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Appendix D contains the following materials: (1) Notice of Preparation (NOP) and
Initial Study (IS); (2) Scoping Meeting Materials; and (3) Comments on the NOP

1. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study

A total of 192 copies of the NOP and attached IS were circulated in July, 2002. The
first, and major, distribution took place on July 11 when 188 copies were shipped (185
by Federal Express and 3 by the United States Postal Service). A small number of
additional copies were shipped at later dates: two on July 17, one on July 18, and one
on July 31. Two deliveries out of the total were unsuccessful resulting in a return of
the documents.

2. Scoping Meeting Materials

A Scoping Meeting was held on August 6, 2002 at 7:00 p.m. at the National Orange
Show Grounds in the City of San Bernardino. Copies of the NOP and IS were available
at the door, along with a sign-in sheet. Materials, mostly of a graphic nature, were on
view at a number of tables spaced around the meeting room and staffed by a range of
environmental specialists. Copies of these display materials and sign-in sheets are
presented at the end of section 2.

3. Comments Received

Comments on the proposed project, received in the form of cards at the Scoping
Meeting and letters in response to the circulated copies of the NOP, were received
from the persons and organizations listed below. Copies are presented in section 3.

1. Center for Biological Diversity, Monica Bond (comment card received August 6,
2002).

2. County of Orange, Public Facilities and Resources Department, Flood Control
Division, H.I. Nakasone, Manager (letter dated August 8, 2002).

3. Brunick, Battersby, McElhaney and Beckett, General Counsel to East Valley
Water District (letter dated August 7, 2002).

4. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, San Bernardino
National Forest Supervisor’s Office, Gene Zimmerman, Forest Supervisor (letter
dated August 8, 2002).

5. City of Redlands, Office of the City Attorney, Daniel J. McHugh, City Attorney
(letter dated August 9, 2002).

6. City of Riverside, Public Utilities, Thomas P. Evans, Director (letter dated
August 9, 2002).

7. County of San Bernardino, Economic Development and Public Services Group,
Department of Public Works, Environmental Management Division, Naresh P.
Varma, Division Chief (letter dated July 31, 2002).

8. City of Fontana, Community Development Department, Planning Division,
Debbie M. Brazill, Deputy Director (letter dated July 25, 2002).



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

South Coast Air Quality Management District, Planning, Rule Development
and Area Sources, CEQA Section, Steve Smith, Program Supervisor (letter
dated July 23, 2002).

Native American Heritage Commission, Rob Wood, Environmental Specialist
(letter dated July 19, 2002).

City of Rialto, Donn Montag, Principal Planner (letter dated July 25, 2002).

State of California, Department of Water Resources, State Water Project
Analysis Office, David M. Samson, Project Coordinator (letter dated August 8,
2002).

City of San Bernardino, Municipal Water Department, Bernard C. Kersey,
General Manager (letter dated August 9, 2002).

San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, D. Burnell Cavender,
General Manager (letter dated August 12, 2002).

California Department of Fish and Game, Eastern Sierra - Inland Deserts

Region, Terry Foreman, Senior Biologist - Supervisor (letter dated August 12,
2002).

County of Orange, Planning and Development Services, Environmental
Planning Services Division, Timothy Neely, Manager (Letter dated August 12,
2002).

Southern California Association of Governments, Intergovernmental Review,
Jeffrey H. Smith, Senior Regional Planner (Letter dated August 13, 2002).

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.,
Unit Chief (letter dated August 21, 2002).

Felger & Associates, Counsel to the City of Redlands, Warren P. Felger, (letter
dated September 6, 2002).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office, Karen A.
Evans, Assistant Field Supervisor (letter dated September 12, 2002).
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: All Concerned Parties
From: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Post Office Box 5906

San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906, and

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County
Post Office Box 5286
Riverside, CA 92517-5286

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Co-Lead Agencies: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and
Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County

The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (Muni) and Western Municipal
Water District of Riverside County (Western) have entered into an agreement to be
Co-Lead Agencies for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed
project involves the diversion, when available, by the project co-proponents of water
from the Santa Ana River. Such diversions will be made possible by the construction of
new water conveyance facilities, use of existing pipelines, and the coordinated use of
underground storage basins and surface water storage facilities. The majority of the
facilities necessary to put the water to beneficial use are located within the service areas
of the project co-proponents.

Completion of the Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir provides the opportunity for Muni
and Western to increase the capture and beneficial use within their respective service
areas of native water supplies that are derived from flows in the Santa Ana River. The
feasibility exists to increase conservation of local sources of water supply from the Santa
Ana River, improve the reliability of supplies by effective conjunctive use, reduce
reliance on outside sources of water (e.g., Colorado River and State Water Project), and
continue to meet legal and contractual obligations to other water agencies. Acquisition
of this additional water supply will also aid in improving groundwater quality in the
region. The proposed project has the following main components: (i) the direct
diversion of water from the Santa Ana River, (ii) the storage of water in Seven Oaks
Reservoir, (iii) the use of existing facilities (generally pipelines and surface water
storage facilities but including the use of underground storage basins), and (iv) the
construction of various conveyance facilities (generally pipelines) to move water from
the Santa Ana River and Seven Oaks Reservoir to retail purveyors or to underground
storage basins and surface storage facilities.
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Implementation of the action involves the construction of the following pipelines:
(i) Plunge Pool Pipeline connecting the plunge pool of the Seven Oaks Dam to the
Foothill Pipeline near Cone Camp Road, (ii) Low Flow Connector between the outlet
works of the Seven Oaks Dam and the Greenspot Pipeline, and (iii) Morton Canyon
Connector II connecting the Greenspot Pump Station and the Greenspot Pipeline.

Construction of the above-mentioned facilities will enhance the ability of the Co-Lead
Agencies to store Santa Ana River water (or exchanged water) in numerous
underground storage basins and surface facilities. Groundwater basins potentially
available for recharge and extraction activities include, but are not limited to, the
following: San Bernardino Basin Area basins; Rialto/Colton Basin; Riverside Basins;
Yucaipa Basin; San Timoteo Basin; and Chino Basin. Upon completion of appropriate
agreements with other agencies, the Co-Lead Agencies could gain access to a number of
surface water reservoirs, including, but not limited to: Bear Valley Mentone Reservoir;
Crafton Water Company Reservoir; Crafton Hills Reservoir; Yucaipa Lakes; Devil
Canyon Powerplant Afterbays; Diamond Valley Reservoir; Lake Perris; Lake Skinner;
and Lake Mathews.

The EIR will consider project-specific environmental impacts directly and indirectly
attributable to project components. The project may have significant environmental
impacts on the following resources: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land
use/planning, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation/
traffic, and utilities and service systems. The attached Initial Study provides further
detail on the types of impacts that may occur.

As required by Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Co-Lead Agencies are
submitting this Notice of Preparation (NOP) to responsible agencies, other key agencies,
private organizations, and individuals. The draft EIR is scheduled for release in the
Spring of 2003. Availability of the draft EIR for public review and comment will be
announced and noticed in the local media.

The Co-Lead Agencies are seeking the views of your agency or organization as to the
scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your statutory
responsibilities or other interest in connection with the proposed project. Your agency
or organization will need to use the EIR when, if applicable, considering any permit or
other approval of the project which you may be required or authorized to issue.
Comments should be provided on this NOP, including the attached Initial Study, in
order to give the Co-Lead Agencies the opportunity to effectively consider your
comments during preparation of the EIR.
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A scoping meeting will be held August 6%, 2002 at 7:00 p.m. at the Renaissance Room,
National Orange Show, San Bernardino, California. The meeting will provide an
opportunity for agencies and the public to comment on the scope and content of the
EIR. A map illustrating the location of the venue is attached at the end of the
accompanying Initial Study.

Due te the time limits mandated by state law, your response to this NOP must be
received at the earliest possible date but no later than 30 days after receipt of this
notice. Please respond to:

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR

¢/ o Science Applications International Corporation
Attention: Christopher Clayton

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

Telephone: (805) 564-6135

7/10/0x %‘Z@,&f_

Date Robert L. Reiter

General Manager and Chief Engineer
LSO
& g %ate

San Bernardmo Valley
B F lli

Donald L. Harrlger

General Manager

Western Municipal Water District of
Riverside County

Attachment: Initial Study



SANTA ANA RIVER WATER RIGHTS APPLICATIONS FOR
SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1.  Project title: Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for
Supplemental Water Supply

2. Co-Lead Agency names and addresses: ~ San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District,
Post Office Box 5906, San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County,
Post Office Box 5286, Riverside, CA 92517-5286

3. Contact persons and phone numbers: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District:

Robert L. Reiter, General Manager and Chief Engineer.
Telephone: (909) 387-9222

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County:

Don Harriger, General Manager.
Telephone: (909) 789-5000

4. Project location: Santa Ana River and Seven Oaks Dam, San Bernardino
County, service areas of San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District (Muni) and Western Municipal
Water District of Riverside County (Western) in San
Bernardino County and Riverside County, and the
locations of other facilities.

5. Project Sponsor names and addresses: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District,
Post Office Box 5906, San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County,
Post Office Box 5286, Riverside, CA 92517-5286

6. General plan designation: Multiple and varied
7. Zoning: Multiple and varied
8. Description of project: The proposed project involves a number of actions

required to enable Muni and Western to make beneficial
use of water (up to a maximum annual diversion of
200,000 acre feet) to be appropriated from the Santa Ana
River. Actions include the construction of three
pipelines with lengths of approximately 15,000 feet,
3,500 feet, and 1,900 feet, respectively, in the vicinity of
Seven Oaks Dam on the upper Santa Ana River. Other
actions include, but are not limited to, groundwater
recharge activities in several groundwater basins using
existing facilities, and storage of water in existing
surface storage facilities.

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply 1



9.

10.

11.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

Other public agencies whose
approval is or may be required:

Public Scoping Meeting:

Activities associated with the proposed project will take
place primarily within the Muni and Western service
areas. These geographical areas contain a variety of land
uses and settings. The majority of the area, however, is
of a developed nature and undergoing urban
development.

County of Orange, County of Riverside, County of

San Bernardino, City of Highland, California State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACOE), U.S. Department of the
Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Forest Service
(USFS), State Historic Preservation Office (SHPPO), Santa
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
and California Department of Water Resources (DWR).

A public Scoping Meeting will be held on August 6th,
2002 at 7:00 p.m. at the Renaissance Room, National
Orange Show, San Bernardino, California. The purpose
of the meeting is to receive comments regarding the
scope and content of the Environmental Impact Report.
A map (Exhibit 3) illustrating the location of the venue is
attached at the end of the accompanying Initial Study.

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply



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 [] Agricultural Resources X Air Quality

X Biological Resources X] Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils

X] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [X] Hydrology/Water Quality ~ [X] Land Use/Planning

[ ] Mineral Resources [ ] Noise X Population/Housing
X] Public Services X] Recreation X Transportation/ Traffic
DX Utilities/Service Systems DX Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Co-Lead Agencies)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[[] We find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] We find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

[[] We find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 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 must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[[] We find that 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.
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Signature Date

Robert L. Reiter, General Manager and Chief Engineer

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Post Office Box 5906

San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906

Telephone: (909) 387-9222

7/0/5342
-~

Signature Date

Donald L. Harriger, General Manager

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County
Post Office Box 5286

Riverside, CA 92517-5286

Telephone: (909) 789-5000

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply



SANTA ANA RIVER WATER RIGHTS APPLICATIONS
FOR SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY

INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (Muni) and Western Municipal Water
District of Riverside County (Western) seek to appropriate water from the Santa Ana River. As
the State Water Resources Control Board recognized in Order WR 2000-12, water has become
available for appropriation from the Santa Ana River as a result of the construction and
operation of Seven Oaks Dam and for other reasons. The dam, built by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACOE) as part of the Santa Ana River Mainstem Flood Control Project, was
completed in December 1999.

In Order WR 2000-12, the State Board modified the Declaration of Fully Appropriated Streams
in relation to the Santa Ana River based on evidence presented by Muni/Western and Orange
County Water District. The original petition by Muni and Western to modify the Declaration
was accompanied, in 1991, by an application to appropriate 100,000 acre-feet per year (afy) (“the
Original Application”). That application was updated in 1995 after the State Board adopted
regulations for the modification of the Declaration. The 100,000 afy for which Muni and
Western applied in the Original Application was based on the hydrologic analysis available at
that time. However, hydrologic analyses presented at the December 1999 State Board Hearing
indicated that there is probably substantially more than 100,000 afy of un-appropriated water
available for appropriation from the Santa Ana River in certain years. Because the Notice of
Hearing on Muni/Western’s Original Petition specified the amount for which Muni/Western
had applied, the State Board determined in WR Order 2000-12 that Muni/Western must submit
a second petition and application to appropriate in excess of 100,000 acre-feet (af) of water in
any given year.

The application filed May, 2001 (“Second Application”) complies with the State Board’s
directive and requests that the State Board approve: (i) the direct diversion of up to 100,000 afy
in excess of the quantity requested in the Original Application and (ii) the diversion to storage
of up to 100,000 afy in excess of the quantity requested in the Original Application, for a total
diversion of up to 200,000 afy.

As with the Original Application, the water Muni/Western seeks to appropriate in the Second
Application will be conserved by storage in the reservoir at Seven Oaks Dam and/or be
captured by direct diversion to use and by diversion to underground and surface storage for
subsequent extraction and use. Water diverted under both applications will be integrated with
other sources of groundwater and surface water supplies to provide maximum operational
flexibility and reliability. Groundwater basins potentially available for recharge and extraction
activities include, but are not limited to, the following: San Bernardino Basin Area basins;
Rialto/Colton Basin; Riverside Basins; Yucaipa Basin; San Timoteo Basin; and Chino Basin.
Upon completion of appropriate agreements, a number of surface water reservoirs would be
available for use. They include, but are not limited, to Bear Valley Mentone Reservoir, Crafton
Water Company Reservoir, Crafton Hills Reservoir, Yucaipa Lakes, Devil Canyon Powerplant
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Afterbays, Diamond Valley Reservoir, Lake Perris, Lake Skinner, and Lake Mathews. Muni and
Western will use water appropriated under both applications for municipal, industrial,
irrigation, heat control, frost protection, underground storage, and recreation purposes within
their respective service areas. See Exhibit 1.

Muni/Western’s plans for beneficial use of water appropriated under the Original and Second
Applications will require the construction of certain pipelines and/or connectors, specifically
the Plunge Pool Pipeline, Low Flow Connector Pipeline, and Morton Canyon Connector II
Pipeline. Each is identified on Exhibit 2 and described separately below.

