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Rosamond Community Services District
Wastewater Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project | February 2019

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION AND REGULATORY GUIDANCE

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared in accordance with
relevant provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended, and the
CEQA Guidelines, as revised. This IS/MND evaluates the environmental effects of the Rosamond
Community Services District (District) Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project (proposed project). The
project site is located within District-owned property southeast of the Rosamond urban area in Kern
County, California. The District is the lead agency for the proposed project. The IS/MND includes the
following components:

o A Draft MND and the formal findings made by the District that the project would not result in
significant effects on the environment, as identified in the IS Checklist.

o A detailed Project Description.

e The CEQA IS Checklist, which provides standards to evaluate the potential for significant
environmental impacts from the proposed project, is adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. The project is evaluated in 21 environmental issue categories to determine whether
the project’s environmental impacts would be significant in any category. Brief discussions are
provided that further substantiate the project’s anticipated environmental impacts in each
category.

Because the proposed project fits into the definition of a “project” under Public Resources Code Section
21065 requiring discretionary approval by the District and because it could result in a significant effect
on the environment, the project is subject to CEQA review. The IS Checklist was prepared to determine
the appropriate environmental document to satisfy CEQA requirements: an Environmental Impact
Report, an MND, or a Negative Declaration. The analysis in this IS Checklist supports the conclusion that
the project would not result in significant environmental impacts with the incorporation of mitigation
measures; therefore, an MND has been prepared.

This IS/MND will be circulated for 30 days for public and agency review, during which time individuals
and agencies may submit comments on the adequacy of the environmental review. Following the public
review period, the District will consider any comments received on the IS/MND when deciding whether
to adopt the MIND.

1.2 INITIAL STUDY INFORMATION SHEET
1. Project title:

Rosamond Community Services District Wastewater Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project
2. Lead agency name and address:

Rosamond Community Services District

3179 35th Street West
Rosamond, CA 93560
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Rosamond Community Services District
Wastewater Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project | February 2019

8.

Contact person and phone number:

Brach Smith, Director of Public Works, Rosamond Community Services District
Phone: (661) 256-3411

Project location:

The project site is located approximately four miles northeast of the intersection of State Route
(SR) 138 and SR 14 in the community of Rosamond near the southern boundary of Kern County
(Figure 1, Regional Location). The project site is within Sections 27 and 34 of Township 9 North,
Range 12 West of the Rosamond Canyon, California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute
topographic quadrangle (Figure 2, USGS Topography). Specifically, the project site is located east
of the intersection of Patterson Road and 10th Street West near the western edge of Rosamond
Lake, which is a natural dry lake bed (refer to Figure 1 and Figure 3, Aerial Photograph).

Project sponsor’s name and address:

Rosamond Community Services District
3179 35th Street West, Rosamond, CA 93560
Phone: (661) 256-3411

General Plan designation:

Other Facilities (3.3) / Flood Hazard (2.5) / Intensive Agriculture — 20-acre minimum lot size (8.1)
Zoning designation:

Limited Agriculture (A-1)

Description of project:

BACKGROUND

The Rosamond Community Services District (District) Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) provides
wastewater treatment to the community of Rosamond, in Kern County, California (Figure 1). The WWTP
includes a 0.5-million gallon per day (mgd) tertiary treatment plant (with a peak flow treatment capacity
of 2.0 mgd) for the production of recycled water. The 0.5-mgd plant includes grit removal, a Biolac®
activated sludge aeration basin, secondary clarifier, sand filters, and ultra-violet (UV) disinfection.!
Construction of the WWTP was completed in 2009, but the plant was not operated until December
2011. While in service, a portion of the WWTP effluent was used for on-site irrigation, and the remaining
effluent was delivered to ponds for evaporation.

The WWTP ran continuously from December 2011 through mid-2015; however, since the District has no
recycled water customers, the plant was taken out of service to reduce operating costs. Thus, the

1 ABiolac® system is an activated sludge process using extended retention of biological solids to create a stable, easily

operated waste treatment system. Source: Parkson Corporation, 2019. Biolac Extended Aeration Treatment System.
Available from: https://www.parkson.com/sites/default/files/documents/biolac.pdf. Accessed February 2019.
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Rosamond Community Services District
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District currently operates a facultative pond treatment process with disposal of all wastewater flows to
a system of 16 on-site facultative lagoons.

The District was issued a discharge permit by the Lahonton Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water
Board) in 2015 (Order No. R6V-2015-0069, WDID No. 6B150112001). The District is currently in violation
of its discharge permit due to pond leakage. While normal operation of the facultative lagoons is an
acceptable form of discharge, the ponds have been found to leak significantly, which allows nitrates and
salt to seep into the groundwater and violates receiving water quality standards established in the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan; Water Board 1995), adopted to protect
groundwater quality for beneficial uses. The proposed project would allow the District to meet
wastewater discharge standards required by the Water Board; however, a new discharge permit will be
required.

Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to expand the existing WWTP from an existing average daily treatment capacity of
0.5 to 1.27 mgd (or from an existing peak treatment capacity of 2.0 to 2.54 mgd) by duplicating the
existing Biolac/clarifier system, activated sludge system, secondary clarifier, and sludge drying beds. The
project is being proposed in response to the discharge permit violation issued by the Water Board
regarding existing facultative lagoon leakage. Septage is currently dumped into the unlined facultative
lagoons, which are leaking, thereby contributing to groundwater pollution. The new receiving facility will
allow introduction of septage into a lined system at a controlled rate so that organic matter can be
biologically reduced and no additional pollution would be introduced to soil and groundwater beneath
the site. The expansion would provide a new, larger Biolac/clarifier system and would duplicate the
existing six sludge drying beds. The improvements would improve the overall quality of effluent
discharged to the proposed percolation ponds from existing septage inflows, which would preclude
additional soil and groundwater contamination and meeting the Water Board’s waste discharge
requirements for the facility. Once completed, the new components would receive 75 percent of the
incoming wastewater flow, while 25 percent of the influent would go through the existing system. This
75/25 flow split approach would eliminate the need for major upgrades to the existing process units
(i.e., Biolac and secondary clarifiers). Refer to the proposed project site plan (Figure 4, Proposed Site
Plan). As shown in Figure 4, the proposed new facilities would be constructed within the central portion
of the site among existing similar facilities. The proposed above-ground structures would be limited to
one story in height, similar to existing structures, and the remaining facilities would be constructed at or
below existing site grade.

The existing WWTP contains a series of facultative lagoons (see Figure 3). Two of these existing ponds on
the southern end of the project site would be converted to percolation ponds to make use of existing
piping and infrastructure, and de-nitrified, undisinfected secondary effluent would be discharged to
these percolation ponds for disposal. An Infiltration Test Basin was conducted to address the potential
for the existing ponds to leach nitrate and total dissolved solids (TDS) into the groundwater from
untreated effluent that may have found its way into the soil matrix from leaking facultative lagoons
during former operation. The leaching tests have indicated that infiltration is feasible, but that the
infiltration rate necessitates use of additional pond area to provide adequate percolation capacity for
treated effluent.

Therefore, existing Ponds 15 and 17 are both proposed to be reconfigured into three ponds, shown as
Percolation Ponds 1, 2, and 3 in Figure 4, and the soil from the existing pond bottoms would be
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excavated and removed to convert the facultative lagoons to the proposed percolation pond system.
Specifically, the top 10 feet of soil would be removed from the bottom of Pond 15 and the top 5 feet of
soil would be removed from the bottom of Pond 17 (as the bottom elevation of Pond 15 is
approximately 5 feet higher than that of Pond 17). Access ramps would be included for operation and
maintenance. The pond design includes a Distribution Box with three slide gates for 14-inch pipeline
outlets to distribute the effluent to one or more of the three percolation ponds.

The vacant, approximately 20-acre area immediately west of Pond 17 would be utilized as a soil
stockpiling or construction staging area, including soil storage for up to approximately 220,000 cubic
yards of excavated soil from the existing Ponds 15 and 17 on the southern two-thirds of the area, and
construction equipment staging, material storage, construction worker parking, and other temporary
activities occurring within the remaining northern portion of the area (see Figure 4).

The WWTP would continue to accept and process septage (i.e., waste removed from septic tanks) from
commercial septage haulers that service residential sources, small restaurants, and other domestic
customers. A new septage receiving station would be installed north of the WWTP on the southwest
side of existing Pond 11 (see Septage Receiving Station and Pond illustrated in Figure 4). Construction of
the new septage holding pond would consist of rehabilitating the southwest corner of Pond 11. The
proposed septage pond would be approximately 117-feet long by 39-feet wide with a water surface area
of 4,800 square feet and an embankment slope ratio of 1 to 3 per typical septage pond design. The pond
is anticipated to hold approximately 90,000 gallons of septage, allowing for 3 days of retention time,
with a working depth of 5 feet and minimum freeboard of 2 feet.

Septage is anticipated to be discharged from the septage hauler truck into a septage receiving station
involving a concrete tank with sloped floors leading to a channel with a manual-cleaned coarse screen to
remove large solids before proceeding to a lined septage holding pond. Manual raking of the screens
would be required, and materials would be disposed of in the screenings bin adjacent to the channel.
Additionally, an automated refrigerated sampler would be installed at the receiving station to sample
the septage influent. The septage would flow out of the channel and spill into a septage holding pond.
Flows from the septage pond are anticipated to bleed into the system upstream of the pretreatment
screen during low flow through a 6-inch effluent pipeline. Diurnal data for the WWTP are not currently
available; however, it is assumed that low flows occur at night. An additional carbon source (associated
with septage addition) during low flow periods, may also be used to assist with optimum denitrification.

In order to ensure that the proposed percolation ponds provide adequate infiltration of treated effluent,
the ponds would be periodically rotated out of service (every 2 to 3 years as needed), allowed to dry,
and then scraped to remove the top two inches of soil from the pond bottom, followed by light tilling if
necessary. These activities would be carried out as a standard operating practice at the expanded
WWTP in order to maintain proper effluent infiltration following treatment.

As noted above, construction of the proposed improvements would result in the excavation and long-
term storage of up to approximately 220,000 cubic yards of soil on-site to the west of existing Pond 17.
The soil stockpile area would cover approximately 11 acres with soil approximately 12 feet in height
above existing grade. However, no substantial off-site soil transport, either import or export, is
proposed as part of the project. The stockpiled soil would be stabilized to prevent wind and water
erosion in accordance with applicable requirements including stormwater best management practices
(BMPs) required by the Water Board and Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District (EKAPCD) Rule 402,
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Fugitive Dust. Construction activities are anticipated to begin in mid-2019, with operation of the newly
expanded WWTP anticipated to occur by the end of 2020.

Following completion of the proposed WWTP expansion project and successful operation of the
expanded treatment system, the District would take the existing facultative pond system out of service,
thereby eliminating the existing source of groundwater pollution. Once the facultative ponds are out of
service, it is anticipated that the District would allow the existing sludge materials within the ponds to
dry out over a period of several years, with ultimate removal and off-site disposal to be carried out as
part of ongoing WWTP maintenance operations, which currently include periodic sludge removal and
disposal. The District currently has no specific plans or timeline for sludge removal and disposal
activities, but any such activities would be carried out in compliance with the WWTP’s revised permit
requirements.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Immediate surrounding land uses include existing wastewater facultative lagoons to the north of the
project site operated by the District, Edwards Air Force Base property along the eastern edge, and
undeveloped land to the south and west (refer to Figures 1 and 3).

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement:

e lLahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board)
e (California Air Resources Board (CARB)

e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

e (California Department of Public Health (CDPH)

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is
there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of
impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

In January 2019, 13 local tribal groups and individuals were contacted based on recommendations from
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). A record search of the Sacred Lands file held by the
NAHC returned with negative results. To date, one Tribe, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (San
Manuel), has responded indicating that the project is located within their Traditional Use Areas and
have requested that the District include them in further correspondence about the project.
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1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that may require mitigation to reduce the impact from “Potential Impact” to “Less than
Significant” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. The potential impacts and any potential
mitigation required will be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report.

An Initial Study is conducted by a Lead Agency to determine if a project may have a potentially
significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063). An Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) must be prepared if an Initial Study indicates that further analysis is needed to determine whether
a significant impact will occur or if there is substantial evidence in the record that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)).

L] Aesthetics L] Agriculture and Forestry L] Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources B Cultural Resources L] Energy
Geology and Soils [] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [J Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

B Hydrology and Water L] Land Use/Planning [J Mineral Resources
Quality
Noise L] Population and Housing L] Public Services
Recreation L] Transportation B Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service L] wildfire B Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance
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2.0

ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts which may result from the proposed project.
For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and
answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the project’s short-term impacts (i.e., construction-related), and its operational or day-to-day
impacts. For each question, there are four possible responses. They include:

A

“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may
be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from earlier
analyses may be cross-referenced).

“Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project creates no significant impacts, only less
than significant impacts.

