic
tank and leach systems or seepage pits.  It is from these individual systems that the nitrate is
entering the local groundwater aquifer.  There are individual advanced underground wastewater
treatment systems that can be installed, but the effectiveness of such systems in removal of
sufficient nitrate and the process of imposing such systems is beyond the scope of this analysis.
The summary of treatment technologies screened in the PDR are provided in Table 2-2 (Table 3-1
of the PDR).  Tables 3-2 through 3-6 of the PDR (Appendix 1) contain a fatal flaw analysis of the
system-wide treatment alternatives and of specific technologies.  The MWH PDR contained the
following conclusion for options related to onsite treatment technologies.  The MWH evaluation
concluded: “Options such as no-flush toilets and gray water separation would require extensive and
disruptive modification of toilets and plumbing in all existing buildings in the service area.
Decentralized treatment is not cost effective for an area such as Yucca Valley where development
has occurred in single, coherent area.  Piping sewage to a neighboring agency would be very
expensive to construct the sewers, and would result in the permanent loss of the water that could
otherwise be used for groundwater recharge.  For these reasons, only centralized treatment of
wastewater within the District’s service area is considered a viable alternative.”  

2.3.3   Other Alternatives

Alternative Sites

An alternate site was evaluated for the proposed wastewater treatment facilities.  The site was
located further to the west of the proposed site, west of State Highway 247 and north of State
Highway 62.  However, it was determined after evaluating the depth of alluvium, depth to
groundwater and the location upstream of many of the Districts water supply wells that sites at this
location would intercept the nitrate plumes from the septic systems and transport it to towards the
existing domestic water supply wells.  Thus, the western and northern portions of the community
were judged to be inadequate locations for the proposed Hi-Desert WRF.  

Only sites that are not directly upstream of domestic water wells and that have sufficient depth of
vadose zone (the area between the ground surface and the groundwater table) were deemed
adequate for siting the WRF.  Due to the shallow vadose zone to the west, south and north portions
of the Warren Valley Basin, a site in the east-central portion of the Basin was deemed essential.
Therefore, based on the large acreage of undeveloped area, depth of vadose zone, and lack of
wells immediately downstream, the project site or another site in the immediate vicinity was
determined to be the only location in the Basin available to support the proposed WRF.  Since the
environmental variables at the selected site represent those of the surrounding area, the project
location was judged to be representative of the available sites in the Basin.  Thus, this alternative
will not be given further consideration.
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Alternative Treatment Systems

Although the treatment system options would be installed at the same proposed WRF site, there
are minor variations in the amount of area and amount of energy required for each system.  The
following comparative evaluation of the treatment system alternatives is abstracted from the PDR.
Minor editing has been included for clarity.

Matrix Comparison of Treatment Alternatives

Each of the four alternatives were compared against each other using weighted criteria.  This
method involves three steps:

1. Establish a set of criteria and assign a weight to each criteria based on level of
importance to the District.  The total of the criteria weights should be equal to 100%.

2. Score each of the alternatives on a scale of 1 – 10 for each criteria.

3. Multiple each score by the corresponding weights; those produce are then added
together to give a total weighted score for each alternative.

The list of criteria for the matrix evaluation of the treatment alternatives are listed in Table 2-9 along
with the criteria weighting.

Table 2-9
CRITERIA WEIGHTING

Criteria Weight

Low Initial Capital Cost 15%

Low O&M Cost 35%

Small Footprint 5%

High Treatment Reliability 15%

Simple O&M 10%

Flexibility for Future 20%

The results of a weighted matrix evaluation of the four alternatives are shown on Table 2-10.

Table 2-10
MATRIX COMPARISON RESULTS FOR TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES

Treatment Alternative Weighted
Score Dif.

Alternative 1 – Extended Aeration 6.85 98%

Alternative 2A – High Rate MBR 5.90 84%

Alternative 2B – Extended Aeration MBR 7.00 100%

Alternative 3 – Conventional Activated Sludge 5.35 76%
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Risk Assessment of Treatment Alternatives

The comparison described above is based on the expected performance requirements, site
conditions, and other assumed factors.  In reality, the project faces a number of risks that are not
directly addressed in the comparison.  Table 2-11 lists a number of risks, and which alternatives
would be less than impacted by them.

Table 2-11
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT

Risk Likelihood Impact Preferred Alternative(s)

1. Geotechnical Low Medium 2A- High Rate MBR
2B- Ex Aeration MBR

2. Material Cost Increases Medium Low 2A- High Rate MBR
2B- Ex Aeration MBR

3. Low Perc Rate/High Dilution Req Low High None

4. Energy Availability Medium Medium 1- Extended Aeration

5. Vendor Reliability Low High 1- Extended Aeration

6. Emerging Contaminants Medium High 1- Extended Aeration
2B- Ex Aeration MBR

7. Future Treatment Requirements Medium High 2A- High Rate MBR
2B- Ex Aeration MBR

1. Geotechnical Risks – A geotechnical investigation will need to be completed prior to the
construction of a treatment plant.  These unknown condition may influent the placement of
the treatment facility on the site.  Facilities with a large footprint have a higher risk that
unfavorable geotechnical conditions will impact either the cost of the facilities or even the
ability to built the facilities all together.  The high rate and extended aeration MBR alternatives
are the preferred alternative when it comes to the risk associated with geotechnical issues
due to the small footprint of these treatment trains.

2. Material Cost Increases – Facilities with big structures require large quantities of concrete
and rebar for construction.  The last decade has shown large relative increases in the cost
of both concrete and steel.  Such increases could increase the final bid cost for the project.
Therefore, treatment trains with a small footprint and lower concrete requirement will reduce
the risk associated with material cost increases.  These treatment trains would be the high
rate and extended aeration MBR alternatives.

3. Low Percolation Rate/High Dilution Required – One of the treatment processes is the
percolation ponds used to recharge the groundwater basin.  The percolation rate of the soils
in the area is currently unknown as well as the amount of dilution water that would be
required by the RWQCB.  These two factors govern the size of the recharge basins which
may require more land than previously thought.  All treatment processes are subject to the
risk of low percolation rates or a high dilution requirements.

4. Energy Availability – Technologies with greater energy demand have an increased sensitivity
to increases in energy costs.  The extended aeration alternative is least subject to this risk,
due to the low energy requirements in comparison with the other alternatives.
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5. Vendor Reliability – Technologies with proprietary equipment are susceptible to difficulties
with the vendor which can have a direct impact on the project schedule and success.  The
extended aeration alternative is least subject to this risk, since this is a conventional
technology without a lot of proprietary equipment.

6. Emerging Contaminants – Emerging contaminants including NDMA, personal care products
and pharmaceuticals (PCPP) and disinfection by-products, while not currently regulated by
RWQCB, could become regulated.  Treatment processes with longer sludge ages provide a
better level of treatment of PCPP.  The extended aeration and extended aeration MBR
alternatives are the preferred alternatives when it comes to the risk associated with emerging
contaminants due to the longer sludge age.

7. Future Treatment Requirements – Future regulations may require treatment of wastewater
effluent using reverse osmosis (RO) before recharging groundwater.  If such a system is
required it will need to be preceded by micro-filtration.  MBRs use micro-filtration, so MBR
effluent could go directly to RO without future treatment.  The high rate and extended aeration
MBR alternatives are the preferred alternatives when it comes to the risk associated with
future treatment requirements.

All of these treatment systems can meet the water quality objectives for the Hi-Desert WRF.  Also,
they all require approximately the same amount of area and the degree of disturbance associated
with the other three alternative treatment systems.  Based on the comparative evaluation in the
discussion above, the overall effects of the alternative systems are considered to be comparable.
Thus, none of the alternative treatment systems will be given further consideration in this document.

Alternative Sewer Collection System Design

The Sewer Collection System Master Plan is provided in Appendix 2 of this document and
summarized in the project description above.  The Master Plan assigns the collection system
pipelines to disturbed areas for over 95% of the 407,800 lineal feet of the system required to serve
the District’s proposed wastewater collection service area.  Further, a review of all of the pipeline
alignments in the field indicates that no substantial biological or cultural resource occur within the
proposed alignments.  Any other alternative system would, of necessity, have to be located outside
of existing disturbed rights-of-way.  Therefore, no alternative pipeline alignments are will be given
further consideration in this document.
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Chapter 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The following discussion of the affected environment generally addresses the 16 common
environmental issues that will be further analyzed under Environmental Consequences (Chapter 4),
plus the unique issues and document content required to fulfill the Bureau of Reclamation’s NEPA
requirements.  By presenting environmental information in this format, it will be possible for the
environmental review to more easily serve both CEQA and NEPA environmental documentation
requirements.  The affected environment issues are addressed in the following order, which
includes NEPA topics and also follows the order in the CEQA Initial Study Environmental Checklist
form format:  air quality, water quality, utilities/services, land use, transportation, natural environ-
ment, human population, environmental justice, construction, energy impacts, coastal zone
management act, historic preservation, wild and scenic rivers, endangered species, floodplain
management and protection of wetlands, farmland protection, and coastal barrier resources.  To
the extent that the above natural resources or man-made systems occur, are in demand or may be
impacted at the site or within the region, the following discussion summarizes the existing
environmental condition or circumstances.

3.1 AIR QUALITY

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) are the levels of air quality considered safe, with an adequate
margin of safety, to protect the public health and safety.  They are designed to protect those people
most susceptible to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young
children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and people engaged in strenuous
work or exercise, called "sensitive receptors."  Healthy adults can tolerate exposure to air pollutant
concentrations considerably above these minimum standards before adverse effects are observed.
Recent research suggests, however, that long-term exposure to air pollution at levels that just meet
air quality standards may nevertheless have adverse health effects.

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), and the Air Quality Attain-
ment Plan (AQAP) prepared and adopted by the MDAQMD regulate air quality in the air basin.  The
following discussion describes the regulatory authority of the federal, state and local jurisdictions.

3.1.1   Federal Clean Air Act

The CAA Amendments of 1990, signed into law by the President on November 15, 1990,
significantly changed how air quality is regulated in the United States.  The Federal CAA of 1990
contains important provisions that change present federal law in six main areas, although
California's regulations continue to lead federal regulations.  Federal ambient air quality standards
are summarized in Table 3-1, including the recently adopted fine particulate and 8-hour ozone
standards.  The amendments of the 1990 federal CAA are associated with attainment and
maintenance of air quality standards, permits and enforcement, toxic air pollutants, acid deposition,
stratospheric ozone protection, and motor vehicles and fuels.

The goal of Title I, the non-attainment provision, is to attain air quality standards for six criteria
pollutants:  ozone, oxides of nitrogen, oxides of sulfur, particulate matter (PM10), carbon monoxide,
and lead.  All non-attainment areas are designated or classified based on the severity of their non-
attainment problem.  These classifications determine the extent to which remedial actions must be
taken within a given planning area.  Portions of the MDAB are designated non-attainment for ozone
(State and Federal) and particulate matter (PM10 State).  The ozone designation for the MDAB is
severe classification and the PM10 designation is moderate.  Recently published data by the federal
EPA has determined that the MDAB is considered unclassified or in attainment for PM2.5 standards.
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(Final Rule for Air Quality Designations for the 2006 24-Hour Fine Particle (PM2.5) National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (RIN 2060-AP27)

In general, under Title I, the attainment date for an area designated non-attainment is the most
expeditious date attainment can be achieved, but no later than 2007 for ozone and 1994 for PM10.
The MDAB has attained the federal standard for PM10.  Title I also requires each non-attainment
area to submit a comprehensive inventory of actual emissions as part of the State Implementation
Plan (SIP).

3.1.2   California Clean Air Act

The CCAA, passed by the California Legislature and signed into law by the Governor in 1988, is
a comprehensive air pollution control agenda for the state of California.  State standards are, in
most cases, more stringent than federal standards.  The goal of the Act is to attain state air quality
standards by the earliest practical date.  Moderate areas are expected to attain standards by 1994,
serious areas by 1997, and severe areas are expected to achieve standards after 2007.

The CCAA of 1990 recognize that previous projections were exceedingly optimistic and that
violations of air quality standards in areas of severely degraded air quality may persist for another
20 years.  Because California established AAQS several years before the federal action and
because of unique air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion meteorology, there
is a considerable difference between state and national clean air standards.  Those standards
currently in effect in California are shown on Table 3-1.

The CCAA requires each air pollution control district designated as in non-attainment of state
ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, or nitrogen dioxide to
prepare and submit a plan for attaining and maintaining state standards.  PM10 is not included in
this list to prepare a plan, although non-attainment of this pollutant occurs statewide.  Even though
a plan is not required to be prepared by each district for PM10, the MDAQMD did prepare one,
finalized in July 1995.  The CARB must prepare a study of PM10 and include methodologies
proposed to reach attainment, additionally.

Each attainment plan must contain the present and anticipated extent of non-attainment including
adopted and proposed measures to reduce emissions of the pollutant and/or its precursors, and
their anticipated effectiveness; the availability and effectiveness of additional control measures; the
earliest practicable attainment date; any legal, technological, or administrative impediment to
developing and implementing an attainment plan; the relative significance of both natural and
windblown emissions; and any additional information needed with respect to ambient air monitoring
and air quality computer modeling, and estimated budgetary requirements to obtain the information.

Some of the CCAA requirements include reducing pollutants contributing to non-attainment by
5 percent per year, or 15 percent over a 3-year period, achieving an average commuter ridership
of 1.3 persons per vehicle, reducing non-attainment pollutant exposures by 30 percent, and ranking
control measures by implementation priorities.

3.1.3   Regional Air Quality

Monitoring of air quality in the San Bernardino County portion of the MDAB is the responsibility of
the MDAQMD headquartered in Victorville.  Because of the low population density within the
MDAQMD, limited monitoring resources are distributed over a relatively large geographic area.  The
heaviest concentration of measurement is in the area of greatest development, the Mojave River
corridor.  Air quality monitoring for ozone, the primary ingredient in regional photochemical smog,
nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, carbon monoxide, and respirable particulate matter (PM10) is
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conducted at the Twentynine Palms monitoring station, which is closest station to the Yucca Valley
project area.  Data for 2000-2002 for some parameters are shown on Table 3-2.  No violations of
the federal one-hour ozone standard occurred at this station in this period, but days exceeding the
federal eight-hour standard were 4-13.  The number of days exceeding the state standard for ozone
ranged from 3-16.  No violations of federal standards for PM10 occurred in this period, but the State
PM10 standard of 50 ug/m3 was exceeded on 1-16 days.

As summarized above, ozone and particulates are seen to be occasional air quality concerns in the
Yucca Valley area.  Exceedances of the more stringent state standard for Ozone and PM10 have
occurred periodically in the area.  Although the magnitude of violations of ozone standards is much
less severe than in the SoCAB, the combination of the downwind location of Yucca Valley, and the
continued growth of upwind communities in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties as a pollution
source area for the project area, suggests that currently observed violations will continue until the
SoCAB meets ambient air quality standards.

Violations of particulate standards in the project area have been linked more to localized soil
disturbance and windstorms than the organic particulate matter from vehicle exhaust found in the
more heavily populated areas of southern California.  Violations of particulate standards due to
inorganic soil materials are thought to be less unhealthful than those generated by combustion
sources such as industry and motor vehicles.  Clean air attainment planning requirements,
however, do not distinguish between organic and inorganic pollutants.  Because of the occasionally
high levels of  respirable particulate matter (PM10) associated with strong wind events, substantial
portions of the MDAB are designated as a federal non-attainment airshed for PM10.

While "imported" pollutants such as ozone and, to some extent, particulate matter do on occasion
exceed standards, locally generated pollutants such as carbon monoxide (CO) or nitrogen oxides
(NOx) are low within the Yucca Valley area because background levels never exceed allowable
levels and the sources of such emissions within the project area are limited.  The Mojave Desert
area experiences very low baseline levels of primary (other than photochemically reacted)
automobile pollution such that the local airshed appears capable of accommodating identified future
growth with very nominal localized air quality concerns.

Although the dispersive capacity of the atmosphere in the desert is limited when cool air pools near
the surface at night during the cooler months, a much larger level of development, such as occurs
in Las Vegas or Phoenix (one plus million people), is needed to create violations of CO or NOx
standards.  Comparison of the size of forecast population growth (population of 19,200 people in
Yucca Valley in 2000, with a conservatively high 3% annual growth rate, would increase to 25,804
by 2010) with the scope of development needed to create a significant air quality impact indicates
that this growth is not forecast to generate significant impacts from CO or NOx.
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Table 3-1
STATE OF CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Pollutant Average
Time

California Standards 1 National Standards 2

Concentration 3 Method 4 Primary 3,5 Secondary 3,6 Method 7

Ozone (O3)
1 Hour 0.09 ppm

(180 µg/m3) Ultraviolet
Photometry

– Same as
Primary

Standard

Ultraviolet
Photometry

8 Hour 0.070 ppm
(137 µg/m3)

0.08 ppm
(157 µg/m3)

Respirable
Particulate

Matter (PM10)

24 Hour 50 µg/m3

Gravimetric or
Beta Attenuation

150 µg/m3

Same as
Primary

Standard

Inertial Separation
and Gravimetric

Analysis
Annual

Arithmetic
Mean

20 µg/m3 –

Fine Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 µg/m3

Same as
Primary

Standard

Inertial Separation
and Gravimetric

Analysis
Annual

Arithmetic
Mean

12 µg/m3 Gravimetric or Beta
Attenuation 15 µg/m3

Carbon
Monoxide

(CO)

8 Hour 9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

Non-Dispersive
Infrared Photometry

(NDIR)

9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

None
Non-Dispersive

Infrared Photometry
(NDIR)1 Hour 20 ppm

(23 mg/m3)
35 ppm

(40 mg/m3)

8 Hour
(Lake Tahoe)

6 ppm
(7 mg/m3) – – –

Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2) *

Annual
Arithmetic

Mean

0.030 ppm
(56 µg/m3) Gas Phase

Chemiluminescence

0.053 ppm
(100 µg/m3) Same as

Primary
Standard

Gas Phase
Chemiluminescence

1 Hour 0.18 ppm
(338 µg/m3 –

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

Annual
Arithmetic

Mean
–

Ultraviolet
Fluorescence

0.030 ppm
(80 µg/m3) –

Spectrophotometry
(Paraosaniline

Method)24 Hour 0.04 ppm
(105 µg/m3)

0.14 ppm
(365 µg/m3) –

3 Hour – – 0.5 ppm
(1300 µg/m3)

1 Hour 0.25 ppm
(655 µg/m3) – – –

Lead 8

30-Day
Average 1.5 µg/m3 – – –

Calendar
Quarter – 1.5 µg/m3

Same as
Primary

Standard

High Volume
Sampler and Atomic

Absorption



Pollutant Average
Time

California Standards 1 National Standards 2

Concentration 3 Method 4 Primary 3,5 Secondary 3,6 Method 7
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Visibility
Reducing
Particles

8 Hour

Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer
– visibility of 10 miles or more (0.07 -

30 miles or more for Lake Tahoe) due to
particles when relative humidity is less

than 70 percent.  Method: Beta
Attenuation and Transmittance through

Filter Tape.

No

Federal

Standards

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chromatography

Hydrogen
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm

(42 µg/m3)
Ultraviolet

Fluorescence

Vinyl
Chloride 8 24 Hour 0.01 ppm

(26 µg/m3) Gas Chromatography

Note: * On February 19, 2008, the Office of Administrative Law approved a new Nitrogen Dioxide ambient air quality standard, which lowers the
1-hour standard to 0.18 ppm and establish a new annual standard of 0.030 ppm.  These changes became effective March 20, 2008.

Footnotes
1 California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate

matter – PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded.  All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.
California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

2 National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be
exceeded more than once a year.  The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over
three years, is equal to or less than the standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calender
year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 :g/m3 is equal to or less than one.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when
98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.  Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification
and current federal policies.

3 Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated.  Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr.  Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature
of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

4 Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality
standard may be used.

5 National Primary Standards:  The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

6 National Secondary Standards:  The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects
of a pollutant.

7 Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent relationship
to the reference method” and must be approved by the EPA.

8 The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects
determined.  These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these
pollutants.

Source:   California Air Resources Board (02/21/08)
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Table 3-2
AIR QUALITY DATA

FOR TWENTYNINE PALMS MONITORING STATION

Parameter Days Exceeding
Federal Standard

Days Exceeding
State Standard Maximum Reading

Ozone
2005
2004

0 for 1-hr. std., 5 for 8-hr. std.
0 for 1-hr. std., 7 for 8-hr. std.

87 0.105 ppm 1-hr.
0.103 ppm 1-hr.

PM10
2005
2004

0 20 43 ug/m3 24-hr. avg.
58 ug/m3 24-hr. avg.

Source: MDAQMD Annual Air Quality Reports. Provided by Tony Malone of MDAQMD, 6/7/07.  Note the
29 Palms Station was closed in 2005.  No other stations exist in the Yucca Valley/29 Palms
corridor.

3.1.4   Air Toxics

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are airborne substances that are capable of causing short-term or
long-term adverse human health effects.  TACs include both organic and inorganic chemical sub-
stances.  TACs may be emitted from a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations,
automobiles, dry cleaners, industrial operations, and painting operations.  Research and teaching
facilities where a variety of chemicals are used for various experiments may also be a source of
TACs.

The 1990 federal CAA Amendments expanded the regulation of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs;
the federal government terminology for TACs), establishing a list of 172 individual compounds and
17 compound categories to be regulated as HAPs.  The federal CAA required the EPA to establish
a stringent, technology-based emissions standard for stationary sources of emissions of these listed
substances.  The Federal CAA Amendments also required the EPA to list "major" and "area" source
categories that the EPA finds sufficiently threatening to human health or the environment by
November 1993, to establish emissions standards for at least 40 stationary source categories by
November 1994, and to establish standards for all regulated sources by November 2002.

"Major sources" are defined as any stationary source that emits at least ten tons per year of any
HAP or 25 tons per year of any combination of HAPs.  "Area sources" are stationary sources
encompassing small diverse facilities that routinely release small amounts of HAPs.  By November
1997, the EPA must list sufficient categories and subcategories of area sources to ensure that
90 percent of the emissions of the 30 HAPs presenting the greatest threat to the public health in
the largest number of urban areas are subject to regulation.

In the state of California, the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act of 1987
(AB2588) requires specified facilities to submit to the local air pollution control agency, in this case,
the MDAQMD, a comprehensive plan to inventory air toxics emissions for all substances listed
pursuant to the Act.  After the inventory preparation plan is approved, the facility must implement
the plan and submit the resulting air toxics emission inventory to the District.  After the District
receives the completed emission inventories subject to the Act, it is then required to identify high
priority facilities for which health risk assessments must be prepared to estimate the potential health
risk associated with TAC emissions.  No such facilities occur in Yucca Valley and the surrounding
area.
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Assembly Bill 1807 (Tanner Bill) set up a statewide process to determine the need for methods to
set standards for toxic air contaminants.  The process includes identification of toxic air contami-
nants, determination of emissions and ambient levels of the identified compounds, preparation of
regulatory needs documents, and establishment of minimum statewide emission control standards
by the California Air Resource Board (CARB).

The CARB has identified several chemicals as TACs under the Tanner Bill, including asbestos,
benzene, cadmium, carbon tetrachloride, chlorinated dioxins and dibensofurans (15 species),
chromium (VI), ethylene dibromide, ethylene dichloride, ethylene oxide and methylene chloride as
toxic air contaminants.  The CARB has not developed statewide standards for any of these
chemicals.

The District manages TACs through its X series rule, Rule 1000, National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs).

3.1.5   Air Quality Planning

As previously noted, the MDAB includes northern Los Angeles County, the desert portions of Kern
and San Bernardino Counties.  San Bernardino County has vested air quality control of the desert
portion of the County within MDAB with the MDAQMD.

To a large extent, the MDAQMD has adopted many of the same rules as the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to prevent polluters from the Los Angeles basin from
moving to desert areas to pollute more freely.  However, there is a tendency for MDAQMD to weigh
the cost of any new air quality rules against the benefit to the local population since it makes less
sense to apply emission standards that have very limited benefit and high social or economic costs
to desert areas when the bulk of the air quality problem is created far upwind.

Because of the designation of the high desert as a non-attainment area for ozone, the 1990 CCAA
requires that plans be developed which document a reasonable rate of progress in emission
reductions and which project reasonable further progress in the future.  Because there is no real
ozone benefit in VOC or NOx emission reduction beyond those programs mandated by CARB, the
MDAQMD does not advocate additional emission reduction programs because the economic and
social costs of such programs create no measurable air quality benefit within the MDAB.

If in addition to local controls, such as VOC emission control nozzles on gas pumps, paint and
asphalt volatility reduction, and pipeline compressor engine control, the statewide emission
reduction programs do not produce sufficient reduction, a contingency measure has been
developed.  This measure is an enhanced inspection and maintenance program for automobiles.
Presently, this program is envisioned as an automatic system where remote sensors determine
vehicle identification and measure the pollution coming out of the tailpipe.  The smog control system
of vehicles not in compliance would be required to be repaired immediately instead of at the times
of the biannual "smog check" inspection.  This measure is bogged down in controversy and has not
yet been adopted and may not be necessary if upwind emission controls are successful.

The emission of particulate matter is also a concern of the MDAQMD.  Particulates are generated
by construction, travel on unpaved roads, open fires, agricultural practices, and natural dust
emissions due to high winds in the region.  These emissions can be controlled to some extent by
local actions and these sources are addressed as components in a respirable range particulate
matter (PM10) attainment plan finalized by the MDAQMD in 1995.
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Over the years, MDAQMD has prepared and published a number of studies that have demonstrated
the MDAB can be brought into attainment, if the SoCAB achieves attainment under its adopted Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  These studies include:

• “Reasonable Further Progress, Rate-of-Progress San Bernardino County Portion of the
Southeast Desert AQMA,” October 26, 1994

• “Post 1996 Attainment Demonstration and Reasonable Further Progress Plan San
Bernardino County Portion of the Southeast Desert AQMA,” December 21, 1994

• “Final Mojave Desert Planning Area Federal Particulate Matter (PM10) Attainment Plan,”
July 31, 1995

• “Triennial Revision to the 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan San Bernardino County Portion
of the Southeast Desert Air Basin and Palo Verde Valley Portion of Riverside County,”
January 22, 1996

These plans address the actions that will be required to bring the MDAQMD into attainment for
particulate matter, including the Morongo Basin/Yucca Valley area.  Yucca Valley and most of the
remainder of the desert has been in compliance with the federal particulate standards for the past
10 years.  After projected growth is incorporated into future emission considerations, the 1995
Federal Particulate Matter (PM10) Attainment Plan concluded that “The identified control measures,
as implemented by the end of 1998, bring the planning area (and the Lucerne Valley region) into
attainment of the NAAQS for PM10 under worst case wind and construction activity conditions
similar to those experienced during the late 1980's and early 1990's.”