Plunge Pool Pipeline:  Construction of the Plunge Pool Pipeline (a 15-foot diameter,
approximately 15,000 feet long, 1,500 cubic feet per second [cfs] capacity pipeline) will connect
the plunge pool of Seven Oaks Dam to both the 6.5-foot diameter Foothill Pipeline and the
12 -foot diameter Inland Feeder of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(MWD) near Cone Camp Road. This will enable Muni/Western to transfer water from the
Seven Oaks Dam and/or Santa Ana River for storage in the reservoirs owned and operated by
MWD in exchange for State Water Project (SWP) water supplies.

Low Flow Connector:  Construction of a Low Flow Connector (a four-foot diameter,
approximately 3,500 feet long, 100 cfs capacity pipeline) will connect the outlet works of
Seven Oaks Dam to the Greenspot Pipeline. The Low Flow Connector will minimize pumping
at the Greenspot Pump Station by preserving the surface elevation of the water stored behind
Seven Oaks Dam. Also the Low Flow Connector will provide water to the afterbay of the
reconstructed Santa Ana Powerhouse 3 (demolished to accommodate construction and
operation of the Seven Oaks Dam) to allow for the continued delivery of water to qualified
users such as Bear Valley Mutual Water Company.

Morton Canyon Connector II: The existing Morton Canyon Connector I connects to the Foothill
Pipeline via the Greenspot Pump Station and the Santa Ana River Crossing Pipeline (SARC).
This allows Muni to achieve two important operational goals: (1) SWP water can be delivered to
the eastern-most portion of the Muni service area; and (2)Santa Ana River water can be
delivered to the western portion of the Muni service area by running the pipelines in reverse,
i.e., Morton Canyon Connector I to SARC, to Foothill Pipeline.

The Morton Canyon Connector II (a 4-foot diameter, approximately 1,900 feet long, 100 cfs
capacity pipeline) will be constructed near the southern edge of the Santa Ana River wash east
of Greenspot Road. It will connect the Greenspot Pump Station and the Greenspot Pipeline in
the same alignment as the Morton Canyon Connector I. The new pipeline will enable Muni to
accomplish two tasks. First, it will allow the transport of water acquired at Seven Oaks Dam to
the Mill Creek and/or Yucaipa Basin spreading grounds to the east. Water would be conveyed
from the Low Flow Outlet at Seven Oaks Dam using the following sequence of facilities: Low
Flow Connector Pipeline to Greenspot Pipeline to Morton Canyon Connector II to Greenspot
Pump Station to Morton Canyon Connector I to the Greenspot Pipeline. Second, it will allow
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency to continue to have access to SWP water through the use of
Muni facilities. San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency has the right to 16 cfs of capacity in the
Greenspot, Morton Canyon Connector I and SARC pipelines, acquired in return for
contribution to the costs of these facilities.

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply 6
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Exhibit 1. Muni and Western Service Areas and Existing Regional Water Conveyance Facilities and Reservoirs
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2.0 PROJECT LOCATION

The project location comprises a section of the valley of the Santa Ana River downstream from
the Seven Oaks Dam to the City of Highland, the Seven Oaks Reservoir and Dam, and the
service areas of Muni and Western.

Under the proposed project, water captured at Seven Oaks Dam will be put to beneficial use in
the Muni and Western service areas. This will be accomplished by direct use and by water
storage/exchange actions. While existing pipelines will be used to the extent feasible, three
new pipelines are needed: the Plunge Pool Pipeline, the Low Flow Connector Pipeline, and the
Morton Canyon Connector II. The Plunge Pool Pipeline will originate in the southeast quadrant
of the plunge pool and travel along the southern bank of the Santa Ana River, cross under the
river, and then parallel the northern riverbank until reaching the connection to the Foothill
Pipeline and Inland Feeder near Cone Camp Road. Construction of an inlet structure to the
Plunge Pool Pipeline on the southeast side of the Plunge Pool will be required. The Low Flow
Connector Pipeline will connect the Low Flow Outlet at the base of Seven Oaks Dam to the
existing Greenspot Pipeline. Along its entire length of about 3,500 feet, the Low Flow
Connector Pipeline will traverse the southern bank of the Santa Ana River utilizing an existing
road providing access to Seven Oaks Dam. Finally, the Morton Canyon Connector II Pipeline
will be constructed near the southern edge of the Santa Ana River wash east of Greenspot Road
to connect the Greenspot Pipeline to the Greenspot Pump Station.

Seven Oaks Dam was completed in December 1999 by the USACOE. The dam is authorized to
capture storm waters to attenuate peak flows until the flood threat has passed at Prado Dam
downstream, and then release stored water. The dam is designed to provide control for up to a
350-year flood (i.e., a flood so large that the chance of it occurring is 1 in 350 in any given year).
It also is designed to hold in its reservoir up to 145,600 af. Of this amount, approximately
32,000 af are reserved for sediment storage and 113,600 af are devoted to flood water
impoundment. The reservoir, under flood conditions, could have a surface area as large as
780 acres. The dam and reservoir are managed by the flood control districts of Orange,
Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.

Muni’s service area covers about 325 square miles in southwestern San Bernardino County,
about 60 miles east of Los Angeles, and has a population of about 600,000. It spans the eastern
two-thirds of the San Bernardino Valley, the Crafton Hills, and a portion of the Yucaipa Valley.
Included within the service area are the incorporated cities of San Bernardino, Colton,
Loma Linda, Redlands, Rialto, Highland, Grand Terrace, and Yucaipa and the unincorporated
communities of Mentone and Bloomington. Retail water service is provided to residents of the
Muni service area by 14 major water purveyors: City of Colton, East Valley Water District,
Fontana Water Company, City of Loma Linda, Marygold Mutual Water Company, Muscoy
Mutual Water Company, City of Redlands, City of Rialto, Riverside-Highland Water Company,
City of San Bernardino, Terrace Water Company, West San Bernardino County Water District,
Western Heights Water Company, and Yucaipa Valley Water District.

Western provides service within a 510 square mile district of western Riverside County.
Western serves more than 12,000 retail and ten wholesale customers. As a member agency of
MWD, Western provides supplemental water to the cities of Corona, Norco, and Riverside and
the water agencies serving Elsinore Valley and Rancho California. Western also serves
customers in the unincorporated areas of El Sobrante, Eagle Valley, Temescal Creek, Woodcrest,
Lake Mathews, and March Air Reserve Base.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir are located on the Santa Ana River where the canyon
section transitions to the broad alluvial fan at the base of the San Bernardino Mountains. This
section of the valley extends about a mile south from the dam where the river exits the
Santa Ana Canyon. The steep-walled river canyon is surrounded by rugged foothills which
extend along the southern flank of the San Bernardino Mountains. The proposed pipelines will
be located mostly within the confines of, or immediately adjacent to, the river valley
downstream of the dam. Much of the land is publicly owned (United States Forest Service) and
maintained in a natural state. South of the Santa Ana River below the dam, human occupancy
rapidly predominates. There are numerous cities including Highland, Rialto, Colton,
San Bernardino, Loma Linda, Redlands, Yucaipa, Riverside, Norco, and Corona within the
Muni and Western service areas. The service areas of the two water districts are contained
within the counties of San Bernardino and Riverside. Major highways in the service areas
include Interstate 10, Interstate 15, Interstate 215, State Highway 60, and State Highway 91.

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply 10



4.0 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST

The following pages address the potential environmental consequences of the proposed project.

IMPACT DISCUSSION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

I.  AESTHETICS — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

vista? [] [] 4 []
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,

including, but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a

state scenic highway? [] [] X []
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual

character or quality of the site and its

surroundings? [] [] X []
d) Create a new source of substantial light or

glare which would adversely affect day or

nighttime views in the area? |:| |:| |:| |X|
Aesthetics

The proposed pipelines would be installed underground and pre-existing surface conditions
would be restored upon completion of construction activities. While temporary changes in the
project area may occur during construction, pipeline improvements will not result in permanent
changes in the visible, physical environment.

New infrastructure and construction for the proposed project will occur in areas already largely
disturbed by activities such as dam construction, road building, gravel mining, and borrow pit
excavation. During construction, heavy equipment and construction activities will be visible
from Greenspot Road. However, after construction, all but minor appurtenances will be placed
underground. At the plunge pool of the dam the intake structure and trash rack of the Plunge
Pool Pipeline will be visible, but this area is not visible from any public areas, and is already
generally degraded by the presence of existing water pipelines and outlet works.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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 Department 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? [] [] X

¢) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? [] [] X []

Agricultural Resources Impacts

The exact alignment of the proposed pipelines has not been determined at this time. It is
anticipated that the Plunge Pool Pipeline will be installed in or immediately adjacent to
Greenspot Road. It is possible, however, that a section of this pipeline may be located within a
citrus orchard area. This will involve the temporary disturbance of agricultural activities along
the alignment during the period of construction.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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? L] [] X []

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air

quality violation? X [] [] [l

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)? X [] []

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? ] ] X

Air Quality Impacts

Construction impacts from project implementation would be short-term and would not obstruct
the long-term planning goals of the applicable air quality plan. Construction would require the
use of heavy equipment that would produce combustive and fugitive dust emissions. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulates stationary sources of air
emissions in the project region and develops emission thresholds to determine the significance
of air quality impacts for the purpose of CEQA review. Construction activities associated with
the project could be of large enough magnitude that their emissions could potentially, in the
short term, exceed at least one of the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Fugitive dust emissions
from these activities could exceed the 24-hour state or national PMo standard on a localized
basis. However, effective use of standard dust control measures could ensure that the impact of
fugitive dust remains insignificant during construction activities. Operation of the project
would not exceed any SCAQMD emission threshold.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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? [X [] [] []

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

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

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? X [] [] []

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree

preservation policy or ordinance? X [] [] []

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? X [] [] []

Biological Resources Impacts
Vegetation and Plant Species

No sensitive plant species were identified by the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) within the proposed project area, which includes the Santa Ana River as well as
floodplain habitats located north of the existing spreading ground and adjacent to Greenspot
Road. However, habitat is present in the river floodplain for the Santa Ana River woolly star
(Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum, Federal Endangered status [FE]) and slender-horned
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spineflower (Dodecahema =Centrostegia, =Chorizanthe leptocerus, FE). A Santa Ana River woolly
star preserve has been established downstream of the Morton Canyon Connector I, west of
Greenspot Road bridge that crosses the Santa Ana River. A survey of the potential pipeline
corridor conducted in June, 2001, did not locate plants of either species within the corridor,
much of which has been altered by cultivation (orange grove) and as a result of other human
activities (for example, Greenspot Road, its shoulders, associated fences and flood water
conveyances, and the construction corridor for a previously installed pipeline).

Wildlife

The San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus, FE, California Species of Concern
[CSC]) is reported in the Seven Oaks Dam Biological Assessment as being present in the
Santa Ana River alluvial fan within the project area.

Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi, FE, State Threatened [ST]) was recorded just
outside of the project area located 0.5 to 1 mile west of the project site, directly north-northeast
of the junction between El Sobrante Road and Sierra Avenue. It is presumed to be present
within the Lake Mathews quad area. Stephen’s kangaroo rat was last recorded within the
Riverside West quad area in 1990 in a large non-specific bounded area directly east of the
project site, 0.2 miles southwest of Mockingbird Canyon Reservoir, south of the Riverside
Freeway. Itis presumed to be present within the Riverside West quad area.

Both the Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus, FE, State Endangered [SE]) and the Southwestern
willow flycatcher (Empidonaz traillii extimus, FE, SE) are present downstream of the project area.

The coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica, FT, CSC) was last recorded in 1999
within 0.2 miles east of McAllister Street, 0.1 mile west of The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California’s Upper Feeder, and 1.2 miles southwest of Mockingbird Canyon Reservoir.
It is presumed to be within the project vicinity.

The Seven Oaks Dam Water Conservation Feasibility Study EIS/EIR indicated the possible
presence of several special status fish species in and near the Seven Oaks Dam site. In this
study, the Arroyo chub (Gila orcutti, Federal Species of Concern [FSC], CSC) and Santa Ana
speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus, FSC, CSC) were reported to have a “High” potential for
occurrence at the Seven Oaks Dam site.

The Feasibility Study also identified the possible presence of three special status amphibian
species; western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii FSC, CSC), California red-legged frog
(Rana aurora draytonii FT, CSC), and Southwestern arroyo toad (Bufo microscaphus californicus,
FE, CSC). These species have low to marginal habitat present in the general project vicinity.

Southern Willow Scrub riparian vegetation occurs approximately 0.25 miles east of the project
site on the Lake Mathews quad. Both restored/recovering and established riparian habitat is
present within the project area in the vicinity of the plunge pool below the dam, along the river
to the SCE power station and in the vicinity of Morton Canyon adjacent to the alignment of the
proposed Morton Canyon Connector II.

The pipeline could also be constructed through an existing stand of Riversidean coastal sage
scrub on the upper portions of the alluvial fan created by the Santa Ana River. This is regarded
as a sensitive community type by the California Department of Fish and Game. Soils are very
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patchy, reflecting meandering channels during flood runoff events. They are rocky throughout
with rounded, river deposited rocks ranging from cobbles to small boulders being prevalent,
with patchy surface deposits of finer materials, especially sand and silt. Species dominance is
also patchy, reflecting the young, patchy soils and also the time since disturbance (by flooding,
fire, and previous pipeline installation). The predominant vegetation is characterized by low
native shrubs including brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), California buckwheat (Eriogonum
fasciculatum), deerweed (Lotus scoparius), cudweed-aster (Lessingia filaginifolia), sweetbush
(Bebbia juncea), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and goldenbush (Ericameria sp.).
Areas less recently disturbed include additional native shrub species including chamise
(Adenostoma fasciculatum), sugar bush (Rhus ovata), snake cholla (Opuntia parryi), Lord’s candle
(Yucca whipplei), and yerba santa (Eriodictyon sp.) in addition to the above-mentioned species.
Areas disturbed by previous pipeline installation are in an earlier successional stage and are
marked by a prevalence of brittlebush (Encelia farinosa). Between the shrubs in areas with
developed soil, weedy European grasses are prevalent, however some patches have few or no
weeds and a prevalence of native annual wildflowers such as yellow pincushion (Chaenactis
glabriuscula). This diverse coastal scrub vegetation is regarded as a sensitive plant community
by CDFG because of its limited distribution, typically on upper alluvial fans along the southern
base of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains.