“No Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No Impact”
answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the information
sources cited by the lead agency which show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards
(e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific
screening analysis).
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I AESTHETICS

Less Than

Significant Less Than
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, Potential with Significant No
would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [l ] [ | Ol

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings O O O [ |
within a state scenic highway?

¢) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in ] ] [ | L]
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which n N m 0
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a relatively remote location just outside and
west of the Edwards Air Force Base property, with very sparse development located in proximity. The
topography of the project site and surrounding area is generally flat with an overall slope toward the
east and the Rosamond Lake (dry lake bed). Given the remote desert location and flat topography, long-
distance views of scenic resources, including the San Gabriel Mountains to the south, Tehachapi
Mountains to the west, and expansive views of the Mojave Desert to the north and east. Publicly
available views of these resources are available throughout the project area, including from public roads
immediately proximate to the project site, including 10th Street West and Patterson Road.
Implementation of the proposed project would involve improvements and expansion of existing
wastewater treatment facilities, which would occur entirely within the project site and would be similar
in nature to existing facilities on-site. Such facilities would include very limited additional above-ground
facilities, including minor accessory buildings associated with utilities and the new septage receiving
station, none of which would be greater than existing building heights of one story or approximately

15 feet. The remainder of the proposed improvements would be buried below grade (e.g., pipelines and
equipment) or constructed at or near existing site grade (e.g., percolation ponds, septage receiving
pond, aeration basin No. 2, and Clarifier No. 2, as shown in Figure 4). With regard to the soil stockpile
area west of existing Pond 17, the estimated 220,000 cubic yards of soil would cover approximately

11 acres of the project site with soil up to 12 feet in height. This stockpile would, therefore, partially
obstruct views to the east from 10th Street West for a distance of approximately 600 feet along the
project site’s western frontage. However, the soil stockpile height of ten feet above existing grade would
be lower than existing on-site building heights of up to 15 feet above existing grade.

Based on the very limited number and size of above-ground improvements associated with the
proposed project that could potentially obstruct or limit such views, the limited height and length of the
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proposed stockpile area, as well as the widespread availability of such views in the project area, it is not
anticipated that implementation of the proposed WWTP expansion would notably detract from
identified scenic resources in the area. As such, despite the availability of public views of scenic
resources in the area, including in areas in proximity to the project site, the project would have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and impacts would be less than significant.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. There are no Officially Designated Scenic Highways in Kern County (California Department of
Transportation [Caltrans] 2018). SR 58 and portions of SR 14, approximately 15 miles north of the
project site, are Eligible State Scenic Highways — Not Officially Designated. The project site is not visible
from any portion of these highways due to intervening topography. Furthermore, implementation of the
proposed project would involve construction of new wastewater treatment facilities within the existing
WWTP property, which does not contain any rock outcroppings or notable trees. As such, the project
would not damage any trees, rock outcroppings, or other potential scenic resources. The proposed
project would have no impact on scenic resources within a State-designated scenic highway.

c) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less than Significant Impact. The Open Space/Conservation Element of the Rosamond Specific Plan
states that open space areas are important visual resources for the community. The proposed project
involves the expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities in a topographically flat area that is
not highly visible from nearby roads or other public spaces. The proposed components of the project
would consist of construction of new facilities and modifications to existing facilities that would be
similar to the existing visual character and quality of the project site. These modifications and new
facilities would be similar to the bulk, scale, and industrial design of the existing facilities; therefore, the
project would be similar to the existing visual character and quality of the area and impacts would be
less than significant.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project does not propose components that would emit glare. Project-
related lighting during construction and operation would comply with the Kern County Outdoor Lighting
“Dark Skies Ordinance” (Section 19.81.040 of the Code of Ordinances), which specifies that all outdoor
lighting be oriented downward and shielded to reduce light spillover onto adjacent properties. Impacts
related to light or glare would therefore be less than significant.
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Il AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and ] ] ] [ |
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
) Con g zoning for ag O O m 0
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section |
2220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code ] ] L] |
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
) O 0 0 m
to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 0 0 0 m
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non- forest use?

Discussion

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?

No Impact. The existing sewage disposal ponds are mapped as “Urban and Built-up Land” by the
California Department of Conservation, and surrounding lands are mapped as “Vacant or Disturbed
Land” to the immediate west and “Nonagricultural and Natural Vegetation” in the remaining
surrounding project area (California Department of Conservation [DOC] 2017). There is no identified
Farmland in Rosamond, including the project area, and no related impacts would occur.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Less Than Significant Impact. The majority of the project site is characterized by the existing Rosamond
WWTP and associated facultative lagoons and infrastructure. Although the majority of the existing
WWTP site is zoned Limited Agriculture (A-1), no agricultural activities currently occur on or in proximity
to the project site (Kern County Department of Planning and Development Services [County PDS] 2003).
The proposed project would expand the existing WWTP treatment facilities within the existing facility
footprint and would not result in any off-site expansion or activities that could conflict with agricultural
activities or zoning in the surrounding area. As such, while the project site is currently zoned for
agricultural activities, no agricultural activities or production currently occur within the project
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boundaries, and further, the proposed project would not result in any changes to agricultural activities
or operations, and thus impacts would be less than significant.

There are no Williamson Land contracts in Rosamond, including the project area (DOC 2013), and thus
no impacts related to conflicts with any such contracts would occur.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 1 2220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The project site is not zoned as forest land, timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone,
and no related impacts would occur (County PDS 2003).

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. The project site is an existing wastewater treatment facility in a desert setting. The project
would not involve loss or conversion of forest land, and no related impacts would occur.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

No Impact. The project site is not located in an area that contains identified Farmland or forest land.
Furthermore, implementation of the proposed project would involve construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities within the existing WWTP property, which does not contain any Farmland or forest
land. Therefore, implementation of the project would not involve changes to the environment that
could result in conversion of such lands.

Il. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the

. ) . e . ] Less Than
applicable air quality management district or air pollution Significant e Them
control district may be relied upon to make the following Potential with Significant No
determinations. Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable m n m 0

air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- ] [ u [
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant n n m n
concentrations?

d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to odors n n m 0
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
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Discussion

Air Quality Setting. The project site is located in the Kern County portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin
(MDAB). Air Quality in this region is under the jurisdiction of the EKAPCD. The EKAPCD is responsible for
implementing and enforcing state and federal air quality regulations. Six air pollutants have been
identified by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) as being of concern both on a nationwide and statewide level: ground-level
ozone; carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,); lead; and particulate matter
(PM), which is subdivided into two classes based on particle size: coarse PM equal to or less than

10 micrometers in diameter (PM1o) and fine PM equal to or less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
(PMys). These air pollutants are commonly referred to as “criteria air pollutants” because air quality
standards are regulated using human health and environmentally based criteria. In accordance with
Federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act requirements, the USEPA developed numerical
concentration-based standards, or National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), while CARB
developed the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Criteria pollutants can be emitted
directly from sources, or they may be formed through chemical and photochemical reactions of
precursor pollutants in the atmosphere. The principal precursor pollutants of concern are reactive
organic gasses (ROGs)? and nitrogen oxides (NOx).

The USEPA and CARB use ambient air quality monitoring data to designate areas according to their
attainment status for meeting the NAAQS and CAAQS for each criteria pollutant. Eastern Kern County
has been designated serious nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS; and nonattainment for the
1-hour ozone, 8-hour ozone, and PM1p CAAQS.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The EKAPCD has developed the 2017 Ozone Attainment Plan for
attainment of the ozone NAAQS and CAAQS in the district (EKAPCD 2017). Future ozone emissions
calculated in the attainment plan rely on information gathered through the stationary source permitting
process, regional transportation plans, and growth projections provided by local governments. Long-
term operation of the project would not result in an increase in influent processed by the District
WWTP. Therefore, emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOx associated with wastewater
treatment would not increase, nor would the project result in population growth or significant increases
in regional mobile emissions. As discussed in checklist question b), below, construction of the project
would not result in pollutant emissions in excess of applicable thresholds. Therefore, the project would
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan and the impact would be
less than significant.

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Less Than Significant Impact. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single
project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead,

2 CARB defines and uses the term ROG while the USEPA defines and uses the term volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The
compounds included in the lists of ROGs and VOCs and the methods of calculation are slightly different. However, for the
purposes of estimating criteria pollutant precursor emissions, the two terms are often used interchangeably.
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the potential for a project’s individual emissions to contribute to existing cumulatively significant
adverse air quality impacts is evaluated.

Construction Emissions

Criteria pollutant emissions for project construction were estimated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer
model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and
environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with
both construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. The model was developed for the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California air
districts. CalEEMod allows for the use of default data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology,
source inventory) provided by the various California air districts to account for local requirements and
conditions, and/or user-defined inputs. The calculation methodology and default data used in the model
is available in the CalEEMod User’s Guide, Appendices A, D, and E (CAPCOA 2017). Construction
equipment was estimated based on CalEEMod defaults, common earth moving practices for large
construction-sites, and the construction cost estimate prepared for the project in the Rosamond
Community Service District Wastewater Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Technical Report Volume 1
(Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2018). A full list of the equipment and other assumptions are included in
the CalEEMod output files in Appendix B of this Initial Study.

Project construction activities would be required to comply with The EKAPCD Rule 402, Fugitive Dust,
which requires the use of reasonably available control measures (RACMs) to minimize fugitive dust limit
visible dust emissions (VDE) to no more than 20 percent opacity. Applicable RACMs are listed in the
EKACPD Suggested Air Pollutant Mitigation Measures for Construction Sites (EKAPCD 2012):

e All soil excavated or graded should be sufficiently watered or treated with non-toxic soil
stabilizers to prevent excessive dust. Watering should occur as needed with complete coverage
of disturbed soil areas. Watering should be a minimum of twice daily on unpaved/untreated
roads and on disturbed soil areas with active operations.

e All clearing, grading, earth moving, and excavation activities should cease:
o during periods of winds greater than 20 miles per hour (mph; averaged over one hour),
if disturbed material is easily windblown.
o when dust plumes of 20 percent or greater opacity impact public roads, occupied

structures, or neighboring property.

o All fine material transported off-site should be sufficiently watered, treated with nontoxic soil
stabilizers, or securely covered to prevent excessive dust.

e If more than 5,000 cubic yards of fill material will be imported to or exported from the site, then
all haul trucks should be required to exit the site via an access point where a gravel pad or grizzly
has been installed.

e Areas disturbed by clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities should be minimized at all
times.
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e Stockpiles of soil or other fine loose material shall be stabilized by watering or other appropriate
method to prevent wind-blown fugitive dust.

e Onsite vehicle speed should be limited to 15 mph.

e All areas with vehicle traffic should be paved, treated with dust palliatives, or watered a
minimum of twice daily.

e Streets adjacent to the project site should be kept clean and accumulated silt removed.

e Access to the site should be by means of an apron into the project from adjoining surfaced
roadways. The apron should be surfaced or treated with dust palliatives. palliatives If operating
on soils that cling to the wheels of the vehicles, a grizzly or other such device should be used on
the road exiting the project, immediately prior to the pavement, in order to remove most of the
soil material from the vehicle’s tires.

Because CalEEMod is not designed to capture all of the dust emissions from haul trucks on on-site
unpaved roads, the dust generated by off-road haul trucks and loaders used to stockpile dirt was
estimated using emission factors from the USEPA AP-42 Fifth Edition, Chapter 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads
(USEPA 2006). The print file for the spreadsheet used in the calculation is included along with the
CalEEMod output files in Appendix B. The hours required for the haul truck and loader were estimated
based on approximately 220,000 cubic yards of cut required for the facultative lagoons per the project
applicant and an average of 16 yards per truckload and up to 7 truckloads per truck per hour.

Estimations of construction emissions assume the quantifiable component of the applicable RACMs,
specifically the application of water on all disturbed surfaces twice per day and a 15 mph speed limit on
unpaved surfaces.

The EKAPCD does not provide thresholds of significance specifically for construction emissions.
However, the District has published thresholds for annual emissions from stationary sources and
thresholds for maximum daily emissions from mobile sources which can indicate if the project’s
construction emissions would result in an exceedance of standards (EKAPCD 1999). Table 1, Annual and
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, summarizes construction emissions and compares them with
the EKAPCD thresholds.
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Table 1
ANNUAL AND MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Source Pollutant Emissions
ROG | Nox | co | sox PM1o PM2.s
Annual Emissions (tons per year)
2019 CalEEmod Grading and Facility 0.24 561 1.49 <01 0.24 014
Const.
2019 AP-42 Dust from Dirt Hauling 6.61 0.66
2019 Total 0.24 2.61 1.49 <0.1 6.85 0.80
2020 CalEEMod Facility Const. 0.15 1.42 1.13 <0.1 0.18 0.09
2020 AP-42 Dust from Dirt Hauling 2.38 0.24
2020 Total 0.15 1.42 1.13 <0.1 2.56 0.33
Maximum Annual Emissions 0.24 2.61 1.49 <0.1 6.85 0.80
EKAPCD Threshold 25 25 - 27 15 -
Significant Impact? No No No No No No
Maximum Daily Off-Site Mobile Emissions (pounds per day)
2019 0.16 0.67 1.01 <0.1 0.34 <0.1
2020 0.15 0.62 0.91 <0.1 0.41 0.11
Maximum Daily Emissions 0.16 0.67 1.01 <0.1 0.41 0.11
EKAPCD Threshold 137 137 - - - -
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix B of this Initial Study)
- indicates no thresholds have been adopted.