As noted above, the ability to comply with ozone ambient air quality standards will depend upon the
ability of SCAQMD to bring the ozone concentrations and precursor emissions in the SoCAB into
compliance with ambient air quality standards.  Regardless, the proposed project envisions waste-
water infrastructure facilities that will not change the intensity of developed and planned for uses.
Thus, new development and new operational air emissions are forecast to be the same as
envisioned by current planning documents.  The wastewater treatment facilities proposed by this
project are being implemented to meet existing needs in a manner that will protect the public health
and safety.

Air quality management plans utilized local planning documents to develop the measure which
should be implemented to achieve the air quality attainment goals.  Therefore, a project that is
consistent with the local land use planning document is considered compatible with air quality
management plans.  The provision of wastewater treatment services to existing development and
that allowed by local land use plans is considered compatible with air quality management plans.

3.2 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

3.2.1   Regulatory Setting

Water resources are regulated by federal, state, regional, and local and agencies.  Section 401 of
the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires a Water Quality Certification for any work proposed
in stream crossings, stream banks or stream courses, or wetlands.  Additionally, if a U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) permit is required, the ACOE guidelines would be followed in order to
ensure ACOE approval of the Water Quality Certification.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) regulates California's water quality and
administers water rights.  The Board, through its nine regional boards, establishes wastewater
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discharge requirements and carries out water pollution control programs.  It also issues permits for
new water rights and assists in determining existing rights.  

SWRCB has established a statewide construction General Permit applicable to the project.  Under
this general permit, it is the responsibility of the project proponent to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI)
to the SWRCB, prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and
revise the SWPPP as necessary as construction conditions change.  The Best Management
Practices (BMPs) within the SWPPP must include both structural and non-structural measures,
where applicable, and the assignment of long-term maintenance responsibilities that protect water
quality.  The Colorado River Basin Water Quality Control Board is the jurisdictional entity that
enforces the construction General Permit and SWPPP.  These agencies oversee the imple-
mentation of the SWPPP and ensure that the BMPs are fully implemented and effective through
routine monitoring and enforcement actions. 

There are three aspects to the existing regulatory setting related to hydrology and flood hazards.
The federal components include: control of development within 100-year flood hazard areas, as
designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); control of erosion and
sedimentation during construction under the General Construction permit required for compliance
with the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits for non-point sources of pollution; and the requirement to control long-term
sources of water pollution through the implementation of a Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP).  These latter two programs are implemented at the state level through the State Water
Resources Control Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and at the local level
through the County and local cities.

Local and regional land use jurisdictional agencies participate in the National Flood Hazard
Insurance Program.  Under this program, flood hazards have been determined based on 500-year
and 100-year storm events.  General Plans identify, and specific projects are reviewed in light of,
the 100-year flood zones which could create hazardous conditions if they are developed.  The
100-year flood areas are generally adjacent to creek and drainage channels.  

The Office of Emergency Services (OES) is the County's centralized emergency response agency
responsible for organizing and directing emergency services and disaster programs. This agency
comes under the administration and management of the California Department of Forestry which
has also been contracted by the County to provide fire fighting services. The OES receives updated
dam inundation information from the State Office of Emergency Services and is responsible for
identifying evacuation routes based on this data.

3.2.2   Surface Water

The project area encompasses the sewer collection system and the Hi-Desert water reclamation
facility (WRF) site.  There are no perennial or permanent water bodies, lakes or streams, within the
project area.  There are several ephemeral or intermittent stream channels within the project area.
None of these eight-to-ten ephemeral channels in the project area are formally named on the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) Topographic maps of the project area.  The streams
originate in the Little San Bernardino Mountains to the south and in the Sawtooth Mountain ridge
that bounds the project area to the north.  The largest stream is locally referred to as “Yucca Wash.”
During major precipitation events it collects flows from the tributary “blue line” stream channels
shown on these USGS Topographic Maps (Yucca Valley North and South, and Joshua Tree North
and South, 7.5' Topographic Maps).  For most of the WRF site and most of the remaining project
area, surface runoff occurs as sheet flow that ultimately enters the alignment of the ephemeral
channels. Note the term “blue line” refers to a stream channel with a defined bed and bank as it is
shown on a USGS Topographic Map.  Refer to Figure 2-1.
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The proposed WRF site contains one surface water feature, a blueline, ephemeral desert wash,
which traverses the western portion of the site.  This ephemeral stream originates in the Little San
Bernardino Mountains to the south.  The wash flows southwest to northeast across the property and
exits the property where it flows beneath SR 62.  From there, this dry desert wash extends to the
northeast until it has a confluence with Yucca Creek Wash and continues to flow east into the
Community of Joshua Tree.  From there Yucca Creek Wash then flows north to dry lakes, which
are considered isolated waters of the United States.  The wash receives flows primarily from the
upland areas south of the site that extend to the front of the north facing slopes of the Little San
Bernardino Mountains.  According to the biological assessment conducted by Frank Hovore &
Associates in July 2004, the wash is sparsely vegetated by Joshua tree-creosote scrub in the
upland areas, desert willow within the wash bottom, annual wildflower  species in the open terraces
along the bottom margins, and Mormon tea, which dominates the overall drainage.

For the remainder of the project area, the future sewer lines will occasionally cross an ephemeral
stream channel along its alignment.  In most cases these crossing will occur within existing paved
and graded road rights-of-way.  Based on the field survey of the sewer line alignment, no wetlands
or riparian habitats are located within the proposed project area or along the pipeline alignments.
Because these stream channels are isolated and ephemeral, the preliminary finding is that they are
not subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Clean Water Act Section 404 jurisdiction, i.e.,
they are not waters of the United States.  On the other hand the channels appear to be waters of
the State of California and are within the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG).  A CDFG 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement will need to be obtained for any
disturbances of the ephemeral stream channels within the project area.  Finally, it is also probable
that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin (Regional Board)
will assert jurisdiction under its Porter-Cologne responsibilities and require waste discharge
requirements for these disturbances.

According to the Town of Yucca Valley General Plan (1995) Exhibit V-3, the WRF project site is
located within a Zone A flood hazard area, which designates areas of 100-year flooding.  As
presently envisioned, the WRF will be located to the east of the 100-year flow line, but based on
final engineering the WRF facilities may encroach within this area.

3.2.3   Groundwater

The water supplied to Yucca Valley is extracted from the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin and
the Ames Basin. The District is the principal water purveyor servicing the Yucca Valley area.  The
District obtains all of its water supplies from 13 active wells that pump groundwater from the Warren
Valley Groundwater Basin.  Fifteen of these wells are generally located along the Yucca Wash or
Creek, with two located on the Mesa to the north.  Current estimated production is approximately
3,000 acre-feet per year (acre-ft/yr).  According to the District, it also has rights for up to 800 acre-
ft/yr from the adjacent Ames Valley Basin.  The District also receives imported water from the
Mojave Water Agency (MWA) and the State Water Project (SWP) to supplement local groundwater
supplies.  This water is piped to the project area and recharged into the Warren Valley Basin
through a series of recharge basins in Town of Yucca Valley along Yucca Creek Wash.

According to a U.S. Geological Survey study, published in 1972 (USGS 1972), the Warren Valley
Groundwater Basin was reported to be small and not exceeding 200 acre-ft/yr of natural recharge.
Groundwater pumped from wells in the 1950s and 1960s was used chiefly for domestic uses.  The
groundwater in storage in 1958 was computed to be 106,000 acre-ft.  It was surmised that the
consumptive-use in the basin since 1958, i.e., until 1972, still yielded at least 96,000 acre-ft of
groundwater in storage.  Since the late-1990s the District has been importing and recharging
groundwater in recharge basins constructed for this purpose.  The imported water has been used
to offset and eliminate any continued cumulative contribution to overdraft of District operations.
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Extrapolating these assumptions to the present, it can be inferred that the groundwater in storage
in the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin remains at approximately 100,000 acre-feet.

3.2.4   Water Quality

According to the Regional Board’s Water Quality Control Plan (page 2-3), the groundwater
resources in the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin are considered suitable for municipal or
domestic water supply.  The Warren Valley Groundwater Basin is part of the Joshua Tree
Hydrologic Unit (708.00 Area Code) and is designated as the Warren “Hydrologic Area” (HA)
(708.20 Area Code) on the Colorado River Hydrologic Basin Planning Area Map.  Table 2-5
identifies the beneficial uses of groundwaters in this Basin to support municipal (MUN) and
industrial (IND) beneficial uses.  

Regarding water quality, the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin was considered to be historically
low in dissolved solids.  Concentrations ranged from approximately 120 to 250 mg/L, and averaged
about 160 mg/l, according to data from a 1972 study (USGS 1972).  Fluoride concentrations in that
time period ranged from 0.2 to 1.0 mg/L, and averaged 0.4 mg/L.  No concentrations of ions in
excess of the limits recommended by the U.S. Public Health Service at that time were reported.

A more recent study (USGS 2002) focused on lithologic and water quality data for the years 1992-
1998.  Two monitoring stations were developed in the Warren Groundwater Basin, YV-1 and YV-2.
Dissolved solids for station YV-1, depths of 230-570 feet below-ground surface, ranged from
158-502 mg/L.  Dissolved solids for station YV-2, depths of 300-570 feet below-ground surface,
ranged from 179-309 mg/L.  Dissolved nitrogen (NO2 and NO3) levels, expressed as mg/L of N,
ranged from 2-30.3 mg/L for station YV-1 and from 1.09-11.2 mg/L for station YV-2.  Concentrations
of nitrate above 10 mg/L are considered unhealthy for routine human consumption, and small
babies may be at risk with even lower concentrations.

In support of the evaluation of potential adverse effects from implementing the proposed Hi-Desert
WRF, the U.S. Geological Survey (refer to Appendix 3) recently collected water quality samples
from the piezometer at the monitoring site (1N/6E-32G01S) and from a production well located on
the Mental Physics property (1N/6E-28N01S).  Both are located within the East hydrologic unit of
the Warren Groundwater Basin.  The water samples from the wells were analyzed for general
chemistry, nutrients and selected isotopes and pharmaceuticals.  The water quality data are
presented in Tables 3-3 and 3-4.  According to the analysis of water quality presented by the U.S.
Geological Survey, All of the constituents analyzed had concentrations below the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA maximum contaminant level (MCL), with the exception of nitrate
plus nitrite analyzed in the February 2009 sample from 1N/6E-28NP1S (the Mental Physics well).
This nitrate plus nitrite concentration was analyzed to be 18.4 mg/L as N; The EPA MCL for nitrate
is 10 mg/L.  The pharmaceutical results were available only for Well 32G1 (WRF onsite piezometer)
because insufficient volume of water was available from well 28N1.  As shown in Table 3-4, none
of the pharmaceuticals analyzed exceeded detection levels.

According to the Town of Yucca Valley General Plan Water Resources Element, there are several
sources for groundwater contamination within the area, including septic tank systems, underground
oil and gas storage tanks, and a District well, which has already been capped and filled. 

3.2.5   Water Quality Planning

The Water Quality Control Plan, or “Basin Plan,” for the Colorado River Basin Region (California
RWQCB 1994) describes the beneficial uses and water quality objectives for both surface and
groundwaters within its jurisdiction.  As noted above, the proposed project is generally located in
the Morongo Basin, more specifically in the Joshua Tree Hydrologic Unit (HU) and the Warren



Table 3-3 
GENERAL CHEMISTRY, NUTRIENTS, AND SELECTED ISOTOPES FOR WELLS 1N/6E-29N1 AND 1N/6E-32G1 

 
 
                                    UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY              PROCESS DATE  4-08-09       
                                                   MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES                                            
 
                                                                  Specif.                                       Alka-    Alka-  
                                                  pH,      pH,    conduc-                                      linity,  linity, 
             Local                               water,   water,   tance,           Magnes-   Potas-           wat flt  wat flt 
            ident-                       Dis-   unfltrd  unfltrd  wat unf  Calcium    ium,    sium,   Sodium,  fxd end  fxd end 
              i-                        solved   field,    lab,     lab,    water,   water,   water,   water,   field,    lab,  
             fier              Date    oxygen,    std      std     uS/cm    fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,  mg/L as  mg/L as 
                                         mg/L    units    units   25 degC    mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L    CaCO3    CaCO3  
                                       (00300)  (00400)  (00403)  (90095)  (00915)  (00925)  (00935)  (00930)  (39036)  (29801) 
  
 001N006E28N001S             08-31-99    9.0      6.8      7.9      274     23.1      4.09     1.18    26.9       89       94   
                             02-04-09     --      7.7      7.9      397     40.7      7.25     1.50    34.8       79       87   
 001N006E32G001S             09-11-08    <.2      8.1      8.1      485     23.6      8.79     5.80    61.5      140      145   
                             02-05-09     --      8.1      7.8      536     27.8     11.5      6.58    65.7      140      158   
                             03-09-09     .8      8.1       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --   
 
(Part 1) 
__________ 
 
                                    UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY              PROCESS DATE  4-08-09       
                                                   MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES                                                          
 
                               Alka-    Bicar-   Bicar-                                                        Residue 
                              linity,  bonate,  bonate,                                                           on   
             Local            wat flt  wat flt  wat flt            Chlor-   Fluor-           Silica,            evap.  
            ident-            inf tit   fixed   infl pt  Bromide    ide,     ide,    Iodide   water,  Sulfate     at   
              i-               field,  end pt,   titr.,   water,   water,   water,   water,   fltrd,   water,  180degC 
             fier     Date    mg/L as   field,   field,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,  mg/L as   fltrd,  wat flt 
                               CaCO3     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     SiO2     mg/L     mg/L  
                              (39086)  (29804)  (00453)  (71870)  (00940)  (00950)  (71865)  (00955)  (00945)  (70300) 
  
 001N006E28N001S    08-31-99     --       --       --       .08    10.9       .62     .001    29.9      7.58     176   
                    02-04-09     79       --       --       .18    21.1       .53    <.002    29.3     13.5      262   
 001N006E32G001S    09-11-08    139      166      166       .14    39.7       .66     .018    15.7     28.6      289   
                    02-05-09    142       --       --       .21    47.0       .71     .035    11.6     34.6      296   
                    03-09-09     --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --   
 
(Part 2) 
__________ 



Table 3-3 (page 2 of 3) 
GENERAL CHEMISTRY, NUTRIENTS, AND SELECTED ISOTOPES FOR WELLS 1N/6E-29N1 AND 1N/6E-32G1 

 
 
                                    UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY              PROCESS DATE  4-08-09       
                                                   MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES                                                          
 
                              Ammonia           Nitrate                     Ortho-                                     
                                 +                 +                        phos-    Phos-                             
             Local             org-N,  Ammonia  nitrite  Nitrate  Nitrite   phate,  phorus,   Alum-                    
            ident-             water,   water,   water    water,   water,   water,   water,   inum,   Arsenic  Barium, 
              i-               fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   water,   water,   water, 
             fier     Date      mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L     mg/L    fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd, 
                                as N     as N     as N     as N     as N     as P     as P     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L  
                              (00623)  (00608)  (00631)  (00618)  (00613)  (00671)  (00666)  (01106)  (01000)  (01005) 
  
 001N006E28N001S    08-31-99    E.06    <.02      4.72      --     <.010     .02      E.04      --     <1       41.5   
                    02-04-09    <.10    <.020    18.4       --     <.002     .027     <.04    <4.0       .74    64.2   
 001N006E32G001S    09-11-08     --       --       --       --       --       --       --      5.7      1.2     20.1   
                    02-05-09     .21     .162      .46      .45     .008     .036     E.03     4.2      1.5     20.1   
                    03-09-09     --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --   
 
(Part 3) 
__________ 
 
                                    UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY              PROCESS DATE  4-08-09       
                                                   MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES                                                          
 
                                                                                      C-14                             
                                                                                    countng                     C-13 / 
             Local                      Chrom-                    Mangan-  Stront-   error,   C-14,   Tritium    C-12  
            ident-             Boron,    ium,    Iron,   Lithium    ese,     ium,    water,   water,  2-sigma   ratio, 
              i-               water,   water,   water,   water,   water,   water,   fltrd,   fltrd,   water,   water, 
             fier     Date     fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,  percent  percent  unfltrd  unfltrd 
                                ug/L     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L    modern   modern   pCi/L   per mil 
                              (01020)  (01030)  (01046)  (01130)  (01056)  (01080)  (49934)  (49933)  (75985)  (82081) 
  
 001N006E28N001S    08-31-99     51       --      <10       --      <2.2     194      .720    72.42      .58   -11.64  
                    02-04-09     46       --       22      20         .8     344       --       --       --       --   
 001N006E32G001S    09-11-08     88       .28      10       5      268       172       --       --       --       --   
                    02-05-09    207       --        9       5      223       191       --       --       --       --   
                    03-09-09     --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --       --   
 
(Part 4) 
__________ 
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GENERAL CHEMISTRY, NUTRIENTS, AND SELECTED ISOTOPES FOR WELLS 1N/6E-29N1 AND 1N/6E-32G1 

 
 
         UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY  PROCESS DATE  4-08-09                                              
                        MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES                                                                                     
 
                                Deu-    N-15 /   O-18 /          
                              terium/    N-14     O-16    O-18 / 
             Local            Protium     in     ratio     O-16  
            ident-             ratio,  nitrate     in     ratio, 
              i-               water,   water,  nitrate   water, 
             fier     Date    unfltrd   fltrd,  wat flt  unfltrd 
                              per mil  per mil  per mil  per mil 
                              (82082)  (82690)  (63041)  (82085) 
  
 001N006E28N001S    08-31-99  -78.20      --       --    -11.17  
                    02-04-09  -77.40     5.99     -.18   -11.19  
 001N006E32G001S    09-11-08  -79.30      --       --    -10.91  
                    02-05-09  -80.50    11.58     2.56   -10.94  
                    03-09-09     --       --       --       --   
0Remark codes used in this table:                             
   < -- Less than.                               
   E -- Estimated.                               
 
(Part 5) 
__________ 

 
 



Table 3-4 
SELECTED PHARMACEUTICALS FOR WELL 1N/6E-32G1 

 
 
                                    UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY              PROCESS DATE  4-08-09       
                                                   MULTIPLE STATION ANALYSES                                                          
 
                                       1,7-Di-                              Carba-                      De-                     
                                       methyl-   Acet-                      maze-                      hydro-           Diphen- 
             Local                       Xan-    amino-   Albut-  Carbam-   pine-              Cot-    nife-   Diltia-   hydra- 
            ident-                      thine,   phen,    erol,   azepine   -d10,   Codeine   inine,  dipine,    zem,    mine,  
              i-                        water,   water,   water,   water,  surrog,   water,   water,   water,   water,   water, 
             fier              Date     fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,  wat flt   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd,   fltrd, 
                                         ug/L     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L   % recvy    ug/L     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L     ug/L  
                                       (62030)  (62000)  (62020)  (62793)  (90797)  (62003)  (62005)  (62004)  (62008)  (62796) 
  
 001N006E32G001S             02-05-09   <.120    <.080    <.060    <.040    27.4     <.040    <.026    <.080    <.080    <.040  
 
 
             UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY  PROCESS DATE  4-08-09                                       
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Valley Hydrological Area (HA).  The beneficial uses are MUN and IND.  The water quality objectives
applying to all groundwaters are:  taste and odor, bacteriological, and chemical and physical.  More
specific bacteriological, chemical and physical, and radioactivity standards are referenced to
sections of Title 22 (the Health and Safety Code) for municipal supply use.  In defining groundwater
objectives the Basin Plan (pages 3-8 and 3-9) states: Ideally the Regional Board’s goal is to
maintain the existing water quality of all non-degraded groundwater basins.  However, from a
practical standpoint it must be noted that in most cases groundwater that is pumped general returns
to the basin after use with an increase in mineral concentrations such as total dissolved solids
(TDS), nitrate etc., that are picked up by water during its use.  Under these circumstances, the
Regional Board’s objective is to minimize the quantities of contaminants reaching any groundwater
basin.  This could be achieved by establishing best management practices for major discharges
to land.  The proposed project is being implemented as a remedial action and best management
practice for the contamination of Warren Valley Groundwater Basin by septic tank systems within
Yucca Valley.

The Basin Plan contains a Sources of Drinking Water Policy, which applies to both surface and
groundwaters.  The elements of the policy are:

• Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) levels cannot exceed 3,000 mg/L,
• Water contaminated naturally or from human activities can’t be used if it is not able to

be reasonably treated (reasonably meaning cost-effective and using standard Best
Management Practices, or BMPs),

• For groundwater, a single well must be able to produce sustained yield of a minimum
of 200 gallons/day,

• For groundwater, the source cannot be from a geothermal energy-producing aquifer,
and

• For surface water, the source cannot be from any wastewater treatment process of
from agricultural drainage waters unless the sources is carefully monitored and meets
all water quality objectives.

3.2.6   Water Supply Planning

The Hi-Desert Water District’s Water Supply Master Plan of 1990 (John Egan and Associates, Inc.)
identified two unique features of the area:  (1) unusually large elevation range for the physical area
within the District boundaries, from 3,000 to 4,100 feet above sea level, which necessitated the
development of 16 pressure zones; and (2) overlapping jurisdictions over water supply, including
another water company, the Yucca Water Co. Service area, the Warren Basin Watermaster
adjudicated basin, and the Mojave Water Agency, a Joint Powers Authority for supplemental State
Project Water.  The District acquired the Yucca Water Co. in 1990.  The District’s boundary,
including the Yucca Water Co. Service area, currently encompasses more than just the urbanized
portion of the Yucca Valley.

3.3 UTILITIES / SERVICE SYSTEMS

The Town of Yucca Valley and vicinity has many local and regional governmental services, special
districts, and services and facilities provided by public utilities.  Most of the following descriptions
are summarized from the General Plan Environmental Impact Report (DEIR 1995).  Utilities and
Service Systems are considered to be a local jurisdictional environmental issue, such that a
regulatory setting section is not required to be included in the EA.
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3.3.1   Domestic Water

The District generally supplies drinking water to the Yucca Valley, portions of Joshua Tree and
Yucca Mesa.   The Hi-Desert Water District was formed in 1962 through the combination of multiple
water agencies that were formed during development of the Yucca Valley area. The District
provides water service to areas within the Town of Yucca Valley and unincorporated areas within
the County of San Bernardino.  With a service area of approximately 57 square miles, the District
currently serves just under 10,000 service connections, including consumption for irrigation and
commercial, industrial, single-family residential, and multiple-family residential uses.  In 2007, the
population within the District’s service area was estimated to be about 24,050.  The population
within the District’s service area is projected to increase to about 31,000 by 2010, 35,000 by 2015,
38,000 by 2020, and about 44,000 by 2030.  Consequently, the District’s service connections are
projected to increase from a total of 9,965 connections in 2005 to just under 10,500 connections
by 2010, approximately 12,000 connections by 2015, approximately 13,000 connections by 2020,
and approximately 15,000 connections by 2030.  Annual average growth rate under these
assumptions is approximately 2.3%.  This appears to be a reasonable, if high, estimate and allowed
the District to encompass future water demand and supply requirements conservatively over the
25 year period from 2005 through 2030.

The majority of the District’s water supplies are derived from the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin
and Ames Valley Basin.  The Warren Valley Basin provides 80% of the water source while the
Means Valley Basin, provides the remaining 20% of the water source.  The District also purchases
State Water Project water from the Mojave Water Agency.  Since 1995, the water purchased from
Mojave Water Agency has been used to recharge the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin after many
years of overdraft.  In case of water quality issues, the District has a nitrate removal facility in place
to treat groundwater high in nitrate levels.

Warren Valley Groundwater Basin

The Warren Valley Groundwater Basin has an average safe yield of approximately 900 acre-feet
per year. The apparent source of the Basin recharge includes precipitation and runoff in addition
to irrigation and septic return flows. Prior to the importation of State Water Project water, the Basin
was seriously overdrafted and groundwater levels declined as much as 20 to 40 feet per year.   In
1977, a Judgment rendered by the Superior Court for the County of San Bernardino established
water rights to the Basin and  appointed the Hi-Desert Water District as the Watermaster for the
Basin.  The following groundwater pumping rights were established within the adjudication: 

Table 3-5
GROUNDWATER PUMPING RIGHTS IN ACRE-FEET PER YEAR

Party to the Adjudication Pumping Right (AF/Yr)

Hi-Desert Water District 896

Yucca Water Company* 726

Blue Skies Country Club 585

Institute of Mentalphysics 80

16 Minimal producers 16

Note:   * The District acquired Yucca Water Company in 1990.
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Means Valley Groundwater Basin

Through a District contract with the Mainstream Water Development Company a well was
developed outside the Warren Valley Basin and successfully drilled on Bureau of Land Manage-
ment property.  The well was put into operation in 1993 and can produce up to 2,100 AFY from the
Means Valley Groundwater Basin.   A settlement agreement with the Bighorn-Desert View Water
Agency (BDVWA), allows the District to extract 800 AFY as well as 0.5 AFY for each new
residential meter.

State Water Project 

State Water Project (SWP) water is the third water source for the Yucca Valley area.  The District
is located within Division 2 of the Mojave Water Agency (MWA), which currently has an entitlement
of 75,800 AFY through the State Project Water system.  Division 2 (Improvement District M) has
entitlement to 7,257 AFY of State Project water.  The District has a contractual entitlement of 4,282
AFY.

The following is a table of current and planned water supplies in acre feet:

Table 3-6
CURRENT AND PLANNED WATER SUPPLIES IN ACRE-FEET

Water Supply Sources 2005 2010 2015 2020 2030

Wholesale Water Provider (MWA) 3,460 4,920 4,920 4,442 4,442

Groundwater (Warren Valley) 2,388 2,856 3,373 3,718 4,408

Groundwater (Means Valley) 587 650 650 650 650

Conjunctive Use 0 2,150* 0 0 0

Total 6,435 10,576 8,943 8,810 9,500

Note:   * It is anticipated the District will receive  12,900 AF of conjunctive use water to be stored within the Warren Valley
Basin from 2006 through 2012.

Table 3-7
ACTUAL AND PROJECTED WATER CONSUMPTION IN ACRE-FEET

2005 2010 2015 2020 2030

Single Family Residential, Commercial,
and Industrial Accounts 2,349 2,794 3,222 3,491 4,016

Multiple Family Residential Accounts 240 265 293 323 394

Irrigation 80 89 98 108 132

Construction 21 23 25 28 34

Unaccounted For System Losses 285 335 385 418 482

Total Usage 2,975 3,506 4,023 4,368 5,058
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Based upon the data presented in Tables 3-6 and 3-7, the District has adequate supplies to meet
current and future projected water demands to the year 2030.  In an attempt to manage water
demand, the District implements various conservation measures including the conducting of water
surveys, a residential and commercial plumbing retrofit program, water audits, leak detection, and
repair, established water budgets, tiered water rates, public education programs, water waste
prohibitions, etc.   The District has also evaluated the construction of a 1MGD capacity wastewater
treatment facility and sewer collection system to provide an additional source of water supply.  In
addition to controlling nitrate contamination resulting from septic systems, the sewer system would
provide the opportunity to recharge treated wastewater into the Warren Valley Basin through
percolation basins.