The Santa Ana River and its tributaries are protected water bodies under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. Much of the reach that would potentially be affected by construction of the
proposed Plunge Pool Pipeline, Low Flow Connector Pipeline, and Morton Canyon
Connector II is considered “other waters.” Some areas within the existing channel, beginning
below the dam near the plunge pool, also meet the definition of “wetlands” (33 CFR 328), and
so are protected by the Federal Clean Water Act and the California Fish and Game Code.
Excavation and backfilling, as well as water diversion associated with installation of the
proposed pipelines would likely result in impacts to other waters and wetlands within the
Santa Ana River and require Federal and State permits.

There is a potential for the proposed project to be inconsistent with current U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service critical habitat designations and/or recovery plans for California gnatcatcher,
San Bernardino kangaroo rat, and Steven’s kangaroo rat.

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply 16



Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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

Section 15064.5? X L] [] []

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

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique

geologic feature? & |:| |:| D

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

Cultural Resources Impacts

Project implementation will involve grading, excavation, trenching, temporary stockpiling, and
construction activities. These activities could potentially disturb cultural resources (prehistoric
or historic archaeological resources and historic resources) and paleontological resources
located within the project area. The potential exists for significant adverse impacts to these
resources. The location of known cultural and paleontological resources will be examined
during further environmental review of the project and, if necessary, appropriate mitigation
measures will be determined at that time. Project-related activities could also potentially
disturb interments of human remains located within the project area. If any ground disturbance
impacted human remains, then it could be considered a significant adverse impact.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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: |:| |:| |E |:|

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

O oo
O oo
XX XK
O oo

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

X
[]
[]
[]

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? [] [] X []

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? ] ] X ]

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

Geology and Soils Impacts

The California Division of Mines and Geology has designated the San Jacinto and San Andreas
fault systems as Earthquake Fault Zones under the 1972 Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Act. The proposed pipelines may traverse the south branch of the San Andreas fault and be
subject to severe ground-shaking in major seismic events. They may also traverse areas of high
liquefaction potential around the Santa Ana River. None of the proposed pipelines are expected
to be located in areas with known potential for landslides. Geotechnical studies will be
conducted as a standard component of engineering and design for the proposed facilities. They
will provide for incorporation of site layout and facility design parameters to adequately
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address these potential conditions in accordance with appropriate construction criteria and

professional engineering practice.

Project implementation will involve grading, excavation, trenching, temporary stockpiling, and
construction work. These activities could potentially result in erosion of exposed soils and
resultant sedimentation of the Santa Ana River. Erosion control measures sufficient to offset
such potential impacts will be incorporated into the project as proposed.

None of the proposed facilities would require wastewater disposal, the efficacy of which could

be influenced by underlying soil types.

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?

¢) 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,

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

L]

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?

L]
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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?

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

L]

L]

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?

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts

L]

L]

L]

L]

X

[

Project activities will not involve use or storage of hazardous substances in quantities that

present the potential for explosion or significant releases.

However, accidental spills from

construction equipment, such as during refueling and maintenance activities, could result in

contamination of the Santa Ana River and its tributaries.

Hazardous waste sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 may be present
along the alignments of the proposed pipelines. Contaminated soil and/or groundwater
encountered during construction could impair worker safety and require offsite disposal of
excavated materials at a facility permitted for disposal of such waste.

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)?

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

Y

L]

L]

L]

L]

Y

[
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

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

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result

in flooding on- or off-site? [] [] X []

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? [] [] [] X
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [X] ] ] ]

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? [] [] [] X

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect

flood flows? L] [] X []

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? & |:| |:| D
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? [] [] [] X

Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts

One of the main goals of the proposed project is to capture additional native surface water for
direct use or storage for subsequent use and/or exchange. The quality of the captured water
will be better than that currently available from either the State Water Project or Colorado River.
Water will be diverted at the plunge pool of the Seven Oaks Dam and conveyed by new
pipelines to connections with existing water distribution facilities. Sections of the new pipelines
will be located within the streambed of the Santa Ana River but, since they will be
underground, their presence would not significantly influence stream flow characteristics or
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surface runoff. The new pipelines could be located within the 100-year flood hazard area but
are unlikely to be adversely affected by flood flows or, alternative, affect flood flows. Water
made available from the Santa Ana River would also help offset the current overdrafting of
San Bernardino Basin Area water resources.

Diversions from the Santa Ana River would be made in such a manner as not to have a
significant effect on the design level of flood protection provided by existing facilities. Such
diversions would be made subject to current USACOE operational criteria or any future
revisions to these criteria. Water quality could be affected both positively and negatively. For
instance, water leaving Seven Oaks Reservoir after detention would have a lower level of total
suspended solids (TSS) than the water entering the reservoir. On the other hand, reductions in
stream flows have the potential, under certain conditions, to reduce water quality.

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING
— Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? [] [] [] X

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

environmental effect? |:| |:| |:| |X|

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community

conservation plan? X [] [] []

Land Use and Planning Impacts

The majority of infrastructure to be developed under the proposed project would be
constructed underground and would not divide an established community. Of the few sections
of infrastructure to be built above grade most would be pumps and valves associated with
pipelines, too small to divide a community. No impact related to division of an established
community is anticipated.

The San Bernardino County Development Code [Section 84.0410] regulations recognize public
utilities, including the components of water distribution systems, as allowable under any
official land use district, subject to review and/or conditional use permits (County of
San Bernardino Development Code, Title 8, March 1999). However, the location and
construction of facilities for the production, storage and transmission of water are not subject to
county or city zoning ordinances per Chapter 1, Article 5, Section 53091 of the California
Government Code. Neither Muni nor Western would be obligated to seek local land use
approval for the location and construction of the proposed facilities.

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply 22



The majority of the Seven Oaks reservoir inundation area would occur on lands owned by the
USFS and for which the USACOE has obtained a permanent easement for flood control
operations. A portion of the proposed reservoir area would overlie lands controlled by
San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange county flood control districts that are designated for
flood control use. Operation of a seasonal reservoir would extend, by possibly several months,
the length of time water is stored relative to flood control operations. Studies conducted by the
USACOE determined that the addition of a seasonal water conservation function to the
reservoir would not adversely impact the flood control purpose of the Seven Oaks Flood
Control Dam and Reservoir. No conflict, and thus no impact, related to applicable land use
plans, policies or regulations, is anticipated.

As mitigation for the construction of Seven Oaks Dam, the USACOE set aside land to be used as
a Santa Ana River Woolly Star Preserve. The preserve is outside of areas where pipelines and
other appurtenances of the proposed project would be constructed. Thus the proposed project
is not expected to conflict with the preserve.

As part of its Final Biological Assessment of Seven Oaks Dam (August 2000), the USACOE
determined that operation of the dam could adversely affect not only Santa Ana River woolly
star, but also slender-horned spineflower, and San Bernardino kangaroo rat. The USACOE
proposes to mitigate these impacts by expanding the Woolly Star Preserve Area to include
conservation of these other two species. A final management plan would serve as a Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Because this MSHCP is still at the proposal stage,
it is uncertain what conservation measures it may include. However, because it is known that
the MSHCP will overlap with the Woolly Star Preserve area, the proposed project is not
expected to conflict with the proposed MSHCP.

Another proposed MSHCP is planned for Western Riverside County (Riverside County 2001).
Riverside County proposes to conserve up to 164 species within a reserve system of
approximately 510,000 acres (Riverside County 2001). The service area of Western may overlap
a portion of the MSHCP area. The potential for conflicts with the proposed MSHCP are
unknown at this time.

Some construction activities associated with the proposed project could occur in lands
designated as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). This designation applies to
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Objectives of the ACEC
designation are to protect, preserve, maintain, and enhance (a) cultural resources, (b) critical
wildlife habitat, (c) rare or unusual plant assemblages, outstanding natural features, and
geologic and paleontological resources. Construction and other activities are allowed in an
ACEC area so long as the activities do not interfere with these objectives. Depending on the
construction corridor and construction schedule, the proposed project could adversely affect
values of the ACEC.

Construction of the proposed project will occur in an area currently designated as a Significant
Natural Area (SNA) per the California Fish and Game Code (Section 1930 to 1933). The criteria
for defining a SNA are changing and the project area may or may not be considered a SNA in
the future (personal communication Diana Hickson, California Department of Fish and Game
2002). However, this designation is for educational purposes only and does not limit potential
land uses. Thus the proposed project would not conflict with the Significant Natural Area
designation and no impact would occur (CDFG 2002).
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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

Less Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

[ [ X

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan

or other land use plan?

Mineral Resources Impacts

[ [ X

[

Natural sand and gravel deposits suitable for construction aggregate are found in Cajon Wash,
Lytle Creek, Warm Creek, City Creek, Mill Creek, and the Santa Ana River within the project
area. The Cities of San Bernardino and Redlands have included the sand and gravel deposits
found in the project area as Regionally Significant Construction Aggregate Resource Areas
within their general plans. Due to the uncertainty surrounding the pipeline alignment, it is
unclear whether the areas of mineral resources would be traversed. However, pipeline
installation below grade would not appreciably reduce existing resources or substantially

interfere with future extraction.

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?

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

[ [ X

[ [ X

[ [ [

[ [ X
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Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

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? |:| |:| |:| |X|

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? |:| |:| |:| |X|

Noise Impacts

There would be an increase in ambient noise levels during the construction phase of the proposed
project. Recent residential construction activity has taken place just north of Greenspot Road.
Noise-generating activities, however, would be confined to standard working hours and
equipment would have sound-muffling devices that would further reduce potential noise levels.
Public or private airfields within the general vicinity include the Rialto Municipal/Miro Field
Airport, San Bernardino International Airport, and Redlands Municipal Airport.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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)? X [] [] []

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere? L] [] X []

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement

housing elsewhere? [] [] X []
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Population and Housing Impacts

The proposed acquisition of water rights by Muni and Western would allow for the
appropriation of up to 200,000 af in any year, when available, from the Santa Ana River, and the
proposed operation of the Seven Oaks Reservoir for storage as well as for flood control. These
actions would facilitate the coordinated operations of groundwater basins, existing storage
reservoirs, and existing SWP water supplies to meet projected demands in accordance with
approved regional growth management plans.

Based on current regional population projections, it is anticipated that existing water supplies
available to both Muni and Western will not be adequate to meet the increase in demand
associated with additional population. The supplemental water source considered here will
enable the districts to accommodate a portion of this anticipated growth.

The proposed construction involves the installation of three pipelines, the alignments of which
are located primarily in undeveloped areas within the San Bernardino National Forest in the
vicinity of the Santa Ana River. No residents or housing units would be displaced by the
project.
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:

a) 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?

XNXNXXKX
HEEAEENEN
HEEAEENEN
HEEANENEN

Public Services Impacts

Increased demand for public services is intimately tied to increases in population. To the degree
that implementation of the proposed project has the potential to accommodate additional
population in the region, impacts to public services can be expected. Construction and operation
of the proposed facilities would not, in and of itself, require additional facilities and/or personnel
in order for public services to maintain acceptable service levels. During construction of the
proposed facilities, temporary disruption to police and fire protection service to a small area could
occur.
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Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XIV. RECREATION — Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated? X [] [] []

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? [] [] [] X

Recreation Impacts

Increased demand for recreational services and facilities is tied to increases in population.
Implementation of the proposed project may induce growth and, thus, impacts to recreational
resources may be expected. Construction and operation of the proposed facilities would not
increase the use of existing neighborhood parks, regional parks, and other recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment. Construction activities will not occur in areas designated for
recreational use.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact 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)? X [] [] []

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for

designated roads or highways? L] [] X []

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial

safety risks? [] [] X []
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d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)? [] X []
e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? [] [] X []
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? [] [] [] 4

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation

(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? [] [] [] X

Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Impacts to transportation facilities and levels of service that could potentially occur as a result of
the proposed project will be attributable to both population growth and construction activity
associated with new facilities. Increases in traffic associated with growth could result in a
substantial increase in the number of vehicle trips and a reduction in the level of service of both
roads and intersections. During the construction phase of the project, minor disruptions to
established traffic flows might occur on selected sections of highways serving the project area. It
may also be necessary to temporarily close specific sections of highways as pipelines are installed
either directly in the highway right-of-way or immediately adjacent to it. The highways that could
be affected are located at the edge of the urbanized area and generally terminate short distances
beyond the construction zones. It is possible that access to destinations beyond the construction
zones by emergency vehicles could be temporarily impeded during the construction phase.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
— Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control

Board? [] [] [] X

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? X [] [] []
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¢) 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? [] [] [] 4

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements

needed? L] [] [] X

e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments? [] [] [] X

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

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste? [] [] []

Utilities and Service Systems Impacts

Potential impacts of the proposed project on the generation of wastewater, need for new or
expanded water and wastewater treatment facilities, storm water drainage facilities, generation of
solid waste and need for additional or expanded landfill facilities are, in part, directly related to
population changes. Growth effects associated with implementation of the project are anticipated
and, thus, impacts to components of utility and service systems can be expected. During
construction activities, limited and temporary interruptions to service could occur. Additionally,
increased usage of water from groundwater storage basins may require additional water treatment
prior to delivery to end users.
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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? X [] [] []

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

c) Does the project have environmental effects
that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? [] [] X []

Mandatory Findings of Significance Impacts

Implementation of the proposed project could have potentially significant impacts on the
environment for the following resources: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and land use/planning. Ground disturbance
associated with construction activities during installation of new pipelines is likely to exhibit
the greatest effects in biological resources, cultural resources, and geology/soils even though
much of the affected area has been previously disturbed. In the short term, construction
activities could also cause potentially significant impacts on air quality.

In addition, the project may contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts when combined
with the effects of other past, current and probable future projects. The environmental effects of
the project are not expected to cause adverse effects on human beings either directly or
indirectly.
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Project Description — Regional Setting of Muni and Western Service Areas
SANTA ANA RIVER WATER RIGHTS APPLICATIONS FOR
SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY EIR

Project Description — Regional Setting of
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Santa Ana River Hydrology
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Biology — San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat
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Biology — Santa Ana River Woolly-star
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Biology — Slender-horned Spineflower
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Biology — Slender-horned Spineflower
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Cultural Resources
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Population and Housing
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Regional Water Storage Facilities
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Regional Water Conveyance Facilities
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Welcome to the Scoping Meeting.
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3. Comments on NOP



Center for Biological Diversity

Public Scoping Meeting Comment Card

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supp!y EIR

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water f)lstr!ct (Munl)
" Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County (Western)

San Bernardino, California, August 6, 2002

The scoping process helps to define the range and depth of analysis included in the EIR on
the proposed project. If you have comments regarding the scope of this analysis, please

provide them below, along with contact information, and place the card in one of the boxes

provided. Should you choose to mail your comments, the return address is printed on the

reverse side. Please fold, staple or tape, provide a return address, affix postage, and mail. |
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Center for Biological Diversity
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County of Orange, Public Facilities and Resources Department, Flood Control Division
Vicki L. Wilson, Director

COUNTY OF ORANGE ik W i o
PUBLIC FACILITIES & RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 300 N Flower Sueeet
P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Telephone: (714) 834-2300
Fax: (714) 834-5188

AUG 0 8 2002

Mr. Christopher Clayton :

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
Clo Science Applications International Corporation
525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

SUBJECT: NOP of EIR for Proposed Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for
Supplemental Water Supply

Dear Mr. Clayton:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject Notice of
Preparation (NOP). Based upon our review of the NOP, it is our understanding that the
EIR is to address a proposed project (Project) comprised of four main components: (1)
diversion of Santa Ana River Water; (2) storage of water at Seven Oaks Dam (SOD); (3)
the use of existing conveyance infrastructure; and (4) the construction of various
pipelines from the Santa Ana River and SOD to convey water to surface/underground
storage basins.