As shown in Table 1, short-term emissions from construction of the project would not exceed the
EKAPCD thresholds. Therefore, project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant and the impact would be less than significant.

Operational Emissions

Waste water treatment facilities can be a source of ROGs and NOx. The project would not increase the
facilities influent treatment volume (or any associated emissions of ROG and NOx). Aside from negligible
increased maintenance vehicle activity, long-term operation of the project would not result in any
change in mobile emissions associated with the facility. With regard to long-term soil storage in the
southwest corner of the project site, the stockpiled soil would be stabilized to prevent wind and water
erosion in accordance with applicable requirements including stormwater BMPs required by the Water
Board and EKAPCD Rule 402, Fugitive Dust. Therefore, long-term operation of the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant and the impact would be less
than significant.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others
due to the types of population groups or activities involved and are referred to as sensitive receptors.
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. The
closest sensitive receptors to the project site are rural single-family homes approximately 2,700 feet
(0.51 mile) to the south. There are no schools, daycare centers, or hospitals within one mile of the
project site.
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Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an
increase in deaths or in serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health.
Construction of the project would result in emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM). In 1998, the
CARB identified DPM as a TAC based on published evidence of a relationship between diesel exhaust
exposure and lung cancer and other adverse health effects. The amount to which the receptors could be
exposed, which is a function of concentration and duration of exposure, is the primary factor used to
determine health risk. Due to the variable and sporadic nature of construction activity, the distance to
the nearest sensitive receptors, and the anticipated short construction schedule (15 months), TAC
emissions from the project’s construction activity would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The long-term operation of the project would not substantially change any
potential TAC emissions associated with operation the WWTP nor would the project resultin a
significant change in vehicle trips associated with the WWTP. Therefore, the project would not expose
sensitive receptors to any substantial concentrations of DPM or other TACs.

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots

A CO hot spot is an area of localized CO pollution caused by severe vehicle congestion on major
roadways, typically near intersections. Because the project is being proposed to address soil and
groundwater contamination by increasing effluent quality of existing wastewater flows, rather than
increasing overall treatment volumes, the expanded WWTP is anticipated to operate at a similar
intensity as the existing WWTP in terms of septage truck deliveries, facility maintenance, and other
operational activities. Because the project would not result in a significant change, if any, in vehicle trips
associated with operation of the expanded WWTP, there would be no potential for a project-related CO
hot spot or exceedance of State or Federal CO ambient air quality standard.

The project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and the impact
would be less than significant.

d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the project would result in diesel exhaust which can be a
source of objectionable odor. However, diesel exhaust odors disperse rapidly with distance and the
closest sensitive receptor would be approximately 2,700 feet (0.51 mile) away, as discussed above. The
existing WWTP currently utilizes facultative lagoons to treat influent and concentrate solids in the waste
water, which can be a source of objectionable odors. The project’s proposed expansion of the tertiary
treatment plant and relocated septage receiving station is not anticipated to increase odor generation
on-site, and in fact, may reduce overall odors compared to existing conditions based on improved
effluent quality produced by the expanded WWTP and the discontinued use of the existing septage
ponds for evaporation. Therefore, construction or operation of the project would not result in odors or
other emissions adversely affecting a substantial number of people and the impact would be less than
significant.
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IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
can'dldate, sen5|t|v'e,' or special sta'tus species in Ioca'l or . 0 m 0 n
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California ] | ] Il
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 0 m 0 0
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

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

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ] ] L] |
ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, ] [ [ H
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion

This section describes potential direct and indirect impacts associated with the proposed project, which
is based upon the analysis and conclusions presented in the Biological Technical Report (BTR) prepared
by HELIX for the proposed project (the BTR is included in Appendix C of this Initial Study). Direct impacts
immediately alter the affected biological resources such that those resources are eliminated temporarily
or permanently. Indirect impacts consist of secondary effects of a project, including noise, decreased
water quality (e.g., through sedimentation, urban contaminants, or fuel release), fugitive dust,
colonization of non-native plant species, animal behavioral changes, and night lighting. The magnitude
of an indirect impact can be the same as a direct impact; however, the effect usually takes a longer time
to become apparent.

The significance of impacts to biological resources present or those with potential to occur was
determined based upon the sensitivity of the resource and the extent of the anticipated impacts. For
certain highly sensitive resources (e.g., a federally listed species), any impact would be significant.
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Conversely, other resources that are of low sensitivity (e.g., species with a large, locally stable
population in the region but declining elsewhere) could sustain some impact with a less than significant
effect.

Critical habitat does not occur on the project area. The nearest critical habitat to the project area is
desert tortoise critical habitat, which is located approximately 15 miles to the southeast (USFWS 2018a).

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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation.

Impacts to Rare Plant Species:

A total of 9 of the 19 rare plant species, documented in the 9 quadrangle California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database searches, were not considered to
have a potential to occur based on geographic range, elevation range, and/or lack of suitable habitat
(see Appendix F of the BTR). The remaining 10 species were considered to have a potential to occur on
the project area based on the presence of desert scrub habitat. Rare plant surveys are scheduled for
April and May 2019.

The rare plant species with potential to occur were not observed on the project area during the habitat
assessment and other surveys on-site; however, Mohave spineflower and alkali mariposa lily were both
observed adjacent to the site. An unidentified spineflower was observed on-site and it is expected that
the unidentified spineflower is Mohave spineflower. The alkali mariposa lily was observed immediately
adjacent to the project site and has potential to occur on-site. The other eight species are presumed
absent from the project area. The spineflower, expected to be Mohave spineflower, was observed
within the southern and western portions of the disturbed desert scrub located on the western side of
the project site. Mohave spineflower is a CNPS rank 4.2 species and does not carry a federal or state
listing as threatened or endangered. Impacts to a small population of Mohave spineflower is not
considered significant, however impacts to a large isolated population would be significant. A population
of Mohave spineflower was observed on the previous alternative location therefore a population of this
species on-site would not be considered a large isolated population. Impacts to spineflower would not
be considered significant. Alkali mariposa lily is a CNPS rank 1B.2 species and does not carry a federal or
state listing as threatened or endangered. Impacts to alkali mariposa lily would be significant. The area
in which the species potentially occurs is proposed for use as long-term soil storage. Implementation of
mitigation measure BIO-1 will result in a less than significant impact.

Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species:

Of the 23 animal species recorded within the 9 quadrangle search, 3 species where observed on-site. Of
the remaining 20 species, 10 species are not expected to occur, 9 species have a low potential to occur,

and one species has a moderate potential to occur. These 10 species with low or moderate potential to

occur on-site along with the 3 species observed on-site are discussed in further detail below.
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Low and Moderate Potential Species

A total of nine species were determined to have a low potential to occur on the project area based on
the presence of low quality habitat, limited acreage of habitat, and amount of disturbance and
development within the project area. These species include Swainson’s hawk, coast horned lizard,
crotch bumblebee, Mohave shoulderband, Ferruginous hawk, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Townsend’s big
eared bat, American badger and merlin.

A single species was determined to have a moderate potential to occur based on the presence of small
areas of low-quality suitable habitat and documented observations within the vicinity of the project
area. The species is the loggerhead shrike a state species of concern.

These species have low potential to occur and if present would most likely only be utilizing the site for
foraging. The project would result in impacts to approximately 11 acres of native habitat (disturbed
desert scrub) on the site. The majority of the site is part of the constructed WWTP, and the project will
result in the reconfiguration of the WWTP. The majority of the impacts will result in a reconfiguring of
the disturbed habitats on the WWTP facility. The project primarily consists of the reconfiguration of
existing Ponds 15 and 17 into three percolation ponds, part of Pond 14 into an emergency pond, and
part of Pond 14 into a septage receiving pond. This reconfiguration of the ponds will result in the pond
habitat still existing on the site for use by the animals currently using the habitat. The project and
associated construction activities on-site would not result in a significant impact to these species.

Presumed Absent Species

Focused surveys for desert tortoise (federally and state threatened species) were conducted in 2018.
Survey results were negative (Appendix D of the BTR), and desert tortoise is presumed absent from the
project area. Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts are anticipated to this species.

A focused trapping survey was conducted in 2018 for Mohave ground squirrel (federally and state
endangered species) adjacent to the south side of the site in higher quality desert scrub habitat. The
results of the trapping survey were negative (Appendix C of the BTR).

Presumed Present Species

The burrowing owl is a state species of concern and focused surveys are proposed to occur in 2019. A
single burrowing owl was observed migrating through the project site in October 2018, and was not
observed during other site visits. The area in which the burrowing owl was observed was inspected for
sign of burrowing owl use. No whitewash, feathers, prey remains, or pellets were observed.

Since the project area supports suitable habitat, both protocol and a take avoidance survey are required
prior to ground disturbance in accordance with CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation
(2012). An avoidance and minimization measure is included as BIO-2, which requires a focused survey
and a take avoidance survey and avoidance of active nests and/or relocation of BUOW (if BUOW are
observed).

A single prairie falcon was observed perched on a power pole on the northside of the project area. The
power poles along the site are single post wooden poles and do not present nesting habitat. This solo
bird was believed to be foraging in the desert scrub that surrounds the WWTP. A single White faced ibis
was observed using one of the waste water ponds. The ponds on the WWTP represent foraging habitat
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for the species. The project primarily consists of the reconfiguration of existing Ponds 15 and 17 into
three percolation ponds, part of Pond 14 into an emergency pond, and part of Pond 14 into a septage
receiving pond. This reconfiguration of the ponds will result in the pond habitat still existing on the site
for use as potential foraging habitat. The project will not impact the desert scrub surrounding the site
WWTP used by the prairie falcon and other raptors. The project will not have a significant impact on the
prairie falcon or white faced ibis.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-1

BIO-2

Sensitive Plants: Surveys are to be conducted in the spring/summer 2019 to map Mohave
spineflower and alkali mariposa lily if they occur on-site. If present, these species are anticipated
to only occur on the western side of the project site within the disturbed desert scrub. This area
is proposed to be used for long term soil storage.

If alkali mariposa lily or a significant population of Mohave spineflower is present the project will
avoid impacts if possible. If a significant population of Mohave spineflower and/or alkali
mariposa lily occur and avoidance is not feasible the project will implement one of the following
options: (1) collect the topsoil to preserve the seed base for the species present. The top soil will
be stored on the WWTP and covered with vis-queen or similar material to protect the seed base
from wind and rain based erosion. Following the completion of the project, under the direction
of the biologist, salvaged top soil is to be spread on areas of temporary impacts; or (2) place a
restrictive covenant (RC) on an equal amount of land that includes the impacted species, not to
exceed 10 acres. If land preserve is selected, the land from the previous alternative location that
is known to include both of the aforementioned species is proposed.

Burrowing Owl: In compliance with the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012),
a protocol 4 visit survey will occur on March 5, April 25, May 16, and June 18, 2019. In addition
to conducting protocol survey, a take avoidance survey shall be conducted on the project area
within 14 days prior to ground disturbance to determine presence of BUOW. If the both the
protocol 4 visit survey and the take avoidance survey are negative and BUOW is confirmed
absent, then ground-disturbing activities shall be allowed to commence, and no further
mitigation would be required.

If BUOW are observed during the four-visit survey and/or take avoidance survey, active burrows
shall be avoided by the project in accordance with the CDFW’s Staff Report (2012). The CDFW
shall be immediately informed of any BUOW observations. A Burrowing Owl| Protection and
Relocation Plan (plan) shall be prepared by a qualified biologist, which must be sent for approval
by CDFW prior to initiating ground disturbance. The plan shall detail avoidance measures that
shall be implemented during construction and passive or active relocation methodology.
Relocation shall only occur outside of the nesting season for BUOW (February 1 through

August 31).

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation.
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Impacts to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Sensitive Vegetation Communities/Habitats

The project area supports disturbed native vegetation totaling 11.2 acres, comprised of disturbed desert
scrub. The remainder of the project site is comprised of developed land and disturbed habitats that are
part of the WWTP. No permanent impacts are proposed to native vegetation. The disturbed desert
scrub on-site is proposed for temporary impacts. The west side of the project on which the disturbed
desert scrub occurs will be utilized for staging area, construction parking, or similar purposes.
Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 will result in a less than significant impact.