3.3.2   Sewage Treatment

Onsite subsurface septic tank-leach systems are used throughout the Yucca Valley area, for
residential, commercial and industrial operations.  There is no regional wastewater treatment
facility.  However, due to the effects of these individual systems on nitrates and total dissolved
solids levels in groundwater resources, the District constructed a Nitrate Removal and Blending
Plant, which treats multiple groundwater wells.  Operations began in 2002.  Some larger
commercial or residential developments may utilize package wastewater treatment systems.

3.3.3   Solid Waste Disposal

Burrtec provides solid waste collection services to the Yucca Valley area.  Solid waste is taken to
the Landers Landfill, which is a municipal landfill operated by San Bernardino County.

3.3.4   Natural Gas

Southern California Gas Company provides natural gas service.  Two, four and six-inch trans-
mission and distribution gas lines are present in much of the area along existing streets, except for
the northwest portions of the Town of Yucca Valley, due to the rough terrain and steep slopes.
Here, gas use is in the form of propane tanks on individual properties.

3.3.5   Electric Power

Southern California Edison provides electrical services, through main 115 and 12 KV transmission
lines located in SR 62 and SR 247 rights-of-way.

3.4 LAND USE / PLANNING

3.4.1   Regulatory Setting

The proposed project is located within the Town of Yucca Valley in San Bernardino County.  The
project area is subject to regional and local planning guidance and regulations.  The only federal
and state land use policies or regulations that would potentially affect the project are those for
specific resources (such as for mineral and biological resources).  Otherwise, the project area is
subject to county-wide and regional planning efforts in regional growth management and
environmental management, particularly for congestion management (transportation) and solid
waste management issues. The project area is also subject to regional planning efforts, in which
regional comprehensive plans for growth management, mobility/transportation, and air quality
management apply. The governing land use documents are the San Bernardino County General
Plan and the Town of Yucca Valley General Plan and associated Zoning Ordinances and
Development Codes.  Applicable plans will be described in the following section, in the context of
consistency of the proposed project with these plans.
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Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

There are currently no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation
Plans, or other approved local, regional, state habitat conservation plans associated with the
proposed project area.  Therefore, no potential exists for conflicts with any such plans from
implementing the proposed project.

There are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers in the project area.  The area is not within a
Coastal Zone Management Area.  Therefore, the federal and state plans associated with such
designated areas do not apply to the proposed project.
 
San Bernardino County has a Regional Congestion Management Plan (CMP) that addresses the
impact of local growth on the regional transportation system and the County’s mobility needs.  The
CMP must contain (according to Section 65089 of the California Government Code) the following
elements:

I. A system of highways and roadways with minimum level of service performance
measurements;

II. A performance element that includes performance measures to evaluate multi-modal
systems;

III. A travel demand element promoting alternative transportation;

IV. A program to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the regional transportation
system, including an estimate of the cost of mitigating those impacts;

V. A 7-year capital improvement program of projects that benefit the CMP systems; and

VI. A deficiency plan.

The CMP is incorporated into a 20-year Regional Transportation Plan, contained in the Southern
California Association of Government’s (SCAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG),
to establish the magnitude of congestion problems that face the region and types of solutions that
will be necessary to maintain mobility.  The CMP relates these long-term regional mobility goals to
specific actions at the County and local levels.  It also describes implementation strategies, and
establishes a system to monitor the effectiveness of transportation improvements.  Under the CMP,
local jurisdictions are required to evaluate impacts of development, and provide mitigation
measures, which include transportation demand and system management programs and measures.

The Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, developed through SCAG, is a framework for
decision-making by local governments to meet federal and state mandates consistent with regional
goals.  It functions to bring together air quality goals with transportation and development goals for
San Bernardino  County, by coordinating all planning efforts.  The three key planning issues that
need coordination are considered to be Air Quality, Mobility and Transportation, and population
growth.  Air quality planning is discussed further in the Air Quality Section of this EA.  The Regional
Transportation Plan is discussed further under Traffic/Circulation, and Growth Management is
discussed under Section 3.1.2.

The proposed project has no potential to conflict with the CMP and RCPG and is fully consistent
with these documents.  Specifically, this project will provide for wastewater treatment and
reclamation and it is not forecast to increase growth within the project area based on a detailed
analysis of growth inducement later in this document. 
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Town of Yucca Valley and San Bernardino County have established several policies relating to
housing in their General Plan Housing Elements.  These are discussed under the Community
Impacts section of this document, as well as the proposed project’s consistency with the Housing
Element.

Farmlands/Timberlands

The project area does not contain any timberlands or farmlands of importance.  No agriculture
activities occurs within Yucca Valley.  Therefore, no agricultural operations or timberlands will be
adversely impacted by the proposed project.  

Yucca Valley and Project Area Land Uses

The Yucca Valley area consists of a mix of residential, commercial and limited industrial uses.
Land use within the project area of impact is under the jurisdiction of the Town of Yucca Valley,
incorporated in 1991.  Land use designations and regulations are based on the Town of Yucca
Valley Comprehensive General Plan (1995).  For the Town, development is constrained by
topography and only 25 percent (6,225 acres) of the total area was developed by 1995.  Residential
uses comprised approximately 84 percent of the developed land, with most in the form of single-
family residences.  Commercial and industrial land uses comprised 10 percent, and public/quasi-
public uses (parks, floodways, civic center lands) comprised 6 percent at that time.

In terms of surrounding uses, Morongo Valley is to the west, with scattered residential and
commercial areas along SR 62.  To the northwest is the small community of Pioneertown.  To the
south of Yucca Valley is the Joshua Tree National Park.  To the east is the community of Joshua
Tree, with commercial and residential areas located again mostly along the SR 62.  Finally, to the
north are the unincorporated communities of Yucca Mesa and Landers.

The proposed water reclamation facility (WRF) site is located within the Town limits (refer to
Figure 2-1) and within an 80-acre undeveloped parcel.  The site is currently  designated as C-MU,
Mixed Use Commercial.  This designation allows for a mix of coordinated land uses, including
community scale commercial, transient occupancy uses, office commercial, and residential
(General Plan 1995).  The WRF is proposed to be installed in the southern portion of the project
site, just north of Sunnyslope Drive and between Indio Avenue on the west and La Contenta Road.
Public facilities, such as the WRF, can be located in all zones. 

As described in the project description, the sewer collection system is proposed to be installed
primarily within road rights-of-way.  At the present time there are no sewer lines within the project
area; however, the proposed sewer collection system will be comparable to the existing potable
water distribution system.  Figure 2-2 shows the three phases of installation for the proposed Yucca
Valley Collection System.  Like water lines and other underground utilities, the sewer lines are an
allowed use within any land use designation as such infrastructure is required to support all land
uses, except undeveloped public open space.

3.5 TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

3.5.1   Regulatory Setting

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) directs that full consideration should be given to the
safe accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists during the development of federal-aid highway
projects (23 CRF 652).  It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and the disabled must
be considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities.  When current or
anticipated pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic,
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every effort must be made to minimize the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the
facility.

The involved agencies of the state of California and the FHWA are committed to carrying out the
1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) by building transportation facilities that provide equal
access for all persons.  The same degree of convenience, accessibility, and safety available to the
general public will be provided to persons with disabilities.  See also the discussion under land use
above.

3.5.2   Local Area Circulation System

The main access to the Town of Yucca Valley is on SR 62, also called the Twentynine Palms
Highway.  This is the major east-west highway in the Morongo Basin.  From Interstate 10 north to
the Riverside County line it is designated as an “expressway.”  From the San Bernardino County
line through the Town of Yucca Valley, it is considered a four-lane “conventional” road within the
project area of potential impact.  According to the Town of Yucca Valley Circulation Plan, this is to
become a six-lane divided highway  (General Plan 1995, DEIR 1995).  Avalon Avenue beginning
southward from SR 62 is a four-lane “collector” road.  Indio Avenue also starting southward from
SR 62 is a two-lane “industrial roadway.”

According to the General Plan Circulation Element and DEIR (1995), SR 62 had and ADT of 39,000
trips west of SR 247.  Avalon Avenue had a 2,200 ADT north of Yucca Trail.  Volumes estimated
at buildout are: 55,000 ADT for SR 62 west of SR 247, and 12,000 ADT for Avalon Avenue north
of Yucca Trail.

The wastewater treatment plant site is located south of the existing SR 62.  The pipelines are to be
placed primarily within roadway easements, including in the same alignment as the existing road
rights-of-way of SR 62, Avalon Avenue, and Indio Avenue.  Note that since SR 62 is a state
highway, an encroachment permit will be required for installation of the proposed sewer lines within
its alignment.
 
The area is served by a local mass transit system, the Morongo Basin Transit Authority.  In addition,
local roadways provide for bicycle and pedestrian traffic occur throughout the project area.

3.6 NATURAL RESOURCES

3.6.1   Regulatory Setting

This section of the document discusses ecological system and natural community issues of
concern.  The focus of this section is on biological communities, not individual plants or animal
species.  This section also includes information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation.
Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration.  Habitat
fragmentation involves the potential for dividing sensitive habitat (unique natural communities or
natural communities of concern) and thereby lessening its biological value.  

Habitat areas that have been designated as critical habitat under the Federal Endangered Species
Act are discussed in a following section which addresses threatened and endangered species, and
wetlands and other waters of the United States and State of California are also discussed in a
following section of this document.

Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations.  At the federal
level, the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) is the primary law regulating wetlands and waters.  The
Clean Water Act (CAA) regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of United
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States, including wetlands.  Water of the United States include navigable waters, interstate waters,
territorial seas and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign commerce.  To classify
wetlands for the purposes of the CAA, a three-parameter approach is used that includes the
presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils (soils subject
to saturation/inundation).  All three parameters must be present, under normal circumstances, for
an area to be designated as a jurisdictional wetland under the CAA.

Section 404 of the CAA establishes a regulatory program that provides that no discharge of
dredged or fill material can be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to
the aquatic environment or if the nation=s waters would be significantly degraded.  The Section 404
permit program is run by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) with participation and some
oversight by the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) also regulates the activities of
federal agencies with regard to wetlands.  Essentially, this EO states that a federal agency, such
as the FRA, cannot undertake or provide assistance for new construction located in wetlands
unless the head of the agency finds: (1) that there is no practicable alternative to construction and
(2) the proposed project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm.

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFG) and the Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board
or RWQCB).  Sections 1600-1607 of the Fish and Game Code require any agency that proposes
a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the bed
or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify CDFG before beginning construction.  If CDFG
determines that the project may substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake
or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required.  CDFG jurisdictional limits are usually defined
by the tops of the stream or lake banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider.

The Regional Boards were established under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to
oversee water quality.  This is done through the issuance of water quality certifications in
compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act when the area of potential effect is located in
waters of the United States.  When only State waters are involved in the discharge of dredged or
fill material, the Regional Board can review and issue waste discharge requirements (WDR) under
the Porter-Cologne Act to achieve the same water quality protection objectives.

3.6.2   Biological Resources

As part of the work for the General Plan, the Town of Yucca Valley and surrounding areas were
categorized and mapped for Biological Resources Values (Tierra Madre Consultants, 1994).  The
proposed WRF project site is considered to be in a High Biological Resource Value area, due to
the fact that it is an undeveloped area vegetated by native scrub and woodland habitat.  A blueline,
ephemeral desert wash traverses the western portion of the project site.  The wash originates from
the southeast corner of the property and receives flows from the Little San Bernardino Mountains
and alluvial upland areas to the south.  The WRF site remains undeveloped at this time.  According
to the General Plan (1995), surveys of vacant lands must be completed and project proposals are
reviewed and evaluated to assure minimal impacts to existing habitat and wildlife.

Most of the sewer collection system will be placed in existing paved or graded roadway alignments.
All of the sewer alignments shown on Figure 2-2 were surveyed by biologists and support staff of
Tom Dodson & Associates.  Biology surveys of both the 80-acre proposed WRF site and the sewer
pipeline alignments are provided as Appendix 4 to this IS/EA.  The following characterizes the
general plant community (ies) and wildlife habitat that occurs within the proposed WRF and sewer
pipeline project areas.
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Flora

The project’s general area of potential impact is located within the predominant plant communities
of the Town, Joshua Tree Woodland and Creosote Bush Scrub.  The Joshua Tree Woodland is a
state designated Community of Highest Inventory Priority.  According to the Biological Assessment
completed for the General Plan (Tierra Madre Consultants ,1994) the Joshua Tree Woodland
community is an open woodland with the Joshua tree (Yucca brevifolia) as the only tree-like
species, and with numerous shrub species between 3-13 feet tall.  These shrubs include: the
Mojave yucca (Yucca shidigeria), California juniper (Juniperus californica), peachthorn (Lycium
cooperia), boxthorn (Lycium andersonii), joint-fir (Ephedra spp.), creosote bush (Larrea tridentata),
burrobush (Ambrosia dumosa), goldenbush (Haplopappus spp.), cheesebush (Hymenoclea
salsola), and cacti (Opuntia spp. and Echinocereus spp.).  This plant community also contains
many annual plants, perennial grasses, and introduced plants from local landscaping activities.  The
Creosote Bush Scrub community also occurs in the general area of the project and is similar to the
Joshua Tree Woodland, but it is dominated by the creosote bush with scattered Joshua Trees.  It
is sometimes difficult to distinguish the two.

The Town of Yucca Valley requires developers to salvage native joshua trees and shrubs for
incorporation in project landscaping or to transplant trees to other sites.  The Town has a Joshua
Tree Removal permit process.  The District would be subject to these requirements.  Additionally,
San Bernardino County Ordinance 3175 recommends that all creosote bush rings greater than
10 ft. in diameter be preserved.  Native plants such as cactus are to be salvaged.

The proposed WRF site contains several Joshua Trees, creosote bush, Mojave yucca, cheesebush,
annual plant species, and cacti.  A site-specific biological assessment was conducted for this area
and is provided as Appendix 4 to this document.  The proposed pipeline routes are located primarily
along previously disturbed road rights-of-way.  However, in certain areas both the sewer pipelines
and pump stations cross undisturbed areas, including ephemeral stream channels which are
described in the surface water hydrology discussions above (Section 3.2).  A site-specific biological
assessment was conducted for the sewer line alignments and is provided as Appendix 4 to this
document. 

The biological assessments indicated that the plant community at the proposed WRF site is
Creosote Bush Scrub, dominated by the creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), cheesebush
(Hymenoclea salsola), Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia), desert senna (Senna armata), and mormon
tea (Ephedra nevadensis).  Hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus Engelmanii), teddy-bear cholla
(O. Bigelovii), pencil cactus (O. Ramosissima), buckhorn cholla (O. Acanthocarpa) and beavertail
(Opuntia basilaris var. basilaris) also occur in the wastewater treatment plant site.  The wash area
is also dominated by Creosote Bush Scrub intermixed with Mormon tea.  The wash bottom is
inhabited by desert willow (Chilopsis linearis) and a variety of annual wildflower species.  Refer to
the species list in Appendix 4 which shows all plants identified at the wastewater treatment plant
site.  The same general list of plant species were found along the pipeline alignments where these
alignments crossed undisturbed or disturbed natural communities.  Refer to the species list in
Appendix 4.

Fauna

Several sensitive and one listed (i.e., threatened or endangered) animal species occur within the
Town, as associated with the above plant communities.  Those species included in the biological
survey for the General Plan (Tierra Madre Consultants, 1994) included:  42 species of reptiles –
desert spiny and fence lizards, snakes (gopher snake and several types of rattlesnake), and the
threatened desert tortoise and sensitive San Diego horned lizard; 235 species of birds – the
sensitive burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike and LeConte’s thrasher, as well as numerous raptor and
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songbird species; 59 mammal species–several types of bats, desert cottontail, jackrabbit, ground
squirrels, kangaroo rats, coyote, raccoon, bobcat, mountain lion, and mule deer.

A focused Desert Tortoise Survey (following the survey protocol established by the USFWS) was
conducted by Frank Hovore & Associates in 2004 as part of the biological survey.  No tortoises and
no recent or historical signs of tortoises (burrows, scat, carapaces) were observed on the project
site or in its zone of influence.

The Burrowing Owl (Speotyto cunicularia) and LeConte’s thrasher are federal and state Species
of Special Concern.  Due to the use by off-road vehicles throughout the Town and project area,
these species are not expected to be present on the project site.  In addition, there was no evidence
of use of the project area by these species.  However, cactus wren (Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), Gambel’s quail (Callipepla gambeli), black-
throated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata), lark sparrow (Chondestes grammacus), western
meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura) bird nests were
encountered in the project area, as well as nesting behavior observed in other bird species.  The
State of California prohibits the take of active bird nests (California Fish and Game Code Sections
3503 and 3503.5).

Other bird species observed within the project area (both sewer line alignments and WRF site)
include common raven (Corvus corax), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), European starling
(Sturnus vulgaris), Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri), ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus
cinerascens), western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), and American kestrel (Falco sparverius).  The
most common reptile observed was the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana).  Other reptiles
observed onsite were the Great Basin desert whiptail lizards (Cnemidophorus t. tigris), yucca night
lizard (Xantusia v. vigilis), and long-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii).  The only snakes
observed on the WRF site were two red racers (Masticophis flagellum piceum). 

Wildlife on the WRF site included species observed directly or by indicative sign (scat, tracks,
burrows, nests or calls).  Mammals included the kangaroo rat (Dipodomys sp.), Audubon’s (desert)
cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), antelope ground squirrel (Ammospermophilus lsucurus), Botta’
Pocket Gopher (Thomomys bottae), and desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida).  

As a result of the desert tortoise protocol surveys of the WRF site and the sewer line alignments,
no desert tortoise were identified with project areas of potential effect. 

Refer to Appendix 4 for a complete species list and  discussions of other sensitive animal species.
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3.6.3   Geology and Soils

Regulatory Setting

The key federal law related to these issues is the Historic Sites Act of 1935, which established a
national registry of natural landmarks and protects “outstanding examples of major geological
features.”

Hazards as they relate to public safety are also concerns for project design.  Of primary importance
to the project area is that of seismic hazards.  The anticipated Maximum Credible Earthquake
(MCE) and location of fault zones are important criteria that drive the design and retrofit of
structures.  The state, county and local hazards overlays are used to assess the risks of proposed
projects. 

Affected Environment

Geologically, the project area and surrounding vicinity are at the boundary of the Transverse
Ranges and the Mojave Desert Geomorphic Provinces.  The hills and mountains trend in an east-
west direction, with the Pinto and Eagle Mountains to the east and the Santa Monica and Santa
Ynez Mountains to the west.  The immediate valley in the Town of Yucca Valley is bounded by the
Little San Bernardino Mountains on the south and the Sawtooth Mountains to the north.  The valley
floor contains Quaternary alluvial deposits and older superficial sediments, including sand and
gravel eroded from the adjacent highlands.  Alluvial soils consist of unconsolidated sand and gravel
with minor amounts of clay and silt, estimated to be 100 feet or less in thickness.  Older alluvium
consists of coarse-grained sediments, including cobbles, pebbles and coarse sand.  This alluvium
extended to greater than 500-foot depth, particularly in the north and east (General Plan EIR 1995).

The existing fault that represents the greatest local threat in the project area is the Pinto Mountain
Fault, with an estimated maximum Richter magnitude earthquake event of 7.4 and peak ground
acceleration of 0.60 (g), with an estimated duration of strong ground shaking of 31 seconds.  The
proposed WRF project is not located within a mapped fault rupture zone or Alquist-Priolo Special
Studies Zone (Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, Exhibit V-1, 1995).  The sewer pipeline
alignments will cross the Pinto Mountain Fault, which is located north of SR 62 and other inferred
faults. 

Regional seismicity appears to be dominated by the San Andreas Fault (west of the Morongo
Basin) and the Johnson Valley Fault (the Landers Fault System approximately 3 miles north of
Yucca Valley).  Both of these faults run north-south, or northwest-southeast, and pose no direct
ground rupture hazards within the project area.  However, the 1992 Landers earthquake on the
Johnson Valley Fault caused “sympathetic ground ruptures” along the Pinto Mountain Fault
(Leighton and Associates, Inc. 1993).  This earthquake damaged 40 percent of the District’s
subsurface water distribution lines and over $100 million of other property damage, according to
the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan (1995).

Liquefaction can occur when loose, unconsolidated and saturated sandy soils are subjected to
ground shaking during a seismic event.  This causes the soils to “liquefy.”  This is not seen as a
general hazard in the in the Yucca Valley area, due to the depth of 200 feet or more to the
groundwater table.  In addition, soils within the project area are coarse alluvial soils, i.e., sandy.
Expansive soils are not considered to be a concern in the Yucca Valley, as these would contain
significant amounts of  clay.  The project area is also located in a “low” susceptibility zone for
rockfalls and landslides (General Plan 1995).
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3.6.4   Mineral Resources

The Town of Yucca Valley General Plan (1995) states that there are few mineral resources in the
project area.  Generally, the area is composed of alluvial fans consisting of sand and gravel washed
down from the mountains to the north and south of the community.  Aggregate materials can be
obtained from the major east-west channel in the City, but no major mining operations are presently
conducted in the City or in or adjacent to the project area.

3.6.5   Visual Resources / Aesthetics

The desert background consists of typical Joshua Tree woodland and creosote bush scrub alluvial
fan areas with varying levels of human disturbance depending on proximity to the Yucca Valley
urban corridor along SR 62.  The proposed project site is located in the near vicinity of SR 62 within
an area developed with mixed residential, commercial, and industrial uses.

The SR 62 and SR 247 are designated as “eligible” for official Scenic Highway designation.
Additionally, the Town of Yucca Valley has designated some local routes as Scenic Roadways
(General Plan 1995, Exhibit III-13).  According to the General Plan, any projects in the above-
named scenic corridors need to minimize impacts on scenic values.  The proposed wastewater
treatment plant design includes a 1,000-foot setback or more from SR 62.  

Night lighting occurs throughout the project area.  Individual residences have exterior night lighting
on the outskirts of the town and a combination of street lights and individual residential lighting
occurs within the urban area of the town, i.e., closest to SR 62.

Scenic views exist to the north and south to surrounding mountain ranges or ridges, but the project
site itself has no significant or unique visual resources.  Development in the surrounding area
creates a human-dominated as opposed to a natural landscape visual setting.

3.7 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The proposed wastewater treatment plant site is currently vacant.  There are individual residences
to the north.  These include single-family homes.  Generally, the project area can support more
housing development, but this may be limited by location within the Pinto Mountain Fault Zone
(where no new housing is encouraged).

The Town of Yucca Valley 2000 U.S. Census population was 17,200 persons.  This was less than
that predicted in area planning at that time.  The District’s Water Supply Plan of 1990 (John Egan
and Associates) predicted 26,066-30,428 residents by the year 2000 and 30,250-40,131 by the
year 2010 for its service area (which included Yucca Water Company service area).  These
estimates assumed a 5 percent annual growth prior to the year 2000, then 3 percent.  For the
purposes of planning, household sizes of 2.4-2.5 persons per dwelling unit were used.  The Town’s
General Plan studies for the Housing Element (1995) indicated that population growth actually
started slowing from 1990-1993 and the District Urban Water Management Plan estimates annual
average growth from 2005 through 2030 to be about 2.3 percent.  The Town had 18,336 persons
in 1994, and was anticipated to have 20,000 by the year 2000.  Household sizes were estimated
to be similar to those used by the District, or 2.49-2.5 persons per dwelling unit.  The District’s 2005
population estimate was 26,000 persons based on water services within its service area which is
larger than the Town of Yucca Valley.

Other trends that were described in the1990s were: that the population would shift from older
retirees to younger families with children, and that more multi-family housing would be developed.
Trends have changed, due in part to the loss of population after the 1992 Landers earthquake, and
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the more recent increase in population due to military activities at Twentynine Palms and other area
facilities.  Overall, however, the population has not shown the substantial growth forecast
envisioned in the 1990s.

Buildout was given as 24,401 units in the General Plan (1995), of which the majority would be
single-family housing with zero to 10 dwelling units per acre.  In 1995, 79 percent of all housing was
of the single-family type.  At that time, there were 8,585 units.  The District’s service area
encompasses more than the Town of Yucca Valley, which had 5,366 connections in 1990.

The community contains a mixture of retirees and a service economy geared to serve them.  Many
retired residents live on fixed incomes and the majority of the community consists of low to
moderate income residents.  The WRF project site is located adjacent to commercial uses at the
north end adjacent to SR 62.  A few single family residences and one industrial facility are located
in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  These surrounding uses are consistent with those found
in the whole community and no particular unique income or ethnic group is known to occur within
the general project vicinity.  No community issues related to environmental justice or 

3.8 CONSTRUCTION

The construction scenario for the project area has been summarized in the project description, but
some aspects are further discussed in the following text.  The main activities related to construction,
that will be evaluated in the environmental consequences section of this report, include: site
clearing, grading, excavation and trenching, and installation of treatment facilities and equipment,
temporary lift station, pump stations, sewer pipelines and the operations building.  All work will be
conducted within the identified footprint of the proposed facilities or within disturbed road rights-of-
way.  Temporary traffic management will be required as pipelines are installed within road rights-of-
way.  Construction activities will temporarily affect local traffic in these road rights-of-way, but will
not affect traffic over the long term once the facilities are installed.

3.9 ENERGY ISSUES

The project is located near existing developed areas and, thus, does not involve any need for
extension of any new energy resources.  The wastewater reclamation facilities and pump stations
will require electricity to serve the proposed facilities, possible including night lighting and other
support equipment.  Southern California Edison (SCE) provides the electricity to serve the proposed
WRF and related support facilities.  There will be energy, primarily petroleum products and perhaps
some electricity, consumed by the construction activities.  During operations electricity will be
consumed, and the project will have a back up diesel generator to provide power during an
emergency loss of electrical power.

3.10 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

The proposed project area is located more than 80 miles from the California coast and therefore,
this Act does not apply to the proposed project. 

3.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.11.1   Regulatory Setting

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, sets forth the national policy and
procedures regarding “historic properties”.  These are districts, sites, buildings, structures and
objects included in or eligible for the National Register of historic Places.  Section 106 of NHPA
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requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on such properties, following
regulations issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800).

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) protects archaeological resources on land
owned by the United States or Indian tribes. ARPA requires that a permit be obtained before
excavation of an archaeological resource on such land can take place.  Cultural resources may also
be protected by Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act.

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) addresses the rights of
lineal descendants and Indian tribes to Native American human remains and certain cultural items
with which they are affiliated, and directs federal agencies and federally assisted museums to
identify and repatriate the cultural affiliation of Native American human remains and related cultural
items in holdings or collections under their possession or control.

Under California law, cultural resources are protected through the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) as well as Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, which established the California
Register of Historic Places.  Section 5024.5 requires state agencies to provide notice to pertinent
agencies or affected parties when relocating or demolishing state-owned historic resources.