As you are aware, the SOD was constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), in cooperation with the flood control districts of San Bernardino, Riverside
and Orange Counties (collectively referred to as the ‘Local Sponsors’). SOD
construction is complete, and the USACE intends to turn over both ownership and
management (operation, maintenance, and repair responsibilities) of SOD to the Local
Sponsors in September 2002. In consideration of SOD'’s potentially prominent role in
the proposed Project, the following comments are provided:

1. A Section 7 consultation is currently in process to evaluate the potential impacts to
Endangered Species due to SOD flood control operation. This consultation is not
addressing potential impacts due to any proposed water conservation program as
contemplated by the project proponents. Potential mitigation measures resulting
from the Section 7 consultation could affect SOD operation. Consequently, a final
water control plan’ - which dictates the volume of water retention at SOD for flood
control operation mitigation and the rate at which retained water is released - cannot
be developed by the USACE, until after conclusion of the Section 7 consultation and
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County of Orange, Public Facilities and Resources Department, Flood Control Division

Mr. Christopher Clayton
Page 2

issuance of a Biological Opinion by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

2. The SOD is to be managed/operated, based on an Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) Manual prepared by USACE. Prior to issuance of the Biological Opinion for
SOD, the SOD O&M Manual includes an ‘interim water controt plan’ for flood control
operations.

3. Water conservation is currently not authorized at SOD. The proponents of the
proposed Project will require a right of access to and authority to operate the SOD
for a proposed water conservation program. |Implementation of a water conservation
program would require authorization by the USACE and Local Sponsors and
modification to the SOD O&M Manual. Any proponent of a proposed water
conservation program involving SOD would consequently have to enter into a written
agreement for such purposes with the Local Sponsors. In addition, any water
conservation program authorized at SOD would have to be consistent with mitigation
requirements for SOD flood control operations.

4. In general, the NOP provided insufficient information to perform a detailed analysis
of the proposed improvements for compatibility with the SOD flood control operation.
Potential construction of any improvements on Federal/Local Sponsor property will
require the approval of the Local Sponsors and the USACE.

If you have any questions, please contact Ahmad Olomi at (714) 834-2968, or Matthew
Blinstrub at (714) 834-2886.

Sincerely,

H [\ NaKz one, Manager
Flood Control Division

WPwWdO23\Elayne\INOPSBYMWDWaterCon_NCL02-83.doc

cc: Donald L. Harriger, Western Municipal Water District
Ken Miller, SBCFCD
Brian Moore, USACE
Tim Neely, PDSD/Environmental Planing Services
Robert L. Reiter, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Vicki Wilson, PFRD
David Zappe, RCFC&WCD
Robert Donlan, Ellison, Schneider & Harris
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East Valley Water District

BRUNICK, BATTERSBY, MCELHANEY & BECKETT

RENE S ABRAHAM
MARGUERITE P, BATTERSBY
STEVEN K. BECKETT
WILLIAM J. BRUNICH
HARRY C. CARPELAN
RAYMOND F. DOLEN
BTEVEN M., KENNEDY
LELAND P. MCELHANEY
STEPHEN MILLER

OF COUNSEL
CHARLES A. PECKHAM

PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
1839 COMMERCENTER WEST
POST OFFICE BOX 6425
SAN BERNARDINO, CALIFORNIA 92412
TELEPHONE: (909} 889-830!1
FAX: {909) 388-1889
E-MAIL: bralba@eee.org

215 CAJON STREET
P. 0. BOX 1320

REDLANDS, CALIFORNIA 92373
TELEPHONE {809} 723-0818

FPLEASE REFER TO

August 7, 2002

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
c/o Science Applications International Corporation
Attention: Christopher Clayton

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

Re:  Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply
Dear Mr. Clayton:
This office serves as General Counsel to the East Valley Water District (‘EVWD”).

Pursuant to the authority provided in the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public
Resources Code (“PRC™) Section 21000 et seq., and the Guidelines adopted thereunder, California
Code of Regulations (“CCR”) Section 15000 et seq., EVWD submits the following comments to the
Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) issued on July 10, 2002, in connection with the above-referenced
matter.

In this regard, CEQA requires that the preparation and review of an environmental impact report
(“EIR”) “should be coordinated in a timely fashion with the existing planning, review, and project
approval process being used by each public agency.” CCR Section 1 5004(c). To help facilitate inter-
agency coordination, PRC Section 21080.3(a) requires that the lead agency consult with all
responsible agencies and trustee agencies before preparation of an EIR.

The NOP is the procedural device used to initiate such interagency dialogue. PRC Sections 21080.4,
21092.2, 21092.3; CCR Section 15082(a). The NOP must be written so as to provide the agencies
with sufficient information to enable them to make meaningful responses. At a minimum, the NOP
must include a description of the project, its location on a map, and a statement of the project's
probable environmental effects. CCR Section 15082(a)(1).
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East Valley Water District

Christopher Clayton
August 7, 2002
Page Two

Here, EVWD has raised concerns with respect to the Project which is the subject of the NOP as
identified in the Protests filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (*SWRCB”) on July
17, 2002, with respect to Application Nos. 31174 and A031165 (“the Applications”™) to appropriate
water by permit (which Protests are incorporated herein by this reference). Therefore, EVWD
requests that the scope of the EIR include a complete and detailed environmental analysis of each and
every one of the issues raised, directly or indirectly, in the Protests submitted to the SWRCB in
connection with the Applications.

Further, EVWD requests that, pursuant to PRC Section 21091(d) and CCR Section 15002(), a
detailed written response to all comments previously submitted, all comments included herein, and
all future comments subsequently added by EVWD with respect to the Project, be included in the
environmental review record for the Project. EVWD expressly reserves the right to submit additional
comments resulting from EVWD’s review of the proposed EIR and EVWD’s receipt of the responses
to those comments provided by EVWD and/or to object to the approval of the Project based upon
other areas of the law, including failure to the NOP to satisfy the requirements of CEQA and/or
adequately correlate to the EIR.

Your anticipated consideration of these comments s greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

BRUNICK, BATTERSBY, McELHANEY & BECKETT

== ¢..

Steven M. Kennedy

cc:  Robert E. Martin, EVWD General Manager
Robert C. Wagner
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United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, San Bernardino National Forest Supervisor's Office

T, United States Forest San Bernardino National Forest 1824 S Commercenter Circle
’@5’ Department of Service Supervisor’s Office San Bernardino, CA 92408-3430
B Agriculture Phene: 909-383-5388

Fax: 909-383-5770
TTD: 909-383-5616

File Code: 2710
Date:
RIS 28 oo
Santa Ana River Water Rights Application EIR
¢fo Science Applications International Corporation
Attn: Christopher Clayton
525 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

Dear Mr. Clayton:

The U. S. Forest Service has reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR for diversion
of water from the Santa Ana River. Much of the proposed project would be on National Forest
lands within the San Bernardino National Forest. Some of the direct diversions and construction
of conveyance facilities would impact the National Forest. A special use permit will be
required for any activity on the Forest and a NEPA document will be needed to issuc a permit.
To prepare a CEQA document and then turn around and prepare a separate NEPA document
would be duplicative, time consuming, and an unnecessary expense. Theretore, it appears to be
more efficient to do a joint document that will meet state and federal needs.

We have been making our concerns known regarding this proposal since 1997 when we were
working with the water companies and the Corps of Engineers on the water storage alternative.

The storage of water behind the dam will result in a larger pool for a longer period of time. This
will likely result in increased human use (fishing) and thus disturbance to wildlife. The
increased size and duration of a lake will result in a greater likelihood that warm water fish and
exotic frogs and other species will become established and move upstream. This could adversely
affect trout and the success of planned native fish and amphibian restoration. Backing water
further and storing it longer will have a greater effect on the stream habitat (spawning gravels
etc.) upstream of the dam. This should be thoroughly evaluated and mitigation measures
developed.

Riparian vegetation that would become established above the flood control pool would be
flooded for a considerably longer period of time under the proposal. It would resultina
significantly smaller amount of riparian habitat maintained in the long run due to prolonged
inundation. A riparian ecologist should evaluate this potential impact. Our Forest Plan would
require mitigation for adverse impacts.

Scdiment, erosion, and bank sloughing from the shoreline would be accelerated duc to the
saturation of the soil with longer standing water.

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Rscycled Paper
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United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, San Bernardino National Forest Supervisor's Office

Santa Ana River Water Rights Application EIR Page 2

Changes in flood regimes and instream flows downstream from the dam from current flood
control operation need to be considered and worked out in consultation with the US Fish and
wildlife Service and the Department of Fish and Game. There are at least two threatened and
cndangered species (San Bernardino kangaroo rat and Santa Ana sucker) downstream that would
need to be formally consulted on since the project involves the Forest Service, a Federal agency.

Since the Forest will be required to issue a special use permit for the proposal, a Biological
Evaluation will need to be completed for the Forest Sensitive wildlife species.

The change in timing of flows could potentially affect the Santa Ana River woolly star and the
slender-horned spineflower, both endangered plant species known to occur downstream of the
dam. These species are dependent upon periodic flooding. Formal Consultation with the Fish
and Wildlife Service will be required.

We are also concerned that exotic weeds may become established with fluctuating levels of
water. The water conservation alternative will result in a greater loss of vegetation and could
cause a flux of non-native exotic plants. This needs to be evaluated.

A biological evaluation will need to be completed to address the impacts of the proposal on
Forest Service Sensitive plant Species.

A comprehensive recreation opportunity analysis needs to be prepared. The current need and
demand for recreation in this area should be assessed. s the proposed water conservation pool
of adequate size and duration to attract and support recreational activities? If so, what
opportunities are appropriate? Which agency would design, construct and administer these
facilities? Is there any opportunity for concessionaire or a public-private venture? The analysis
needs to evaluate which roads and trails will be available for use by the public. Operational
concerns, which may limit access and use need to be evaluated. In-lieu site development
potential and interpretation need to be considered. What about interpretive facilities below the
dam? What impact would increased recreation have on the cultural and biological resources in

the area?

Other effects from this project include but are not limited to: dewatering of downstream habitats,
desiccation of downstream riparian areas, alteration of downstream and upstream channel
morphology, loss or decrease of flushing flows, degradation of streambed, decreased bank
stability, changes in nutrient patterns, and alteration of surface/subsurface flows.

Potential mitigation measures for the wildlife, vegetation, and recreational impacts need to be
developed and considered as part of the environmental documentation for the proposal.
Hopefully, these items can be agreed to in collaboration with the affected agencies and made a

part of the proposed action.
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United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, San Bernardino National Forest Supervisor's Office

Santa Ana River Water Rights Application EIR Page 3

We are concerned that the water agencies have proceeded with this proposal without inviting the
Forest Service to be a cooperating agency and participate in the development of State and
Federal environmental documents. If the water agencies approve a CEQA document, there will
still need to be a similar NEPA document prepared for the Forest Service to authorize the use.
Its preparation would need to be funded by the sponsoring agencies. It would best if we could
collaborate on this proposal.

We have prepared these comments with little time to involve all of our staff, so there will
probably be additional concerns and opportunities identified as we work with you through the
project. If you have any questions regarding this response, pleasc contact Mr. George Kenline.
Special Use Unit Team Leader at 909-884-6634 ext. 3122.

Sincerely,

. (f s S .
" GENE ZIMMERMAN
Forest Supervisor

P

ce: Western Municipal Water District
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
California Department of Fish and Game
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Jack Gipsman, Office of General Counsel
Randy Gould, Region 5 Water Rights Coordinator
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Office of the Daniel J. McHugh, Esg.
C » A ttome City Attorney
lty y Leslie E. Murad, II, Esq.

Ci ty 0 f Re d]. an d S Assistant City Attomey

August 9, 2002

VIA FACSMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
¢/o Science Applications International Corporation
Attention: Christopher Clayton

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

Re:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The City of Redlands has received copies of the Notice of Preparation, Environmental Check
List Form and Initial Study that the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and Western
Municipal Water District of Riverside County (the "Applicants") have issued in connection with
their pending application to obtain an appropriative license from the State Water Resources Control
Board to appropriate water from the Santa Ana River. This is the City's preliminary response to
those documents and the environmental issues raised therein, and should be entered into the
Applicants' record of proceedings for their "scoping” obligations and all other environmental
proceedings undertaken by the Applicants related to this matter.

At this time, the City has insufficient information to adequately comment on the
environmental impacts of the diversions from the Santa Ana River proposed by the Applicants in
their Application No. 31165 (the "Application"). In addition, Redlands also believes that the
Applicants have improperly designated themselves as "co-lead agencies” for a project for which the
SWRCB is properly the lead agency.

The Applicants have identified the project as "Santa Ana Water Rights Applications for
Supplemental Water Supply,” and included within that project description should be all of the
applications pending before the SWRCB associated with the Santa AnaRiverand its tributaries. The
Applicants, however, have mischaracterized and improperly segmented the "project” when they later
attempt to limit the project to "a number of actions required to enable Muni and Western to make
beneficial use of water (up to a maximum annual diversion of 200,000 acre feet) to be appropriated
from the Santa Ana River.”

Tca\dim\Lars\5553th. wpd
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City of Redlands, Office of the City Attorney

Christopher Clayton
August 9, 2002
Page 2

The CEQA Guidelines define the term "project" as the "whole of an action” which may result
in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirectimpact. 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15378(a). CEQA requires
that environmental considerations not be concealed by separately focusing on isolated parts of a
project and overlooking the cummulative effect of the whole action. Bozung v. LAFCO (1975) 13
Cal.3d 263, 283. CEQA's broad reach of the term "project” requires the Applicants, and in this case
the SWRCB, to consider all of the activities associated with the pending applications before the
SWRCRB to determine whether those applications may cause immediate and direct environmental
impacts, and cumulative impacts. For example, on August 1, 2002, the Orange County Water
District issued its "Notice of Preparation” of an EIR assessing the District's pending application to
appropriate water from the Santa Ana River. In its "Notice of Preparation,” the Orange County
Water District also claims it is the lead agency to assess the impacts of diverting and storing Santa
Ana River water, and suggests it will prepare a "Program EIR." The Applicants "project" fails to
properly include the Orange County Water District's appropriation application within its description.