Impacts to California Department of Fish and Wildlife Riparian Habitat and Streambed

The project area supports a single drainage that is considered a jurisdictional streambed pursuant to
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, as regulated by CDFW. This drainage was created by
the initial construction of the WWTP and is not naturally occurring. The project will result in 0.13 acre of
temporary and 0.02 acre permanent impacts to the drainage from the installation of pipes and grading
occurring adjacent to the drainage. Generally, CDFW will require restoration of drainages that have
minor temporary impacts to artificially created ephemeral drainages.

Permanent impacts to the drainage area associated with grading of the slopes and access ramp for the
sludge beds. Temporary disturbance to CDFW jurisdiction is anticipated to occur associated with
trenching, vehicle crossing, and installation of pipes, along with potential impacts from grading of pond
slopes in proximity of the drainage. The drainage would be recreated on-site at or as close to its original
position as feasible. The project would offset impacts to CDFW jurisdiction through compensatory
mitigation if determine necessary in the permitting process. Compensatory mitigation for temporal loss
of CDFW jurisdiction is outlined in mitigation measure BIO-3, while the avoidance and minimization
measures are included in mitigation measure BIO-4. With implementation of applicable mitigation
measures, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-3 Jurisdictional Resources: Prior to impacts to jurisdictional resources, RCSD shall obtain
regulatory permits from the RWQCB and CDFW. Jurisdictional resources impacted shall be
replaced on-site at the original location or as close as is feasible once the project has been
completed. The drainage will enter and exit the project site at the same location as prior to
construction. Compensatory mitigation for temporary impacts to jurisdictional waters is
proposed to include enhancement/restoration of the unvegetated streambed on-site. If
additional mitigation is required by the resource agencies, preservation of land with appropriate
resources or purchase of off-site mitigation enhancement credits may be included.

The following minimization measures will be implemented during construction:

e Use of standard BMPs to minimize the impacts during construction.

e Construction-related equipment will be stored in developed areas, outside of drainages.

e Source control and treatment control BMPs will be implemented to minimize the potential

contaminants that are generated during and after construction. Water quality BMPs will be
implemented throughout the project to capture and treat potential contaminants.
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e To avoid attracting predators during construction, the project shall be kept clean of debris to
the extent possible. All food-related trash items shall be enclosed in sealed containers and
regularly removed from site.

e Employees shall strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment and construction material
to the proposed project footprint, staging areas, and designated routes of travel.

e The drainage will be clearly marked to aid in avoidance of impacts.

e Designated crossings location shall be implemented to minimize impacts to the drainage
from construction vehicles.

BIO-4 Nesting Birds: Construction activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, grubbing, pipeline installation,
etc.) shall occur outside of the general bird nesting season for migratory birds, which is
February 15 through August 31 for songbirds and January 15 to August 31 for raptors.

If construction activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, grubbing, pipeline installation, etc.) must
occur during the general bird nesting season for migratory birds and raptors (January 15 through
August 31), RCSD shall retain a qualified biologist to perform a pre-construction survey of
potential nesting habitat to confirm the absence of active nests belonging to migratory birds and
raptors afforded protection under the MBTA and CFG Code. The pre-construction survey shall be
performed no more than seven days prior to the commencement of construction activities. The
results of the pre-construction survey shall be documented by the qualified biologist and
submitted to RCSD.

If the qualified biologist determines that no active migratory bird or raptor nests are present,
the activities shall be allowed to proceed without any further requirements. If the qualified
biologist determines that an active migratory bird or raptor nest is present, no impacts within
300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of the active nest shall occur until the young have fledged the
nest and the nest is confirmed to no longer be active, or as determined by the qualified
biologist. The biological monitor may modify the buffer or propose other recommendations in
order to minimize disturbance to nesting birds.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands, (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation. The project area supports a drainage that is considered a
jurisdictional streambed pursuant to the Porter Cologne Act as Water Board. However, the project was
designed to avoid permanent impacts to Water Board jurisdiction. The project will result in 0.05-acre
temporary and 0.005-acre permanent impacts to the Water Board drainage. This drainage was created
by the initial construction of the WWTP and is not naturally occurring. The impacts to the drainage are
from the installation of pipes and grading occurring adjacent to the drainage. Generally, the Water
Board will require restoration of drainages that have minor temporary impacts to artificially created
ephemeral drainages. In addition, the Water Board will require measures to insure water quality of the
drainage and related resources.

The impacts would be to non-wetland waters that were artificially created. Impacts to Water Board
jurisdiction associated with pipe installation along with grading of sludge ponds. The drainage would be

HELIX

Environmental Planning

23



Rosamond Community Services District
Wastewater Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project | February 2019

restored on-site as close to its original location as possible following completion of the project.
Additional compensatory mitigation beyond restoration of temporary impacts is not proposed.

The avoidance and minimization measure BIO-3, provided below, includes measures that would prevent
any inadvertent impacts to Water Board jurisdictional areas during construction activities. As such,
impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

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?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation.

Impacts to Wildlife Movement

The project area is not part of a regional corridor and does not serve as a nursery site. The project area
is not identified as being part of a local or regional corridor or linkage by the Desert Renewable Energy
Conservation Plan. The project area is comprised of the existing WWTP and includes limited native
habitat. Native habitat that is present is disturbed from activities related to the operation of the WWTP.
The project area does support treatment ponds, which provide habitat for local and migratory birds
passing through the project area. Birds may fly over existing development to access the project area for
foraging and/or nesting. The project would not permanently impact local wildlife movement since only
temporary disturbance to native vegetation would occur, which would be allowed to return to pre-
project conditions and the treatment ponds will continue to exist during the post construction. Although
implementation of the project may result in some temporary disturbance to local wildlife movement
from construction noise, the project would have a less than significant impact to wildlife movement. As
such, no mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts to Migratory Species

The project area has the potential to support songbird and raptor nests due to the presence of shrubs,
and ground cover, along with ornamental trees along the west border and just adjacent to the
northwest corner. Project activities could disturb or destroy active migratory bird nests including eggs
and young. Disturbance to or destruction of migratory bird eggs, young, or adults is in violation of the
MBTA and CFG code and is considered a potentially significant impact. The nesting season is generally
defined as February 15 through August 31 for songbirds and January 15 to August 31 for raptors. Some
suitable nesting habitat occurs within the vegetation within the ponds and in the disturbed desert scrub,
along with in the aforementioned ornamental trees. These areas offer nesting habitat for protected
nesting bird species. An avoidance and minimization measure is provided as BIO-4, which would ensure
the project is in compliance with MBTA regulations and CFG code. With implementation of applicable
mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The project would not involve the removal of any notable trees or other activities that could
adversely affect biological resources protected by a local policy or ordinance. As such, the project would
not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservations or local ordinances. No impact would occur.
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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?

No Impact. The project site is not within an adopted habitat conservation plan area. Additionally, the
project site occurs within the existing WWTP and the project will result in continued operation of the
WWTP resulting in the same habitats to persist that are currently on-site. No impact to an adopted
habitat conservation plan is proposed.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 0 0 0 m
historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 0 m 0 0
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred n m 0 n

outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?

No Impact. A study was undertaken to identify cultural resources that are present in the area proposed
for direct impacts as a result of the proposed project and to determine the effects of the project on
significant cultural resources and historic properties. The Cultural Resources Survey Report, included in
Appendix C of this Initial Study, identified four resources within the project area; these include two
prehistoric lithic scatters, a historic refuse scatter, and a prehistoric isolate. A program of archaeological
testing and surface collection was performed at the two prehistoric lithic scatters, CA-KER-5558 and CA-
KER-5731, to determine their eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The remaining two cultural resources, CA-KER-
5732H and P-15-009403, were not reidentified in the field and are presumed to have been destroyed.
Based on the evaluation presented in the Cultural Resources Survey Report, the cultural resources
within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) area do not meet the criteria for listing on the NRHP and thus
are not considered historic properties under the National Historic Preservation Act. As such, given the
lack of any identified historic resources on-site that could be affected by project implementation, no
impact would occur.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation. Based on the analysis presented in the Cultural Resources Survey
Report, the identified resources also do not meet the criteria for significant cultural resources as defined
by CEQA. Further, the resources are all disturbed by modern activities, and this lack of integrity detracts
from any potential research value the resources might have once had. However, based on the presence
of numerous sites located near the project and the fact that blowing sand and/or previous site
disturbance may have obscured surface manifestations of additional resources within the APE, the
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potential exists to identify previously unknown cultural resources during construction. In addition, the
APE is situated in an area considered to be culturally sensitive to the San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians. Any impacts to such previously undiscovered resources would be considered a potentially
significant impact. As such, mitigation measure CUL-1 would require that full-time archaeological and
Native American monitoring be carried out during ground disturbance within undeveloped and
previously undisturbed areas within the APE. Likewise, in order to address impacts to any discovered
resources during construction, mitigation measure CUL-2 would require that a mitigation plan for the
resource(s) be prepared and implemented in accordance with state and federal guidelines. With
implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-2, impacts to archaeological resources would be
reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-1 Full-time archaeological and Native American monitoring shall be carried out during all ground
disturbance within undeveloped and previously undisturbed areas within the APE. If it is
determined, over the course of monitoring, that a less than full-time effort is appropriate,
monitors shall work with RCSD to provide an adequate level of monitoring to ensure there are
no unanticipated impacts to significant sites during project development.

CUL-2 If, in consultation with RCSD, a discovery made during monitoring is determined to be
significant, a mitigation plan shall be prepared and carried out in accordance with state and
federal guidelines. Implementation of the mitigation plan shall include Native American
participation. If the resources cannot be avoided, a data recovery plan shall be developed to
ensure collection of sufficient information to address archaeological and historical research
guestions, with results presented in a technical report describing field methods, materials
collected, and conclusions. Any cultural material collected as part of an assessment or data
recovery effort shall be curated at a qualified facility. Field notes and other pertinent materials
shall also be curated along with the archaeological collection.

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation. No known burial sites or cemeteries are located within the APE
for the project; however, should human remains be discovered during project-related grading and
construction activities, potentially significant impacts could result if such remains are disturbed.
However, implementation of mitigation measure CUL-3 would ensure proper treatment of human
remains, whether of Native American decent or otherwise. With implementation of mitigation measure
CUL-3, impacts to human remains would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-3 If human remains are discovered during any construction activities, all ground-disturbing activity
within 50 feet of the remains shall be halted immediately, and the County coroner shall be
notified immediately, according to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and
Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined by the
County coroner to be Native American, the NAHC shall be notified within 24 hours. The NAHC
shall identify a Most Likely Descendant, who will be designated to cooperate with the owner of
the land on which the remains were discovered to arrange for the proper disposition of the
remains, according to the NAHC guidelines for the treatment and disposition of human remains.
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VI. ENERGY
Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
v orun! y consamp O O u O
energy resources, during project construction of
operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
) P O O O m

energy or energy efficiency?

Discussion

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project construction of operation?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities, which would be located adjacent to and expand the capacity of existing facilities.
While construction activities would result in the temporary consumption of energy resources in the form
of vehicle and equipment fuels (gasoline and diesel fuel) and electricity/natural gas (directly or
indirectly), such consumption would be incidental and temporary and would thus not have the potential
to result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. With regard to long-
term operations, although the project would expand the treatment capacity of the existing WWTP by
adding a new, larger Biolac/clarifier system and six sludge drying beds, which would improve effluent
quality while utilizing existing WWTP pumps and other facilities and necessitating only very limited new
equipment that would create additional energy demands (e.g., new pump(s), blower/motor, or other
incidental electrical equipment). Thus, although the project would improve WWTP efficiency through
provision of expanded treatment facilities, it would not involve notable new energy demand sources in
the long-term. Overall, the project would not result in potentially significant environmental impacts due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. A less than significant impact
would occur.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

No Impact. See Item Vl.a, above. The proposed project would not result in a substantial new demand for
energy resources nor have any direct or indirect effect on any state or local plan for renewable energy
or energy efficiency. No impact would occur.
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VII.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Potential
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 427?

O

O

O

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

OggiQ

Oooio

Oooio

c)

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

O

O

O

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

e)

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

f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Discussion

a)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or

death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other

substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special

Publication 427

Less Than Significant Impact. Rupture can occur over a fault during an earthquake when movement on

the fault breaks through to the surface of the earth. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was
passed in 1972 which requires the California State Geologist to identify areas in the state that are at risk
for surface fault rupture with the goal of ensuring public safety by preventing development of buildings
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meant for human occupancy across traces of active faults. Faults are considered to be active if there is
evidence of movement or seismic activity during the last 10,000 years.