3.11.2   Affected Environment

Cultural resources studies of the WRF site and sewer pipeline alignments were conducted by CRM
TECH.  As part of the study,  CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological resources records
search, conducted historical background research, contacted Native American representatives, and
carried out a systematic field survey.  The research did not identify any cultural resources within or
adjacent to the project area.  A copy of each study is provided in Appendix 5 to this document.  
3.12 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

The proposed project is located in the Mojave Desert Town of Yucca Valley, where no natural
surface flows occur.  Yucca Creek wash and flood control system are the only identified channels.
Thus, the site is not located near a designated Wild and Scenic River System to be affected by the
proposed action.

3.13 ENDANGERED SPECIES

Please refer to the discussion of biological resources, in Section 3.6.1.  The site specific biological
surveys resulted in the finding that no state and federal listed species occur at the WRF site or
along any of the sewer pipeline alignments.

3.14 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION OF WETLANDS

A blueline, ephemeral desert wash traverses the proposed Hi-Desert property.  The wastewater
treatment plant site appears to be located immediately east of this wash.  In addition, the proposed
site is located within the 100-year floodplain of this channel, which originates in the Little San
Bernardino Mountains to the south.  No wetlands or riparian habitat occur within the  project area
of potential impact.  The pertinent Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) map of the
project area is provided in Appendix 6.

3.15 FARMLAND PROTECTION

The project area is essentially desert.  No farming activities occur within the project area of impact
and no farmland resources occur on the project site.
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3.16 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES

The project site is located more than 80 miles from the California coast.  Thus, this issue does not
apply to the project area or to the proposed project.

3.17 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

3.17.1   Regulatory Setting

Emergency Services

Fire protection services within the project area are provided by the San Bernardino County Fire
Department.  Law enforcement services within the project area are provided by the San Bernardino
County Sheriff’s Department under contract to the Town of Yucca Valley.  

Hazardous Materials

The principal agency for managing contamination from illegal or accidental releases of hazardous
materials and wastes in the State of California is the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC).  In addition to enforcing state regulations (California Code of Regulations (CCR) Titles 17,
19, and 22), the DTSC was granted authorization from the federal EPA in 1992 to be the agency
responsible for regulating the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous waste under the
authority of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in California.  Other agencies
that may periodically coordinate with DTSC or with the enforcement of regulations that address site
activities include: San Bernardino County Fire Department, Hazardous Materials Division, the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the State Water Resources Control Board, the
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD),  the Department of Transportation, and
the California Highway Patrol.

Risk Associated with the Use of Hazardous Materials

Hazard vs. Risk
Worker and public health are potentially at risk whenever hazardous materials are present or will
be used.  It is important to differentiate between the "hazard" of these materials and the
acceptability of the "risk" they pose to human health and the environment.  A hazard is any situation
that has the potential to cause damage to human health and the environment.  The risk to human
health and the environment is determined by the probability of exposure to the hazardous
substance and the severity of harm such exposure would pose.  The likelihood and means of
exposure, in addition to the inherent toxicity of a substance, determine the degree of risk to human
health.  When the risk of an activity is judged acceptable by society in relation to perceived benefits,
the activity is typically judged to be safe.

Means of Exposure
Exposure to hazardous materials could occur in the following manner: (1) improper handling or use
of hazardous materials during the course of business, particularly by untrained personnel; (2) failure
of storage containment systems; (3) environmentally unsound treatment/disposal methods; (4)
transportation accidents; (5) fire, explosion or other emergencies; or (6) permitted release of
hazardous materials by regulatory agencies.  The following factors influence the health effects of
exposure to hazardous materials: the dose to which the person is exposed, the frequency of
exposure, the duration of exposure, the exposure pathway (route by which a chemical enters a
person's body), and the individual's unique biological susceptibility.
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The means of exposure as outlined above would determine the way in which toxic materials are
absorbed into the body and, therefore, the bodily organs or systems affected.  The major ways in
which toxic materials may enter and be absorbed by the body are through the mouth (ingestion),
the skin (penetration), or the lungs (inhalation).  How a hazardous substance gets into the body and
what damage it causes depends on the form or physical properties of the substance (i.e., liquid,
solid, gas, dust, fibers, fumes or mist).  A chemical may be toxic by one route and not another.

Health effects from exposure to toxic materials may be acute or chronic.  Acute effects, usually
resulting from a single exposure to a toxic material, may include critical, immediate damage to
organs and systems in the body, and possibly death.  Chronic effects, usually resulting from long
term exposure to a toxic or hazardous substance, may also include systemic and organ damage,
as well as birth defects, genetic damage and cancer.

Hazardous Material Handling
Hazardous materials could be utilized during short-term construction activities.  The WRF
operations do involve the use and /or transport of hazardous substances.  Table 3-8 lists federal,
state and local regulatory agencies that oversee hazardous substances handling and management,
and the statutes and regulations that these agencies administer.  The following discussion contains
a summary review of regulatory controls pertaining to hazardous materials.

Federal

Federal agencies that regulate hazardous and toxic materials include the EPA, the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), the
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), and the National Institutes of Health (NIH).  The following
federal laws and guidelines govern hazardous materials.  Hazardous materials handling and
management associated with the proposed project must comply with applicable regulations as
follows:

• Federal Water Pollution Control Act
• Clean Air Act 
• Occupational Safety and Health Act 
• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
• Guidelines for Carcinogens and Biohazards 
• Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act Title III
• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
• Safe Drinking Water Act
• Toxic Substances Control Act

Until August 1992, the principal agency at the federal level regulating the generation, transport and
disposal of hazardous waste was the EPA under the authority of the RCRA.  However, effective
August 1, 1992, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA) and the DTSC, were
authorized to implement the State's hazardous waste management program in lieu of the EPA.

State

The Cal-EPA and the State Water Resources Control Board generally govern the use of hazardous
materials and the management of hazardous waste.  The California Highway Patrol (CHP) and the
California Department of Transportation (Department) enforce hazardous substance transportation
regulations.  Chemical suppliers must comply with all applicable packaging, labeling and shipping
regulations.  Applicable state and local laws include the following:
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• Public Safety/Fire Regulations/Building Codes
• Porter-Cologne Act
• Hazardous Waste Control Law

 • Hazardous Materials Release Act
• Hazardous Substances Information and Training Act
• Tanner Toxics Act

Table 3-8
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REGULATORY AUTHORITY

Regulatory Agency Jurisdiction Authority

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Dept. of Transportation Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Act - Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 49

Environmental Protection Agency Federal Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Clean Air Act
Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA)
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation & Liability Act
Superfund Amendments & Reauthorization Act (SARA)
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide & Rodenticide Act

Occupational Safety and Health
Administration

Federal Occupational Safety and Health Act & CFR 29

STATE AGENCIES

Dept. of Toxic Substances Control State California Code of Regulations (CCR) Titles 17, 19, & 22

Dept. of Industrial Relations
(CAL-OSHA)

State California Occupational Safety & Health Act, CCR Title 8

State Water Resources Control
Board & Regional Water Quality
Control Board

State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
Underground Storage Tank Law

Health & Welfare Agency State Safe Drinking Water & Toxic Enforcement Act

Air Resources Board & Air
Pollution Control District

State Air Resources Act
AB 1807
Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act

Office of Emergency Services State Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans/Inventory Law
Acutely Hazardous Materials Law

Dept. of Fish and Game State Fish and Game Code

Dept. of Food and Agriculture State Food and Agriculture Code

State Fire Marshal State Uniform Fire Code, CCR Title 19

COUNTY AGENCIES

San Bernardino County Fire
Department, Hazardous Materials
Division

County California Health and Safety Code Section 25280-25289

County Hazardous Materials Management Plan, California Health and
Safety Code Sections 25500-25545

Uniform Fire Code

REGIONAL AGENCIES

Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District

Mojave
Desert

Air Basin

Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act
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DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility for the management of hazardous materials/substances
and the generation, transport and disposal of hazardous waste under the authority of the
Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL).  DTSC can delegate enforcement to local jurisdictions that
enter into agreements with the State agency.  State regulations applicable to hazardous materials
are indexed agreements in Title 26 of the CCR.

Regional

The MDAQMD works with the CARB and is responsible for developing and implementing rules and
regulations to control the emission of air toxics on a local level.  The MDAQMD establishes
permitting requirements, inspects emission sources, and enforces measures through educational
programs and/or fines.  The Regional Water Quality Control Board controls the discharge of toxic
materials in wastewater and from disposal facilities through the issuance of waste discharge
requirements and NPDES permits under authority from the State Water Resources Control Board
and the federal EPA.

Local

The County has compiled a Hazardous Materials/Waste Management Plan as a part of the County
General Plan that addresses hazardous materials and the risk of upset.  The Town’s General Plan
also addresses hazardous materials and wastes as part of its Hazards and Toxic Materials Element
to the General Plan.   This Element sets forth policies and actions that are meant to achieve goals
relative to hazards and the risk of upset. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation

Federal
The U. S. DOT (DOT) has the regulatory responsibility for the safe transportation of hazardous
materials between states and to foreign countries.  DOT regulations govern all means of hazardous
materials transportation (except for those packages shipped by mail, which are covered by the U.S.
Postal Service regulations), including transportation by rail.  DOT regulations are contained in the
Code of Federal Regulations Title 49.

Under RCRA, the EPA sets standards for transporters of hazardous waste.  In turn, the federal
government authorized the State of California to carry out EPA regulations concerning trans-
portation of hazardous wastes originating in, or passing through, the State.

State
The State of California has adopted regulations for the intrastate movement of hazardous materials.
State regulations are indexed in the CCR Title 26.

The CHP has primary responsibility for enforcing federal and State regulations related to the
transport of hazardous materials over streets and highways, including hazardous materials labeling
and packaging regulations.  The CHP also responds to hazardous materials transportation emer-
gencies.  The goal of these regulations is to prevent leakage and spills of material in transit and to
provide detailed information to clean-up crews in the event of an accident.  Vehicle and equipment
inspection, shipment preparation, container identification, and shipping documentation are all part
of the responsibility of the CHP, which conducts regular inspections of licensed transporters to
assure regulatory compliance.

Common carriers which transport hazardous materials on roadways are licensed by the CHP under
conditions specified in CCR Title 26, Division 14.1 Transportation of Hazardous Material, Section
32000.5, License to Transport Hazardous Materials.  This section requires licensing of every motor



-54-

(common) carrier who transports, for a fee, in excess of 226.8 kilogram (kg) (500 lbs) of hazardous
materials at one time, and every carrier, if not for hire, who carries more than 453.6 kg (1,000 lbs)
of hazardous materials of the type requiring placards.  If the supplier or distributor carries fewer
than 453.6 kg (1,000 lbs) of material, a license is not required.

Interstate 10 is a designated explosives routes according to the CHP manual Explosive Routes and
Stopping Places.  SR 62 is a designated Hazardous Materials Transport Route region.

Hazardous Materials Worker Safety Requirements

Federal
The Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Fed/OSHA) is the agency responsible
for ensuring worker safety.  Fed/OSHA sets federal standards for implementation of training in the
work place, exposure limits, and safety procedures in the handling of hazardous materials (as well
as other hazards).  Fed/OSHA also establishes criteria by which each state can implement its own
health and safety program.

State
The California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal/OSHA), assumes primary responsibility for developing and enforcing work place
safety regulations within the State.  Cal/OSHA standards are often more stringent than federal
regulations.

Cal/OSHA regulations concerning the management of hazardous materials include requirements
for safety training, availability of safety equipment, hazardous materials exposure warnings, and
emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation.  Cal/OSHA enforces the hazard communi-
cation program regulations, which include provisions for identifying and labeling hazardous
materials, providing employees with Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs), describing the hazards
of chemicals, and documenting employee training programs.

Both federal and state laws include special provisions for hazard communication to employees in
research laboratories, including training in chemical work practices.  The training must include safe
methods for handling hazardous materials, an explanation of MSDSs, use of emergency response
equipment, and building emergency response plans and procedures.

3.17.2   Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The project area is located in a rural community and at a location where hazardous materials are
not used on a routine basis and where no hazardous waste disposal or contamination has occurred
historically.  The LUSTIS Geotracker database was examined (www.swrcb.ca.gov) for this project.
Most historically “leaking” underground storage tank sites are related to gas station and automobile
service centers on SR’s 62 and 247.  The only case that is still active within the Colorado RWQCB’s
purview is:  Bill’s Service Station at 56504 Twentynine Palms Highway (i.e., SR 62).  This site is
currently undergoing remediation.  This is not near the WRF project site.  However, the conta-
minated site is near the alignment of the major trunk sewer within the Town and pipeline installation
may occur in the vicinity of this site.
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3.17.3   Noise

3.17.3.1   Regulatory Setting

NEPA and CEQA provide the broad basis for analyzing and addressing noise effects.  The intent
of these laws is to promote the general welfare and to foster a healthy environment.  The
requirements for noise analysis and consideration of noise abatement and/or mitigation differ
between NEPA and CEQA.

Noise Standards

State of California Guideline:  The State of California has established guidelines for acceptable
community noise levels that are based on the CNEL rating scale.  The guidelines rank noise land
use compatibility in terms of "normally acceptable," "conditionally acceptable," and "clearly
unacceptable" noise levels for various land use types.  The State Guidelines in Table 3-9, Land Use
Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure, single-family homes are "normally acceptable" in
exterior noise environments up to 60 dB CNEL and "conditionally  acceptable" up to 70 dB CNEL
based on this scale.  Multiple family residential uses are "normally acceptable" up to 65 dB CNEL
and "conditionally acceptable" up to 70 CNEL.  Schools, libraries and churches are "normally
acceptable" up to 70 dB CNEL, as are office buildings and business, commercial and professional
uses.

The Town has adopted a goal of 60 dB CNEL in any usable outdoor space for new residential uses.
Levels up to 65 dB CNEL are acceptable if all reasonable mitigation has been exhausted to reach
60 dB CNEL.  Commercial and industrial uses are considered less sensitive to noise and levels to
70-75 dB CNEL are allowed within such areas.

Federal Guidelines:  Noise standards promulgated by various agencies differ somewhat from one
agency to another.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has adopted Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) which are based upon the noisiest single hour of the day (Leq[1]).  Exterior noise
levels of 67 dB Leq in usable outdoor space are considered the maximum desirable noise exposure
for noise-sensitive land uses as shown in Table 3-10.  If there are no exterior uses at such receiver
sites, attainment of 52 dB Leq is considered the maximum desirable interior noise exposure.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has adopted noise standards for
residential properties for which it provides funding.  The HUD standards are based upon the day-
night level, Ldn (which is essentially identical to CNEL).  HUD Ldn standards are very similar to the
State of California CNEL-based noise/land use compatibility criteria shown in Table 3-9.  A noise
exposure of 60 dB Ldn in usable outdoor space is considered most desirable, and considered
conditionally acceptable up to 65 dB Ldn.  If there are no exterior uses which require noise
protection, and interior exposure of 45 dB Ldn is the target for habitable interior rooms.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has adopted noise evaluation criteria that incorporate
both the peak hour and the 24-hour Ldn for various categories of land uses.  The FTA standards
are detailed in the impact discussion.



Table 3-9 
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 

 

 
Community Noise Exposure 

Ldn or CNEL, dB 
Land Use Category  

      
     
       

Residential – Low Density 
Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

      
     

      
       Residential – Multi-Family 
       

     
      
      Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels 
       

    
      
      

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 
Homes 

       
       

    
       Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 
    
       

   
       Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 
     

    
       
       Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 
      

   
       
      

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

       
    

       
      

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and 
Professional 

       
   

      
      Industrial Manufacturing Utilities, Agriculture 
       

 
INTERPRETATION 

Normally Acceptable:  Specified land use is satisfactory based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal 
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable:  New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.  Conventional construction, but 
with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

Normally Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 

Clearly Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, 1990. 

50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 
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Table 3-10
FEDERAL NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA

Activity
Category

Noise Abatment
Criteria Level - Leq Description of Activity Category

A 57 (exterior)

Tracts of land in which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance
and serve an important public need and where the preservation of those
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended
purpose.  Such areas could include amphitheaters, particular parks or
portions of open spaces, or historic districts which are dedicated or
recognized by appropriate local officials for activities requiring special
qualities of serenity and quiet.

B 67 (exterior)
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas and
parks which are not included in Category A and residences, motels,
hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

C -- Undeveloped lands.

D 72 (exterior) Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Category A or B
above.

E 52 (interior) Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches,
libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

3.17.3.2   Affected Environment

With the exception of traffic on the two major roadways in the Town of Yucca Valley, SR 62 and SR
247, the Town and surrounding area constitute a low ambient background noise environment of a
rural setting.  Traffic levels along SR 62 and SR 247 (within the project area) are high enough to
generate noise levels exceeding a 60 dBA 24-average noise level, i.e., Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) within 100 feet of these highways (General Plan DEIR, Appendix F, 1995).
Otherwise, background noise levels were below 65 dBA CNEL and suitable for the residential uses
that occur within the project area of potential impact.  The 65 dBA level is identified in the Town of
Yucca Valley Development Code Section 85.020510 as a conditional standard for exterior noise.

The Yucca Valley Airport is a private airport, located one-half mile northeast of the Town’s central
business district, or approximately 3 to 4 miles from the project site.  The noise corridor, or the
60 CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level), did not extend west of SR 247, according to the
General Plan (1995).  In other words, this local airport noise would not affect the project area.

The WRF site is located about 1,000 south of SR 62 and is exposed to low background traffic noise
from this highway.  The only other noise issue at the WRF site is the occasional passage of
vehicles on Sunnyslope and La Contenta roadways.

3.17.4   Public Services

This is considered to be a local jurisdictional environmental issue, such that a regulatory setting
section is not required to be included in the EA.

The project site for the proposed WRF is an undeveloped parcel.  All public services, except
wastewater treatment, are provided to the project area, including the following:
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• Police Protection - San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department under contract to the Town
• Fire Protection - California Department of Forestry and the San Bernardino County Fire

Department; two fire stations, one on 29 Palms Highway and one on Aberdeen Road
• Morongo Unified School District
• Library - County of San Bernardino; Yucca Valley Branch
• Water Service - Hi-Desert Water District
• Health Services–Hi-Desert Medical Center in Joshua Tree is the primary hospital
• Wastewater Treatment Service - individual treatment systems
• Solid Waste - Burrtec to landfills of San Bernardino County–Landers Landfill; Burrtec in

Yucca Valley
• Drainage and Flood Control - San Bernardino County Department of Transportation and

Flood Control

With the exception of random trespass or specific emergencies,,such as wildfires or accidents, the
project area of potential impact does not place any demand on the above services at this time.

3.17.5   Recreation and Section 4(f) Properties

There are no specific federal or state regulations applicable to recreation. Local regulations related
to recreation are set forth in adopted Plans and ordinances of the project proponents

No recreational facilities occur within the boundary of the proposed project area of potential impact
and only passive recreational uses are known to occur within the project site.  There is public
access on all sides of the project site.  The pipeline alignments occur within roadways where
recreational activities do not occur. 

3.17.6   Airport Hazards

The main public airports in the area include: the Marine Corps base, located about 15 miles
northeast of the project area; and San Bernardino County Airport in Twentynine Palms, located
about 25 miles east of the project area.  Aside from random overflights, routine operations at these
airports do not overfly the WRF site.  The Yucca Valley Airport is a private airport, located one-half
mile northeast of the Town’s central business district, or approximately 3-4 miles from the project’s
proposed facilities.  The sewer pipelines will be installed on roadways that are located beneath the
existing landing and take-off flight paths at the local airport.

3.17.7   Environmental Justice

3.17.7.1   Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with Executive Order
(EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994.  This EO directs federal
agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately
high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-
income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. 

3.17.7.2   Affected Environment

The project site is not located in a neighborhood that suffers from exposure to adverse human
health or environmental conditions.  There are no major industrial activities or sites in the area.  The
top employers generally are related to the school district, health care services and retail stores.
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Yucca Valley is still mostly a community with a lower than normal average annual income, due in
part to retirees and part-time residents (seasonal).

3.17.8   Unique Natural Features and Areas

The project area of potential impact consists of a uniform alluvial fan area with hills and bedrock
outcrops to the north.  These provide the scenic nature of the valley.  No unique or natural features
occur within the project area of potential effect, excepting the natural Joshua Tree wood-
land/creosote bush habitats of the site.

3.17.9   Sole Source Aquifer

The EPA’s Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA).  Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent
contamination of groundwater from federally-funded projects.  The SSA program allow for EPA
environmental review of any project which is financially assisted by federal grants or federal loan
guarantees.  Although nine sole source aquifers have been designated in California, the Warren
Valley Groundwater Basin is not listed among these aquifers as of January 29, 2009.  

Groundwater is located several hundred feet beneath the project area of potential impact.  The
District obtains its water supply entirely from the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin.  Although this
Basin is the District’s sole source of water supply, the aquifer is not designated by the federal EPA
as a “sole source aquifer.” 

3.17.10   Site Access and Compatibility

The land use designations on the properties adjacent to the project area of potential impact consist
of a mix of commercial, industrial, and residential uses.  Roads to be affected by the WRF project
component include SR 62, Avalon Avenue, and Indio Avenue.  Public access exists to all of the
project area of potential impact, although graded dirt, unpaved, roads are common in the area.  The
vast majority of the proposed sewage collection system will be installed in these roadways and
access is generally excellent to all of the proposed collection system pipelines.

The project site for the WRF is currently a large area of open space that is considered valuable.
This site is along the SR 62, which is designated as “eligible” for official Scenic Highway designa-
tion.  The project is considered compatible with surrounding uses.

3.18 INVASIVE SPECIES

3.18.1   Regulatory Setting

On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring federal agencies
to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States.  The order defines
invasive species as any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material
capable of propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does
or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.  The California
noxious weed list can be used to define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the
analysis for this project.
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3.18.2   Affected Environment

Much of the project area has been disturbed, and contains non-native plant and animal species.
The urbanizing portion of Yucca Valley abuts undeveloped desert habitat.  Landscaping around
residences is the primary cause of introduced plants (in other locales it might be agricultural
practices).  Residential “pets” such as dogs and cats are common.  These are of concern, as they
prey on native birds and mammals.  Invasive species occur throughout the project area, including
the WRF site.  The biological survey contained in Appendix 4 lists the species found in the project
area that fall under this category.
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Chapter 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed project, the construction and installation of a wastewater treatment plant;
approximately 405,800 lineal feet of trunk sewer line of varying diameter (see Table 2-5); and three
pump stations are intended to provide the District’s service area with a wastewater treatment and
collection system that must be installed to protect and enhance groundwater quality.
Implementation of the proposed project will cause both temporary and permanent changes to the
physical environment during construction; however, the addition of the proposed wastewater system
infrastructure is essential to the District to continue meeting the public health and safety
requirements for water quality within its service area.  Based upon the existing environmental
conditions outlined above in the “Affected Environment” discussion, this section of the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) evaluates the effects of the project on the physical and
human environment.  The Environmental Consequences section is presented in the same order as
the issues are presented in the previous discussion.  The following issues are evaluated by using
the questions posed for each issue in the standard California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form, which is included after the text portion of this document.

4.1 AIR QUALITY

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

As described in the Affected Environment section, a project such as the proposed Hi-Desert water
reclamation facility (WRF) and collection system is considered consistent or compatible with air
quality management plans due to the fact that the facilities proposed by this project are considered
public facilities being implemented to meet the needs of existing and planned development in a
manner that will protect the public health and safety.  Based on historic growth in the project area
and the lack of significant demand for growth over the past decade, the proposed project will not
change the intensity of developed and planned uses, and new development and new operational
air emissions are forecast to be the same as envisioned by current planning documents.  The
proposed project is considered to be consistent with local planning documents and compatible with
air quality management plans.  Emissions are forecast to be less than significant based on controls
of fugitive dust emissions during construction and control of emissions under permits from
MDAQMD during operations.

The project area is in attainment for most air pollutants.  Table 4-1 lists the attainment status for all
air pollutants.  The air basin was recently (March 2009) designated as being in attainment with the
PM2.5 standard.  During construction activities the emission data presented below indicates that the
District will not exceed the PM10 emission thresholds and the nitrogen oxide (NOx) or volatile
organic compound (VOC) established by the MDAQMD in Rule 1303.  The MDAQMD has not
adopted official thresholds to determine the significance of pollutant emissions from project.
Unofficially, offset threshold amounts identified in Rule 1303 of Regulation XII, New Source Review
of its Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) can be used, expressed in tons of pollutants per year
(TPY).  Rule 1303 thresholds are:

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 TPY
Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC)   25 TPY
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)    25 TPY
Oxides of Sulfur (SOx)   25 TPY
PM10     15 TPY
PM2.5     15 TPY 
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Table 4-1
DESIGNATIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS

Ambient Air Quality
Standards AVAQMD MDAQMD

1-Hour Ozone (Federal) Non-attainment; classified
Severe-17

Non-attainment; classified Severe-17 (portion of
MDAQMD outside of Southeast Desert
Modified AQMA is unclassified/attainment)

8-Hour Ozone (Federal) Non-attainment; classified
Moderate

Non-attainment; classified Moderate (portion of
MDAQMD outside of Southeast Desert
Modified AQMA is unclassified/attainment)

Ozone (State) Non-attainment; classified
Extreme

Non-attainment; classified Moderate

PM10 (Federal0 Unclassified Non-attainment; classified Moderate (portion of
MDAQMD in Riverside County is unclassified,
and the portion in the Searles Valley is
attainment)

PM2.5 (Federal) Unclassified/attainment Unclassified/attainment

PM2.5 (State) Unclassified Non-attainment (portion of MDAQMD outside of
Southeast Desert Modified AQMA is
unclassified/attainment)

PM10 (State) Non-attainment Non-attainment

Carbon Monoxide (State
and Federal)

Attainment Attainment

Nitrogen Dioxide (State and
Federal)

Attainment/unclassified Attainment/unclassified

Sulfur Dioxide (State and
Federal)

Attainment/unclassified Attainment/unclassified

Lead (State and Federal) Attainment Attainment

Particulate Sulfate (State) Unclassified Attainment

Hydrogen Sulfide (State) Unclassified Unclassified (Searles Valley Planning Area is
non-attainment)

Visibility Reducing Particles
(State)

Unclassified Unclassified

Source:   MDAQMD CEQA Guidelines, June 2007

De Minimis thresholds for emissions in the Mojave Desert Air Basin are as follows:

NOx = 100 tons/year
CO = 100 tons/year
PM10 = 70 tons/year
VOC/ROG = 50 tons/year

The emission data in the following section verifies that neither the construction or operational phase
emissions related to the proposed project will exceed the de minimis thresholds established in
40 CFR 93.153 for which a conformity determination must be performed.  Therefore, the proposed
project can be developed in conformity with California’s State Implementation Plan. 
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b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

The proposed project can be divided into two phases, construction and operation.  Operational
emissions are forecast to occur as a result of electricity generation required to support the proposed
facilities.  The consumption of electricity for this particular project is estimated to be about 8,000
KWhr per day (8 megawatts per day).  Emissions of criteria pollutants from electricity consumption
related to plant operations are summarized in Table 4-2.

The data for the construction emission forecasts below were developed as part of another EIR and
were compiled using the URBEMIS model by the Parsons Corporation.  They are utilized here
because they represent forecast emissions for comparable facilities.  The operational emissions
are based on data for electricity consumption contained in the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Handbook,
Table A9-11.