In addition to the Applicants' and the Orange County Water District's requests for
appropriative licenses to divert water, appropriative licenses are concurrently being sought, or may
soon be filed in connection with their requests to revise the "Fully Appropriate Stream” status of the
Santa Ana River, by the San Bemnardino Valley Water Conservation District, the City of Riverside
and the Chino Basin Watermaster. Each of these other entities is seeking water rights and diversions
of the same stream system affected by the Applicants’ Application. Redlands believes the individual
environmental impacts of these applications and their cumulative direct and indirect impacts must
all be assessed in one comprehensive environmental impact report ("EIR™).

The EIR proposed to be prepared by the Applicants fails to take into account these individual
impacts and the cumulative effects of all of these competing water rights applications. Accordingly,
the City reserves its right to submit substantive comments on the environmental impacts on the
Applicants' "Application” after the State Water Resources Control Board ("SWRCB") prepares a
draft EIR on the diversion project described in the Application, and all other pending diversion and
storage applicants, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™).

The SWRCB has recognized the important role environmental compliance has in the
processing of all of the applications that are proposed or pending to appropriate water from the Santa

Ana River:
"Prior to any potential approval or decision to proceed with a proposed

project, these eight persons and entities and the SWRCB must fulfill their obligations
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA,’ Public Resources Code
section 21000 et seq.) In addition to meeting statutory responsibilities under CEQA,
the SWRCB will comply with its obligations to consider environmental and public
interest issues under the Water Code and the public trust doctrine in the context of
processing the water right applications submitted by the petitioners.”

SWRCB Order WRO 2002-006, p. 5-6.

The SWRCB cannot avoid its CEQA obligation to serve as lead agency for these water rights

Tea\djm\Les\5553th.wpd
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City of Redlands, Office of the City Attorney

Christopher Clayton
August 9, 2002
Page 3

applications by delegating that authority to the Applicants, or others, to undertake environmental
review on a "piece-meal” basis. CEQA. constitutes a comprehensive scheme to evaluate potential
adverse environmental effects of discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved by
public agencies. Pub. Resources Code, § 21080(a); Citizens for Quality Growthv. City of Mt. Shasta
(1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 437. Under CEQA, the "lead agency" is responsible for determining
whether an EIR is required for a project and, if so, for preparing the EIR and including it in any
report on the project. Friends of Cuyamaca Valley v. Lake Cuyamaca Recreation & Park Dist.
(1994) 28 Cal. App.4th 419, 426.

CEQA defines alead agency as "the public agency which has the principal responsibility for
carTying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment.” Pub.
Resources Code, § 21067°. Here, the SWRCB, rather than the Applicants, is the agency that must
review the pending applications to appropriate water from the Santa Ana River and its tributaries.
Because the SWRCB is the agency responsible for issuing permits to appropriate water from the
Santa Ana River and its tributaries, CEQA requires that the SWRCB serve as the lead agency for
environmental review of the storage and diversion projects contemplated by all of the pending
applications. Only by acting as the lead agency under CEQA will the SWRCB be able to "comply
with its obligations to consider environmental and public interest issues under the Water Code and
the public trust doctrine in the context of processing the water right applications submitted by the
petitioners." SWRCB Order WRO 2002-0006, p. 6.

The SWRCB, not the Applicants or any other entity, is the public agency that "will act first
on the project in question [and] shall be the lead agency.” CEQA Guidelines § 15051, subd. (¢).
This is consistent with the legislative goal of assuring environmental impact assessment in
governmental planning at the earliest possible time. Citizens Task Force on Sohio v. Board of
Harbor Comrs. (1979) 23 Cal.3d 812, 814. In accordance with the State's CEQA Guidelines, the
SWRCB must serve as the lead agency for those proposed appropriations by nongovernmental
entities. CEQA Guidelines § 15051(b), (the Jead agency will normally be the public agency "with
the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project as a whole.”) For those
applications filed by nongovernmental entities and persons, no other agency but the SWRCB can act

as the lead agency.

Further, as to the applications filed by the Applicants, the Chino Basin Watermaster, the City

!/ Lead agency is to be distinguished from “responsible agency,” which "means a public agency, other than
the lead agency, which has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.” Pub. Resources Code, §21069.
The CEQA Guidelines provide: "Where a project is to be carried out or approved by more than one public agency,
one public agency shall be responsible for preparing an EIR or negative declaration for the project. This agency
shall be called the lead agency.” Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15050, subd. {a)..

Tca\dim\Las\5553th. wpd
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City of Redlands, Office of the City Attorney

Christopher Clayton
August 9, 2002
Page 4

of Riverside and Orange County Water District, the SWRCB (rather than the Applicants) is ideally
situated to assess the potential cumulative significantimpacts’ on water and environmental resources
from these applications and other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future water diversion
projects within the Santa Ana River watershed.

The importance of the lead agency throughout the environmental review process was
highlighted in Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692. "The
lead agency must independently participate, review, analyze and discuss the alternatives in good
faith.” Id. at p. 736. Moreover, the lead agency's opinion on matters within its expertise is of
particular value. Id. As the process continues, "the lead agency may determine an environmentally
superior alternative is more desirable or mitigation measures must be adopted.” Id. atp.737. In sum,
the lead agency plays a pivotal role in defining the scope of environmental review, lending its
expertise in areas within its particular domain, and in ultimately recommending the most
environmentally sound alternative.

Redlands suggests it is inappropriate for the Applicants to take direction from the SWRCB
and initiate environmental review for their Application. Attempts such as this to delegate or assign
lead agency status under CEQA have been rejected by the courts. In Planning and Conservation
League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th 892, the Court of Appeal held a
State Water Project contractor was improperly designated the lead agency for the purpose of
preparing an EIR for the implementation of the Monterey Agreement. Rather, the Department of
Water Resources should have prepared the EIR as the lead agency because it has a statewide
perspective and expertise on how allocation of water to another part of the state has implications for
distribution throughout the State Water Project system. 83 Cal.App.4th at pp. 903-907°.

In contrast to the Applicants, the SWRCB has a statewide perspective and expertise (o assess
the pending applications to appropriate water from the Santa Ana River. The approval of any one
of the pending applications will implicate, if not compound, the adverse environmental impacts from
the approval of any other pending application. The SWRCB will be most familiar, through the

2/ The State of California CEQA guidelines define cumulative impacts as:
"two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or
which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be
changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative
impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the
incrememtal impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.”

3/ The court ruled that under Public Resources Code section 21067, the designation of the lead agency

should be:
"the public agency which bas the principal responsibility for carrving out or

approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment.”
(Emphasis added.)

TealdimiLis\$553th. wpd
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City of Redlands, Office of the City Attorney

Christopher Clayton
Aungust 9, 2002
Page 5

permitting process, of the isolated and cumulative impacts that each potential additional diversion
will have on water, environmental and public trust resources within the Santa Ana River watershed.

Any continued processing of environmental documents by the Applicants for the Application
is subject to review by the courts. In City of Sacramento v. State Water Resources Control Bd.
(1992) 2 Cal.App.4th 960, the appointment of the wrong lead agency required reversal by the court
of appeal. There, the court held:

"Despite plaintiffs’ contention that [the Department of Food and Agriculture's]
responsibility over pesticide regulation does not extend to regulating discharges into
state waters, the statutory scheme described above establishes concomitant
responsibility in DFA and the Regional Board for protecting state waters from
pesticide pollution. The Regional Board’s responsibility is to protect state waters
from all forms of pollution, while DFA’s responsibility is limited to pesticide
pollution. However, DFA's responsibility extends beyond water pollution to include
the total environment. Thus, because the underlying purpose of an EIR is to analyze
and inform regarding adverse effects to the environment as a whole (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21061), DFA is in the best position to make such an assessment."”

Id. atp.973. Asin City of Sacramento, the SWRCB is the "logical choice for lead agency” because
it has principal responsibility for monitoring and mitigating the environmental impacts of
prospective appropriations throughout the Santa Ana River watershed.

So significant is the role of the lead agency that CEQA proscribes delegation. This
prohibition was articulated in Kleist v. City of Glendale (1976) 56 Cal. App.3d 770, 779:

"Neither the CEQA nor the state guidelines authorize the city council to delegate its
review and consideration function to another body. Delegation is inconsistent with
the purpose of the review and consideration function since it insulates the members
of the council from public awareness and possible reaction to the individual
members’ environmental and economic values. Delegation is inconsistent with the
purposes of the EIR itself.”

In summary, the Applicants are not appropriate "co-lead" agencies for this project. By law,
the SWRCB should be designated as the lead agency for all of the pending applications to
appropriate water from the Santa Ana River and its tributaries. The SWRCB has the principal
responsibility for approving the applications to appropriate water from the Santa Ana River. No
individual applicant, including the public agencies who have filed applications with the SWRCB,
is better situated than the SWRCB to assess the potential impacts on water, environmental and public
trust resources — whether individually or cumulatively — from the storage and diversion projects
contemplated by the pending applications to appropriate water from the Santa Ana River watershed.

Redlands contends that the Applicants are failing to properly assess the adverse

Ioaldim\Las\5 553, wpd
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City of Riverside, Public Utilities

'26.5285 | rax 909.826.2498 | WWW.RIVERSIDEPUBLICUTILITIES.CC

3900 Main Staeet | Rivensioe CA | 92522 | srone ©

RIVERSIDE

August 9, 2002

PUBLIC UTILITIES

File: Seven (7) Oaks Dam

M. Christopher Clayton

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
% Science Applications International Corporation
525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

RE: Santa Ana River Water Rights - Notice of Preparation of a draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Mr. Clayton:

Thank you for the copies of the above referenced Notice and the Initial Study for the
proposed project. The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (“Muni”) and
Western Municipal Water District (“Western™) agreed to be the Co-Lead Agencies for the
proposed project EIR that will be prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed “EIR will consider project-specific environmental
impacts directly and indirectly attributable to project components.”

You sought our interests and views on the scope and content of the draft EIR. The City of
Riverside is very interested in the project because it owns water rights within the Santa Ana
watershed; participated in funding modifications to the Seven Oaks Dam to permit
conservation storage; and benefits from recharge activitics of the San Bernardino Valley

Water Conservation District.

Muni and Western are jointly proposing to divert up to 200,000 acre-feet of water per annum
from the Santa Ana River when available (page 5 of the above referenced Inirial Study). The
new Seven Oaks Dam permits occasional diversions. The State Water Resources Control
Board recognized (Order WR 2000-12) that the construction and operation of the Seven Oaks
Dam makes additional water available for appropriation (page ).

The proposed project includes the following: direct stormwater diversions; water storage in
Seven Oaks reservoir, using existing conveyance facilities; and the construction of new
conveyance facilities to convey water to retail purveyors, aquifers, and surface reservoirs.
Existing conveyance facilities as defined in the nirial Study include and are not limited to
existing transmission mains; groundwater basins (including Chino Basin); surface water
reservoirs including the Diamond Valley Reservoir, Lake Perris and Lake Skinner (Exhibit 1,
page 7). Muni and Western would integrate the proposed diverted water with other sources of
groundwater and surface water supplies to provide maximum operational flexibility and

reliability (page 5).

We concur that the proposed project may have significant environmental impacts on
hydrology and water quality (page 20). “Water made available from the Santa Ana River
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City of Riverside, Public Utilities

Santa Ana River Water Rights
July 10, 2002 Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR

[throug
Area water resources” (page 22) and accomm

h the project] would also help offset the current overdrafting of San Bernardino Basin
odate a portion of water demand from

anticipated population growth (page 26).

Riverside requests that the draft EIR, scheduled for release in Spring of 2003, to include the
following:

Propose a basin operations plan to include stormwater diversions from the reservoir;
flood control; and the coordinated operations of groundwater basins and existing

reservoirs (page 26).
The estimated quantities of proposed water exchanges and the names of potential

beneficiaries.

The impacts of the proposed diversions and use of groundwater basins storage(s) on
potential natural recharge of groundwater basins that would have normally occurred
in the absence of proposed diversions.

The allocation of acquired water rights from the proposed diversions and how it
would affect the existing water rights.

Groundwater quality impacts from reductions in stream flows (page 22) and from

water exchanges.

The relationship of proposed diversion water rights associated with proposed
conveyance facilities and water rights associated with funding of conservation
storage at Seven Oaks Dam.

The impacts of proposed opcrations on water spreading operations of thc San

Rernardino Valley Water Conservation District.

Thank you for your attention. If you wish to discuss this matter further, please give me a call at
(909)-826-5781, or call Zahra Panahi at (909)-826-5612.

Sincerely.

%ﬁ&w P LO"‘I?'Q&M

i o Thomas P. Evans
‘ Public Utilities Director

Dieter P. Wirtzfeld

XC:
Zahra Panahi
Babs Makinde-Odusola
Susan Wilson
TPE/ZP/babs

Babs:\2002 08 Western-Muni 7O2ks Water Rights Initial Study.doc
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County of San Bernardino, Economic Development and Public Services Group, Department of Public Works,
Environmental Management Division

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS < COROMIC DEVELOPMENT

FLOOD CONTROL » REGIONAL PARKS « SOLID WASTE MGMT « SURVEYOR + TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIG SERVICES GROUP

KEN A. MILLER

“ast Third Street + San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 - (909) 387-8104
Director of Public Works

July 31, 2002 Fax (909) 387-8130

Mr. Christopher Clayton

Santa Ana River WateT Rights Applications EIR

c/o Science Applications International Corporation

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603 File#10(ENV)-3.01

REFERENCE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SANTA ANA RIVER RIGHTS
APPLICATIONS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY

Dear Mr. Clayton:

Thank you for giving the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works the
opportunity to comment on the above-referenced project.

The site is generally located in the eastern portion of the San Bernardino Valley. Due to
the vast area that the proposed pipelines will cross, the comments made here are general
in nature. More site-specific recommendations will be made at the time of permit

application.
The Water Resources Division’s comments are as follows:

1. We recommend that the proposed pipelines be constructed in manner not to alter the
direction, elevation or capacity of any existing drainage course, and that the lines be
placed below all drainage course scour depths.

2. We recommend that no temporary or permanent obstructions be placed in any
drainage course.

3. Prior to any activity on Flood Control District right-of-way, a permit shall be obtained
from the District’s Flood Control Operations Division, Permit Section. Other off-site
or on-site improvements may be required which cannot be determined at this time.