The closest known active faults to the project site are associated with the Garlock Fault Zone,
approximately 20 miles to the northwest, and San Andreas Fault Zone, approximately 18 miles to the
south (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2010). Additionally, the Willow Springs fault is mapped
approximately 10 miles northwest of the project site, with associated inferred faults approximately
three miles north of the project site (CGS 2010). Since the proposed project would not be located near a
known active earthquake fault and does not include structures meant for habitation, impacts associated
with the exposure of people or structures to potentially substantial adverse effects involving fault
rupture would be less than significant.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is within a seismically active region and is potentially
subject to strong seismic ground shaking from earthquake events, which could result in damage to
improperly designed structures. The proposed project would, however, conform with the California
Building Code (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24) and the Kern County Building Code (Code of
Ordinances, Chapter 17.08), which include requirements for seismic design such as: (1) completion of a
geotechnical investigation; (2) appropriate site preparation (e.g., clearing/grubbing and removal of
significant root material); (3) implementation of geotechnical recommendations, including observation/
testing and remedial grading, as applicable; (4) appropriate excavation parameters, such as removal/
replacement of unsuitable materials and/or recompaction of fill; (5) proper engineered fill composition/
placement methodology; and (6) appropriate design and construction of manufactured slopes. Based on
conformance with related regulatory standards as part of the project design and construction
requirements, potential impacts related to seismic ground shaking from implementation of the
proposed project would be less than significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when pore-water pressure increases rapidly, usually
due to seismic shaking. The corresponding loss of shear strength results in affected soils behaving as a
viscous liquid, which can cause loss of support for structures/foundations and lead to excessive
settlement and lateral displacement, or spreading, on sloped surfaces. Loose (cohesionless), saturated,
and granular (low clay/silt content) soils with relative densities of less than approximately 70 percent
are the most susceptible to these effects. There are areas within the project site that are mapped as
Liquefaction Zones where historical occurrence of liquefaction or local geological, geotechnical, and
groundwater conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements. These areas include
land containing Ponds 1 through 8, land to the east of Ponds 6 and 8, and land around Amargosa Creek
(CGS 2005). The project does not propose structures for these areas, however, and related impacts
would be less than significant.

iv. Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a topographically flat valley and is not within
an area identified as susceptible to landslides (USGS 2018). The potential for the proposed project to
expose people or structures to landslides is negligible, and related impacts would be less than
significant.
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b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Earthwork activities during construction of the proposed project could
displace soils and temporarily increase the potential for soils to be subject to wind and water erosion. As
required by the Clean Water Act, the District would obtain permit coverage under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) with
implementation of an approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for project construction,
since the project’s area of ground disturbance would be greater than one acre. With implementation of
a SWPPP that incorporates sediment control and erosion control measures, impacts from soil erosion
and topsoil loss would be less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential liquefaction (and related effects such as lateral spreading) and
landslide impacts are discussed above in Items Vll.a.iii and Vll.a.iv of this section. Potential impacts
related to subsidence are typically associated with conditions such as groundwater withdrawal, and such
activities are not proposed as part of the project.

Temporary excavations associated with proposed project construction may involve vertical or near-
vertical walls, which could exhibit instability and result in potential collapse related to loose or unstable
soil and geologic materials. Such instability can be exacerbated through effects such as the potential
occurrence of jointing and fracturing in local bedrock. Conformance with applicable Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements, such as slope limitations and shoring requirements, as
a matter of project design, would avoid or reduce potential impacts related to temporary excavation
stability below a level of significance.

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Expansive (i.e., shrink-swell) behavior in surface or near-surface
materials is attributable to the water holding capacity of clay materials. Such behavior can adversely
affect structural integrity through shifting of foundations or supporting materials during the shrink-swell
process. If shrink-swell potential of a soil type is rated moderate to very high, special design is often
needed to ensure that structures on the site will not be damaged by volume changes in the soil
associated with soil moisture losses or gains (USDA 1970).

Soils on the project site are mapped as Pond-Oban complex (Px), which are moderately well drained fine
sandy/clay loams associated with basin floors, and generally consist of 30 percent Pond fine sandy loam,
20 percent Pond silty clay loam, and 30 percent Oban fine sandy loam, with tracts of Tray loam that
make up about 20 percent of each area. These soils exhibit a moderate potential for shrink-swell
behavior, and related impacts would be potentially significant. Mitigation measure GEO-1 would require
completion of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and the incorporation of applicable results and
recommendations into final project design and construction documents. Implementation of mitigation
measure GEO-1 would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measures

GEO-1 Conduct Site-specific Geotechnical Investigation. A site-specific geotechnical investigation shall
be completed to identify site-specific criteria related to considerations such as grading,
excavation, fill, and structure/facility design. All applicable results and recommendations from
the geotechnical investigations shall be incorporated into final project design and construction
documents to address identified potential geologic and soil hazards, including but not
necessarily limited to expansive soils. The final project design and construction documents will
also encompass applicable standard design and construction practices from established
regulatory/industry sources including the CBC, IBC, CGS, Greenbook and District standards, as
well as the results/recommendations of geotechnical review and field observations/testing to be
conducted during project excavation, grading and construction activities (with all related
requirements to be included in applicable engineering/design drawings and construction
contract specifications).

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes improvements to an existing WWTP to
accept and treat septage from commercial septage haulers that service residential sources, small
restaurants, and other domestic customers. The proposed septage receiving would be a concrete tank
leading to a channel with a manual-cleaned coarse screen to remove large solids before proceeding to a
lined septage holding pond. The septage would then be routed to the WWTP for additional treatment.
Once treated, the effluent would be discharged to the proposed percolation ponds where it would
percolate into the soil layers beneath the project site. As noted above in Item VIl.d., the soils beneath
the project site consist of Pond-Oban complex (Px) soils that are moderately well drained, and therefore
it is not anticipated that soils beneath the project site would preclude the use of the proposed
percolation ponds for treated effluent infiltration. As such, the project would not result in adverse
impacts related to the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of wastewater. Impacts would be less than significant.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact. As indicated in previous responses, the soils beneath the project site
consist of alluvial soils, which have been disturbed due to previous grading and construction activities
on-site, including excavation and grading to create the existing septage ponds. Based on the very low
potential for the presence of fossils or other paleontological resources due to the site’s geology, the past
disturbance of site soils, and the relatively limited depth of proposed excavation and grading activities,
the potential for the project to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource is
considered minimal. No impacts to paleontological resources would occur.

Unique geological features generally are defined to include geologic structures, formations, or other
features that exhibit unusual or important characteristics in the context of scientific information

(e.g., rare geologic/mineral assemblages or structural features), or cultural perception (e.g., prominent,
unusual, and/or aesthetically pleasing rock outcrops, exposures or landmarks). The U.S. Park Service
maintains a listing of National Natural Landmarks (NNLs), with such designations in California including
sites such as major faults, large parks/preserves, and diverse fossil assemblages. While there are two
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NNLs located in Kern County, neither are located within or in proximity to the proposed project area.
Therefore, impacts to unique geological features would be less than significant.

VIlIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the ] ] [ | ]
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of ] ] | L]
greenhouse gases?

Discussion

Greenhouse Gas Setting. Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on
Earth including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures are
moderated by atmospheric gases. These gases are commonly referred to as greenhouse gasses (GHGs)
because they function like a greenhouse by letting sunlight in but preventing heat from escaping, thus
warming the Earth’s atmosphere. Two California Legislative acts mandate the reduction of GHG
emissions in the state:

e Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, widely known as AB 32,
requires that CARB develop and enforce regulations for the reporting and verification of
statewide GHG emissions. CARB is directed to set a GHG emission limit, based on 1990 levels, to
be achieved by 2020.

e Senate Bill 32: As a follow-up to AB 32 and in response to executive order EO-B-30-15, SB 32 was
passed by the California legislature in August 2016 to codify the EQ’s California GHG emission
reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.

The GHGs defined under AB 32 include carbon dioxide (CO3), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). Estimates of GHG
emissions are often presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO»e), which weigh each gas by its global
warming potential. Expressing GHG emissions in COe takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the
greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only
CO, were being emitted. Emissions of CO,e are commonly presented in metric tons (MT; 1 MT equals
approximately 2,205 pounds), all GHG emissions in this analysis are in expressed in MT of CO»e per year.
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Discussion

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The EKAPCD provides a tiered approach in assessing significance of project
specific GHG emission increases. Projects implementing Best Performance Standards would be
determined to have a less than cumulatively significant impact. Otherwise, demonstration of a 20
percent reduction in GHG emissions, from business-as-usual (BAU), is required to determine that a
project would have a less than cumulatively significant impact. The BAU approach was developed
consistent with the GHG emission reduction targets. However, the BAU portion of the tiered approach is
problematic based on the California Supreme Court decision in Center for Biological Diversity v.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (referred to as the Newhall Ranch decision hereafter). This
California Supreme Court ruling confirmed that when an “agency chooses to rely completely on a single
guantitative method to justify a no-significance finding, CEQA demands the agency research and
document the quantitative parameters essential to that method.” A 20 percent reduction in GHG
emissions from BAU (known as the BAU Threshold) is not supported by quantitative parameters. The
issue of setting a GHG threshold is complex and dynamic, especially in light of the Newhall Ranch
decision. But the California Supreme Court ruling highlighted the need for the threshold to be tailored to
the specific proposed development type, its location, and the surrounding setting. Therefore, the
threshold used to analyze the project is specific to the analysis herein and the lead agency retains the
ability to develop and/or use different thresholds of significance for other projects in its capacity as lead
agency and recognizing the need for the individual threshold to be tailored and specific to individual
projects. It is recommended that mass emission thresholds of significance developed by Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) be used for evaluating construction- and
operation-related GHG emissions. These thresholds, as described in the SMAQMD CEQA Guide
(SMAQMD 2018), are provided below:

e For the evaluation of construction-related emissions, if the mass emissions associated with
construction of the project would exceed 1,100 MT CO.e per year then they would be

cumulatively considerable.

e For the evaluation of operational emissions, such would not have a significant impact on the
environment if they are less than 1,100 MT CO.e per year.

Construction Emissions

Project construction emissions of GHGs were estimated using CalEEMod as described in Section lll, Air
Quality. The CalEEMod output files are included in Appendix B. The results of the analysis are provided
in Table 2, Estimated Construction GHG Emissions. As shown in Table 2, the construction GHG emissions
would not exceed the SMAQMD threshold. Therefore, construction of the project would not result in a
significant change in GHG emissions.
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Table 2
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS

Construction Year Emissions
(MT CO2e/year)
2019 342
2020 228
Maximum Annual Construction Emissions 342
SMAQMD Threshold 1,100
Exceed Threshold? No
Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix B of this Initial Study)

Notes:
1. Construction emissions are amortized over 30 years in accordance with SCAQMD guidance.
2. Totals may not sum due to rounding.

Operational Emissions

Waste water treatment facilities can be a source of GHGs during decomposition of solids in waste water
(primarily CH4 and CO,) and following nitrogen removal processes (primarily N,O). Despite the expanded
treatment capacity proposed as part of the project, the proposed improvements would not increase the
facility’s influent treatment volume or any associated emissions of GHGs, as the project is being
undertaken to improve effluent quality and associated impacts to soil and groundwater resources
beneath the WWTP site. Aside from a negligible increase in maintenance vehicle activity, if any, long-
term operation of the project would not result in any measurable change in mobile emissions associated
with the facility. Therefore, long-term operation of the project would not result in a significant change in
GHG emissions for the Rosamond WWTP.,

Therefore, the project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions that may have a significant impact
on the environment and the impact would be less than significant.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in question a) above, the project would generate a maximum
of 342 MT per year of GHGs during a 15-month construction period, which would not exceed the
SMAQMD threshold. Long-term operation of the project would not be a significant source of new GHG
emissions. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases and the impact would be less
than significant.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or U ] [ | ]
disposal of hazardous materials?
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Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and n n m 0
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one- U ] ] [ |
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

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

e) Fora 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 ] ] L] |
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency ] ] | L]
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland ] ] [ | Il
fires?

Discussion

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Numerous federal, state, and local regulations require strict adherence to
specific guidelines regarding the use, transportation, disposal and accidental release of hazardous
materials. These include the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act, Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, the
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, California Health and Safety Code, California Code or
Regulations Title 22, SB 81 and 1916 (fire protection), and Kern County regulations (Public Health
Services Department/Hazardous Materials Area Plan).

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would have the potential to generate small
amounts of hazardous materials and wastes. The main hazardous wastes produced by construction
activity would be waste oil and oil-saturated materials from construction equipment. Hazardous
materials and waste would be managed and used in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and
local laws and regulations. There would be no routine transport, storage, use, or disposal of significant
amounts of hazardous materials. Minimal amounts of hazardous materials may be transported to and
from a site during construction, but the transport of such materials would be temporary and subject to
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applicable regulations. Therefore, impacts associated with hazardous wastes generated from
construction activities would be less than significant.