Table 4-2
ELECTRICITY GENERATION EMISSIONS

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day)

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10

1.6 <1 9.2 <1 <1

Source:   SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Table A9-11-B

Annual NOx emissions based on 9.2 lbs per day will be 3,358 lbs or about 1.7 tons per year.  This
NOx emission rate is about 1.7 percent of the de minimis value in 40 CFR 93.153, i.e., 100 tons of
NOx per year.  All other values are well below this percentage.  Therefore, the project electricity
consumption emissions clearly conform with federal requirements and no mitigation is required for
operational electricity consumption emissions.

Volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from wastewater processing vary with process,
weather, and character of the wastewater stream.  For domestic sewage, EPA in its emission factor
handbook (AP-42) estimates that one MGD of processing produces 15,600 pounds of methane per
year.  Assuming that the VOC fraction of methane is 2 percent (AP-42), one MGD of treatment
capacity produces 312 pounds of VOC per year.  For a proposed project up to 4 MGD a total of
1,248 lbs (0.62 tons) of VOC would be generated at the maximum design of the proposed treatment
plant.  This small increase, coupled with required compliance with MDQMD Rule 1179 governing
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs), conforms with federal requirements, is a de minimis
rate of VOC emissions and is a less-than-significant impact.

The EPA has studied large construction projects, which are estimated to generate 1.2 tons of
fugitive dust per acre of soil disturbed per month of grading and site preparation activity.  Over the
life of the construction activities required to support this project an estimated 377 acres (342 acres
for pipelines and up to 20 acres for the wastewater treatment plant facilities (15 acres of direct
disturbance and additional temporary disturbance) and lift stations (5 acres for both permanent and
temporary disturbance)).  If it is assumed that 500 lineal feet of pipeline can be installed per day
within the project area, it will require about 812 working days to install the 405,800 lineal feet of
pipeline identified by the project for installation.  Assuming 220 working days per year, it will require
about 3.7 years to install all of the pipeline.  This is a worst case assumption because actual
pipeline installation will require much more than 3.7 years based on the WRF implementation
phases, which envision construction continuing out into the indefinite future.  The following
emissions are forecast to occur during pipeline installation.
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Table 4-3
SUMMARY OF PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day)

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10

50.4 7.3 53.1 3.3 4.1

 Source:   Parsons

Although construction emissions are not necessarily subject to conformity determinations, annual
emissions  for pipeline construction are estimated to be as follows: CO = ~5.5 tons per year; VOC
= ~0.8 ton per year; NOx = ~5.8 tons per year; SOx = ~0.36 ton per year; and PM10 = ~0.45 ton
per year.  All values are well below the de minimis values for conformity evaluation.  The values are
also well below the MDAQMD thresholds and therefore, the pipeline construction emissions are
considered to be a less than significant impact.  Mitigation will be applied to control fugitive dust as
outlined below.  This is to prevent local nuisance, and is not required to mitigate for a potentially
significant volume of emissions from this activity.  

The entire WRF component of this project is anticipated to be completed within 18 months. This
would generate about 3.5 tons of fugitive dust per month for the approximate 18 months required
to construct the WRF.  Due to the coarse soils, the PM10 fraction will be less than 50 percent without
any mitigation. Therefore, total PM10 emissions are forecast to be about 1.75 tons per month, which
does exceed the PM10 threshold.  Simple watering of the construction area two times per day can
reduce fugitive dust/PM10 emissions by 50 percent, or to 0.88 tons.  With implementation of this
single mitigation measure, PM10 emissions are projected (10.56 tons per year) to be far below the
regional significance threshold of 15 tons per year listed above.  Specific fugitive dust control
mitigation measures are provided below that shall be implemented by the District which can achieve
a greater than 50 percent reduction in PM10 and fugitive dust emissions.

Other wastewater treatment plant construction emissions include:

Table 4-4
SUMMARY OF TREATMENT PLANT

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY PHASE

Construction Phase
Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day)

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10

Site Preparation 23.8 4.7 28.1 2.3 9.7

Piping and Forming 93.1 23.5 62.7 4.1 38

Site Finishing 21.1 54.90* 28.2 5.7 3.8

  Note:   * Includes coating application emissions of 51.60 lbs/day

  Source:   Parsons

The above emissions are not additive because they represent different phases of construction.
Total annual emissions associated with pipeline construction is forecast based on assuming site
preparation requires three months (66 working days); piping and forming require 12 months
(264 working days); and site finishing requires 3 months (66 working days):
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Pollutant Site Preparation Piping and Forming Site Finishing

CO = 1,570 lbs 12.3 tons 1350.4 lbs
VOC = 310.2 lbs 3.2 tons   3,623.4 lbs
NOx = 1854.6 lbs 8.3 tons 1861.2 lbs
SOx = 151.8 lbs .6 tons 376.2 lbs
PM10 = 640.2 lbs 5 tons 250.8 lbs

All of the above values fall below the threshold for construction activities related to the new
treatment plant. The impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

A WRF operates in a manner similar to an industrial facility.  The following equipment at the WRF
may require permits from the MDAQMD: 

1. Backup diesel generator (operated only when electrical power is down, no routine emissions
only random emissions)

2. Boiler, natural gas fired (Assumes industrial boiler using 1 million cubic feet per day (mcf/d),
data from Table A9-12-B of the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, and compliance with 50%
reduction in NOx emissions for the boiler, emissions are forecast to be: CO = 20 lbs/day (3.65
tons per year, TPY); VOC/ROG = 5.3 lbs/day (<1 TPY); NOx = 60 lbs/day (10.95 TPY); SOx
= Negligible; and PM10 = 0.2 lbs/day (<1 TPY).  All values fall well below the conformity de
minimis values listed above. 

3. Aerobic/anaerobic digester(s) (VOC emissions about 1.2 lbs/day at 2 mgd treatment level,
or <1 TPY).  This value falls well below the conformity de minimis values listed above.

4. Chemical storage tanks (no routine emissions)

In addition to falling well below the conformity de minimis values for the above equipment,
compliance with the permit requirements for each piece of equipment actually used onsite is
considered adequate mitigation to ensure no significant adverse air quality impacts will result from
operating the equipment in support of the District’s proposed WRF.

Mitigation measures to control fugitive dust

4.1-1  The construction site disturbed areas will be watered twice daily for short-term surface
stabilization, and more times if winds are sufficient to loft dust from the construction site.

4.1-2 Chemical, vegetative or mechanical (compaction or paving) will be used for surface
stabilization upon completion of grading activities, if subsequent site uses are not
proposed.

4.1-3 Trackout onto paved roads will be minimized, and removed (swept or washed from paved
surfaces) if substantial soil material accumulates on paved surfaces.  Cleanup of project-
related trackout or spills on paved roads will be removed daily.

4.1-4 Haul trucks will be covered.

4.1-5 Grading and soil movement activities will be minimized when winds exceed 30 miles per
hour at the local airport or at an onsite wind monitoring system.

These emissions occur in an area that currently meets most ozone and all particulate standards
at the present time.  Thus, there are no significant impacts from construction equipment exhaust
emissions.  However, there are general best management practices that apply to any operations,
which are given below as mitigation.
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Construction traffic will involve worker vehicle trips and support truck trips.  It is estimated that there
will be 50 vehicle trips per day during the construction period.  These 50 vehicle trips include
10 truck trips [assumed to equate to 30 passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips] and 20 employee
vehicle trips per day.  Emissions from vehicle traffic related to the project are not required to be
analyzed in detail because they fall well below thresholds established by MDAQMD.  Assuming an
average of 50 miles round per trip, the vehicle miles traveled will be approximately 2,500 miles.  For
this number of miles, all emissions would be less than ten pounds per day, or an annual emissions
of about 1.8 tons per year of construction.  Given the number of daily trips estimated for this project,
the mobile source emissions are not considered to be significant.  Several measures are listed
below to reduce localized emissions from equipment and employee/delivery trips.

Mitigation measures to control construction equipment and mobile source
emission impacts

4.1-6 Efficient scheduling of equipment use, with a phased construction schedule to reduce the
number of units operating simultaneously.

4.1-7 Performing regular engine maintenance on all equipment.

4.1-8 Provision of local equipment storage areas so that equipment trips to the sites can be
reduced.

4.1-9 Construction personnel shall be encouraged to ride share to reduce vehicle trips to
construction sites, including incentives for carpooling among construction employees.

4.1-10 Shut down equipment when not in use for more than 10 minutes.

With implementation of the above measures, local air pollutant emissions will be controlled to a less
than significant impact level based on the threshold utilized above.  Note also, that because the
treatment plant will function as a stationary source of emissions, it will require permits to operate
from the MDAQMD.

c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal state ambient air quality standards (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

The proposed project will not cause a cumulative considerable net increase of any non-attainment
pollutants (i.e., ozone and particulates for this area).  Refer to above information.  Minimal operating
emissions will result from the electricity consumption at the proposed facilities.  The only mitigation
required for the proposed project to achieve a less than significant adverse air quality impact is
control of fugitive dust and particulate generation during construction.  

As noted above, the project is forecast to consume a maximum of about 8 megawatts of electricity
per day.  Project related greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) were calculated by combining energy
consumption and/or methane production will their CO2-equivalents are shown in the California
Climate Action Registry (CCAR) reporting protocols (2007) as follows:

Electricity 8,000 KW/day 804.54 lbs of CO2 per KW = 6,436.32 lb/day
Natural Gas 15.6 x 106 BTU/day x 116.71 lb/MBTU = 1,820.7 lb/day
Methane 42.74 lb/day x 21 (global warming potential) =    897.5 lb/day

Total = 9,154.52 lb/day
= 4.58 tons/day
= 1,671.7 tons/year
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The proposed project operation emissions of GHG are substantially below the 10,000 metric ton
per year suggested by the CARB as a GHG significance threshold for an industrial facility.
Nevertheless, the globally cumulative nature of GHG impacts and the ever-rising cost of energy
require that any reasonably available control measures for energy conservation be implemented
in operation of existing and future wastewater treatment operations.

Preliminary estimates of construction GHG emissions based on construction activities at another
WRF indicate the following:

Grading = appx. 6,000 lbs per day (3 tons), over 66 days,198 tons 
Fine Grading = appx. 6,000 lbs per day (3 tons), over 30 days, 90 tons
Trenching = appx. 1,800 lbs per day (0.9 ton), over 222 days, 200 tons
Foundation = appx. 27,106.06 lbs per day (includes concrete and steel manufacturing

emissions),  over 10 days, 135.53 tons
Paving = appx. 1,300 lbs per day, over 150 days, 97.5 tons
Building const. = appx. 52,084 lbs per day (includes concrete and steel manufacturing

emissions), over 150 days, 3,906.6 tons

All of the above GHG emissions will occur over a period of one to two years while the WRF and
sewer collection system is being installed.  These are one time only emissions that will not make
ongoing contributions to climate change.  Although GHG emissions are not considered significant
and adverse based on the discussion above, the project will implement the following mitigation
measure to reduce its carbon footprint to the extent feasible.

4.1-11 To the extent feasible, the District shall select landscaping that is fast-growing to create
a windbreak buffer along the periphery of the WRF site.  A minimum of two rows shall be
installed at different times and plants shall be installed and grown in stages; periodically
harvested; and replanted to maintain carbon sequestration.  Alternatively or concurrently,
the District may install solar power systems to partially or fully offset operational electricity
demand of the WRF.  As a final alternative, the District may choose to purchase annual or
permanent carbon credits from the available carbon banks at the time the facility begins
operation.

This measure is considered sufficient to reduce the project’s contributions to GHG emissions to the
maximum extent feasible.  It will also assist with creation of a visual buffer between the WRF and
surrounding land uses.  

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Sensitive receptors are considered to be children, the elderly and the sick. Schools, day care
centers, hospitals and clinics, and retirement or nursing homes are facilities of concern if they are
near a proposed project that produces air pollution.  By “near” is usually meant one-quarter to one-
half of a mile (1,300 to 2,600 feet).  The only sensitive receptors within the WRF project area are
a few single-family residences to the east and south of the proposed project site, not immediately
adjacent.  La Contenta Middle School and Sky High School are located approximately 1/4 mile to
the northwest of the project site.  Similarly, residential uses and schools occur along the sewer line
alignments.  Commercial and industrial uses are located to the north and east of the WRF site. 

The air quality effects on sensitive receptors would be from construction activities generating
fugitive dust and possible odors emissions during treatment plant operations.  Fugitive dust
emissions can be controlled on the WRF site and the sewer pipeline alignments by standard
mitigation measures outlined below.

Standards of Performance for Sewage Treatment Plants are identified in 40 CFR 60 Subpart O.
The proposed treatment plant must comply with these requirements.  An example of on VOC
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pollutant is benzene, which is a TAC.  Based on EPA data (EPA March 2005), benzene emissions
are about 0.078 lbs per million gallons treated.  In an open environment, the benzene emissions
would be less that 0.08 lb at a one million gallon treatment level and 0.16 lb at two million gallons
of treatment.  No mitigation is required to control fugitive VOC emissions as they will be well below
a potential significance level.  For fugitive dust, mitigation measures to control fugitive dust outlined
above are considered sufficient to control impacts on sensitive receptors adjacent to the project
area of potential impact to a level of nonsignificance.  As noted, no significant toxic emissions are
forecast to result from the proposed project, except the limited diesel exhaust and treatment plant
VOC emissions associated with construction and operation of the WRF.  The diesel emissions fall
below thresholds and are short-term and not acutely toxic.  The VOC emissions are considered
below a significance threshold.  Therefore, no significant toxic air contaminant impacts on sensitive
receptors are forecast to result from project implementation and with mitigation nuisance fugitive
dust will be controlled to a less than significant impact level.

e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Use of construction equipment may result in some temporary and localized odors from use of diesel
fuels.  In addition, the wastewater treatment facilities and pump stations to be constructed as part
of the proposed wastewater treatment plant and sewer system have the potential to generate odors.
However, as described on page 10 of this document, specific odor control systems will be installed
to control odors from each of the potential odor sources.  These odor control systems are standard
systems that are used at all WRFs and they are effective, except during upsets or accidents.
Regardless, due to their distance from the existing residential development, potential offsite impacts
are forecast to be less than significant.  

There are typical concerns from residents that a wastewater treatment facility causes significant
odor effects.  This is most commonly based on the assumption that the plant is handling material
that has natural odors and that these odors will be propagated by the treatment plant operation.
This is an incorrect assumption for ongoing, routine plant operations.  When operating properly,
such plants typically have an earthy/musty odor, but not a sick, anaerobic decomposition odor.
During upset conditions, a plant can generate such odors, but the key to odor control is to ensure
that plant operations are managed to eliminate or minimize such upset conditions.  The following
mitigation measure shall be implemented to ensure such conditions are minimized and that the
local community is not exposed to adverse odor conditions for any substantial amount of time.

4.1-12 The District shall require the installation of odor control facilities as part of the facility
design.  These facilities shall be state of the art (odor control to the maximum extent
feasible) and shall control odors to ensure that adjacent properties are not exposed to
significant odor concentrations, except during an emergency/upset condition at the
WRF.

4.1-13 The District shall establish an odor complaint response phone number that shall be
clearly posted on the exterior fence of the treatment plant facility.  If odor complaints are
received, the District shall respond within 24 hours to correct the problem, and provide
a response to the complainant within 12 hours of notification identifying what actions
were taken and how long was or will be required to control the odor problem.  Sources
of odors shall be corrected in as timely a manner as possible.

Thus, overall project construction and operation is not forecast to create any significant
objectionable odor impacts.  With incorporation of the above odor control measures as part of the
project, the potential project odor impacts can be controlled to a less than significant impact.
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No Project Alternative

Regarding air quality effects, the no project alternative would eliminate all construction and all
operating air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed project.  Regarding conformity, the
proposed project can be implemented consistent with the MDAQMD air quality management plans
(AQMPs) and in conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  Because the no project
alternative would not cause any direct emissions in the short-term it would also remain consistent
and in conformity with these plans.  However, as nitrate concentrations increase in the future,
treatment of groundwater to remove nitrate would generate emissions from electricity consumption,
and if the Regional Board requires advanced individual treatment units for all existing septic tanks,
the ground disturbance within the community from construction activities would be comparable to
that of the proposed project.  Such construction and electricity emissions could be implemented
with comparable mitigation measures to control emissions and remain consistent with the AQMPs
and in conformity with the SIP.  Thus, no great benefit for air quality impacts would be achieved 

The no project alternative will not generate any direct emissions so it cannot contribute to existing
air quality violations.  Indirectly, future treatment requirements for domestic water supply and
individual advanced treatment systems may indirectly generate emissions.  Mitigation measures
comparable to those implemented for the preferred alternative would be sufficient to ensure the
emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or a
cumulatively considerable volume of emissions.  Under these assumptions the no project
alternative would also not adversely affect any sensitive receptors.

It is in the area of odors that the no project alternative can eliminate potential adverse effects.  The
WRF can be routinely operated without generating noxious odors, but on rare occasions upset
conditions can generate such odors.  The only way the no project alternative could generate odors
would again be indirectly, as a result of continuing to rely upon septic tanks.  Such systems
generate the same type of anaerobic decomposition odors when they fail.  Regardless, a higher
potential for adverse odor effects, although considered less than substantial, will occur at the
proposed WRF.

4.2 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

The proposed project operations will discharge effluent from the wastewater treatment plant to the
District’s proposed recharge basins.  Therefore, since the proposed project will not discharge
wastewater to surface waters, it has no potential to violate surface water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements.  Regarding groundwater resources, Hi-Desert WRF facilities have been
designed to meet the anticipated effluent discharge limitation identified in Table 2-1 of this
document, as described in the project description.  Since this new WRF is being designed to meet
the waste discharge requirements of the Regional Board, the potential for violation of any water
quality standards is concluded to be a less than significant impact. 

If precipitation occurs during construction of the proposed wastewater treatment facilities or
pipeline, there is a potential for erosion and sedimentation from surface stormwater runoff at  the
exposed construction areas.  The Regional Board has adopted General Permits for these
situations.  Due to the amount of acreage that will be disturbed to install the proposed project
facilities, an estimated 377 acres (342 acres for pipelines and up to 20 acres for the wastewater
treatment plant facilities (15 acres) and temporary lift stations (5 acres)), the District must obtain
an individual General Construction NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System)
permit and to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to ensure
that non-point source discharges do not cause water quality degradation that would violate any
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water quality standards.  Even though the acreage of disturbance is fairly large, no single area
greater than approximately 15 acres, so it does not appear that the new treatment standards, being
proposed by the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), will need to be implemented.  The
SWPPP must identify, and the District implement, a set of BMPs that will control non-point source
runoff from the project construction areas, including sewer pipeline installation areas, during both
construction and over the long-term (Water Quality Management Program, WQMP).  These
measures must achieve the standards outlined below which are considered adequate to protect
water quality in accordance with current regional standards.

Surface runoff from the construction areas has a potential to cause increases in sediment and
petroleum products released during construction activities or from an accident.  The mitigation
measures listed below will ensure that runoff from the construction areas will not cause significant
degradation of water quality either onsite or offsite.

Mitigation measures to reduce and control erosion and sedimentation

4.2-1 The District shall prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Water
Quality Management Plan (WQMP) that will achieve no net loss of topsoil from the project
sites and prevent runoff from causing erosion on adjacent property during construction.  The
SWPPP and WQMP shall be provided to the construction contractor and the contractor shall
implement the SWPPP during all construction activities at the site.

4.2-2 The SWPPP prepared for the project site shall include a spill response program for accidental
release of water pollutants during construction that shall, at a minimum, meet the following
performance standards: adequate resources shall be maintained on the site by the contractor
to control any release of pollutants; if a spill occurs, the pollutant shall first be contained,
second the spill shall be reported to appropriate authorities, third the pollutant contaminated
material (soil, water, etc.) shall be collected in proper containers, fourth the pollutant
contaminated material shall be delivered to a facility with the capability to treat or dispose
of the contaminated material in accordance with existing laws and regulations in place at the
time of the accidental spill; fifth the area contaminated by the spill shall be cleaned
(remediated) to background conditions, or alternatively to a level that meets the requirements
of existing laws and regulations at the time of the clean-up and that does not leave any
residual threat to humans or the environment in which the spill occurs.

4.2-3 The District shall prepare the WQMP and include a Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures
Plan that will minimize the potential for release of any hazardous or toxic chemicals to the
environment.  This Plan shall include a requirement to retain material safety data sheets
(MSDS) for all hazardous materials or substances at the site and measures that outline the
responses that will be implemented should an accidental spill of hazardous materials onsite
occur.  Based on the list of hazardous materials/substances that will be utilized at the plant,
the District Plan shall identify handling procedures and management options for any
accidental releases to the environment until such accidentally released material is properly
disposed of or treated so that no residual harm remains from the accidental release.

Implementation of these measures will ensure that the proposed project construction activities and
treatment plant operations will be controlled to a sufficient level to prevent significant degradation
of water quality.

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

The proposed WRF will generate a higher quality of wastewater effluent, compared to the existing
situation, that will be returned to the groundwater aquifer in the Warren Valley Basin.  Approximately
80% of the effluent delivered to the WRF will be returned to the aquifer through the percolation
ponds (accounts for plant losses and evaporation from the pond).  General estimates of wastewater
discharged from septic tank systems reaching the groundwater aquifer are about 50%, as some of
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the septic tank effluent remains in the vadose zone and other portions are evaporated or transpired
into the atmosphere.  Thus, the proposed project is not forecast to substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  The project will enhance
such supplies and enhance recharge on the WRF property.  No mitigation is required.

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or
offsite?

The existing drainage system for the project area of impact will effectively remain the same.  The
proposed pipeline alignments will cross many stream channels, mostly within existing paved or
graded roadways.  At some locations, including the stream channel (wash) located onsite, pipelines
will cross either natural or man-made washes.  Based on a field review of the sewer pipeline
alignments, there is no wetland located within any of the channels, and it is anticipated that the only
regulatory permits required will be a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California
Department of Fish and Game and waste discharge requirements from the Regional Board.  Based
on field review of the washes, the surface flows will continue unaltered after the pipelines are
placed below the ground surface.  Some minor modification of the channel that crosses the property
may be required, if the channel segment adjacent to the WRF requires hardening to protect the
WRF site from a 100-year flood hazard.  It does not appear that channel modifications on the WRF
site will be required because there appears to be sufficient room to install the WRF without
encroachment on the channel, i.e. any flood protection can be installed within upland areas
adjacent to the channel.  However, if channel modifications are required, they will consist of
hardening the channel wall adjacent to the WRF to ensure that it will not be eroded and expose the
WRF facilities to flood hazards.

Regarding potential for erosion and siltation, implementation of the SWPPP will control erosion and
sedimentation potential.  Because the washes in Yucca Valley are isolated waters of the United
States, it will probably not require a Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit or a Section 401
certification from the Regional Board because the surface runoff occurs in an isolated basin, which
has no connection to any waters of the United States.  However, as noted above, the Regional
Board may require waste discharge requirements (WDR) for this project based on separate Porter-
Cologne requirements.  To address any adverse effects of fill requirements or stream bed altera-
tions within this wash, the following mitigation measure will be implemented:

4.2-4 The District shall restore any channel crossing locations with a comparable quantity or
quality of habitat to that disturbed or removed during construction of the proposed project.
Because no sensitive riparian or wetland habitat will be affected, the project will not be
required to create such habitat or acquire mitigation bank credits.  Channel restoration in the
area of the pipeline crossing is considered adequate by the District to fully mitigate effects
on altering the stream bed on the project site.  The District must acquire a 1602 Streambed
Alteration Agreement and may have to acquire a WDR from the Regional Board, and shall
implement the requirements of the WDR and Agreement as long as it is not less that
identified above.

Implementation of this measure is adequate to reduce any adverse effects to the onsite wash to a
less than significant impact level.

d. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in
a manner which would result in flooding onsite or offsite?

As noted above, the wash on the project site will not be substantially altered and future runoff from
upstream of the site will continue to flow in this wash to the downstream channel.  The sewer
pipelines will also cross channels.  Where such pipeline crossings occur outside of paved roads,
it may be necessary to obtain regulatory permits from CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration
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Agreement) and the Regional Board (waste discharge requirements, WDR) as outlined under
mitigation measure 4.2-4.  Regarding runoff from within the WRF, it will be collected in a retention
basin and discharged to the headworks for treatment prior to discharge.  Thus, the proposed project
is forecast to increase runoff from the existing site when the plant is installed, but the increased
runoff is not forecast to cause a substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern because the
increase runoff will be retained and treated within the WRF itself.  During construction the modified
runoff will require implementation of the mitigation measures (4.2-1 through 4.2-3) identified above
to control downstream water quality impacts.  With implementation of these measures the potential
for significant adverse impacts will be controlled to a less than significant impact level.

e. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

This project will not increase the peak discharge of surface runoff to the existing drainage area or
provide a substantial additional source of polluted runoff.  This finding is based on the fact that
runoff from within the treatment plant site will be collected and returned to the plant for treatment
before discharge.  No mitigation is proposed.

f. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

With implementation of the SWPPP and WQMP, the identified BMPs as outlined above, the project
construction activities are not forecast to have any potential to substantially degrade surface water
quality.  Over the long-term the data indicates that percolation of the treated effluent or reuse as
recycled water will not cause any substantial degradation within the Warren Valley Groundwater
Basin.  The analysis provided in the U.S. Geological Survey technical report in Appendix 3 verifies
this finding is available upon request to the District.  No mitigation is required beyond that already
identified for the SWPPP and WQMP. 

The U.S. Geological Survey modeled the potential for recharge of the treated effluent into the onsite
recharge ponds to assess future impacts to groundwater levels and groundwater quality under
future discharge scenarios.  Appendix 3 contains more detailed information regarding the model,
model assumptions and the model runs.  The assumptions included the assumed future effluent
flows, effluent water quality, percolation pond sizes and groundwater-level threshold.  The model
conducted several 16-year simulations of the effects of the proposed project on the upper/middle
aquifers, the lower aquifer and the deep aquifer.  Year 2008 pumping and recharge patters were
used in the model-calibration process.  

The following model results were reported in the U.S. Geological Survey evaluation.  The simulated
future water levels were determined to not reach the water level threshold of 100 feet below the
ground surface (bgs) after 16 years of recharge.  Therefore, no new production wells are needed
to control water levels during the 16-year simulation period.  However, the simulated rate of water
level rise indicates that the water-level threshold will be exceeded in the future if wastewater
recharge is continued and there is no pumpage from the East hydrogeologic unit.  Therefore, wells
will need to be installed in the future to ensure the 100 foot bgs threshold is not exceeded.  An
adaptive mitigation measure for this impact is presented below.