4. Approval may also be required from the Corps of Engineers. Information regarding
this item can be obtained from the Flood Control District’s Permit Section.

5. We recommend that the local agencies enforce the current FEMA regulations.

The Environmental Management Division’s Ecologist has reviewed the above-referenced
project and the remarks are as follows:

JOHK F BICHAELBON
County Sdministrative Offizer Board of Supervisos

BH.L POSTMUS ... ........ .. First istrict OENMD HANSREMGER ... Third Oistrier
- z JOMDURIELS ... .. Sacond District FREDAGUIAR. . ... ..., ..., . Fourlh Distict
; LERBY EAVES (... .. PR District
1
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County of San Bemardino, Economic Development and Public Services Group, Department of Public Works,
Environmental Management Division

Page 2
July 31, 2002
RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE

SANTA ANA RIVER RIGHTS APPLICATIONS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY

1. The document lists the potential significant direct impacts to various protected
species and their habitat. However, the secondary or indirect impacts are not clearly
defined. The most obvious indirect impact is the change in the fluvial system. Once
the system is altered, the vegetative communities downstream of the Seven Oaks
Dam dependent on the natural flow regime for their survival will be in peril. For
example, the Santa Ana River woolly star needs the natural fluvial events to
germinate and propagate. As these sensitive plant communities support many
protected or endangered species, eventually, these species and potentially their
viability will suffer.

2. The EIR should be aware of and discuss how the project can coexist with the County
Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) that is currently under

development.
The Traffic Division's comment is as follows:

1. A Traffic Study is recommended to quantify and mitigate the impact of the pipeline
construction on County roads.

Should there be any further changes to this project, please notify our Department so that
we may have the opportunity to comment on the changes. If you have any questions or
need additional information, please contact Kelly A. Rozich at (909) 387-8114.

Sincerely,

Sssspialllusee -

NARESH P. VARMA, P. E., Division Chief
Environmental Management Division

NPVKAR_] MY/ SantaAnaRiverWaterRightsResponse.doc

cc: Jacob Babico, Traffic Division
Mike Fox, Water Resources
Marnie S. McKernan, EMD
Kelly Rozich, EMD
KAM/PIJM Reading File
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City of Fontana

CALIFORNTIA

July 25, 2002

Mr. Christoper Clayton

Santa Ana River Water Rights
Applications EIR c/o

Science Applications International Corp.
525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

RE: Notice of Preparation (N.O.P.) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(D.E.LR.) for the Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental

Water Supply

Location: Santa Ana River downstream from (and including) the Seven Oaks
Dam to the City of Highland, and the service areas of the Western Municipal
Water District of Riverside County and the San Bemardino Valley Municipal

Water District

Dear Mr. Clayton:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above referenced
document.

After reviewing the above referenced document, the City of Fontana has no comment on
this matter at this time,

Once again, the City of Fontana thanks you for including us on this project?s distribution
list.

Sincerely,

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
P Division

Debbie M. Brazill W

Deputy Community Development Director
DMB:MN:jh:mm

c: Felipe Molinos, Principal Civil Engineer
www.fontana.org
8353 SIERRA AVENUE FONTANA, CALIFORNIA 92335-3528 (909) 350-7600
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South Coast Air Quality Management District, Planning Rule Development, and Area Sources, CEQA Section

| South Coast
Air Quality Management District

e 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
AR (000) 396-2000 - http://www.agmd.gov

July 23, 2002

Mr. Christopher Clayton
Santa Ana River Water Rights Application EIR
c/o Science Application International Corporation

525 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

Dear Mr. Clayton:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Santa Ana River Water Rights Application for Supplemental Water Supply

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The AQMD’s comments are recommendations
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Air Quality Analysis

The AQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The AQMD
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the AQMD’s Subscription Services
Department by calling (909) 396-3720.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from
all phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts
from both construction and operations should be considered. Construction-related air quality
impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment
from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources
(e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are
not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips
should be included in the evaluation. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the
decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be
included.
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South Coast Air Quality Management District, Planning Rule Development, and Area Sources, CEQA Section

Mr. Christopher Clayton -2- July 23, 2002

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize
or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, AQMD’s Rule 403
— Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not
otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (2)(1)XD), any impacts
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources
AQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the AQMD’s

Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the
Public Information Center is also available via the AQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage

(http://www.agmd.gov).

The AQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Dr. Charles Blankson,
Transportation Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding

this letter.
Sincerely,

STre Smitt

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

SS:CB:li

SBC020717-05L1

Control Number
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Native American Heritage Commission
STATE OF CALIFOBNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

July 19, 2002

Robert L. Reiter

San Bernardino Valley MWD - Western Municipal WD of Riverside County
P.O. Box 5906

San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906

RE: SCH# 2002071062 - Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for Supplemental Water Supply, San
Bernardino and Riverside Counties

Dear Mr. Reiter:

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOF) regaiding the
above project. To adequately assess and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the
Commission recommends the following actions be required:

v Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
= If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources.
« If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
« If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
» If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
v If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
» The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be
submitted immediately to the planning department. Al information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential
addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure.
+  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional archaeological Information Center.
v Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
» A Sacred Lands File Check.
» A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to
assist in the mitigation measures. :
v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence. -
» Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation
of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
§15064.5 (f). In areas of identified archaeologicai sensitivity, @ ceriified archaeologist and a
culturally affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all
ground-disturbing activities.
= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered
artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
« Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their
mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5 (e), and Public Resources Code
§5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human
remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

R~ (Sbet

Rob Wood
Environmental Specialist III
(916) 653-4040

cc: State Clearinghouse
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City of Rialto

City of Rialto

California

July 25, 2002

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
C/O Science Applications International Corporation
Attention: Christopher Clayton

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, California 93101-1603

Dear Mr. Clayton:

The City of Rialto Development Services Department appreciates the receipt of the
Environmental Checklist for the Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications. The
Department has no comments at this time, and has forwarded this document to our Water

Department for further review and comment.

The City of Rialto Development Services Department is requesting to remain on the
mailing list for further mailings and is requesting a copy of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (D-EIR), when available.

If you have any questions, or comments please contact me at (90) 421-7218.

Sincerely,

Donn Mon%

Principal Planner

DM/Im

150 South Palm Avenue. Rialto, California 92376
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State of California, Department of Water Resources, State Water Analysis Office
STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA 94236-0001
(916) 653-5791 AUG g 2002

GRAY DAVIS, Governor

Mr. Robert L. Reiter, General Manager
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
1350 South “E” Street
Post Office Box 5906
San Bernardino, California 92412-5906
"3
Dear eiter:

This is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Dratft Environmental
Impact Report and Initial Study received by the Department of Water Resources on
or about July 15, 2002. The Department has reviewed the project proposal by the
San Bernardino Valiey Municipal Water District and the Western Municipal Water
District of Riverside County to divert Santa Ana River Water stored at Seven Oaks
Dam. At this time, the Department has no comments subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act process, however, the following issues summarize various

matters of interest to the Department:

o Water Quality -- Project proponents need to be aware of Department policy
objectives for the acceptance of "non project water" into State Water Project
facilities. There will be a need to demonstrate, through detailed water quality
analyses, that Santa Ana River water stored at Seven Oaks Dam meets the
State’s water quality standards in effect when the non-project water is

conveyed through SWP facilities.

0 SWP Contracts — Additional contracts for the use of SWP facilities will likely
be necessary to facilitate the transfers/exchanges anticipated under this
proposal; provisions will need to address the impacts to SWP operations.
The Department is available to discuss proposals for additional turnouts on
the SWP. Article 10 of your Water Supply Contract Standard Provisions
addresses requests for new SWP delivery structures.

a East Branch Extension of the State Water Project — The Department has not
yet completed negotiations to fulfill all mitigation requirements for Phase | of
the EBX. Consideration should be given to avoid potential contflicts, if any,
with habitat mitigation or conservation lands identified as part of the EBX.

Consideration should also be given to evaluate impacts the proposed project
may have on future expansion of the EBX. (i.e. conflicts with modifications to
existing EBX facilities, and/or potential new EBX facilities).

B-26
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State of California, Department of Water Resources, State Water Analysis Office

Mr. Robert L. Reiter, General Manager

AUG 8§ 2002
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding this response or need further information,
please contact me at (916) 653-5597.

Sincerely,

/M {mAe

David M. Samson,

Project Coordination

State Water Project Analysis Office
Department of Water Resources

cc:  Mr. Christopher Clayton \/
Science Applications International Corporation
525 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101-1603

Mr. Donald L. Harriger, General Manager

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County
Post Office Box 5286

Riverside, California 92517-5286

Mr. Stephen P. Stockton

General Manager and Chief Engineer
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
795 East Sixth Street, Suite H

Post Office Box 520

Beaumont, California 92223
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City of San Bernardino, Municipal Water Department

CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
MUNICIPAL WATER DEPARTMENT

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS BERNARD C. KERSEY

General Manager
B. WARREN COCKE STACEY R. ALDSTADT
President Deputy General Manager
W. WILLIAM BRYDEN, P.E.
Commissioners Director, Water Utility
JUDITH W. BATTEY JOHN A. PERRY, P.E.
TONI CALLICOTT Director: Water Reclamation

DAVID S. ERICKSON
Director, Administration & Finance
JON K. TURNIPSEED
Safety Program Manager

MARTIN A. MATICH
NORINE 1. MILLER

August 9, 2002

Santa Ana River Water

Rights Application EIR

c/o Science Applications
International Corporation
525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

Attention: Christopher Clayton
Dear Mr. Clayton:

The City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department
appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice
of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report involving
the diversion of water from the Santa Ana River by the San
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and Western Municipal
Water District of Riverside County.

The City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department provides
potable water to approximately 180, 000 residents within our
service area. We are 100% reliant on groundwater from the San
Bernardino Basin Area and as such are very supportive of
projects to increase the amount of water within the basin,
improve water quality and improve water supply reliability.
Completion of the Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir provides such an
opportunity.

The hydrology and water quality impacts that will be considered
in this review are of particular interest to the department.
The Bunker Hill Basin has gone through extended wet and dry
cycles with corresponding high and low groundwater levels.
Management practices of recharge and basin management must be
considered in developing decision points of when the basin
cannot accept more recharge and additional surface water should
pe banked elsewhere or exported. Those triggers or practices
are not well defined today. Additionally, if high quality
native water is exchanged for other water of lower quality,
those effects on groundwater gquality should be evaluated.

300 North "D" Strest, San Bernardino, California 92418 P.O. Box 710, 92402 Phone: (909) 384-5141
FACSIMILE NUMBERS: Administration: (909) 384-5215 Engincering: (909) 384-5532 Customer Service: (909) 384-7211

Corporate Yards: (909) 384-5260 Water Reclamation Plant: (909) 384-5258
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City of San Bernardino, Municipal Water Department

Christopher Clayton
August 9, 2002
Page 2 of 2

———— -~ _——— ] ——— T oy "y

Muni’s Foothill Feeder pipeline was designed to move water from
Devil’s Canyon east to the forebay of the Santa Ana River and to
reverse flows from the Santa Ana River back to Devil Canyon. The
pipeline was recently extended to serve the San Gorgonio Pass
Water Agency through an agreement with the Department of Water
Resources. Will Muni be able to move native water from the
Santa Ana River back towards Devil Canyon to allow recharge
along the foothills with high quality water?

Again we thank you for the opportunity to provide comment and
100k forward to receiving the Draft EIR. If you have any
questions, please call me at (909) 384-5091 or e-mail at
kersey be@ci.san-bernardino.ca.us.

Sincerely,

CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
MUNICIPAL WATER DEPARTMENT

,/ggéééggbéf/;ersey

General Manager

CC: Board of Water Commissioners
Stacey Aldstadt
Robert L. Reiter, SBVMWD
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San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District

CONSERVAT/g
B No, SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
~
3 e,
1630 West Redlands Boulevard, Suie A PO.Box 1834
Redlands, CA 92373-8032 Redlunds, CA 92373-0581
- (909) 793-2503 Email: info@sbvwed. dst.ca.us

Oy P s Fax: (909) 793-0188
® Name 15 aur W°

1932-2002

August 12, 2002

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR VIA Facsimile and US Mail
c/o Science Applications International Corporation

Antention: Christopher Clayton

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA93101-1603

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Clayton:

This letter responds to the subject Notice of Preparation (“NOP"), which was received at the
offices of the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District (“Conservation District™) on
July 12, 2002. Comments were to be received by Science Applications International Corporation
“no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.” Because the 30™ day fell on a Sunday, the
required date is Monday, August 12, 2002. The Conservation District has the following
comments.

1. The NOP indicates the proposed project is to divert water from the Santa Ana River and,
therefore, there is a need to construct some additional water conveyance facilities. The attached
Environmental Checklist Form with Initial Study (“Initial Study”) indicates the purpose of the
environmental impact report (“EIR™) is to support the Santa Ana River Water Rights
Applications for Supplemental Water Supply submitted by the San Bemardino Valley Municipal
Water District (“Muni”) and Western Municipal Water District (“Western”). In both the NOP
and Initial Study, the emphasis is on the need for and construction of specific conveyance
facilities. Hence, it seemns the real purpose of the EIR, as presently outlined, is to cbtain project
specific approval for the conveyance facilities, rather than justify the water rights being sought.

The proponents, Muni and Western, should follow the example of the Orange County Water
District (“OCWD"), which has also issued an NOP for its water rights application. However, the
OCWD EIR will be a “Program Environmental Impact Report,” which will be followed by an
EIR for specific water facility projects. OCWD apparently recognizes that the EIR for their
water rights application should be separated from follow-on projects that could imply a decision
has been made before environmental issues are fully considered.

Previously, Muni attempted to obtain project specific approval of the same conveyance facilities
from a Program Environmental Impact Report on its Proposed Regional Water Facilities Master
Plan; however, that attempt was also flawed. It seems Muni has a propensity for trying to make
one document do too many things. Muni would be well served to follow the OCWD example.

Boarp Bert Margain, Jr, Arnold L. Wright Cheryl A. Tubbs (FENERAL D). Burnell Cavender, AICP
OF Clare Henry Day Sterling Woodbury Melody Henriques MANAGER
IDIRECTORS Manud Arinda, Tr.
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San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District

Additionally, the EIR should identify the specific amounts of water available within Reach 6 of
the Santa Ana River, and the amount Muni and Western intend to divert. The arcas of
groundwater spreading of diverted water supplies should be identified, along with an indication
of the frequency of use of such spreading facilities, in order to determine likely impacts on
groundwater levels and quality in the areas Muni and Western intend to use for the recharge
component of its project. The EIR should also indicate how Muni proposes to coordinate any
water export from the Bunker Hill Basin, or any recharge activity within it, with existing
spreading and diversion activities presently conducted by the Conservation District.