Following construction, the proposed facilities would require the occasional transport and use of
hazardous materials as part of routine operation and maintenance. Typical hazardous materials include
fuels, lubricants, oils, paints, solvents, and septage, and potentially other chemicals such as chlorine that
may be used in on-site treatment or disinfection processes. Any spills or other releases of any such
materials are regulated by the conditions of the facility’s waste discharge permit, which requires
notification of the Water Board in the event of any such a release, which may require corrective actions
to be taken in order to ensure that significant adverse impacts do not occur. Further, in order to ensure
that adverse water quality impacts do not occur associated with the use, transport, or storage of
hazardous materials at the proposed expanded WWTP, the District would be required to prepare and
implement an Industrial SWPPP, which would preclude significant adverse effects associated with
releases of hazardous materials into stormwater flows generated on-site. Project compliance with
applicable regulations would be implemented to reduce foreseeable risks of an accident that could
create a hazard to the public or environment, and impacts would be less than significant.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. Aside from the use and handling of hazardous materials and/or wastes as
part of normal operations at the WWTP, which would be used, stored, handled, and transported as
discussed above, there are no other sources of such materials or wastes that could pose a significant
hazard to the public or the environment. With regard to introduction of pollutants to groundwater, the
proposed project is intended to address existing groundwater pollution beneath the project site that
have resulted from previous and current operation of unlined facultative lagoons as a wastewater
disposal method. However, the proposed project would address these groundwater quality issues
through expanded treatment capacity and the use of percolation ponds for disposal of treated effluent
that has better quality than the effluent percolating from the unlined facultative lagoons. The improve
effluent quality disposed through percolation would reduce pollutant loads to underlying groundwater
units and improve overall groundwater quality. As such, based on the lack of substantial amounts of
hazardous materials or wastes that could potentially be released into the environment, as well as the
improved water quality effects of the proposed WWTP rehabilitation, the project would not 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. Impacts would be less
than significant.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. The nearest schools to the project site are Westpark Elementary School, located at
3600 Imperial Avenue, and Rosamond High School, located at 2925 Rosamond Boulevard. Both schools
are approximately 3 miles northwest of the project site.
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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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Since the project site is an existing wastewater treatment facility
with associated Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), the project site is listed in the Geotracker
database as a WDR site (SWRCB 2018). The project proposes to redesign the existing WWTP to meet
WDRs; however, if soils below the proposed percolation ponds are contaminated with previous leakage
then operation of the proposed project could result in continued violation of water quality standards,
and impacts would be potentially significant. Implementation of mitigation measures HYD-1 and HYD-2
(listed below in Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality) would reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

e) Fora project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The nearest airport to the project site is the Rosamond Skypark, a residential airpark and
public-use airport located approximately four miles northeast of the project site at 4205 Knox Avenue.
The project is not located within two miles of an airport, and no related impacts would occur.

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located on the outskirts of the community of Rosamond
with a dry lakebed and Edwards Air Force Base located to the east. There are no planned evacuation
routes in proximity to the project site, as the nearest major thoroughfares in the area, Sierra Highway
and SR 14 are located approximately 0.5 mile and over one mile to the west of the project site,
respectively. The proposed activities would involve construction within the boundaries of the project
site, and construction activities would have a minimal impact on traffic in the project area based on an
assumed 30 daily construction worker vehicle trips and 10 daily vendor/delivery truck trips on average
during peak construction activities, or an average of only four trips per hour in a given 10-hour work day.
Similarly, once constructed and operational, the project would not result in notable increases in traffic
levels in the area such that emergency vehicle or evacuation activities would be impeded in an
emergency. Furthermore, the project would not have the potential to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the County of Kern Emergency Operations Plan or Hazard Mitigation Plan, which
were adopted to address potential risks associated with natural or man-made disasters and emergency
conditions. Therefore, the project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than
significant.

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) maps
fire hazard areas based on factors such as development patterns, potential fuels over a 30- to 50-year
time horizon, expected fire behavior, and expected burn probabilities. The project site and surrounding
areas are mapped as a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone, which is the lowest hazard category for
zoned areas (CalFire 2007). Since the project site is located in a desert area with sparse vegetation and
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scattered development, the risk of loss, injury, or death due to wildfires is considered low, and
associated impacts would be less than significant.

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ] | ] ]
ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the [ m 0 0
project may impede sustainable groundwater management
of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:
i.  resultin substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; U ] [ | ]
ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- ] ] [ | Il
or off-site;
iii. create or contribute runoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater m N m 0
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff; or
iv. impede or redirect flood flows? L] L] | L]
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk or release of
) mi, or seichs O 0 m O
pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management ] | L] L]
plan?
Discussion

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially

degrade surface or ground water quality?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. As noted previously, the purpose of the proposed project is to
address existing groundwater contamination associated with past and current operation of the existing
facultative lagoons for septage treatment, which have leaked into the underlying soil and groundwater.
The Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) sets forth water quality standards
for the surface and ground waters of the Region, which include both designated beneficial uses of water
and the narrative and numerical objectives which must be maintained or attained to protect those uses
(Water Board 1995). Per the adopted Basin Plan, the receiving waters at the project site are the
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groundwater of the Antelope Valley (CA Department of Water Resources Basin No. 6-44). The beneficial
uses for this groundwater listed in the Basin Plan are the following:

e Municipal and domestic supply (MUN),
e Agricultural supply (AGR),

e Industrial supply (IND), and

e Freshwater replenishment (FRSH).

The water quality objectives for groundwater with a “Municipal” beneficial use are defined in the Basin
Plan, and include both the primary and secondary drinking water standards (maximum contaminant
levels, or MCLs), which are set by the Division of Drinking Water. For nitrate as nitrogen, the limit is

10 milligrams per liter (mg/L). For TDS, there is a three-part standard: 500 mg/L (Recommended),
1,000 mg/L (Upper), and 1,500 mg/L (Short-Term). These are used as a target for improving
groundwater conditions within the Basin, and the proposed project intended to bring the existing
WWTP into compliance with these objectives.

Potential water quality impacts related to project construction include erosion/sedimentation and the
use and storage of construction-related hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, etc.), as described further
below.

Construction of the project could result in erosion/sedimentation from activities such as clearing and
grading, excavation, and stockpiling of construction-related soils and materials. Sediment that is washed
off site into surface waters can smother aquatic organisms, alter the substrate and habitat, and alter the
drainage course. Additionally, increased turbidity associated with erosion and sedimentation can
degrade water quality by transporting pollutants that adhere to sediment particles, such as
hydrocarbons. These potential impacts would be addressed through conformance with District
requirements, as well as requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction General Permit. Contractors would be required to comply with specific storm
water pollution prevention requirements for all projects involving earthwork, trenching, clearing, and
grubbing operations. These requirements involve implementation of appropriate dry-season and rainy-
season BMPs; routine evaluation, maintenance, and documentation of the effectiveness of
implemented BMPs; and development of a “weather triggered” action plan and standby materials to
deploy additional BMPs within 48 hours of a predicted storm event.

Additionally, for projects with soil disturbances of one acre or more, implementation of one or more
authorized SWPPPs for proposed project construction would be required. Minimum BMPs would be
determined during the NPDES/SWPPP process based on regulatory criteria and site characteristics (soils,
slopes, etc.), and they would likely include standard industry measures and guidelines from the NPDES
Construction General Permit. Based on the implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control
BMPs as part of (and in conformance with) the project SWPPP and related regulatory requirements,
associated potential erosion/sedimentation impacts from project development would be less than
significant.

Project construction would involve the on-site use and/or storage of hazardous materials such as fuels,
lubricants, solvents, concrete, paint, and portable septic system wastes. The accidental discharge of such
materials during project construction could potentially result in significant impacts if such materials
reach downstream receiving waters, particularly materials such as petroleum compounds that can be
toxic to aquatic species in low concentrations. The District’s minimum requirements for storm water
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pollution prevention and any required SWPPPs under NPDES guidelines would prescribe detailed
measures to avoid or mitigate potential impacts related to the use and potential discharge of
construction-related hazardous materials. While specific BMPs would be determined on a project-
specific basis, they would likely include standard measures listed in the Construction General Permit.
Based on the implementation of these and/or other appropriate BMPs as part of (and in conformance
with) the project SWPPPs and related regulatory requirements, potential impacts from construction-
related hazardous materials under the proposed project would be less than significant.

With regard to long-term operations at the WWTP, as noted previously, the WWTP handles, stores, or
otherwise utilizes limited quantities of hazardous materials during normal plant operations including
fuels, lubricants, oils, paints, solvents, and septage, and potentially other chemicals such as chlorine that
may be used in on-site treatment or disinfection processes. Any spills or other releases of any such
materials are regulated by the conditions of the facility’s waste discharge permit, which requires
notification of the Water Board in the event of any such a release, which may require corrective actions
to be taken in order to ensure that significant adverse impacts do not occur. Similarly, the stockpiling of
soil excavated from existing Ponds 15 and 17 would be stored on-site (to the west of existing Pond 17)
on a long-term basis, which would require that such stockpiled soils be stabilized in order to prevent
potential erosion and associated air and water quality effects. Implementation of applicable stormwater
BMPs and EKAPCD Rule 402 (Fugitive Dust) would preclude adverse effects to water quality associated
with the on-site storage of excavated soil.

In addition, the District operates the WWTP under Water Board Order R6V-2015-0069 (Order) and is
currently in violation of this waste discharge permit due to contributions to groundwater pollution from
leaking facultative lagoons. Specifically, according to the Order, groundwater samples taken in 2014
indicate that the groundwater beneath the WWTP property current has Nitrate (as Nitrogen) levels
ranging between 1.3 and 13.0 mg/L, thereby exceeding the 10 mg/L objective, and TDS levels ranging
between 1,000 and 2,200 mg/L, thereby exceeding the 500 mg/L (recommended), 1,000 mg/L (Upper),
and 1,500 mg/L (Short-term) standards for this constituent. The proposed project is intended to allow
the District to meet wastewater discharge requirements by redesigning the WWTP to discharge de-
nitrified, undisinfected secondary effluent to percolation ponds for disposal. Specifically, the existing
0.5-mgd treatment system, which would be expanded under the proposed project to achieve
comparable effluent standards but with a higher flow capacity, would produce effluent (per sampling
conducted in 2015) with a concentration of Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN) of 0.88 mg/L and TDS
concentration of 480 mg/L, which are both well below the respective objectives in the Basin Plan. As
such, the proposed project would significantly improve the quality of groundwater beneath the site
compared to the existing facultative pond system. It should be noted that soils below the proposed
percolation ponds are anticipated to be contaminated with previous leakage, and therefore operation of
the proposed project could result in continued violation of water quality standards despite the increase
in effluent quality being introduced to the soil and groundwater beneath the site, and impacts would be
potentially significant. Implementation of mitigation measures HYD-1 and HYD-2 would ensure that
operation of the proposed percolation ponds would not exacerbate potential existing groundwater
quality conditions, if any, and therefore would reduce potential operational impacts to a less than
significant level.
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Mitigation Measures

HYD-1 Infiltration Testing. The District shall perform infiltration tests to estimate the infiltration rate
and evaluate potential soil contamination from prior plant operations, which shall include the
following activities:

Plant Startup and Operation — the District shall operate the plant and test the existing
equipment, provide additional operational data, and provide 0.5 mgd of de-nitrified,
un-disinfected secondary effluent to run an Infiltration Test (described below).

Infiltration Test — The District shall (1) estimate the infiltration rate as the basis of designing the
proposed percolation ponds, and (2) evaluate if past evaporation pond leakage has
contaminated the vadose zone with nitrate, ammonia, or TDS that could leach into the
groundwater under future percolation of de-nitrified, un-disinfected secondary effluent and
cause elevated nitrate levels.

HYD-2 Wastewater Discharge Permit. Within one year, the District shall submit a Form 200 permit
application to the Water Board for the new WWTP design and shall obtain a new wastewater
discharge permit for operation of the percolation ponds. The District shall comply with all water
quality requirements and goals (i.e., effluent limits), including but not limited to ensuring that
effluent meets discharge requirements; installing and maintaining impermeable liners within all
process liquid storage areas including septage receiving pond, Biolac clarifiers, sludge drying
beds, and emergency storage pond; and any other effective measures deemed necessary by the
District to prevent untreated septage from percolating into underlying soils and groundwater.

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project is anticipated to incrementally increase
recharge rates on the project site due to the creation of percolation ponds, which would replace existing
leaking facultative lagoons. The introduction of a consistent source of surface water percolation
associated with the proposed project could interfere with management of the affected groundwater
basins beneath and near the project site if the discharged effluent is not adequately treated prior to
percolation or if the increased infiltration from the WWTP interferes with groundwater recharge from
other sources, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. However, mitigation measure
HYD-3, below, would reduce such impacts to less than significant through evaluation of groundwater
flows. The combination of the two model components resulting from implementation of HYD-3 would
allow an informed estimate of the proportion of the plant discharge that recharges groundwater within
the Antelope Valley. Particle tracking would be employed to ascertain the portion of the plant discharge,
if any, that would be expected to move into Fremont Valley. Currently, the regional model employs a
time-varying head boundary condition at the boundary between the Antelope and Fremont valleys; the
model does not extend into the Fremont Valley proper. Consequently, the impact of any new pumping
in Fremont Valley on the water balance would be addressed using a simplified approach, such as an
analytical groundwater pumping model, to adjust the head along the boundary. It should also be noted
that In order to ensure that the proposed percolation ponds provide adequate infiltration of treated
effluent, the ponds would be periodically rotated out of service (every 2 to 3 years as needed), allowed
to dry, and then scraped to remove the top two inches of soil from the pond bottom, followed by light
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tilling if necessary. These activities would be carried out as a standard operating practice at the
expanded WWTP in order to maintain proper effluent infiltration following treatment.