The modeling for water quality parameters concluded that the maximum simulated Total Organic
Carbon (TOC) concentration was about 9 mg/L in the upper/middle aquifer; 0.5 mg/L in the lower
aquifer.  The maximum nitrate (NO3) concentration was about 35 mg/L in the upper/middle aquifer
and about 2 mg/L in the lower aquifer.  The maximum simulated Total Dissolved Solid (TDS)
concentration was about 420 mg/L in layer 1 and about 300 mg/L in layer 2.  The NO3 concentration
is approaching the maximum contaminant level (MCL, 45 mg/L for NO3), but it does not exceed the
MCL. The modeled TDS concentration does not exceed the secondary MCL for TDS, which is 500
mg/L.  
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Based on the modeled data, the groundwater quality downstream of the WRF recharge ponds will
be degraded relative to the existing concentrations, but it is not forecast to exceed public drinking
water standards.  Because the public health will be protected by operation of the proposed WRF,
the project is not forecast to cause significant degradation of the existing groundwater quality in the
groundwater aquifer downstream of the WRF site.  Adaptive mitigation to ensure that maximum
contaminant levels for public drinking water standards are not exceeded in the groundwater in the
future.

4.2-5 The District shall install one or more monitoring wells downstream of the WRF.  The well(s)
shall be monitored for elevation of the groundwater table below the ground surface (bgs).
If the groundwater table downstream of the WRF recharge site approaches 100 feet bgs, the
District shall initiate pumping to control the groundwater level.  The groundwater extracted
may be discharged to the surface if the water quality is acceptable to the regulatory agencies,
or it may be further treated and made available to the District’s domestic water supply
system.  The performance standard to be achieved is that the groundwater table downstream
of the WRF recharge facilities shall not rise above the 100 foot bgs threshold.

4.2-6 The District shall install one or more monitoring wells downstream of the WRF.  The well(s)
shall be monitored at least annually for all drinking water standards and compared to
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for public drinking water standards.  If concentrations
approach any MCL, the District shall install additional treatment at the WRF to modify the
treated effluent by lowering or removing the pollutant of concern to a level that will prevent
the MCL from being exceeded.  The performance standard to be achieved is that the
groundwater quality shall not be allowed to exceed any MCL for a domestic or public drinking
water supply.

With implementation of these measures, the water quality of the groundwater aquifer affected by
the proposed project will not be degraded to a level of significant adverse impact.

g. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

The project does not propose new housing but a portion of the WRF project site is within a 100-year
flood hazard area.  According to the Yucca Valley General Plan, the wastewater treatment plant site
and pipeline alignment are in a “A” zone, for 100-year flood hazard potential.  Based on the current
site design, the treatment plant will be installed outside of or just on the eastern edge of the flood
hazard zone.  To ensure no damage from 100-year flood hazards, the proposed treatment plant will
have to be protected from the 100-year flood hazard by elevating the facility above the 100-flood
level or by armoring the facility from exposure to such hazard.  Mitigation is provided below to
accomplish this.

4.2-7 The District shall provide a drainage report that defines the 100-year flood elevation on the
site and shall either elevate the treatment plant facilities above this level with two feet of
freeboard or shall provide protection of the site with a boundary levee that protects the
facilities from exposure to flooding from the 100-year flow across the property.  The final
treatment plant facility design shall provide a means of re-routing any storm flows, including
the 100 year flow, around the facility and back into the existing natural channel on the north
side of the site without causing significant erosion in the channel.

Implementation of this measure is adequate to reduce any adverse effects to the treatment facilities
from onsite flood hazards.

h. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

See the analysis provided in 4.2.g above.
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i. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flood as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Based on the analyses in the three sections preceding this one, the proposed project has no
potential to expose either people or structures to substantial loss or injury related to flooding,
including failure of a levee or dam.  No such existing facilities occur within the upstream area of the
proposed project.  No mitigation is proposed.

j. Would the project cause or be exposed to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

There are no water bodies or sources of inundation for the project area by seiche or tsunami.  As
within any desert environment, storm runoff can incorporate a substantial amount of sediment and
a “flash flood” event can transport large volumes of sand and rocks, which is comparable to a
mudflow.  The mitigation required under issue g. above must include a “bulking” factor as part of
the design to protect the treatment plant facilities from damage from such flows.

No Project Alternative

Regarding hydrology and water quality effects, the no project alternative would eliminate all
construction and all operating activities associated with the proposed project.  However, the
rationale for installing the WRF is the nitrate contamination caused by historic disposal of
wastewater to subsurface septic tank leach systems.  Thus, the no action alternative has a higher
potential to contribute to or cause violation of water quality standards and to continue degrading
water quality than the proposed project.  This water quality standard violation is an adverse impact
that would be substantial and non-mitigable, including potentially substantial adverse public health
effects on the resident population  of the District’s service area. 

The no project alternative would eliminate the modifications at the project site that are exposed to
flood hazards.  It is possible to mitigate these effects on the proposed WRF to a less than
substantial level, but the no project alternative would eliminate these impacts from both a direct and
indirect standpoint.  The no project alternative would also eliminate the exposure of structures to
any flood hazards or mudflows.  Neither project alternative would be exposed to seiches or
tsunamis.

The no project alternative would eliminate the modifications at the project site that could result in
erosion, sedimentation and other pollution.  It is possible to mitigate these adverse effects on the
environment to a less than substantial level, but the no project alternative would eliminate these
impacts from both a direct and indirect standpoint at the project site and along the pipeline
alignments.
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4.3 UTILITIES / SERVICE SYSTEMS

a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

As described in the water quality discussion above, the proposed project will be subject to
wastewater discharge requirements from the Colorado River Basin Regional Board, which must be
met or the wastewater treatment facility cannot operate.  As further discussed in Section 4.2 above,
the WRF has been specifically designed to meet the anticipated waste discharge requirements.
All effluent from the proposed wastewater treatment facilities will be discharged to the District’s
recharge basins and percolated into the local groundwater aquifer.  The analysis of the water
quality impacts to the Warren Basin groundwater resources is also presented in Section 4.2 above
and determined to be a less than significant adverse impact.  The non-point source discharges from
the project will be from construction activities and they will be managed under the mitigation
measures already identified in Section 4.2.  Through implementation of the SWPPP and WQMP
and use of identified BMPs for this project, no violations of any water quality objectives or
wastewater treatment requirements is forecast to occur from implementing the proposed project.
No additional mitigation is proposed.

b. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

The preferred project alternative is the construction of wastewater treatment facilities.  This IS/EA
document addresses the issues related to potential environmental effects.  None of the
environmental effects from constructing this facility have been identified as being substantially or
significantly adverse.

c. Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

As described in Section 4.2, stormwater flows within Yucca Valley may be altered by installation
of the sewer pipelines or the proposed WRF.  To address potential impacts to stormwater flows
during construction, this document requires mitigation through effective implementation of best
management practices during construction and operation.  Once the pipelines are installed beneath
roadways or across channels, no change in stormwater flow is forecast to occur during operation
as a result of installing the sewer collection system.  

As described in Section 4.2, stormwater flow generated within the proposed WRF project site would
continue to be discharged to the existing stormwater surface drainage system. No change in offsite
downstream drainage facilities will be required from implementing the proposed project.  Temporary
stormwater management measures will be implemented during construction of the pipeline and
wastewater treatment facilities.  Long-term modification of the onsite portion of the existing dry
wash that crosses the property will be required, including either rerouting the flows around the
facilities or providing for continued flow of bulked storm flows through the property.  No potential
exists to require new major public stormwater facilities to be constructed or expanded downstream
of the project site.  No significant impact is forecast to occur and no mitigation is required.

d. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

The proposed project is the construction and installation of wastewater treatment facilities, and
does not include the need for substantial additional water supplies.  Minimal amounts of potable
water will be needed within the WRF for typical domestic uses and laboratory uses.  Demand by
the WRF is forecast to be comparable to four or five equivalent dwelling units within the District’s
service area.  Thus, no potential exists for significant adverse impact to water supplies from
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implementing this project.  Other than meeting current water conservation requirements for fixtures
in the WRF, no mitigation is required.

e. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

The proposed project is the construction and installation of a new wastewater treatment plant.
Therefore, the proposed project will not generate any wastewater or affect the treatment capacity
of any existing wastewater treatment provider.  The determination that a higher level of wastewater
treatment is required to meet the demand of the regulatory agencies and the local community to
protect drinking water quality in the local groundwater aquifer has already been made.  No
additional impact can occur and no mitigation is required.

f. Would the project be served by a landfill(s) with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs?

The volume of solid waste that will be generated during construction will be minor.  During con-
struction, it will consist of onsite vegetation that will be removed during site clearing and some
construction waste generated during construction of the pipeline and wastewater treatment plant.
The vegetative waste can be chipped and used as mulch or removed to a licensed municipal
landfill.  As stated in Section 3.3, construction waste can be delivered to the Landers Landfill.  Small
quantities of municipal waste may be generated during operations.

During operations the new WRF will generate biosolids and screened waste that must be disposed
of at the regional landfill in Landers.  The Landers Landfill has the ability and capacity (San
Bernardino County 2008, General Plan and General Plan EIR) to accept the waste materials
generated by the operating WRF.  Collection and transport of biosolids and other solids to the
Landers Landfill is a routine procedure and internally, adequate waste handling procedures have
been set up by the District (collection, storage and transfer to the transport trucks) and this project
should not adversely impact current or future operations landfill operations.  Adequate disposal
capacity is available at the Landers regional landfill or other landfills in the region. No mitigation is
required, other than mandated recycling of materials capable of being recycled in accordance with
existing regulations requiring that 50 percent of waste be diverted from landfills and into recycling
programs, already governed under District operations.

g. Would the project comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

The proposed project’s construction contractor will be required to comply with all regulations related
to solid waste.  As stated above, the District will hire a licensed third party to haul biosolids offsite
once the project is operational.  It will be disposed at a municipal solid waste landfill, unless a local
or regional market for the biosolids can be identified that complies with existing biosolids manage-
ment requirements.  No additional mitigation is required.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative would continue to contribute to water quality degradation in the Warren
Valley Basin and to the potential exceedances of the nitrate standards in the future.  The proposed
project would constitute a major step in eliminating this water quality degradation.  Thus, the no
project alternative has a more substantial adverse effect on exceeding wastewater treatment
requirements than the proposed project.

The no project alternative would not include any direct construction of water or wastewater facilities.
As indicated above, the no project alternative indirectly has a potential to cause construction of new



-77-

water treatment facilities and perhaps to require the installation of a large number of advanced
individual treatment systems if the preferred alternative is not implemented.  Thus, the no project
alternative may also mandate construction of such facilities that could cause adverse environmental
effects.  Based on available mitigation, these no project facilities can probably avoid significant
effects, but this could only be determined on a case-by-case evaluation in the future.  Regarding
capacity of wastewater treatment providers, the no project alternative has the same effect as the
proposed action because no existing wastewater treatment provider exists within the District’s
service area at this time.

The no project alternative would eliminate any need to construct stormwater drainage facilities at
the WRF site.  Although the proposed action would not cause any substantial adverse effects
related to stormwater management issues, the no project alternative would have less impact
because it will not require any modification to such facilities.

Regarding sufficient water supplies, the no project alternative would eliminate any direct demand
for local water supplies.  However, over the long-term the implementation of the no project
alternative would continue the current path of degrading the Warren Valley Basin aquifer and this
would cause a substantial adverse impact to water supplies for existing and future uses.  Therefore,
the no project alternative’s potential effects on water supplies is concluded to be substantial and
more adverse than the proposed action.

Under the no project alternative, the wastewater effluent solids are managed by individual
subsurface septic tank/leach systems.  Periodically, all septic tanks must be pumped and the waste
is delivered to a landfill for management.  Similarly, the solids from the WRF will be stabilized at the
facility, and then disposed of to a landfill, to a composting facility, or directly to end users.  Because
of the increased potential for recycling wastewater effluent solids from the proposed action, it has
a lower environmental effect on solids management than the no project alternative.

4.4 LAND USE / PLANNING

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

The wastewater treatment plant site is proposed to be located on an 80-acre parcel in the Town of
Yucca Valley, which is currently designated for commercial use.  Public facilities are permitted to
be located in all land use designations.  The surrounding area is designated for commercial and
industrial use in all directions, with the exception of the residential development to the north.  The
proposed project would not physically divide the community.  The installation of the sewer collection
system involves placing sewer pipelines below the ground surface and once installed, no change
in the above ground use will occur and no division of the community will result.  As no impacts can
be identified, no mitigation is required.

b. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No significant adverse conflicts with applicable planning policies are forecast to occur and no
mitigation is proposed.  The project will implement mitigation to conform with requirements for
mitigating disturbance of stream channels, joshua trees, and other measures required to comply
with planning requirements that apply to the WRF project site and sewer collection system
alignments.

c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community or conservation
plan?
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The project site is not located within the boundary of any adopted habitat conservation plan or
natural community/conservation plan.  The Town of Yucca Valley requires developers to salvage
native Joshua Trees and shrubs for incorporation in project landscaping or to transplant trees to
other sites.  The Town has a Joshua Tree Removal permit process.  The District is subject to these
requirements.  San Bernardino County Ordinance 3175 recommends that all creosote bush rings
greater than 10 feet in diameter be preserved.  Native plants such as cacti are to be salvaged.

As discussed under biological resources, Section 3.6.1, the project area contains a sensitive plant
community, Joshua Tree Woodland.  It is also a designated area for recovery of the federal and
state-listed threatened species, the Desert Tortoise.  Focused surveys for the Desert Tortoise were
conducted as part of the biological assessment of the project site.  The biological survey
(Appendix 4) concluded that the Desert Tortoise does not occur on the WRF site or within any of
the pipeline alignment rights-of-way.  The proposed facilities will result in the removal of joshua
trees.  Impacts and mitigation measures are more specifically described in Section 4.6.1.  With the
incorporation of the specified mitigation measures, conflicts with any of these plans will be
minimized to a level of nonsignificance.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative will not directly modify any land uses so it cannot physically divide the
community or conflict with any existing or planned land use.  Since there is no habitat conservation
plan within the project area, neither the proposed action or the no project alternative have any
potential to conflict with such a plan.  Indirectly, the possible need to install future nitrate treatment
units on wells may create a conflict with adjacent land uses due to noise impacts.  Mitigation
comparable to that envisioned for the WRF could control such potentially substantial noise impacts
to a less than substantial level.

4.5 TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

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

The proposed project will have its greatest impact on traffic during the period of construction.
Construction activities will result in an increase in traffic due to construction worker commuting and
equipment and materials deliveries.  A total of 100 vehicle trips per day are expected during the
construction period.  The roads in the immediate area of the project area include a paved two-lane
“collector”, Avalon Avenue; an expressway, SR 62; and a two-lane “industrial roadway, Indio
Avenue.  Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes in 1993 were 2,200, 39,000, and 700-3,700,
respectively.  At buildout conditions, ADTs are expected to be 12,000, 55,000, and up to 12,000.
Refer to Section 3.5 for further discussion.  Thus, the additional traffic for the construction period,
estimated to be about 100 trips per day, should not bring traffic volumes to levels out of the ranges
expected. 

Operation impacts on the circulation system should be minimal.  Overall, it is not anticipated that
the project will require more than a 20 to 30 vehicle trips per day by employees and routine
deliveries to the proposed facility.  Regarding the sewer pipeline alignment, once the pipeline is
emplaced, there should be little maintenance required such that traffic would be generated on a
routine basis.  Mitigation to address short-term construction impacts on traffic flow are provided
below.
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b. Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

As described above, the proposed project will not generate sufficient traffic during construction or
operations to reduce the level of service on any of the roads that serve the project area. Therefore,
the proposed project is not forecast to result in significant impacts and no mitigation is required.

c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

Construction and operation activities for the proposed project have no potential to affect any air
traffic patterns.  No impact can occur and no mitigation is required.

d. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (i.e., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (i.e., farm equipment)?

The proposed project will only affect flow of traffic during the construction period, particularly along
the pipeline alignments within and crossing existing roadways. No new permanent road hazards
are forecast to occur from implementing the proposed project. During the construction period,
potential road hazards will occur and mitigation will be required to control traffic in a safe manner
along the pipeline route and ensure adequate emergency access to all property along the pipeline
alignments.  Without mitigation short-term access, including emergency access,  could experience
substantial adverse effects.

Mitigation measures to reduce construction traffic impacts

4.5-1 The construction contractor will provide adequate traffic management resources, such as
protective devices, flag persons, and police assistance for traffic control, to maintain safe
traffic flow on local streets affected by facility and pipeline construction at all times.

4.5-2 The construction contractor will identify traffic hazards created by construction, such as
rough road or potholes, freshly paved locations, and minimize total traffic and vehicle
speed through such hazards.

4.5-3 The construction contractor will ensure that traffic safety hazards, such as uncovered or
unfilled open trenches, will not be left in roadways during period of time when
construction personnel are not present, such as nighttime and weekends.

4.5-4 The construction contractor will repair all roads adequately after construction  to ensure
that traffic can move in the same manner as before construction.

4.5-5 At all times during construction, the contractor will ensure that emergency fire, police or
medical vehicles are able to access all adjacent areas.  Additionally, construction
equipment or activities must not obstruct or hinder traffic that might be generated during
an evacuation.

Implementation of the above measures will ensure that no substantial short-term traffic hazards will
be caused by the proposed project.

e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Adequacy of emergency access is discussed above (Subsection d., and Mitigation Measure 4.5-5)
and mitigation has been required to ensure that adequate emergency access to all occupied
property is provided during construction.
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f. Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity?

The proposed project does not create a need for new parking capacity, other than that needed at
the wastewater treatment plant site.  No more than ten to 20 vehicles might be at the site at any one
time during operation.  There is more than adequate room on the treatment plant site to provide
adequate parking space for employees, vendors and visitors at the WRF site.

g. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (i.e.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

This project has no effect and no potential to conflict with alternative transportation programs.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative will eliminate all of the potential direct transportation/traffic effects caused
by the proposed action.  In particular, the installation of the sewer collection system within existing
road rights-of-way will be eliminated by implementation of this alternative.  No long-term indirect
traffic or circulation system effects are forecast to result from implementing the no project
alternative.

4.6 NATURAL RESOURCES

4.6.1   Biological Resources

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

A detailed biological assessment (Appendix 4) has been conducted for the 80-acre parcel on which
the WRF will be constructed and the sewer collection system pipeline alignments and pump station
locations. Refer to the discussion in Section 3.6.1.  The vegetation within the whole project area
of potential effect consists of Joshua Trees, creosote bush scrub, cacti, Mormon tea, and various
native and non-native annual plant species.  An ephemeral desert wash with a defined bed and
bank traverses the western portion of the WRF site.

Focused surveys for desert tortoise, burrowing owl, and LeConte’s thrasher were conducted onsite.
The proposed WRF site and the sewer collection system area of potential effect (APE) do not
support any of these or any other sensitive species.  The project will result in the temporary
disturbance of about 50 acres of native habitat within the basin (the remaining area of disturbance
occurs along existing paved or graded dirt roads), and the permanent loss of up to 30 to  35 acres
of desert habitat at the WRF site and above ground pump stations required to support the sewer
collection system.  Should tortoise or burrowing owl be discovered on the site prior to construction,
mitigation measures will be implemented to protect any individuals on the property, and to
implement measures to minimize man-made threats to the tortoise, such as attraction of predators
(ravens). 

The proposed project will not result in a significant impact to protected animal species, due to the
lack of presence of these species during the survey, as well as the fact that the APE is located
within a disturbed urban/suburban setting where all proposed facilities are surrounded by roads and
developed or developing land.  Construction and installation of the proposed WRF facilities will
require the removal of up to 20-25 acres of sparse creosote bush scrub and joshua tree plant
communities.  No large creosote bush rings occur within the APE and joshua trees and cacti will
be salvaged where possible and consistent with the Town’s requirements.  In addition, a small area
of the ephemeral wash that crosses the WRF site may be impacted due to its proximity to the WRF.
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Several pipelines cross relatively undisturbed ephemeral channels and a major trunk line will cross
the channel to enter the WRF.  The impact area across any single channel is less than one-quarter
acre, but due to the alteration of the temporary alteration of these streambeds, mitigation is
identified below to address this impact.  

The following mitigation measures will be incorporated into this project and can reduce potential
impacts to the channel to a less than significant impact level.

Mitigation measures to prevent or reduce impacts on sensitive plant and animal species

4.6-1 Once the final pipeline alignments are engineered and surveyed, and the wastewater
reclamation facility site boundaries finally established, a qualified biologist will inventory
the numbers and types of cacti, creosote bushes, and Joshua trees that are to be impacted
and removed.  Salvaging of individual Joshua tree and cacti plants within these final
alignments will be done in compliance with Town and County ordinances.  Plants requiring
relocation and transplantation shall be replanted within the disturbed alignment, or on the
WRF site.  A qualified professional shall oversee transplantation and maintenance of the
transplanted plants to maximize potential survival.

4.6-2 Any grubbing or brushing to occur as part of the project will be conducted outside of the
State-identified bird breeding season of February 15th through September 1.  Alternatively,
a qualified biologist may survey the project impact area and if no native bird nests are
discovered, the development may proceed.  A report of findings will be provided to the
California Department of Fish and Game if construction in the vicinity of bird nests must
be conducted during nesting season.  If nesting birds are located within or adjacent to
construction areas, construction will be redirected to other locations until nesting ends.

4.6-3 If the above work cannot be done according to this schedule, prior to the initiation of any
ground disturbance, a qualified biologist will determine what birds are nesting in the
shrubs or trees to be removed or are within 500 feet of the area that will be under
construction.

4.6-4 Mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional water of the State shall be offset by revegetating the
pipeline alignment across the wash with equivalent habitat.  This requirement shall be
memorialized in the 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained for this project prior
to disturbing the alignment.

To address potential for future encounters with desert tortoise within the WRF alignment, the
following measures will be implemented.

4.6-5 Prior to initiating site clearing and grading activities on the WRF project site, a pre-
construction desert tortoise and burrowing owl survey shall be conducted within 30 days
of initiating ground disturbance at the administrative building.  Assuming no tortoise are
found, the District may install a tortoise exclusion fence around the WRF site or retain a
qualified biologist to monitor the project area one time per week during the duration of
active construction activities on the WRF site.  If either species (tortoise or burrowing owl)
is discovered on the WRF building site, a qualified professional biologist shall implement
measures, including possible acquisition of an incidental take permit (ITP), to remove any
individuals of either species from this site.   No take of either species will be allowed
without implementation of an ITP or relocation of burrowing owl in accordance with State
protocols.

4.6-6 To minimize potential support for local raven populations, the District shall publish or make
available a brochure to all employees (including contractor employees) that describes
measures which can be implemented by residents to minimize habitat support for local
raven populations.

4.6-7 To prevent introduction of exotic, non-native plant species that could damage the local
plant community, a qualified biologist shall compile a list of species that shall be prohibited
from use in landscaping within the project area.
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4.6-8 Worker education programs, defined construction areas, habitat mitigation, and well-
defined operational procedures shall be implemented regarding desert tortoise and local
wildlife.

4.6-9 Unauthorized, public off-road use of any project areas shall be discouraged by posting of
signs and by District inspectors monitoring the construction crew.

4.6-10 Construction personnel or other persons related to the project shall not be permitted to
bring pets or firearms into construction areas.

4.6-11 Trash from construction crews and facility employees, especially food items or packaging,
shall be disposed of in scavenger-proof containers and removed daily to avoid attracting
desert tortoise predators to the area.

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

According to the biological survey, an ephemeral wash traverses the WRF site and other ephemeral
washes occur along the sewer collection system pipeline alignments.  These washes are
considered jurisdictional waters of the State, but not of the United States.  The basis for this
conclusion is that the channels within the APE are isolated waters that deliver runoff to internally
drained basins.  The proposed project will impact less than one-quarter acre of the WRF onsite
wash and other washes within the project area.  No riparian habitat or sensitive natural community
occur within these washes or within the project area.  Regardless, the mitigation measures listed
above (4.6-1 through 4.6-4) can minimize these potential biological resource impacts sensitive
plants and the ephemeral wash areas (State jurisdictional waters) to a less than significant impact
level.

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

Please refer to the discussion under the previous issue (b).

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

According to the Town’s General Plan, the project area is not designated as a wildlife corridor or
a known location of a sensitive species.  The biological assessment (Appendix 4) concluded that
the wash area on the WRF site may serve as a minor wildlife movement pathway for areas to the
south of the project site.  Impacts to the wash resulting from the construction and installation of the
proposed pipeline may modify the existing channel, but under the present design it will continue to
function by continuing to carry surface runoff and to serve as a pathway for wildlife.  However, since
the channel does not contain riparian resources or other habitat resources unique to the project are,
the proposed project is not forecast to substantially interfere with any significant wildlife corridor or
movement values.  Thus, this impact is forecast to less than significant.

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

The Town of Yucca Valley has a Joshua Tree preservation ordinance.  The County has a similar
ordinance regarding protection of native cactus plants to the extent feasible.  The application of
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 above, will ensure compliance with local policies and ordinances.  With
implementation of this mitigation, the potential impact is forecast to be less than significant.
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f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

There is currently no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan associated with the proposed
project site.  Therefore, no mitigation measures need to be implemented and the project’s impacts
on such resources will be nonsignificant without mitigation.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative would eliminate all potential to disturb listed or sensitive species, and
would also eliminate the permanent loss of up to 30-35 acres of low quality creosote bush scrub
habitat at the WRF site and the pump station locations.  Approximately 10 acres of this habitat will
be disturbed as a result of installing the pipelines that will cross stream channels.  The stream
channel disturbances  and these impacts and requirement to obtain regulatory permits would also
be eliminated under this alternative.  Over the long-term the indirect effects of requiring installation
of water treatment units to remove nitrate may cause the permanent loss of several acres of
creosote bush habitat.  Mitigation available for the proposed action would be sufficient to control
future indirect adverse effects of the no project alternative to a less than substantial level,
comparable to the proposed project.

The no project alternative would also eliminate any interference with movement of wildlife, conflicts
with local policies protecting biological resources, or conflicts with adopted habitat management
plans.  No such plans apply to the project area.  

4.6.2   Geology and Soils

a. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?  Strong seismic ground shaking?  Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?  Landslides?

No known or suspected earthquake faults occur on the proposed WRF site. However, the east-west
aligned Pinto Mountain Fault, and related Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone is located just to the
north of State Highway 62, about ½ mile to the north.  However, since the WRF site is located about
one-half mile south of Highway 62, the potential for damage from ground rupture is considered very
low.  The proposed WRF site, as with most of southern California, is in a seismically active area
and will most likely be subject to substantial groundshaking during the life of the project.  Habitable
structures are part of the proposed project.  Regardless, as an essential public facility (Risk Class
1 or II), the WRF must be designed to withstand the groundshaking from a predictable major
seismic event on the major faults in the region (San Andreas, Johnson Valley, and Pinto Mountain).
Mitigation is identified below to address this issue.

4.6-12 Comprehensive geotechnical investigations shall be required prior to engineering and design
development or structural and/or substantial rehabilitation of structures identified under Risk
Class I & II, e.g., public facilities, as identified below:

• Risk Class I & II, Structures Critically Needed after Disaster:  Structures that are critically
needed after a disaster include important utility centers, fire stations, police stations,
emergency communication facilities, hospitals, and critical transportation elements such
as bridges and overpasses and smaller dams.
Acceptable Damage:  Minor non-structural; facility should remain operational and safe,
or be suitable for quick restoration of service.