2. Section VIII (b), Hydrology and Water Quality of the Initial Study, is marked “Less Than
Significant Impact.” Section VI (b) asks if the proposed action will:

“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 NOP and Initial Study make reference to the diversion of the additional water being sought
in new conveyance facilities (pipelines). However, the Initial Study makes little, if any,
reference to analyzing the impact such diversions will have on the groundwater levels in the
Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin, For example, the NOP and Initial Study indicate the additional
water being sought may be diverted to numerous underground storage basins and surface
facilities. However, the Initial Study does not reflect the intent to study the impact that diverting
the water away from the Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin will have on those groundwater levels.
This itern must be addressed.

The supposition of “Less Than Significant Impact” on groundwater recharge is inaccurate. The
proposed water rights application, if approved, and the proposed additional water conveyance
facilities, if constructed, suggest strongly that the water historically used for groundwater
recharge in the Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin would be diverted to other places for other uses.
Absent demonstration that the Muni-Western application is restricted to “new” water not
previously available within the Reach 6 area of proposed diversion, the proposed actions by
Muni and Western would lead to the depletion of groundwater supplies and would interfere wi th
groundwater recharge, such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume and a lowering of
the local groundwater table level. That impact is NOT “Less Than Significant Impact,” and must
be fully analyzed in the proposed EIR.

3. Section XVII, Mandatory Findings of Significance, subsections (a) and (b) are properly
marked *Potentially Significant Impact.” However, the text describing the mandatory findings
fails to include hydrology and water quality as potentjally significant impacts. As indicated
above, hydrology is significantly impacted, and Section VI (f) “Otherwise substantially
degrade water quality?” is marked “Potentially Significant Impact.” Therefore, hydrology and
water quality should be included with Mandatory Findings of Significance.
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San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District

4, CEQA requires that 5 legally sufficient EIR describe a reasonable range of alternatives to
the proposed project. The NOP states that any diversions made by Muni and Western “will be
made possible by the construction of new water conveyance facilities, use of existing pipelines,
and the coordinated use of underground storage basins and surface water storage faciliies.”
The NOP also states that “[glroundwater basins potentially available for recharge and extraction
aciivities include, but are not limited 1o, the following: San Bemardino Basin Azea basins .."
Based on the above statements in the NOP, it is apparent that groundwater recharge and
extraction activities may occur in the San Bemardino Basin. The Conservation District has
historically conducted groundwater recharge activities within the San Bemardino Basin.
Therefore, any potential recharge activities by Muni and Western as part of the project addressed
in the NOP would require coordination with the Conservation Iistnct and other parties. In
recognition of this fact, the Conservation District included within its protest of the Muni-Western
Application a proposed “Regional Water Management Plan: Priorities For Use Of Watars Of The
Upper Santa Ana River” (“Regional Water Management Plan”). The EIR should evaluste as an
alternative implementation of this Regional Water Management Plan as described in the
Conservation District’s protest.

The Censervation District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed action.

Yours tmaly,

D. Bomell Cavender, AICP
Cieneral Mansger
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California Department of Fish and Game

Aug-14-02 10:386 From—San Bernardino Valley MWD 909-387-9247 T-572  P.002/007 F-544

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE REBOURCES ABENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governar

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
Eastern Sierra - Inland Dexzeris Region

4775 Bird Farm Road
Chino Hills, California 91709

(908) 597-1008

August 12, 2002

Mr. Robert Reiter

San Barnardino Valley MWD — Western Municipal WD of Riverside County
Post Office Box 5906

San Bernardino, CA 92517-5286

(909) 387-9222

fax (808) 387-0247

Re: Notice of Praparation (NOP) for the Santa Ana River Wator Rights Applications for
Suppiomental Water Supply SCH#2002071062

Dear Mr. Reiter:

The Department of Fish and Gams (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the above-referenced project with regards to impacts to biological resources. The proposed
project involves the construction of three pipelines in the vicinity of Seven Oaks Dam on the
upper Santa Ana River. Other actions inciude, but are not limited to, groundwater recharge
activities in several groundwatar basins using existing facilities, and storage of water in existing
gurﬁtaaci sto;?ge facmti'gz The iocéa;i:n of the project near the Seven Oaks Dam, the upper

anta Ana River, service areas of Bemardino Valley Municipal Wi istri
Municipal Water Diatrict of Riverside County. Y P Rier Districtand Westem

The Department Is responding as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife reso
gnqdeiﬁme (gEdQBA ;.ed;gns 17-3 gag] and 1802 and the California Environmental g’::ﬁat}ﬂsc}:
uidalines section and as a Responsible Age 1 i i
actions (CEQA Guidelines section 15381). ° Agency regarding any discretionary

A review of records from the California Natural Diversi

resources indicate that the following sensitive specles and habigtct);ptggag:m?f gl gjtgs;r:njr:;
vicinity and may be effected by the proposed project: Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
stophensi),San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys mermiami parvus) Least Bell's vireo (Vireo
belli pusilius)), S.out!mastem willow flycatcher (Empidonaz traillif extermus)) coastal California
gnatcatcher (Poljoplila californica),westem spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondif), Calfornia
red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonil), Southwestern arroyo toad (Bufo mic;oscaphus
califomicus), Arrayo chub (Gila orcutti), Santa Ana speckied dace (Rhinichthys osculus), Santa
Ana sucker ( Catostornus santaanae), 8ania Ana River woollystar (Erastrum dansifom;m S8

sanctorum), slender-homed spinsflower (Dodecahema lepiocveras), and Riversidean Alluvial Feﬁ;
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California Department of Fish and Game

Aug~14-02

10:3?‘> From-San Bernardino Valley MWD 909-387-9247 T-572 P.003/007 F-544

Sage Scrub habitat. The Department recemr;en?if;?ggga potential direct and indirect impacts
entioned species be analyzed in . -

fothe ?ﬁh‘g&l}‘g:a?unem bepliavas that the proposed project will c_onf!ic;t with the pmp{oseq Multiple

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (M8HCP) for Western Riverside County with significant

impacts fo habitat and threaten and endangered species. The project proponents must aqdress

these potential issues. The lead agency is responsible for addressing impacts to Significant

Natural Areas (SNA) even though the proponent does not beliave thete ls a conflict, they should

address a variety of scenarios.

This particutar project has the potential to have significant environmental impacts on
sensitive fauna resources, inciuding State and/or Federally listed threatened or endangered
species. Therefore, critical aspects of the DEIR should include an alternatives analysis which
focuses on environmental resources and in-kind mitigation measures for impacts identified as
significant. To enabie Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposead
project, we suggest that updated biological studies be conducted prior to any environm_ental or
discrationary approvals. Tha following information shoutd ba included in any focused biclogical
report or supplemental environmental report:

1. A complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the projact area,
with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and sensitive species
and sensitive habitats.

a. Conduct an updated (within the last 2 years) general biological study of the site to
determine if any sensitive species or habitat (including those mentionasd above)
may be potentially impacted by the proposed project. A complete assessment of
sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species should be included in the
DEIR. Seasonal variations in use of the project area should also be addresaed;

b. If appropriate habitat for any listed species occurs on the site, have a qualified
biologist conduct focused surveys according to U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service
(USFWS) and/or Department protocal;

c. Have a qualified botanist conduct a focused rare plant survey during the appropriate
time of year following USFWS and/cr Department protocols;

d. The Department’s California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento should be
conlacted at (918) 327-58680 to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitat, inciuding Significant Natural Areas
identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Cods.

o. Iif any listed species will potentially be impacted by the proposed project, consultation
with the Department and/or the USFWS will be required to eatablish appropriate
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. An incidentaltake penmnitmay
be required pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2080 ef seq and/or Section
7 or 10 of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). Early consultation with the
Department is recommended, since modification of the proposed project may be
required to avoid or reduce impacts to listed species. Please referto ltemn 4 below
for more detafled information regarding compliance with the California
Endangared Species Act (CESA).
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California Department of Fish and Game

Aug-14-02 10:37

Pege 3

From-San Bernardino Valley MWD a08-387-9247 T-572  P.004/007 F-544

f. The Department requests that impacts to State- and Federally-listad species and

potential avoidance, alternative and mitigation measures be addressed in the
CEQA document and not solely in subsequent negotiations between the applicant
and the agencies.

2. A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources, with spacific measures to offset such impacts.

CEQA Guidelines, 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting is critical
to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis should be
placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region,

Praject impacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off-gite habitats.
Specifically, this should include nearby river, streams, or lakes [ocated
downstream of the project, public lands, opan space, adjacent natural habitats,
and riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance of wildlife
corridor/movement areas, including acceas to undisturbed habitat in adjacent
areas, should be fully evaluated and provided.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are nearby or
adjacent to natural arsas may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human
interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to reduce
these conflicts should be included in the environmental document.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, 15130. General and specific plans, as well as past, presant, and
anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar
plant cornmunities and wildlife habitats.

The DEIR should include an analysis of the effect that the project may have on
completion and implementation of regional and/or subregional conservation
programs. Under 2800-2840 of the Fish and Game Code, the Department,
through the Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) program is
coondinating with local jurisdictions, landowners, and the Fedsral Government to
preserve local and regional biological diversity. Coastal sage scrub is the first
natural community to be planned for under the NCCP program. The Department
recommends that the lead agency ensure that the development of this and other
propased projects does not preclude long-term preserve planning options and that
projects conform with other requirements of the NCCP prograrm. Jurisdictions
participating in the NCCP should asgess specific projects for consistency with the
NCCP Conservation Guldelines,

3 A range of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the propased
project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of alternatives which avoid or
otherwise minimize Impacts 10 sensitive biological resources should be included, Specific
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alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lowar resource sensitivity
where appropriata. -

a. Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats
should emphasize evaluation and selection of alternatives which avoid or
otherwise minimize project impacts. Off-site compensation for unavoidable
impacts through acquisition and protection of high-quality habitat elsewhere
should be addressed.

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats
having both regional and focal significance. Thus, these communities should be
fully avoided and otherwise protected from project-reiated impacts.

c. The Deparntmant genarally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
tfransplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered
specles. Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental In
nature and largely unsuccesaful,

A Califernia Endangered Species Act (CESA) Incidental Take Permit must be obtained, if
the project has the potential to result in “take” of specias of plants or ahimals listed under
CESA, either during construction or over the life of the project. CESA Permite are issued
to consaerve, protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered
species and their habitats. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification
ta the proposed project and mitigation measures may ba required in order to obtain a
CESA Permit. Revisions to the Fish and Game Cods, effective January 19988, require
that the Department jssue a separate CEQA document for the issuance of a CESA
pemit unless the project CEQA document addresses all project impacts 1o listed species
and specifies a mitigation monhoring and reporting program that will meet the
requirements of a CESA permit. For these reasons, the Department recommends
including the following information:

a Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of sufficient
detall and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit.

b. A Departmant-approved Mitigation Agresment and Mitigation Plan are required for
plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.

The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization or
conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercouraes, whether intermittent or
perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial setbacks which presarva the
riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site wildlife
populations.

a. Under Section 1600 6f seq of the Fish and Game Code, the Dapartment requires-
the project applicant to notify the Department of any activity that will divert,
obstruct or change the naturat flow or the bad, channel, or bank (which includes
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associated riparian resources) of a river, stream or lake, or use material from a
streambed prior to the applicant's commencement of the activity. Streams
include, but are not limited to, intermittent and ephemeral streams, rivers, creeks,
dry washes, sioughs, biue-line streams, and watercourses with subsurface flow.
The Department's isguance of a Laks and Streambed Alteration Agreement fora
project that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by the
Department as a responsible agency. The Department, as a responsible agency
under CEQA, may consider tha local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) Negative
Declaration or EIR for the project. Howaver, if the CEQA document does not fully
identify potential impacts to lakes, streams, and associated resources (inciuding,
but not limited to, riparian and alluvial fan sage scrub habitaf) and provide
adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments, additional
CEQA documentation will be required prior to execution (signing) of the
Straambed Alteration Agreement. In order to avoid delays or repetition of the
CEQA process, potential impacts to a lake or stream, as well as avoidance and
mitigation measures need to be discussed within this CEQA document. The
Department racommends the following measures to avoid subsequent CEQA
documentation and project delays:

(1) incorporate all information reparding impacts to lakes, streams and
associated habitat within the DEIR. information that needs to be included
within this document inciides: (a) a delineation of lakes, streams, and
associated habitat that will be directly or indirectly impacted by the
proposed project; (b) details on the biclogical resources (flora and fauna)
assoclated with the lakes and/or streams; (c) identification of the presence
or absance of sensitive plants, animals, or natural communities; (d) a
discussion of environmental alternatives; (e) a diacussion of avoidance
measures to reduce project impacts; and () a discussion of potential
mitigation measures required to reduce the project impacts to a level of
insignificance. The applicant and lead agency should keep in mind that the
State also has a policy of no nat loss of wetlands.,

()  Include in the DEIR a discussion of potential adverse impacts from any
increased runoff, sedimentation, soil srosion, and/or urban pollutants on
streams and watercourses on or near the project site, with mitigation
measures propoged to alleviate such impacts must be included.,

(3) The Department recommends that the project applicant and/or lead
consult with the Department to discuss po?gnpﬁal project Empac?f e:ncg
avoidance and mitigation measures. Early consultation with the Deparmentis
recommeanded, since modification of the proposed project may be required to
avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources, Pre-project meetings
g:gjgid r:very ;um;?k mat cib‘g ?ap%rtmentgs %%n% Hﬂlls office. To schadule a pre-
aehn n a Streambe ration Agreemse
package, piease call (562) 590-5880. Ae nit Notfication
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Questions regarding this letter and fu
LR : . rther
coardination on these issues should be directad to Mr, John Sunada, Associate iologiat (Chino
Hills) at (909) 597-1008. n Sunaca, fato B ©h

Sincerely,
Terry Foreman g‘

Senior Biologist - Supervisor
Region é

Lo o

Jeff Newman, USFWS, Carlsbad
State Clearinghouse, Sacramenio
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THOMAS B. MATHEWS
DIRECTOR

2 County of Orange S ——

Planning & Development Services Department SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA

MAILING ADDRESS:
P.O. BOX 4048
SANTA ANA, CA 92702-4048

NCL 02-83

August 12, 2002

Christopher Clayton

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
c/o Science Applications International Corporation
525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

SUBJECT: NOP of 2 DEIR for Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications for
Supplemental Water Supply

Dear Mr. Clayton:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above referenced project. The County of Orange
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and has no comment at this time.