Mitigation Measures

HYD-3

Groundwater Modeling. A two-component model shall be developed to properly account for
the water balance associated with project-related discharge and its long-term impact on local
groundwater flow. To the extent they are necessary to provide adequate characterization of the
nature and extent of groundwater pollution, the District shall install additional groundwater
monitoring wells in the surrounding area to supplement existing well data. The specific depth
and location of additional monitoring wells shall be determined by the District in consultation
with the Water Board on a case-by-case basis. The model components shall include:

1. A spreadsheet-based effluent discharge model that tracks evaporative losses from the
facultative lagoons. The model shall include monthly discharge volumes, pond use history,
wetted pond(s) surface area, and monthly pan evaporation data (measured or calculated).
The output from this model will be used to inform a recharge source term for a subregional
groundwater flow model (i.e., the second model component, below).

2. Asubregional model for groundwater flow beneath the WWTP and encompassing the
adjacent Fremont Valley. This model shall be derived from the regional MODFLOW model
developed for the Antelope Valley by the USGS at a 1-km grid resolution. A portion of the
model will be delineated as a submodel, with appropriate boundary conditions and grid
refinement, to enable groundwater modeling at a local scale near the WWTP, with the plant
discharge treated as a time-varying recharge condition.

The results of the modeling assessment shall be summarized in a technical memorandum.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

iv.

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site;

create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

impede or redirect flood flows?

The following response addresses Items X.c.i through X.c.iv:

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is generally not expected to substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff within or from proposed project site. This conclusion is based on
the nature of proposed facilities (e.g., improvements to existing facilities, underground pipelines), and
the fact that proposed new above-ground project components would generally not result in substantial
areas of new impervious surfaces, such as pavement and large structures. Accordingly, associated
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increases in runoff rates and amounts would be minor, and related potential impacts are expected to be
less than significant.

The failure of the proposed project components, such as pumping equipment, structures, or pipelines,
could occur as a result of structural damage caused by a natural event, such as earthquakes or flooding,
or equipment failure from age or material defect. Facility failure could result in flooding caused by the
release of impounded wastewater. The failure could be hazardous, as it would occur quickly and without
warning. Flooding from facility failure could discharge raw sewage, inundate and cause water damage to
structures, bury structures, knock structures off their foundations, or destroy structures by the impact of
high velocity water and debris. Impacts resulting from flooding could include the loss of life and/or
property; health and safety hazards; disruption of commerce, water, power, and telecommunications
services; and infrastructure damage. District facilities, including the proposed project, would be
monitored by Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition(SCADA), which is a system for remote
monitoring and control that provides real-time information on how facilities are functioning and alerts
operators of potential facility failures. The District routinely performs inspection and maintenance on all
facilities, and the proposed project facilities would be incorporated into the maintenance schedules.
Additionally, the District maintains a Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) in compliance with
statewide general waste discharge requirements for sanitary sewer systems. The SSMP aims to prevent
facility failures from occurring and prescribes overflow response programs to respond to potential
facility failures. The SSMP also includes plans for system evaluation; monitoring; and control of fats, oils,
and grease that can damage the sewer system. Continued implementation of the SSMP and associated
District monitoring and maintenance protocols would reduce the risks associated with project failure to
less than significant.

d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk or release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)’s Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the project area (FIRM No. 06029C4025E) the entire project site is
located within Zone X (FEMA 2008). Zone X is defined as areas of minimal flood hazard, usually depicted
on FIRMs as above the 500-year flood level, or an area determined to be outside the 500-year flood and
protected by levee from 100-year flood. As such, the project site is not considered to be located in a
designated flood zone as defined by FEMA. With regard to tsunami risks, the project site is located in the
high desert approximately 60 miles from the Pacific Ocean at an elevation more than 2,300 feet above
mean sea level and, therefore, there would be no potential for a tsunami event to affect the project
area. Seiche effects could occur within the on-site facultative lagoons, proposed percolation ponds, or
aeration basins in the event of an earthquake. If such an event were to occur, it could release raw
sewage, treated effluent, or other materials into adjacent off-site areas, which would generally drain
eastward based on the existing topography and drainage patterns in the area. However, a release of
pollutants associated with the WWTP would be addressed via implementation of spill response
protocols provided by the adopted SSMP, as noted above. As such, with implementation of the SSMP
response protocols and procedures, impacts would be less than significant.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Less Than Significant With Mitigation. Construction and operation of the proposed project would be
required to comply with state and local storm water regulations, including construction and post-
construction BMPs, which would minimize the potential for construction or operation of the proposed
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project to discharge substantial pollutants to nearby receiving surface water bodies such that a conflict
with or obstruction of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Water Board, 1995)
would occur.

In addition, with regard to groundwater quality and impacts to sustainable groundwater management
plans, the construction and operation of the proposed project is expected to improve overall
groundwater quality in the area. Based on the groundwater technical memorandum found in Appendix
A-1: Amendment 1 of the Rosamond WWTP Technical Report Volume 2 (included in Appendix A of this
Initial Study), current operations of the facultative lagoons can significantly concentrate TDS from an
effluent value of 500 mg/L to a pond TDS value of 2,500-3,000 mg/L. These high TDS values, therefore,
are currently negatively impacting groundwater through the leaky facultative lagoon bottoms. In
addition, existing wastewater treatment processes do not consistently convert influent ammonia to
nitrogen gas through nitrification/denitrification, which can then result in higher nitrogen
concentrations that also percolate to groundwater. The treatment and disposal processes proposed as
part of the project will address both of these constituents that currently are polluting groundwater. By
designing and operating percolation ponds rather than facultative lagoons, treated wastewater will
percolate rather than evaporate. More rapid percolation will significantly reduce the evaporation-
related concentration of TDS which results in lower groundwater TDS over time. Similarly, the effluent
TKN is expected to be significantly reduced with the proposed project, which is expected to result in
improvements to groundwater quality over time.

As such, overall, with implementation of mitigation measures HYD-1, HYD-2, and HYD-3, the project
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan, and impacts would be less than significant.

Xl.  LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] O [ |
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for m n 0 m
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?
Discussion

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project is not located within a residential area. Additionally, proposed construction and
modifications to existing structures would be located in an area that is not currently developed aside
from the existing WWTP facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically divide an
established community, and no impact would occur.
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b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact. The project site is zoned as “Limited Agriculture” under the County of Kern Zoning Ordinance
and the land use is designated as “Public Facilities and Services, Other Facilities/Flood Hazard” in the
County of Kern General Plan. When a local agency is directly and immediately engaged in “the
production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water,” the agency has an absolute
exemption from complying with local building and zoning ordinances for the location or construction of
facilities (Government Code, §53091, subds. (d), (e)). The project involved facilities directly and
immediately engaged in the production, generation, treatment, and transmission of water. Therefore,
the project is exempt from the County of Kern’s zoning ordinance. Nonetheless, the project would not
result in a significant land use impact because the project involves the expansion of treatment capacity
within the boundaries of an existing WWTP using the same type of treatment technologies with similar
facilities. Further, the project would not result in a change of use at the project site, but rather would
improve environmental conditions related to soil and groundwater contamination while continuing to
provide necessary wastewater treatment services. The proposed expansion would result in overall
improvements in effluent quality and would reduce potential adverse impacts to soil contamination and
groundwater quality. Therefore, the project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. No impact would occur.

Xll.  MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the ] ] Ol [ |
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local ] ] L] |
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?

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

The following response addresses ltems Xll.a. and Xll.b:

No Impact. The project site is characterized by the existing WWTP and existing facultative lagoons, and
all project-related activities would occur on-site. No mineral resources are known to exist within the
project site and no mineral resource recovery activities currently occur on or near the property. The
project site is also not designated for mineral resource recovery or mining activities in the Kern County
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General Plan or the Rosamond Specific Plan. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would
not have the potential to 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 or a locally important mineral resource recovery site

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. No impact would occur.

Xlll. NOISE

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local ] ] [ | ]
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 0 0 m 0
groundborne noise levels?

c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip
or 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?

Discussion

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction Noise

The project would include the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including pipelines,
percolation basins, and associated appurtenances and equipment. Pipeline construction activities would
be trenching, installation of pipes, and backfilling. The loudest activity associated with pipeline
construction would be the excavator digging the trench. Percolation basin construction activities would
include the excavation and movement of soils. The loudest activity associated with construction of the
recharge basins would be the bulldozer work.

The Federal Roadway Construction Noise model provides a Luax noise level at 50-feet of 81.7 dBA for a
bulldozer and 80.7 dBA for an excavator, both with an assumed hourly operations period of 40 percent.

The Kern County Code does not limit construction noise levels during normal daytime hours on
weekdays, but provides the following limits for all others: To create noise from construction, between
the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. on weekdays and 9:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on weekends, which is
audible to a person with average hearing faculties or capacity at a distance of 150 feet from the
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construction-site, if the construction-site is within 1,000 feet of an occupied residential dwelling except
as provided below:

1. The development services agency director or his designated representative may for good cause
exempt some construction work for a limited time.

2. Emergency work is exempt from this section.

The closest residential property line is over one-half mile (or over 2,700 feet) from the edge of
construction, with a calculated noise impact for the heaviest construction equipment of 42.1 dBA for a
large bulldozer and 41.2 dBA for an excavator. It should be noted that at distances greater than 500 feet
the normal reduction calculation for noise due to distance will normally yield higher than actual
(operating measured) noise impact levels. Nonetheless, the predicted noise levels resulting from on-site
construction activities would be well below the established noise standards (i.e., 55 dBA for Sensitive
Uses including residential areas per the Rosamond Specific Plan Noise Element), and therefore would be
less than significant.

With regard to construction-related traffic noise, the proposed project would generate minimal traffic
during construction. Because the soil cut/fill would be balanced on the project site (i.e., all of the soil
excavated during construction would be placed on the project site in the area immediately west of
existing Pond 17), no substantial soil haul trips would be necessary and thus construction traffic would
be limited. It conservatively assumed that up to 30 construction worker vehicles would access the site
during both the morning peak period (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) and the afternoon/evening peak period
(4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), with negligible vehicle traffic during the rest of the day. Vehicle trips associated
with the delivery of construction material and equipment would likewise be negligible because such
trips would occur only a few times throughout the duration of the construction period.

Accordingly, this analysis conservatively assumes a speed limit of 40 miles per hour near the project site.
The highest traffic noise levels at residences located near the site could reach up to 48 dBA Lgq during
the morning and afternoon/evening peak traffic periods. Conservatively allowing for the possibility that
the morning peak period traffic could occur during the “nighttime” hours (i.e., before 7:00 a.m.), a noise
level of up to 45 CNEL could occur at the closest residence.

Compared to the most restrictive 60-CNEL limit for Highly Sensitive Uses (including low-density
residential land uses) per the Rosamond Specific Plan, traffic noise impacts from the construction

personnel vehicle traffic would be less than significant.

Operational Noise

Operation of the expanded WWTP following construction activities would generate noise levels
comparable to the existing WWTP facilities based on the fact that the expanded facilities would
duplicate those already existing on-site. Assuming an incremental increase in the number of pumps and
other equipment operating at any given time on the project site, the noise levels associated with
operation of the expanded WWTP would also incrementally increase. However, this increase in noise
would not be expected to be perceptible from any location off-site, and would be well below exterior
noise standards for the closest sensitive uses (residential uses) located over one-half mile (i.e., over
2,700 feet) from the project site. As such, operational noise impacts would be less than significant.
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b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less Than Significant Impact. Ground-borne vibration is a concern for projects that require heavy
construction activity such as blasting, pile-driving, and operating heavy earth-moving equipment.
Ground-borne vibration can result in a range of impacts, from minor annoyances to people to major
shaking that damages buildings. Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by man-made sources
attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of vibration. Sensitive receptors for vibration include
structures (especially older masonry structures), people (especially residents, the elderly and sick), and
vibration-sensitive equipment.