• Risk Class III:  High occupancy structures; uses are required after disasters (i.e., places
of assembly such as schools and churches).
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Acceptable Damage:  Some impairment of function acceptable; structure needs to
remain operational.

• Risk Class IV, Ordinary Risk Tolerance:  The vast majority of structures in urban areas;
most commercial and industrial buildings, small hotels and apartment buildings, and
single family residences.

With implementation of the above measure, the proposed project will not subject humans to
potential substantial adverse geologic constraints/effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong seismic ground shaking.  Measures to meet
this seismic mitigation measure include enhanced foundation support; use of higher quality
materials and more steel in the structures; and other similar measures that ensure the proposed
WRF can function after a major seismic event.

In addition, the proposed project is not located on steep slopes and is also not subject to landslides.
There is little potential for liquefaction to occur in the project area, as depth to groundwater has
been identified by the U. S. Geological Survey to be over 100 feet below the ground surface.  

The 1995 Town of Yucca Valley Comprehensive General Plan, Seismic Safety Element Exhibit V-1,
identifies two other local faults with identified Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones, the Eureka Peak
Fault located west of the project site and the Burnt Mountain Fault, located west of the Eureka Peak
Fault.  Although these faults appear not to pose a rupture hazard for the WRF, the sewer collection
system will cross these faults, in addition to the Pinto Mountain Fault.  Future pipelines crossing any
of these fault zones may experience damage from rupture associated with future seismic events
on these faults.  Mitigation is provided to address the future management of such damage to sewer
pipelines crossing the three faults’ Special Studies Zones.

4.6-13 Any pipelines crossing the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones for the Pinot Mountain,
Eureka Peak and Burt Mountain Faults could be subject to damage due to ground rupture
associated with these faults.  Any construction of facilities in or pipelines crossing this
zone is required to have detailed structural engineering studies to ensure designs that can
safely accommodate the anticipated ground movement(s), or to be immediately repairable
following a seismic event along any of the three fault.

With implementation of the above measure, the potential degradation to the environment from fault
rupture damage to the sewer collection pipelines crossing the identified Special Studies Zones can
be controlled to a less than significant impact level.

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

During construction, the construction/installation of the WRF facility and the sewer collection system
facilities have a potential to cause soil erosion.  Any erosion and sedimentation that may occur due
to excavation and grading activities will be controlled through the use of appropriate use of best
management practices (BMPs) for wind and water erosion and subsequent sedimentation from the
areas disturbed by construction and installation activities.  As noted above in Section 4.2, because
the site is larger than one acre, a NPDES general construction permit will have to be filed and a
SWPPP and WQMP compiled and implemented with best management practices for short-term and
long-term erosion control.  Mitigation measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-3 identify the performance
standards that must be met by these BMPs.  Therefore, potential erosion impacts related to
installing the proposed facilities will not cause any significant adverse erosion or sedimentation
impacts within the project APE.

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
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Regarding liquefaction, refer to the response to (a) above.  The WRF site is generally level and
would not have potential for rockfalls or landslides.  However, the project is located in an area of
sandy soils, which are generally unstable, i.e., non-cohesive.  Construction will occur in localized
and contained areas such that adjacent areas should not be affected.  

The sewer collection system facilities will be installed throughout Yucca Valley, including some
locations where rockfall can occur.  However, since the pipelines will be placed undergound, the
potential rockfall hazard is minimal and does not require mitigation.  The pump stations are located
on the valley floor and are not exposed to significant rockfall or other hazard.  Certain construction
practices will minimize impacts to a less than significant level, as given below.

Mitigation measures to prevent or reduce soil instability during construction

4.6-14 Construction specifications will include appropriate measures for stabilizing excavations
(such as covering soil piles with plastic or using spray on soil stabilizers to control
fugitive dust) based on recommendation of project geotechnical studies.

4.6-15 Trenches will remain open for as short a time as possible.

4.6-16 Soils, where exposed, will be stabilized with hay bales or aggregate cover.

4.6-17 Construction specifications will identify proper compaction for backfilled soils.

Implementation of these measures would ensure stability of the underlying soils during construction.

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

The WRF site and sewer pipeline alignments do not contain any expansive soils, so no adverse
impacts from this type of hazard will affect construction or operations.  No mitigation is proposed.

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

The proposed project is the construction and installation of wastewater treatment facilities.  The
project does not include installation or operation of any proposed septic tanks, so there can be no
adverse impacts regarding this issue.  No mitigation is proposed.  Note that as part of implementing
the proposed project, the existing septic tanks will be pumped to remove any residual wastewater
or related by products and then either demolished or filled to prevent future damage from collapse.

No Project Alternative

The proposed action would construction and operation the WRF and a sewer collection system.
By eliminating these facilities, the no project alternative eliminates the potential to expose structures
and sewer pipeline to seismic or other geological hazards.  This alternative also eliminates any
direct soil erosion or sedimentation effects.  Indirectly, future water treatment facilities and individual
advanced subsurface systems will also disturb a substantial amount of land, which can also cause
erosion and sedimentation.  Available mitigation can control such impacts to a less than substantial
level.  

The no project alternative would have substantially greater impacts due to continued septic tank
failures within shallow soils and soils with subsurface hardpan layers which contribute to such
failures.  The potential impacts from the no project alternative due to such soils is considered to be
a substantial adverse impact.
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4.6.3   Mineral Resources

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

The whole of the proposed project occurs at locations where no mineral resources are identified.
Thus, the proposed project has no potential to remove any mineral resources from availability to
the region or state.  No mitigation is proposed.

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

The Town’s General Plan (IV-29) does not identify any locally important mineral resources to be
located within the footprint of the WRF site or the sewer collection system alignments. No potential
exists to adversely impact locally designated mineral resources of importance and no mitigation is
proposed.

No Project Alternative

No mineral resources occur within the project area, so neither the proposed action or no project
alternative has any potential to cause any adverse effects to such resources.

4.6.4   Visual Resources / Aesthetics

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The sewer collection system pipeline installation will not change land uses, or cause any above-
ground visual impacts.  The WRF site will change from open space with desert vegetation to above-
ground wastewater treatment facilities and recharge basins.  The above ground facilities proposed
would be located within an area that already contains interspersed developed lots, both residential
and industrial.  The proposed WRF facilities will be approximately the same height as surrounding
structures and facilities, but will exhibit greater mass.  In addition, the above ground pipe
connections will clearly identify the facilities an industrial in character.  Regardless, the WRF facility
will become part of the existing suburban setting.  These changes in the visual setting after
development of the WRF will be adverse, but the degree of change at the WRF site and
surrounding area is not considered to substantially adverse.  No significant adverse impact to
scenic vistas will occur on an area-wide basis.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The proposed pipelines will mostly be installed within existing paved or graded road rights-of-way.
The portion of State Highway 62 is designated as  “eligible” for official Scenic Highway designation.
However, the pipeline alignment on this roadway occurs within the commercially developed portion
of this highway and it will be returned to pre-project conditions following construction and installation
activities.  No scenic resources, such as historical buildings, trees, or rock outcropping, would be
removed as part of the proposed project.  See discussion (a) above.  Thus, the potential impacts
within the SR 62 right-of-way will be less than significant.

c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

The sewer collection system pipelines will be placed below ground surface and therefore has no
potential to degrade the existing visual character of pipeline alignments.  The pump stations will be
housed in structures at locations that can be designed to blend in the adjacent land uses.  So not
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substantial degradation of existing visual character or quality of these alignments is forecast to
result from implementing these components of the proposed project.

The WRF site will be changed in visual appearance by implementation of the project.  However, this
change is consistent with surrounding land uses, particularly to the north and east.  A substantial
portion of the site will still remain a large open area and other portions of the WRF site will be
developed at grade with the recharge basins, such that degradation of visual character or quality
should not be substantial (as opposed to the use of the site for residential development, that is
allowed under the current zoning designation).  The effect on the visual character of the project
area would be less than significant.

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

There may be some new permanent lighting in the wastewater treatment plant area to support
operations and safety at the proposed facility site.  However, the surrounding area has residential,
commercial and industrial development, such that the new lighting at both the WRF site and at the
pump station sites should not be considered substantial change to the project area.  To protect,
nearby residences or facilities from direct light and glare from new lighting, the following mitigation
measure will be implemented.

4.6-18 A facility lighting plan shall be prepared and shall demonstrate that glare from operating
and safety night lights that may create light and glare affecting adjacent occupied property
are sufficiently shielded to prevent light and glare from spilling into occupied structures.
This plan shall be implemented in conformance with the Town of Yucca Valley Night Skies
Ordinance and it shall be reviewed and approved by the District staff prior to installation
of the night  lights.

No Project Alternative

Implementing the no project alternative would eliminate all potential direct changes in the project
area visual setting that would result from implementation of the proposed action, including lighting
effects.  However, consistent with the previous analyses, if it is assumed that implementation of the
no project alternative must result in installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment
systems and nitrate treatment facilities, some more limited indirect visual modifications would occur
under this alternative in the future.

4.7 POPULATION AND HOUSING

a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

This project is the construction and installation of wastewater treatment facilities, which are
intended to improve the quality of regional groundwater supplies through the removal of septic
tanks.  It is intended only to provide services for existing and planned development.  There is a
limited potential for the provision of sewer service to encourage undeveloped parcels to develop
within the Town of Yucca Valley.  However, without the proposed project, those parcels could be
developed anyway by installing advanced onsite wastewater septic systems where the proposed
system is designed to remove no less than 50 percent of the nitrogen released in the effluent
(Advanced Treatment, denitrifying systems).  Costs for such systems are more expensive than the
cost of hooking up to the District’s WRF system, but they do provide an opportunity for development
that is feasible.  

The type and density of development in the District’s service area is controlled by land use
designations established by the agencies having jurisdiction over such issues; in the project area



-88-

the Town of Yucca Valley controls land use.  As such, this project is considered growth-
accommodating, not growth-inducing, in that it will help provide sewer service to development that
is approved or allowed by the agencies having jurisdiction over land use issues.  Since an
alternative means of treating sewage (individual advanced treatment, denitrifying systems) is
available that would allow for development of vacant parcels, the proposed sewer system does not
constitute or eliminate an unavoidable cap or constraint on future development.  

The potential for growth inducement, discussed in detail in Chapter 6, related to infrastructure
improvements is based on the elimination of some development constraint in place at a given time.
As the discussion above and in Chapter 3 indicates, there are alternative ways to develop parcels
of land within the Town because of the advanced individual subsurface treatment systems, or for
large developments the installation of package treatment systems.  Thus, the proposed wastewater
infrastructure collection system is not forecast to result in growth inducement or any growth beyond
that which could occur without the installation of this system.  Implementation of the project has no
potential to cause or induce any substantial or significant population growth, directly or indirectly.

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

No housing resources will be displaced by the proposed project, as all construction and operation
activities will occur at locations without any housing (wastewater treatment plant and sewer
collection system facilities).  The pipeline routes will be primarily located within existing road rights-
of-way.  No impact is identified and no mitigation is proposed.

c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

The project has no potential to impact any existing housing or cause the displacement of people.
No impact is identified and no mitigation is required.  The proposed wastewater treatment facilities
have no potential to adversely impact any low income or ethnic communities, i.e., no environmental
justice impacts.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative would have comparable effects on future growth and no known direct
effects on existing housing resources.  In a strange turn of events if this alternative were selected,
a consequence could be a short-term moratorium on development, unless the Regional Board
would accept individual advanced wastewater treatment systems for new development or through
retrofit of existing development.  Under this scenario the no project alternative could have a more
adverse effect on both the existing and future local population, and possibly housing if abandoned,
than the proposed action.

4.8 CONSTRUCTION ASPECTS

Construction impacts and related mitigation measures are described in various parts of Section 4
of this document.  Many of the construction impacts addressed in this document are subject to
mitigation and the proposed project can be implemented without any significant adverse short-term
environmental effects.  Specifically, air emissions, biological resources, cultural resources, geology
and soil constraints, management of construction hazards, management of construction stormwater
runoff, mineral resources, noise, and traffic effects have all been evaluation and determined to not
cause substantial negative environmental effects.  Please refer to the discussion of these specific
issues in the pertinent sections of this document.
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No Project Alternative

None of the direct construction impacts attributable to the proposed action would occur under the
no project alternative.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must result
in installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment facilities,
some more limited indirect construction impacts would occur  under this alternative in the future.
As in the case of the proposed action, available mitigation measures are considered sufficient to
reduce potential no project alternative construction effects to a less than substantial level.

4.9 ENERGY ISSUES

Overall, the project will consume energy during the construction period, with the use of petroleum-
based fuels for equipment and vehicles.  Electrical energy will be consumed for wastewater
treatment operations and pump stations into the long-term future.  An estimated 2.9 million KWhr
of electricity will be required to operate each year, or about 8,000 KWhr per day.  According to two
California Energy Commission documents, the “2008 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update” and
the “California Energy Demand 2008-2018 Staff Revised Forecast” adequate energy demand within
the Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas service areas is forecast to grow by
about 1.5% per year between 2008 and 2018.  Adequate energy resources are available to serve
the region, based on the assumption that new electricity power generation systems will be installed
at an accelerated rate in accordance with the demand forecasts.  Based on these reports, adequate
energy resources can be made available to support forecast growth within the project area, which
is located in both company’s service areas.   Thus, adequate electricity resources are assumed to
be available from Southern California Edison to support operation of the WRF.  The greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions related to electricity consumption are presented and determined to be a less
than substantial adverse effect in Suchapter 4.1.  Thus, the proposed WRF use can be served
through existing energy resources, such that energy impacts should be minimal.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative eliminates all short-term construction energy consumption and long-term
electricity consumption by the WRF.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project
alternative must result in installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and
nitrate treatment facilities, some more limited indirect short- and long-term energy consumption
impacts would occur  under this alternative in the future.  As in the case of the proposed action,
available mitigation measures are considered sufficient to reduce potential no project alternative
energy consumption effects to a less than substantial level.

4.10 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

The project is not located in any coastal zone management area.  There are no identified impacts
for the proposed project.

No Project Alternative

Due to the location more than 80 miles from the coast, neither project as any potential to impact or
be impacted by coastal zone management issues.
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4.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.5?

A cultural resources investigation was conducted for the WRF site and the sewer collection system
pipeline alignments by CRM TECH.  A copy of two reports documenting findings is provided as
Appendix 5 to this document.  The investigation included a field survey of the WRF site and sewer
collection system pipeline alignments and determined that no historical, archaeological or
paleontological resources of any substantial value occur within the project’s area of potential effect
(APE).  The document indicated that a limited potential exists for accidental exposure of subsurface
cultural resources and recommended implementation of the following mitigation measures.  With
implementation of the mitigation outlined below, potential cultural resource impacts will be less than
significant.

Mitigation measures to ensure adequate management of accidentally exposed
subsurface cultural resources

4.11-1 In the event that subsurface historical, cultural or paleontological resources are
accidentally exposed during onsite construction activities, construction will be stopped
until a qualified professional evaluates the resources. If resources are encountered,
adequate funding shall be provided by the District to collect, curate and report on these
resources.  Acquisition of the information regarding such resources, is considered
sufficient to fully mitigate resources accidentally exposed during construction.

4.11-2 If any human remains are encountered during initial grading activities, all ground
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery will be terminated immediately and
the County Coroner’s office MUST be contacted within 24 hours at (909) 387-2543 to
arrange for management of such remains.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Please refer to 4.11.a above.

c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Please refer to 4.11.1 above.

d. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Please refer to 4.11.1 above.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative eliminates all potential direct adverse effects to cultural resources.  If it
is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must result in installation of individual
advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment facilities, some greater adverse
indirect cultural resources impacts could occur under this alternative in the future.  As in the case
of the proposed action, available mitigation measures are considered sufficient to reduce potential
no project alternative cultural resources effects to a less than substantial level.
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4.12 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not apply to this project, since no such rivers occur within or
near the proposed project area. 

No Project Alternative

Due to the lack of any surface water within the Basin, neither project has any potential to impact
or be impacted by wild and scenic river issues.

4.13 ENDANGERED SPECIES

Refer to questions and answers in Section 4.6.1, as well as the mitigation measures to be
incorporated into the project.  No known sensitive or endangered species occur within the project
area of potential effect.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative eliminates all potential direct adverse effects to endangered species
resources.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must result in
installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment facilities,
some more limited adverse  indirect endangered species resources impacts could occur under this
alternative in the future.  As in the case of the proposed action, available mitigation measures are
considered sufficient to reduce potential no project alternative endangered species resources
effects to a less than substantial level.

4.14 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION OF WETLANDS

The proposed WRF site contain a defined 100-year flood hazard area within it boundary.  However,
the proposed WRF project is not forecast to have any adverse impacts on any floodplain
management strategies.  This is because the proposed WRF facilities would be located east of and
outside of the flood hazard area and if necessary, the east wall of the channel onsite or west edge
of the WRF would be hardened to protect the WRF from flooding.  No wetlands were discovered
on the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project can have no adverse impact on any wetlands.
Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 has been identified to protect the site and ensure that no adverse
downstream effects will result from project implementation.  No additional mitigation is required.

Several sewer collection system pipeline alignments cross channels and will be placed within and
beneath the channel where concentrated flows occur.  However, once the pipelines are installed
across the channels, they will be located below the scour depth of the channels and will be
protected from damage from future stormwater runoff flows in the channels.  Since this is part of
the engineering design of the sewer collection system, no mitigation is required to achieve
protection of the sewer pipelines crossing these small channels.  

No Project Alternative

Under the no project alternative no floodplain or wetlands management issues will occur.  Due to
the lack of any surface water within the Basin, neither project as any potential to impact wetland
resources. If it is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must result in
installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment facilities,
some more limited adverse  indirect effects on floodplains could occur under this alternative in the
future.  As in the case of the proposed action, available mitigation measures are considered
sufficient to reduce potential no project alternative floodplain effects to a less than substantial level.
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4.15 FARMLAND PROTECTION

a. Would the project convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping and monitoring program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The project area does not contain any farmland and none occurs within the surrounding urban area
(Town of Yucca Valley) that could incur indirect adverse impact.  No mitigation is proposed.

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

See issue (a) above.

c. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

See issue (a) above.

Farmland protection issues do not apply to this project, since no farmland resources or important
soil resources occur within or near the proposed project area. 

4.16 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES

The project area is 80 miles inland from the California coast. Therefore, there are no such
resources to be affected by the proposed project.

No Project Alternative

No coastal barrier resources are located within 80 miles of this project, so no adverse effects to
such resources can occur from implementing either alternative. 

4.17 OTHER IMPACT ISSUES

4.17.1   Hazards and Hazardous Materials

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

During construction there is a potential for accidental release of petroleum products in sufficient
quantity to pose a substantial hazard to people and the environment.  An accidental spill of diesel
fuel or of other petroleum products, such as oil, radiator fluid or transmission fluid from a piece of
construction equipment, poses a hazard to both employees and the environment where it occurs.
The mitigation measures, outlined under Section 4.2, will be implemented and these measures
would reduce such potential hazards to a less than significant impact level by ensuring that any
spills are immediately remediated during construction and returned to an uncontaminated condition.

Once construction is completed, there will be routine transport or use of hazardous materials at the
project site, for maintenance of equipment and wastewater treatment processes.  The District
already has its own operational procedures that address potential impacts from routine transport
and use of hazardous materials in conjunction with the water supply system.  Long-term BMPs and
a Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan will control the accidental releases of
petroleum products and other wastes associated with a wastewater  treatment operations.  No
additional mitigation to control accidental releases during operations is needed beyond that
identified in Section 4.2.
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b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environmental through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

See discussion under impacts issue 4.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, and (a) above.  A potential
for accidental releases of hazardous substances does exist, but all prudent measures for response,
containment, clean-up and disposal provide sufficient controls to render this risk potential hazard
acceptable in the provision of essential services.  With implementation of the measures identified,
potential exposures to accidental releases of hazardous substances can be managed at a level of
less than significant adverse impact on the area’s human population and environment.

The project area is located within an area developed with a mix of residential, commercial, and
industrial uses.  Construction activities could emit hazardous emissions or involve some hazardous
materials.  These activities will not occur on a large enough scale to affect these uses on adjacent
areas.  Additionally, they are temporary activities, which limits the potential exposure.

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

There are two school within the general vicinity of the proposed WRF, i.e., within about one quarter
mile the wastewater treatment plant site.  The new  site would be required to have disinfection
ability.  Use of sodium hypochlorite is proposed, which does not pose an acute hazard to humans,
when handled properly.  Use of sodium hypochlorite poses a limited hazard, which can be readily
controlled through implementation of the required Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures Plan.
Additionally, the proposed wastewater treatment plant site will be constructed with a security fence
which will control entry.  Thus, the new chemical uses and related hazards at the WRF site are
considered to be manageable without causing a substantial risk to the existing and future
surrounding population, including the local schools.

d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

The proposed wastewater treatment plant site and pipeline route do not have, nor are near any
“active” listed hazardous materials sites.  The proposed project has no potential to create a
substantial hazard by exposing the public to such a site.  No mitigation is proposed.

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

The proposed project is located to the east of the Yucca Valley Airport , approximately three miles.
This is a privately operated airport, under a long-term lease with the Yucca Valley Airport District.
It is a public use airport that is classified for “general aviation.”  Temporary construction activities
or wastewater treatment plant operations would not pose a safety hazard.  No potential exists to
conflict with the local airport land use plan.  No mitigation is proposed.

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

See response to (e) above.

g. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?

The project is located off of existing local roads and will have only limited potential to cause
interference with an emergency response or evacuation plan during construction.  Any impact to
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roads would be temporary and less than substantial with implementation of mitigation outlined
under transportation above.

h. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

The project does not involve placing any new population in a wildland fire hazard area, or the
construction of new structures that would be threatened by wildland fires.  Generally, the whole
area is located within a wildland fire hazard area, but the WRF and pump station sites occur in
areas with a low fuel load. After construction, no substantial impacts have been identified that
require mitigation and impacts.

No Project Alternative

Under the no project alternative no direct use or generation of hazardous materials or wastes would
need to be transported within the basin.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project
alternative must result in installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and
nitrate treatment facilities, some more limited adverse  indirect effects due to use of hazardous
materials or generation of hazardous wastes could occur under this alternative in the future.  As in
the case of the proposed action, available mitigation measures are considered sufficient to reduce
potential no project alternative hazard effects to a less than substantial level.

Neither the proposed action or the no project alternative would generate hazardous emissions in
the vicinity of an existing school, nor would the either alternative be affected by or affect the existing
private airport within the Town.  At this time neither project would involve development activities in
the vicinity of a site known to be contaminated with hazardous or toxic wastes.  

The no project alternative would eliminate potential interference with emergency evacuation plans
due to elimination of sewer pipeline installation on the area road system.  The proposed action has
a potential to interfere with evacuation plans or emergency response plans, but mitigation has been
identified that can reduce the potential effects to a less than substantial impact level.

Neither the proposed action or the no project alternative would expose people or structures to
substantial wildland fire hazards either directly or indirectly.

4.17.2   Noise

a. Would the project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Construction activities will temporarily increase noise levels in the residential areas to the north of
the proposed project site.  The construction activities needed for this project will involve the use of
certain noise-generating construction equipment.  The ranges of noise that are described as follows
are from EPA data.  Compactors, front loaders, backhoes, scrapers, graders and pavers produce
72-95 dB at 50 feet distance.  Trucks typically produce 82-93 dB at 50 feet distance.

The Town of Yucca Valley’s General Plan uses the noise standards of the California Department
of Health Services.  Peak hour Leq noise values may exceed 70 dB during working hours based
on the type of construction equipment that will be operated.  To prevent substantial short-term noise
impacts, the following mitigation measures will be implemented.
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Mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts

4.17-1 Where noise sensitive receptors are present, construction will be limited to the daylight
hours, typically 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays, and between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on
Saturday, and will not occur on Sundays or federal holidays, except in emergencies.

4.17-2 All construction vehicles and fixed or mobile equipment will be equipped with properly
operating and maintained mufflers.

4.17-3 All employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over an eight hour
period will be provided with adequate hearing protection devices to ensure no hearing
damage will result from construction activities.

4.17-4 If equipment is being used that can cause hearing damage at adjacent noise receptor
locations (distance attenuation will be taken into account), portable noise barriers will
be installed that are demonstrated to be adequate to reduce noise levels at receptor
locations below hearing damage thresholds.

4.17-5 Restrict the use of impulsive equipment such as jackhammers, pavement breakers, etc.
between 7 p.m. and 5 a.m.

4.17-6 Erection of temporary berms or plywood barriers to create a break in the line-of-sight,
or erection of a heavy fabric tent around the noise source.

4.17-7 Selection of as small a piece of equipment as possible that would still accomplish the
task.

Implementation of these measures will be sufficient to reduce potential construction noise impacts
to a less than significant level.

b. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

The issue of potential construction noise or vibration exposure is addressed under the above
discussion.  For construction activities, mitigation is identified that will be implemented to reduce
potentially substantial noise and vibration impacts to an acceptable level of impact.  From an
operational standpoint, noise and vibration is not forecast to increase to a significant level at the
nearest roadways.  In addition, the proposed project is located along SR 62, which divides the
proposed project site from the nearest concentration of residences.  Noise levels from existing
traffic will be greater than noise generated by the proposed wastewater facilities.  Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project will result in a less than significant impact.

c. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

A wastewater treatment facility does produce noise as a result of mechanical sources of noise, such
as pumps and general treatment plant activities.  The project site does not presently contain any
stationary noise sources.  The installation of the WRF and pump stations will create a new noise
source that could adversely affect nearby residences.  Electrical pumps produce noise that ranges
from 80-90 dB and the WRF facilities (belt press, pumps, and emergency generator) generate noise
levels that also range between 80-90 dB.  Through the use of walls and enclosures, the District can
ensure that the noise level at the nearest noise sensitive receptor does not exceed the Town’s
residential threshold of 65 dBA using the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) method of
noise measurement.  This will require a nighttime level of noise at the property boundary of about
50 dBA after 10 pm.  The District shall implement the following long-term noise measure to control
24-hour integrated CNEL noise levels to acceptable levels.  Noise attenuation (combination of
distance and noise buffers) of approximately 40 dB may be necessary to protect meet The Town’s
noise exposure limits.
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4.17-8 As the District completes design of the WRF and pump stations systems, a noise study
shall be completed that identifies noise levels for such systems, and identifies the
specific design measures (attenuation walls, enclosures, berms, or other features) that
must be incorporated into the facility design to prevent noise from exceeding the local
significance threshold of 65 dBA CNEL at the sensitive receptor location.  Appropriate
nighttime noise reductions (walls, enclosures, mufflers, etc.) must be incorporated for
any loud noise equipment that may cause this value to be exceeded.  If the study
indicates no attenuation is required, the District shall conduct a noise study after the
facility(ies) are in operation to verify the study conclusions and implement noise
attenuation features if necessary based on the measurements.