However, we would appreciate being informed of any new developments.

If you have any questions, please contact Charlotte Harryman at (714) 834-2522.

Sincerely,

imothy Neely, ger
Environmental Planning Services Division

ch
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August 13, 2002

Santa Ana River Water Rights Applications EIR
Cl/o Science Applications International Corporation
Attention: Christopher Clayton

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-1603

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. | 20020421 Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir
Dear Mr. Clayton:

Thank you for submitting the Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir to SCAG for review
and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant projects, SCAG
reviews the consistency of local plans, projects and programs with regional plans.
This activity is based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a regional planning organization
pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these
reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that
contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

We have reviewed the Seven Oaks Dam and Reservoir, and have determined that
the proposed Project is not regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review
{IGR) Criteria and Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section
15208). Therefore, the proposed Project does not wamant comments at this time.
Should there be a change in the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate
the opportunity to review and comment at that time.

A description of the proposed Project will be published in SCAG’s August 1-15, 2002
Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment.

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG concerning this Project. Comrespondence should be sent
to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank vou. :

MITH, AICP
nior Regighal Planner
intergovemmental Review

B-40
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Q Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
5796 Corporate Avenue

Winston H. Hickox Cypress, California 90630 Gray Davis

Agency Secretary Governor
California Environmental
Protection Agency

August 21, 2002

Mr. Robert L. Reiter

General Manager and Chief Engineer

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Post Office Box 5906

San Bernardino, California 92412-5906

Mr. Don Harriger

General Manager

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County
Post Office Box 5286

Riverside, California 92517-5286

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE SANTA ANA RIVER WATER RIGHTS APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL
WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Dear Mr. Reiter & Mr. Harriger:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-
mentioned project.

Based on the review of the document, DTSC’s comments are as follows:

1) The Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form should be filed to the State
Clearinghouse (SCH) and obtain a SCH Number. The mailing address of SCH is
P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044. if you have filed it aiready,
please verify with the SCH.

2) The draft EIR needs to identify and determine whether current or historic uses at
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at
the Project area. The NOP states that the project is 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, it will create a potentially significant
impact to the public or the environment.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Califarnian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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Mr. Robert L. Reiter & Mr. Don Harriger
August 21, 2002
Page 2

3)

4)

o)

6)

7)

8)

9)

The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated site
within the proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the draft EIR needs
to evaluate whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or to
the environment.

The draft EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation, and the government
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.

Any hazardous wastes/materials encountered during construction should be
remediated in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. Prior to
initiating any construction activities, an environmental assessment should be
conducted to determine if a release of hazardous wastes/substances exists at
the site. If so, further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and
extent of the contamination. Also, it is necessary to estimate the potential threat
to public health and/or the environment posed by the site. It may be necessary
to determine if an expedited response action is required to reduce existing or
potential threats to public health or the environment. If no immediate threat
exists, the final remedy should be implemented in compliance with state
regulations and policies rather than excavation of soil prior to any assessments.

All environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under a
Workplan which is approved by a regulatory agency who has jurisdiction to
oversee hazardous waste cleanups. Complete characterization of the soil is
needed prior to any excavation or removal action.

If the proposed project is located within 2,000 feet from a contaminated site, then
the proposed development may fall under the “Border Zone of a Contaminated
Property”. Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to construction if the
proposed project is on a “Border Zone Property”.

If the site was previously used for vegetation or agricultural, onsite soils could
contain pesticide residues and the site may have contributed contamination to
the soil and/or groundwater. Proper investigation and remedial actions should
be conducted at the site prior to the new development. Details should be
provided in the draft EIR.

The project construction may require soil excavation and/or soil filling in certain
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil.
If the soil is contaminated, properly dispose it rather than placing it in another
location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils.



Aug-23-02

09:02

From-San Bernardino Valley MWD 909-387-9247 T-610 P.004/005 F-601

Mr. Robert L. Reiter & Mr. Don Harriger
August 21, 2002
Page 3

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

Also, if the project is planning to import soil to backfill the areas excavated,
proper sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported soil is
free of contamination.

If the proposed project is planning to demolish any old buildings during the
development, investigate the presence of lead paints and asbestos containing
materials (ACMs) in the currently existing building structures. If the presence of
lead or ACMs is suspected, proper precautions should be taken during any
future demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated
in compliance with the California environmental regulations.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed project, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5).

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated and the wastes
are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated onsite,
or (c) disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may be required. The facility
should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate pre application discussions
and determine the permitting process applicable to the facility.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency |dentification Number
by phoning (800) 618-6942.

Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the
requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting Mr. Doug Snyder,
San Bernardino County Environmental Health at (909) 387-3200.

If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demalition in the area should cease
and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be implemented. If it is
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the draft EIR should
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and
the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight.



Aug-23-02 09:02 From-San Bernardino Valley MWD 909-387-9247 T-610 P.005/005 F-601

Mr. Robert L. Reiter & Mr. Don Harriger
August 21, 2002
Page 4

DTSC provides guidance for the Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP).
For additional information on the VCP, please visit DTSC's web site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

if you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Johnson P. Abraham,
Project Manager at (714) 484-5476.

Sincerely,

:/‘/y(\‘/

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.

Unit Chief

Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Cypress Office

cc.  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806
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FELGER & ASSOCIATES
COUNSELORS AT LAW
726 WEST BARSTOW AVENUE, SUITE 106

F-§93

WARREN P. FELGER E-MAIL:
JENNIFER D. REISZ FRESNQ, CALIFORN!A 93704 walarlow @pacbell.fol
TELEFHONE (559) 447-9650C CELLULAR NUMBER:
(559) 289-6080
FACSIMILE (SE9) 447-9675
DIRECT EMAIL:

wpfeiger@pachell.oet

September 6, 2002

BY FIRST CLASS MAIL

Robert L. Reiter

San Bernardino Valley
Municipal Water District

P.O. Box 5906

San Bernardino, CA 92412-5906

Donald L. Harriger

Western Municipal Water District
of Riverside County

P.O. Box 5286

Riverside, CA 92517-5286

SANTA ANA RIVER
CEQA Compliance

Ladies and Gentlemen:
We represent the City of Redlands.

Please add my name to your list of parties who are interested in the
preparation by San Bemardino Valley Municipal Water District (Muni) and
Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County (Weslern), as co-lead
agencies, of a draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the proposed diversion
of water from the Santa Ana River. We would appreciate receiving any documents
distributed to the public.

In addition, we understand that the Corps is consulting with the Fish
and Wildlife Service under Section 7 of the ESA regarding the proposed flood
control operation of the Dam. Please add my name to the mailing list of parties
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Robert L. Rerter
Donald L. Harriger
September 6, 2002
Page 2

interest in this matter. Again, we would appreciate receiving any documents
distributed to the public.

We are also interested in the issue of seasonal water conservation at
the Seven Oaks Dam flood control facility on the Santa Ana River. If the Corps
initiates action to include water conservation as a component of the flood control
operations for the Dam, please apprise us of that action and of any environmental
review undertaken by either Muni or Western.

Please call or email me if you have any questions. My direct email is
wpfelger@pacbell.net.

Very truly yours,

Bovrer_

Warren P. Felger

cc: Daniel J. McHugh, Esq.
Douglas Headrick, PE
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2730 Loker Avenne West
Carlshad, California 92008

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-SB/RIV-3119.1

Mr. Christopher Clayton SEP 12 2002
Science Applications International Corporation

525 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, California 93101-1603

Re:  Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Ana
River Water Rights Application of San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District and
Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County, San Bemardine and Riverside
Counties, Califorma

Dear Mr. Clayton:

We have reviewed the above referenced NOP which we received on August 14, 2002. The
proposed project involves the diversion, when available, of water from the Santa Ana River. Such
diversions will be made possible by the constriiction of new water conveyance facilities, use of
existing pipelines, and the coordinated use of underground storage basins and surface water storage
facilities. The proposed project has the following main components: 1) direct diversion from the
Santa Ana River; 2) storage of water in Seven Oaks Reservoir; 3) use of existing facilities; and 4)
construction of conveyance facilities to move water from the Santa Ana River and Seven Oaks
Reservoir to retail purveyors or underground and surface storage facilities. Included in the
proposed project are pipelines to be constructed from the plunge pool at Seven Oaks Dam to the
Foothill Pipeline near Cone Camp Road, a low flow connector between the outlet works of the
Seven Oaks Dam and the Greenspot Pipeline, and Morton Canyon Connector Il comnecting the
Greenspot Pump Station and the Greenspot Pipeline.

We offer the following comments and recommendations regarding project-associated biological
impacts based on our review of the NOP and our knowledge of declining habitat types and species
within the proposed project area, We provide these coruments in keeping with our agency’s
mission to work “with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants and their
habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.” Specifically, we administer the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Section 7 of the Act
requires Federal agencies to consult with us, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), shauld it
be determined that their actions may affect federally listed threatened or endangered species.
Section 9 of the Act prohibits the “take” (e.g., harm, harassment, pursuit, injury, kill) of federally
listed wildlife. “Harm" is further defined to include habitat modification or degradation where it
kills or injures wildlife by impatring essential behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. Take incidental to otherwise lawful activities can be permitted under the provisions of
sections 7 (Federal consultations) and 10 of the Act. We also provide comments on public notices
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issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for a Federal permit or license affecting the
Nation’s waters pursuant to the Clean Water Act.

The proposed project has the potential to affect several federally listed species that oceur within or
downstream of the project area including the federally endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii
pusillus), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), San Bernardine kangaroo
rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus) and its designated critical habitat, Santa Ana River woolly-star
(Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum), slender-hormned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), the
federally threatened Santa Ana sucker (Carostomus santaanae), coastal California gnateatcher
(Polioptila californica californica) and its designated critical habitat, and the candidate western
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coceyzus americanus).

We are concerned about the effects of additional water removal on the existing riparian habitats
and streambed ecosystem and federally listed and other sensitive species dependent upon these
habitats. Additionally, we are concemed about the availability of water for fish and wildlife
resources, particularly that sufficient water be available for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ use
for offsetting impacts to listed species from operations of Seven Oaks Dam. Therefore, we
recommend that the Draft Environmental Topact Report (DEIR) inclnde a full summary and
evaluation of the potential impacts of water withdrawal on the federally protected species that
could potentially be affected by project implementation. To facilitate the evaluation of the
proposed project from the standpoint of fish and wildlife protection, we request that the DEIR
contain the following specific information:

1. A complete description of the purpose and need of the proposed project, including all
practicable alternatives that have been considered to reduce project impacts to federally
listed and other sensitive species and vegetation types (e.g., riparian, alluvial fan sage
scrub). Project alternatives should include development proposals with reduced footprints
that would further minimize and avoid impacts to federally listed species onsite.

2. Specific acreages and descriptions of the types of sensitive habitats that may be affected by
the proposed project or project alternatives. Maps and tables should be included to
summarize such mformation.

3. A description of the biological resources associated with each habitat type. These
descriptions should include both qualitative and quantitative assessments of the resources
present and potentially occurring on the proposed project site and alternatives. The
description should also include complete species lists for all sensitive or rare biological
resources onsite. We recommend that protocol or focused surveys be conducted prior to
the issuance of the DEIR to adequately assess impacts to Federal and State-listed species
and other natural resources.

4. An assessment of direct, indirect, and cumulative irapacts from the proposed project to fish
and wildlife species and associated habitats. Direct impacts are the immediate effects of
the project on the speciss or its habitat, and include the effects of interrelated and
interdependent actions that would not occur but for the proposed project. All facets of the
project (e.g., construction, implementation, operation, night lighting, etc.) should be
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10.

included in this assessment. Indirect impacts are caused by or result from the proposed
action, are later in time, and are reasonably certain to ogcur, These impacts may occur
outside of the.area directly affected by the proposed project. We recommend that you make
your cumulative impacts analysis broad enough to include the effects of future State,
Tribal, local, or private actions that are reasonably certain to ocenr in the area affected by
yonr project.

Specific plans should be developed to avoid, minimize, and fully offset project-related
mmpacts, including proposals for mitigating the cumulative impacts of direct and indirect
habitat loss, degradation, or modification. These plans should be prepared by persons with
specific expertise on southern California wildlife, native plants, and ecosystems. Each plan
should include a detailed monitoring.program with provisions for assessing the success of
restoration efforts and contingency plans to be implemented if initial efforts are
unsuccessful. The plan should alse discuss funding assurances and responsible parties that
will guarantee the successful implementation of monitoring programs and ensure the
protection in perpetuwity of conservation sites. Issues that should be addressed include
restrictions on vehicle and people access, proposed land dedications, monitoring and
management programs, coutrol of illegal dumping, and restrictions on lighting near the
conservation areas.

An assessment of potential impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters of the United
States. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act prohibits the unauthorized discharge of dredged
or fill material into such waters, including wetlands. This section also provides that the
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) may issue perrnits for discharges of dredged or fill
material into jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Potential areas of Corps jurisdiction
should be evaluated and wetlands should be delineated using the methodology set forth in
the Corps” Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987). The DEIR
should disclose all impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and propose measuxes to
be taken to avoid and minimize impacts, and mitigate unavoidable impacts. If it is
determined that wetlands or jurisdictional waters of the United States will be affected by
the proposed project, then a section 404 permit from the Corps and/or a 1600 permit from
the California Department of Fish and Game may be required.

Include in the DEIR a discussion of potential adverse impacts from any increased
inundation and/or decreased surface flows on streams and watercourses and associated
resources within the watershed of the proposed project.

An analysis of how implementation of water diversion, storage and groundwater recharge
plans will facilitate additional development and growth in nearby areas, and information
about how this project will tie in specifically with adjacent planned developments.

Identification of methods to be employed to prevent the discharge and disposal of toxic
and/or caustic substances, including oil and gasoline, on the project site especially during
construction.

An analysis of impacts to listed and other sensitive species from expected noise, pollution,
night lighting, erosion, sedimentation, roads, and measures to be taken to minimize any of
these adverse impacts.



09/12/02 15:35 FAX 760 431 9618 FWS-CARLSBAD FWO 1005

Mr. Christopher Clayton (FWS-SB/RIV-3119.1) 4

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the referenced NOP. We are available to work with
project proponent(s) to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate irmpacts to federally listed and sensitive
species and their habitats. If yon have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please
contact Lucy Caskey of my staff at (760) 431-9440.

Sincerely,

e
Tae

Karen A. Evans
Assistant Field Supervisor

ce: Jeff Drongesen (CDFG, Chino Hills)
Hayley Lovan (Corps, Los Angeles District)