The main on-site source of vibration during project construction would be a vibratory roller (primarily
used to achieve soil compaction as part of building foundation construction and paving), which may be
used within 60 feet of the nearest off-site commercial use. A vibratory roller creates approximately
0.210 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) at a distance of 25 feet. A 0.210 in/sec PPV
vibration level would equal 0.08 in/sec PPV at a distance of 60 feet.? This would be lower than the

0.1 in/sec PPV vibration annoyance potential criteria for human receptors and the 2.0 in/sec PPV
potential criteria for damage to industrial structures. Furthermore, the vibratory roller would be short-
term and temporary, and no notable vibration from operation of the project is anticipated. Therefore,
temporary impacts associated with the vibratory roller (and other potential equipment) would be less
than significant.

Operation of proposed new WWTP facilities would not be expected to generate measurably greater
vibration than the existing WWTP facilities and would not be expected to be perceptible from off-site
locations given the rapid attenuation of vibration with distance from the source and the distance from
the project site to the nearest sensitive receptor location of over one-half mile. As such, operational
vibration impacts would also be less than significant.

c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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?

No Impact. The nearest airport or private airstrip to the project site is the Rosamond Skypark, a
residential airpark and public-use airport located approximately four miles northeast of the project site
at 4205 Knox Avenue. The project is not located within two miles of an airport or private airstrip, and
thus implementation of the project would have no potential to expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels. No aircraft noise-related impacts would occur.

3 Equipment PPV = Reference PPV * (25/D)n (in/sec), where Reference PPV is PPV at 25 feet, D is distance from equipment to
the receiver in feet, and n = 1.1 (the value related to the attenuation rate through the ground); formula from Caltrans 2013.
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 0 n 0 m
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing ] ] ] [ |
elsewhere?

Discussion

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No Impact. The following analysis applies to Items XV.a and XV.b. The proposed project consists of
improvements to an existing WWTP in order to address existing soil and groundwater contamination
and would not induce substantial population growth. The proposed project would provide wastewater
services to meet existing demand while achieving the prescribed water quality requirements of the
Water Board, and therefore would not increase the capacity of or otherwise expand the wastewater
treatment system in direct support of new population or economic expansion. The project would also
not displace or otherwise adversely affect existing housing or people residing in the area. Therefore, no
impacts are expected, and no mitigation measures are required.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No

Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
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:
a) Fire protection? ] ] O [ |
b) Police protection? ] ] O] |
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Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
c) Schools? ] ] Ol [ |
d) Parks? ] ] Ol [ |
e) Other public facilities? O O O [ |

Discussion

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

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

No Impact. The following analysis addresses Items XV.a through XV.e. Construction activities on-site
could result in a temporary increase in police or fire/emergency medical services associated with site
intrusion or vandalism calls or construction worker injuries or illness. However, such temporary
increases would not trigger the need for additional facilities or services in order to meet the demands of
the project. Operation of the proposed WWTP rehabilitation project would not require additional
employees on-site or increase the intensity of activities such that an increased demand for public
services would result. In addition, the project does not include new homes or businesses that would
require any additional services or extended response times for fire or police protection services.
Furthermore, the proposed project would not change existing demand for schools, parks, or other public
facilities because population growth would not result from implementation of the project. Impacts to
public services would not occur due to the proposed project.

XVI. RECREATION

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial n n 0 m
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
oS! P . O O O u
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
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Discussion

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?

No Impact. The project consists of the construction of wastewater treatment facilities and would not
increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; therefore, no related impacts would occur.

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?

No Impact. The proposed project would not include the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities. Accordingly, no impacts would occur.

XVII. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy
addressing circulation system, including transit, roadway, ] ] | L]
bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 0 0 m 0
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or ] ] [ | L]
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access? ] ] L] |

Discussion

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not include components that would result in
operational traffic generation, except for occasional routine maintenance trips (consistent with
maintenance of the existing WWTP). While construction activities would generate a small number of
trips associated with construction equipment and worker vehicles, these trips would be limited to the
construction period, and would not be considered substantial in relation to the existing traffic load in
the project vicinity. The new WWTP treatment facilities would be constructed and operated entirely
within the boundaries of the existing WWTP site and thus the project would not limit accessibility to the
facility or surrounding area. No public transit routes, bicycle lanes/routes, or sidewalks are located along
the project site frontage along 10™ Street and therefore no public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian routes
or facilities would be affected by project construction or operation. Therefore, the project would not
conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and impacts would be less than significant.
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b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) provides criteria for analyzing
transportation impacts, and states “...Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of
significance may indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an
existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high quality transit corridor should be presumed to
cause a less than significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the
project area compared to existing conditions should be considered to have a less than significant
transportation impact.” The project site is not located within one-half mile of either an existing major
transit stop or a stop along an existing high-quality transit corridor. However, the project would not
result in any intensification of land uses in the project area that generate additional traffic. Specifically,
construction activities are estimated to generate up to 30 worker vehicle trips per day and up to

10 vendor/delivery truck trips per day on average during peak construction activities. Operation of the
expanded WWTP would not generate notable traffic once constructed, as the proposed facilities would
operate in a similar fashion and in conjunction with existing facilities and would not require additional
employees for plant maintenance and upkeep activities. As such, the project would not measurably
increase vehicle miles traveled that could potentially exceed thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activity would occur within the existing WWTP property. The
on-site work areas, however, would be clearly demarcated for safety and closed to public access. No
changes to the WWTP access roads would occur. No off-site road improvements are proposed, and no
off-site traffic hazards would be created. Therefore, the impacts from hazards associated with the work
areas would be temporary and less than significant.

d) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. Traffic patterns in the project area would not be measurably affected during project
construction or operation, as access to roadways in the project area would be maintained. Emergency
access to the area would not be limited. Therefore, no impact would occur.

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is:
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Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical m 0 0
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

ii. Avresource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public R-eso.urces Code .Sectlon. B n m 0 0
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American tribe.

Discussion

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

ii. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The following analysis addresses Items XVIll.a.i and XVIll.a.ii.
Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either included or determined to be
eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local register of
historical resources, as defined in subdivision (k) of Public Resources Code Section 5020.1, or
determined to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.

As discussed in further detail in the project Cultural Resources Survey Report (included in Appendix D of
this Initial Study) an email response was received from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

(San Manuel) on June 6, 2018, in response to initial tribal outreach regarding the project, stating that
the proposed project area exists within Serrano ancestral territory and, therefore, is of interest to

the Tribe.

In addition, the District invited interested tribes to consult under AB 52; letters were sent to 13 tribal
groups in January 2019. To date, San Manuel tribal representatives have responded with a request for
formal consultation. Copies of the NAHC response, mapping and photos of the project, and information
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about the land use history of the project parcel were provided by HELIX to San Manuel via email on
June 8, 2018, per their request. Additional data regarding the revised project was provided to San
Manuel on February 6, 2019. No data was provided by San Manuel pertaining to specific TCRs located
within the APE; however, as previously noted, the project is located within an area of Serrano ancestral
territory and of importance to the Tribe.

As discussed in Item V.b, the project would occur within an area sensitive for cultural resources, and
therefore the potential exists for encountering TCRs during ground disturbing activities of project
construction. As a result, project construction would be required to implement mitigation measures
CUL-1 through CUL-3, listed under Item V, to reduce potentially significant impacts to TCRs to a less than
significant level.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant Less Than
Potential with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water
drainage, electric power, or telecommunications facilities, U ] ] [ |
the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and responsibly foreseeable future development ] ] Ol |
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

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

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards,

or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 0 n m 0
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and m n 0 m

reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment
or storm water drainage, electric power, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The proposed project would expand the treatment capacity of the existing WWTP in order to
address current contamination issues associated with the prior use of on-site facultative lagoons. It
would not require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the
expansion of existing treatment facilities beyond what is proposed as part of the project. All
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project’s construction and operation have been
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addressed in this Initial Study and have been determined to be less than significant. Therefore, no
impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and responsibly foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

No Impact. The project proposes the expansion of the existing WWTP with similar treatment facilities
and equipment to meet existing treatment demands within the District’s service area. Because the
improvements are being proposed to address existing soil and groundwater contamination issues while
providing adequate treatment of existing wastewater flows, the project would not require additional
water supplies or new or expanded entitlements for water supplies. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c) 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?

No Impact. The proposed project would expand the existing WWTP in order to adequately
accommodate and treat existing wastewater flows to 100-percent secondary denitrified effluent and
allowing the District to take the existing facultative pond system out of service. The expanded WWTP,
therefore, would compensate for the loss of treatment capacity provided by the facultative lagoon
system being taken out of service, and would eliminate existing pollution sources while maintaining
treatment services for its existing customers. The project would not increase the amount of wastewater
generated and therefore would not require increased wastewater treatment capacity beyond what is
already proposed as part of the project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste generation during construction would be short-term and
minimal. Construction debris (e.g., asphalt, concrete) would be recycled, as feasible. Excess soil would
be stored on-site until such time as the District or another entity proposes to utilize the soil for fill
materials or another appropriate purpose. Operation of the expanded WWTP would not generate
substantially more solid waste or measurably affect landfill capacities. The existing facultative lagoon
system treats influent septage with a system that contains all biosolids (sludge) within the pond system
where it settles and is not regularly removed, while the existing 0.5-mgd WWTP processes remove
biosolids from effluent flows for drying and off-site disposal. The expanded 1.27-mgd WWTP would
utilize the same system as the existing system and therefore would be expected to generate additional
amounts of biosolids requiring off-site disposal. Although the project would expand treatment capacity
to improve effluent quality, and would generate incrementally more biosolids due to the increase in
treatment volume, it would not result in a substantial increase in wastewater influent or associated
sludge production or other activities that could increase solid waste generation on-site in excess of State
or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goals. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

No Impact. The proposed project would comply with all applicable, federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste, including requirements
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related to the handling, transport, and disposal of sludge materials, which would continue to occur as
under existing conditions. Therefore, no impact would occur.

XX.  WILDFIRE

Less Than

Significant Less Than
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified Potential with Significant No
as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 0 n m n

or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project ] n m n
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate ] ] L] |
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a
P . ocine . O O O u
result of runoff, post-fire slop instability, or drainage
changes?

Discussion
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Item IX.f., above. The project would not substantially impair an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and thus impacts would be less than
significant.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed previously under Item IX.g., the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) maps fire hazard areas based on factors such as development
patterns, potential fuels over a 30- to 50-year time horizon, expected fire behavior, and expected burn
probabilities. The project site and surrounding areas are mapped as a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity
Zone, which is the lowest hazard category for zoned areas (CalFire 2007). Since the project site is located
in a desert area with sparse vegetation and scattered development, the potential for the project to
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire is considered low, and associated impacts would be less
than significant.
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c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

No Impact. The proposed project would involve construction of new wastewater treatment facilities
entirely within a site that already contains the existing WWTP and associated infrastructure and is
served by existing water, electrical, and other utilities. Because the project would not require the
installation or maintenance of substantial new infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk, no adverse impacts would
occur.

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slop instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact. The project site is located in a topographically flat valley and is not within an area identified
as susceptible to landslides (USGS 2018). Furthermore, the project site is not located a designated flood
zone or an area susceptible to flooding (FEMA 2018). The proposed project would involve the
construction of wastewater treatment facilities within an existing WWTP that would operate passively
once constructed. As such, the project would have no potential to expose people or structured to
significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-
fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

a) Have the potential to substantially 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 [ m n n
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when n 0 m 0
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

c) Have environmental effects which would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or ] O] [ | ]
indirectly?
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Discussion

a) 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?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The project may result in potentially significant impacts to
sensitive animal species (including migratory birds), sensitive riparian habitat, and jurisdictional waters.
The project may also result in potentially significant impacts to unknown archaeological and TCRs.
However, potential degradation of the quality of the environment would be reduced to below a level of
significance through implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-4, as identified in
Section IV, and mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-3, as identified in Section V.

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

Less Than Significant Impact. As documented in this Initial Study, the majority of impacts associated
with the project would be localized and short-term. Additionally, the project would be consistent with
regional and local plans, including the Air Quality Management Plan, and the project’s air pollutant and
GHG emissions would be well below the thresholds of significance. The project would adhere to
applicable land use plans and policies. The location of the project in an area that is very sparsely
developed (and adjacent to the Edwards Air Force Base property to the east) also reduces the likelihood
that other projects would be under construction at the same time as the proposed project and result in
cumulative impacts. Although no other notable construction projects are currently anticipated to occur
in proximity to the proposed project, other future projects within the surrounding area, if any were to
be proposed, would also be required to comply with applicable local, state, and federal regulations to
reduce potential impacts to less than significant, or to the extent feasible. Therefore, the project is not
anticipated to contribute to cumulatively considerable environmental impacts.

c) Have environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Less Than Significant Impact. As documented in this Initial Study, the project is not expected to result in
substantial adverse effects on human beings. Construction-related aesthetics, air quality, hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, and traffic impacts would be temporary and minimal.
Operation of the expanded WWTP would not result in substantial adverse effects to humans, but rather
would improve effluent water quality and minimize adverse effects associated with soil and
groundwater contamination in the project area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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