With implementation of this measure, noise levels from the new WRF and pump stations are
forecast to be less than significant.

d. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

The analysis presented above demonstrates that a substantial increase in temporary (construction)
noise levels may occur in the project vicinity, but such increases can be controlled at an acceptable
level through implementation of the mitigation measures listed above.  No additional mitigation is
proposed.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

The project area is located approximately three miles east of the Yucca Valley Airport.  Construction
and installation of the wastewater treatment facilities would not expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, the project’s forecast impacts due to airport
background noise are forecast to be less than significant.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

See response above.

No Project Alternative

Under the no project alternative no direct generation of noise/vibration would occur over the short-
term or long-term.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must result in
installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment facilities,
some more limited adverse indirect noise effects due to construction activities and operation of
treatment facilities would occur under this alternative in the future.  As in the case of the proposed
action, available mitigation measures are considered sufficient to reduce potential no project
alternative noise effects to a less than substantial level.

Neither the proposed action or the no project alternative would be exposed to substantial noise
generated from a public or private airport.  

4.17.3   Public Services

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:  Fire protection?  Police protection?  Schools?  Parks?
Other public facilities?
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The proposed project construction activities have a potential to cause minor spills of petroleum
products, brush fires, and/ or to require emergency medical response for construction workers.
However, the contractor will have equipment available to handle all but the most serious of fires,
spills and medical emergencies, and if an accident occurs, adequate emergency medical facilities
are located in the central portion of the Town, or at the hospital in Joshua Tree.  The random
requirement for these services makes them impossible to quantify, but demand for fire and
emergency response during the window of construction is not forecast to pose any unusual risks
or to constitute a substantial demand for these services. 

The only police or fire protection likely to be required for operations would be trespass or theft of
equipment or material at the wastewater treatment plant site.  Standard protection measures are
implemented by the District to protect its facilities and equipment and materials, which will also be
applied to the proposed project.  No other mitigation is required. 

The proposed project itself is an improvement in public services for an existing population.  It is not
forecast to cause any population growth during construction or future operations.  Thus, no addi-
tional demand for school, park and recreation facilities is forecast to occur. 

No Project Alternative

Under the no project alternative no direct demand for public services would occur over the short-
term or long-term.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must result in
installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment facilities,
substantial demands on community public health and water supply systems could be generated by
the no project alternative.  If it is assumed that implementation of the no project alternative must
result in installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and nitrate treatment
facilities, some more limited adverse public service effects due to construction activities could occur
under this alternative in the future.  As in the case of the proposed action, available mitigation
measures are considered sufficient to reduce potential no project alternative public service effects
to a less than substantial level.

4.17.4   Recreation

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreation facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

The project is not forecast to cause any increase in demand for any recreational facilities in the
project area since no increase in population is forecast to occur as a result of implementing the
project.  This finding applies to both the construction and operation period of the project.  No
mitigation is proposed.

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

As noted above, the proposed project includes no recreation facilities and will not increase the
demand for recreational facilities, so no additional adverse impacts associated with their
construction can occur.  No mitigation is proposed.

No Project Alternative

Due to the lack of any recreational resources within the project area, neither project has any
potential to impact or be impacted by recreational issues.
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4.17.5   Airport Hazards

The project area is located three to four miles to the east of the Yucca Valley Airport, and is subject
to routine aircraft overflights.  No potential exists for other than random aircraft hazards and no
airport hazards should affect the WRF site and related recharge basins.  No mitigation is proposed.

No Project Alternative

Due to the distance of the proposed WRF from the private airport in the Town, neither project as
any potential to impact or be impacted by other than random airport hazards.  

4.17.6   Environmental Justice

The project site is located within a community that is generally below the economic level of other
communities in the County, due to having a high percentage of retirees and seasonal residents.
However, there are no industries or contaminated sites in or around the project area such that this
project would comprise a new hazard and additional hazard to a particular population.  The
proposed project will temporarily impact those residents along the pipeline routes and in the vicinity
of the treatment plant, but it has no potential to adversely impact any low income or ethnic
communities in the long term.  The project itself will be an improvement to area services that will
benefit the population.

No Project Alternative

Due to the type of infrastructure project envisioned by the proposed action, no environmental justice
issue have been raised by implementing proposed action.  For the no project alternative no direct
environmental justice issues have been identified.  However, if it is assumed that implementation
of the no project alternative may result in continued contamination of groundwater within the
District’s service area by nitrates and other constituents of the septic tank discharges, then the
whole community, including those seniors and low-income residents could be substantially
impacted by being forced to spend substantially more of their dollars for drinking water in the future.

4.17.7   Unique Natural Features and Areas

The pipeline routes are located within existing road rights-of-way and commercially developed
parcels.  The wastewater treatment plant site is open space with desert vegetation and habitat
value.  The proposed project will temporarily remove vegetation on approximately 50 acres,
including the WRF site, pipeline alignments and pump station locations.  Permanent loss of habitat
is estimated to be about 30 acres.  No unique natural features or areas will be affected by the
proposed project.  Refer to the discussion under Biological Resources, Section 4.6.1.

No Project Alternative

Due to the lack of any unique natural features and areas within the project area, neither project
alternative has any potential to impact such resources or resource issues.
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4.17.8   Sole Source Aquifer

The project site is not designated by the Environmental Protection Agency to be located over a sole
source aquifer.  However, the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin and Ames Valley Basin are the
sole source of municipal water supply for the District’s customer service area.  These sources can
be augmented by SWP water, but before this water can be used it is percolated into the
groundwater aquifer.  The proposed project is the construction and installation of wastewater
treatment facilities.  The proposed project has no potential to cause significant adverse impacts any
groundwater resource based on the data provided under the hydrology discussions of this
document.  In fact, by providing recycled water for reuse in the community, the proposed project
should be a net benefit for the community.

No Project Alternative

Due to the lack of any sole source aquifers, as defined by law, within the project area, neither
project alternative has any potential to impact such aquifer resources or resource issues.

4.17.9   Site Access and Compatibility

The wastewater treatment plant site is located on an undeveloped, vacant parcel.  The approximate
20 acres occupied by the proposed facilities will remove some areas from complete public access;
for example, there will be security features around the wastewater treatment plant.  Otherwise, no
adverse impacts to site access (except during construction as described above) or land use
compatibility will result from implementing the proposed project.

No Project Alternative

Since the no project alternative has no access issues and the proposed project has adequate
access, neither project alternative has any potential to be affected by access issues.  The proposed
action alternative has some compatibility issues that must be mitigated to ensure no substantial
adverse compatibility impacts will occur.  The no project alternative has no direct compatibility
issues as in the short-term all land uses would remain the same.  However, if it is assumed that
implementation of the no project alternative may result in continued contamination of groundwater
within the District’s service area by nitrates and other constituents of the septic tank discharges,
then the future compatibility of the existing and future land uses within the project area with the
Warren Valley Basin aquifer that supplies the community with water could become substantially
adverse.  

4.18 INVASIVE SPECIES

The project location is in an urbanizing area at the edge of desert habitat.  There are already
several invasive species in the vicinity, and on the project sites.  The implementation of the project
will result in the removal of vegetation and habitat, such that use by invasive species will be
reduced.  However, the project could attract invasive species.  Ongoing maintenance by the District
at its existing facilities controls invasive weed species and the same maintenance program will be
implemented at the proposed facility.  Future landscaping at the WRF must utilize native species,
many of which may be transplanted to the future WRF site.  With implementation of standard
landscape management practices, the proposed project is not cause significant invasive species
impacts.
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No Project Alternative

The no project alternative eliminates potential for direct introduction of invasive species into the
project area.  The proposed action has this potential but it has been mitigated to a less than
substantial adverse impact level.  However, if it is assumed that implementation of the no project
alternative must result in installation of individual advanced subsurface treatment systems and
nitrate treatment facilities, some more limited adverse invasive species effects due to construction
activities could occur under this alternative in the future.  As in the case of the proposed action,
available mitigation measures are considered sufficient to reduce potential no project alternative
invasive species effects to a less than substantial level.
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Chapter 5 CEQA CHECKLIST FORM

This form is included on the following pages.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

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

 Aesthetics “ Agriculture Resources  Air Quality

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils

 Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Hydrology / Water Quality “ Land Use / Planning

“ Mineral Resources  Noise “ Population / Housing

“ Public Services “ Recreation  Transportation / Traffic

 Utilities / Service Systems “ Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation, the following finding is made:

  “ The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

   Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

  “ The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

  “ The proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it may analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

  “ Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature (prepared by) Date

Signature Date
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

I. AESTHETICS – Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? “ “  “

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

“ “  “

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

“ “  ‘

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

“  “ “

SUBSTANTIATION (check       if project is located within the viewshed of any Scenic Route listed in the General Plan):

See Section 4.6.4, Visual Resources/Aesthetics
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

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

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

“ “ “ 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

“ “ “ 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION (check       if project is located in the Important Farmlands Overlay):

See Section 4.16, Farmland Protection
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

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

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

“ “  “

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

“  “ “

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

“  “ “

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

“  “ “

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

“  “ “

SUBSTANTIATION (discuss conformity with the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan, if applicable):

See Section 4.1, Air Quality



-105-

Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

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

“  “ “

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

“  “ “

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

“  “ “

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

“ “  “

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

“  “ “

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION (check if project is located in the Biological Resources Overlay       or contains habitat for any species listed
in the California Natural Diversity Database      ):

See Section 4.6.1, Biological Resources and Section 4.13, Endangered Species
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

“ “  “

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

“  “ “

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

“  “ “

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

“  “ “

SUBSTANTIATION (check if the project is located in the Cultural       or Paleontologic       Resources overlays or cite results of
cultural resource review):

See Section 4.11, Cultural Resources
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:

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

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

“ “  “

• Strong seismic ground shaking? “ “  “

• Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

“ “  “

• Landslides? “ “ “ 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? “  “ “

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

“  “ “

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

“ “ “ 

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

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION (check    U   if project is located in the Geologic Hazards Overlay District):

See Section 4.6.2, Geology and Soils



-108-

Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would
the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

“  “ “

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

“  “ “

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

“ “  “

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

“ “ “ 

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

“ “ “ 

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

“ “ “ 

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

“  “ “

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.17.1, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 4.17.5, Airport Hazards
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the
project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

“  “ “

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

“ “  “

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?

“  “ “

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding onsite or offsite?

“  “ “

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

“ “  “

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? “ “  “

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

“ “  “

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

“  “ “

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

“  “ “

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? “ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.2, Hydrology and Water Quality
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community? “ “ “ 

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

“ “  “

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.4, Land Use and Planning
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

X. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

“ “ “ 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION (check       if project is located within the Mineral Resources Zone Overlay):

See Section 4.6.4, Mineral Resources
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

XI. NOISE – Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

“  “ “

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

“ “  “

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

“  “ “

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

“  “ “

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

“ “ “ 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION 

See Section 4.17.2, Noise
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

“ “  “

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

“ “ “ 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.7. Population and Housing
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

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

Fire protection? “ “  “

Police protection? “ “  “

Schools? “ “  “

Parks? “ “ “ 

Other public facilities? “ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.17.3, Public Services
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

XIV. RECREATION –

a. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

“ “ “ 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

“ “ “ 

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.17.4, Recreation
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project:

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

“ “  “

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

“ “  “

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

“ “ “ 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

“  “ “

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? “  “ “

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? “ “  “

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

“ “  “

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.5, Transportation/Traffic
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the
project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

“  “ “

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

“ “  “

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm-
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

“  “ “

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

“ “  “

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

“ “  “

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

“ “  “

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

“ “  “

SUBSTANTIATION:

See Section 4.2, Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 3.3, Utilities and Service Systems
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Potentially Less than Less than
Significant Significant with Significant No

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Impact Impact

XVII.   MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE –

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

“  “ “

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

“  “ “

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

“  “ “

SUBSTANTIATION:
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Chapter 6 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

Air Quality

4.1-1  The construction site disturbed areas will be watered twice daily for short-term surface stabilization,
and more times if winds are sufficient to loft dust from the construction site.

4.1-2 Chemical, vegetative or mechanical (compaction or paving) will be used for surface stabilization
upon completion of grading activities, if subsequent site uses are not proposed.

4.1-3 Trackout onto paved roads will be minimized, and removed (swept or washed from paved surfaces)
if substantial soil material accumulates on paved surfaces.  Cleanup of project-related trackout or
spills on paved roads will be removed daily.

4.1-4 Haul trucks will be covered.

4.1-5 Grading and soil movement activities will be minimized when winds exceed 30 miles per hour at
the local airport or at an onsite wind monitoring system.

4.1-6 Efficient scheduling of equipment use, with a phased construction schedule to reduce the number
of units operating simultaneously.

4.1-7 Performing regular engine maintenance on all equipment.

4.1-8 Provision of local equipment storage areas so that equipment trips to the sites can be reduced.

4.1-9 Construction personnel shall be encouraged to ride share to reduce vehicle trips to construction
sites, including incentives for carpooling among construction employees.

4.1-10 Shut down equipment when not in use for more than 10 minutes.

4.1-11 To the extent feasible, the District shall select landscaping that is fast-growing to create a windbreak
buffer along the periphery of the WRF site.  A minimum of two rows shall be installed at different
times and plants shall be installed and grown in stages; periodically harvested; and replanted to
maintain carbon sequestration.  Alternatively or concurrently, the District may install solar power
systems to partially or fully offset operational electricity demand of the WRF.  As a final alternative,
the District may choose to purchase annual or permanent carbon credits from the available carbon
banks at the time the facility begins operation.

4.1-12 The District shall require the installation of odor control facilities as part of the facility design.  These
facilities shall be state of the art and shall control odors to ensure that adjacent properties are not
exposed to significant odor concentrations, except during an emergency/upset condition at the
WRF.

4.1-13 The District shall establish an odor complaint response phone number that shall be clearly posted
on the exterior fence of the treatment plant facility.  If odor complaints are received, the District shall
respond within 24 hours to correct the problem, and provide a response to the complainant within
12 hours of notification identifying what actions were taken and how long was or will be required
to control the odor problem.  Sources of odors shall be corrected in as timely a manner as possible.

Hydrology and Water Quality

4.2-1 The District shall prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) that will achieve no net loss of topsoil from the project sites and prevent
runoff from causing erosion on adjacent property during construction.  The SWPPP and WQMP
shall be provided to the construction contractor and the contractor shall implement the SWPPP
during all construction activities at the site.
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4.2-2 The SWPPP prepared for the project site shall include a spill response program for accidental
release of water pollutants during construction that shall, at a minimum, meet the following
performance standards: adequate resources shall be maintained on the site by the contractor to
control any release of pollutants; if a spill occurs, the pollutant shall first be contained, second the
spill shall be reported to appropriate authorities, third the pollutant contaminated material (soil,
water, etc.) shall be collected in proper containers, fourth the pollutant contaminated material shall
be delivered to a facility with the capability to treat or dispose of the contaminated material in
accordance with existing laws and regulations in place at the time of the accidental spill; fifth the
area contaminated by the spill shall be cleaned (remediated) to background conditions, or
alternatively to a level that meets the requirements of existing laws and regulations at the time of
the clean-up and that does not leave any residual threat to humans or the environment in which the
spill occurs.

4.2-3 The District shall prepare the WQMP and include a Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures Plan
that will minimize the potential for release of any hazardous or toxic chemicals to the environment.
This Plan shall include a requirement to retain material safety data sheets (MSDS) for all hazardous
materials or substances at the site and measures that outline the responses that will be
implemented should an accidental spill of hazardous materials onsite occur.  Based on the list of
hazardous materials/substances that will be utilized at the plant, the District Plan shall identify
handling procedures and management options for any accidental releases to the environment until
such accidentally released material is properly disposed of or treated so that no residual harm
remains from the accidental release.

4.2-4 The District shall restore any channel crossing locations with a comparable quantity or quality of
habitat to that disturbed or removed during construction of the proposed project.  Because no
sensitive riparian or wetland habitat will be affected, the project will not be required to create such
habitat or acquire mitigation bank credits.  Channel restoration in the area of the pipeline crossing
is considered adequate by the District to fully mitigate effects on altering the stream bed on the
project site.  The District must acquire a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement and may have to
acquire a WDR from the Regional Board, and shall implement the requirements of the WDR and
Agreement as long as it is not less that identified above.

4.2-5 The District shall install one or more monitoring wells downstream of the WRF.  The well(s) shall
be monitored for elevation of the groundwater table below the ground surface (bgs).  If the
groundwater table downstream of the WRF recharge site approaches 100 feet bgs, the District shall
initiate pumping to control the groundwater level.  The groundwater extracted may be discharged
to the surface if the water quality is acceptable to the regulatory agencies, or it may be further
treated and made available to the District’s domestic water supply system.  The performance
standard to be achieved is that the groundwater table downstream of the WRF recharge facilities
shall not rise above the 100 foot bgs threshold.

4.2-6 The District shall install one or more monitoring wells downstream of the WRF.  The well(s) shall
be monitored at least annually for all drinking water standards and compared to maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for public drinking water standards.  If concentrations approach any
MCL, the District shall install additional treatment at the WRF to modify the treated effluent by
lowering or removing the pollutant of concern to a level that will prevent the MCL from being
exceeded.  The performance standard to be achieved is that the groundwater quality shall not be
allowed to exceed any MCL for a domestic or public drinking water supply.

4.2-7 The District shall provide a drainage report that defines the 100-year flood elevation on the site and
shall either elevate the treatment plant facilities above this level with two feet of freeboard or shall
provide protection of the site with a boundary levee that protects the facilities from exposure to
flooding from the 100-year flow across the property.  The final treatment plant facility design shall
provide a means of re-routing any storm flows, including the 100 year flow, around the facility and
back into the existing natural channel on the north side of the site without causing significant
erosion in the channel.
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Transportation / Traffic

4.5-1 The construction contractor will provide adequate traffic management resources, such as protective
devices, flag persons, and police assistance for traffic control, to maintain safe traffic flow on local
streets affected by facility and pipeline construction at all times.

4.5-2 The construction contractor will identify traffic hazards created by construction, such as rough road
or potholes, freshly paved locations, and minimize total traffic and vehicle speed through such
hazards.

4.5-3 The construction contractor will ensure that traffic safety hazards, such as uncovered or unfilled
open trenches, will not be left in roadways during period of time when construction personnel are
not present, such as nighttime and weekends.

4.5-4 The construction contractor will repair all roads adequately after construction  to ensure that traffic
can move in the same manner as before construction.

4.5-5 At all times during construction, the contractor will ensure that emergency fire, police or medical
vehicles are able to access all adjacent areas.  Additionally, construction equipment or activities
must not obstruct or hinder traffic that might be generated during an evacuation.

Natural Resources – Biological Resources

4.6-1 Once the final pipeline alignments are engineered and surveyed, and the wastewater reclamation
facility site boundaries finally established, a qualified biologist will inventory the numbers and types
of cacti, creosote bushes, and Joshua Trees that are to be impacted and removed.  Salvaging of
individual Joshua tree and cacti plants within these final alignments will be done in compliance with
Town and County ordinances.

4.6-2 Any grubbing or brushing to occur as part of the project will be conducted outside of the State-
identified bird breeding season of February 15th through September 1.  Alternatively, a qualified
biologist may survey the project impact area and if no native bird nests are discovered, the
development may proceed.  A report of findings will be provided to the California Department of
Fish and Game if construction in the vicinity of bird nests must be conducted during nesting season.

4.6-3 If the above work cannot be done according to this schedule, prior to the initiation of any ground
disturbance, a qualified biologist will determine what birds are nesting in the shrubs or trees to be
removed or are within 500 feet of the area that will be under construction.

4.6-4 Mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional water of the State shall be offset by revegetating the pipeline
alignment across the wash with equivalent habitat.  This requirement shall be memorialized in the
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained for this project prior to disturbing the alignment.

4.6-5 Prior to initiating site clearing and grading activities on the WRF project site, a pre-construction
desert tortoise and burrowing owl survey shall be conducted within 30 days of initiating ground
disturbance at the administrative building.  Assuming no tortoise are found, the District may install
a tortoise exclusion fence around the WRF site or retain a qualified biologist to monitor the project
area one time per week during the duration of active construction activities on the WRF site.  If
either species (tortoise or burrowing owl) is discovered on the administrative building site, a
qualified professional biologist shall implement measures, including possible acquisition of an
incidental take permit, to remove any individuals of either species from this site.

4.6-6 To minimize potential support for local raven populations, the District shall publish or make available
a brochure to all employees (including contractor employees) that describes measures which can
be implemented by residents to minimize habitat support for local raven populations.

4.6-7 To prevent introduction of exotic, non-native plant species that could damage the local plant
community, a qualified biologist shall compile a list of species that shall be prohibited from use in
landscaping within the project area.



-122-

4.6-8 Worker education programs, defined construction areas, habitat mitigation, and well-defined
operational procedures shall be implemented regarding desert tortoise and local wildlife.

4.6-9 Unauthorized, public off-road use of any project areas shall be discouraged by posting of signs and
by District inspectors monitoring the construction crew.

4.6-10 Construction personnel or other persons related to the project shall not be permitted to bring pets
or firearms into construction areas.

4.6-11 Trash from construction crews and facility employees, especially food items or packaging, shall be
disposed of in scavenger-proof containers and removed daily to avoid attracting desert tortoise
predators to the area.

Natural Resources – Geology and Soils

4.6-12 Comprehensive geotechnical investigations shall be required prior to engineering and design
development or structural and/or substantial rehabilitation of structures identified under Risk Class I
& II, e.g., public facilities, as identified below:

• Risk Class I & II, Structures Critically Needed after Disaster:  Structures that are critically
needed after a disaster include important utility centers, fire stations, police stations, emergency
communication facilities, hospitals, and critical transportation elements such as bridges and
overpasses and smaller dams.
Acceptable Damage:  Minor non-structural; facility should remain operational and safe, or be
suitable for quick restoration of service.

• Risk Class III:  High occupancy structures; uses are required after disasters (i.e., places of
assembly such as schools and churches).
Acceptable Damage:  Some impairment of function acceptable; structure needs to remain
operational.

• Risk Class IV, Ordinary Risk Tolerance:  The vast majority of structures in urban areas; most
commercial and industrial buildings, small hotels and apartment buildings, and single family
residences.

4.6-13 Any pipelines crossing the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones for the Pinot Mountain, Eureka
Peak and Burt Mountain Faults could be subject to damage due to ground rupture associated with
these faults.  Any construction of facilities in or pipelines crossing this zone is required to have
detailed structural engineering studies to ensure designs that can safely accommodate the
anticipated ground movement(s), or to be immediately repairable following a seismic event along
any of the three fault.

4.6-14 Construction specifications will include appropriate measures for stabilizing excavations based on
recommendation of project geotechnical studies.

4.6-15 Trenches will remain open for as short a time as possible.

4.6-16 Soils, where exposed, will be stabilized with hay bales or aggregate cover.

4.6-17 Construction specifications will identify proper compaction for backfilled soils.

Natural Resources – Visual Resources / Aesthetics

4.6-18 A facility lighting plan shall be prepared and shall demonstrate that glare from operating and safety
night lights that may create light and glare affecting adjacent occupied property are sufficiently
shielded to prevent light and glare from spilling into occupied structures.  This plan shall be
implemented in conformance with the Town of Yucca Valley Night Skies Ordinance and it shall be
reviewed and approved by the District staff prior to installation of the night  lights.
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Cultural Resources

4.11-1 In the event that subsurface historical, cultural or paleontological resources are accidentally
exposed during onsite construction activities, construction will be stopped until a qualified
professional evaluates the resources. If resources are encountered, adequate funding will be
provided by the District to collect, curate and report on these resources.

4.11-2 If any human remains are encountered during initial grading activities, all ground disturbing activities
in the vicinity of the discovery will be terminated immediately and the County Coroner’s office MUST
be contacted within 24 hours at (909) 387-2543 to arrange for management of such remains.

Other Impact Issues – Noise

4.17-1 Where noise sensitive receptors are present, construction will be limited to the daylight hours,
typically 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays, and between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Saturday, and will not
occur on Sundays or federal holidays, except in emergencies.

4.17-2 All construction vehicles and fixed or mobile equipment will be equipped with properly operating and
maintained mufflers.

4.17-3 All employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over an eight hour period will
be provided with adequate hearing protection devices to ensure no hearing damage will result from
construction activities.

4.17-4 If equipment is being used that can cause hearing damage at adjacent noise receptor locations
(distance attenuation will be taken into account), portable noise barriers will be installed that are
demonstrated to be adequate to reduce noise levels at receptor locations below hearing damage
thresholds.

4.17-5 Restrict the use of impulsive equipment such as jackhammers, pavement breakers, etc. between
7 p.m. and 5 a.m.

4.17-6 Erection of temporary berms or plywood barriers to create a break in the line-of-sight, or erection
of a heavy fabric tent around the noise source.

4.17-7 Selection of as small a piece of equipment as possible that would still accomplish the task.

4.17-8 As the District completes design of the WRF and pump stations systems, a noise study shall be
completed that identifies noise levels for such systems, and identifies the specific design measures
(attenuation walls, enclosures, berms, or other features) that must be incorporated into the facility
design to prevent noise from exceeding the local significance threshold of 65 dBA CNEL at the
sensitive receptor location.  Appropriate nighttime noise reductions (walls, enclosures, mufflers,
etc.) must be incorporated for any loud noise equipment that may cause this value to be exceeded.
If the study indicates no attenuation is required, the District shall conduct a noise study after the
facility(ies) are in operation to verify the study conclusions and implement noise attenuation features
if necessary based on the measurements.
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Chapter 7 PREPARERS

Initial Study / Environmental Assessment
Tom Dodson and Associates
2150 Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92405
(909) 882-3612

Cultural Resources Study
CRM TECH
1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite B
Colton, CA 92324
(909) 824-6400

Hydrology Evaluation
United States Department of the Interior
U.S. Geological Survey
California Water Science Center
4165 Spruance Road, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92101
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FIGURE 1-1
Regional Location
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FIGURE 1-2
Service Area Boundary and Land Use Classifications
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FIGURE 2-1
Site Location / Area of Potential Effects
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FIGURE 2-2
Proposed Yucca Valley Collection System

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan” dated January 2009
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FIGURE 2-3
Process Flow Schematic for Extended Aeration MBR

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility PDR” dated January 2009
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FIGURE 2-4
Property Plan

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility PDR” dated 9/15/08
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FIGURE 2-5
Site Plan

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility PDR” dated 9/15/08
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FIGURE 2-6
Paxton Pump Station – Site Plan

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility PDR” dated 9/15/08
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FIGURE 2-7
Profile of Pump Station

Source:   MWD “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan” dated 9/22/08
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FIGURE 2-8
Profile of Modeled Siphon

Source:   MWH “Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan” dated 9/22/08

Tom Dodson & Associates 
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SEWER MASTER PLAN



APPENDIX 3
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BIOLOGICAL REPORT
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CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORTS
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FEMA MAP
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