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CHAPTER 9 
Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) document has been prepared in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 
The Final EIR incorporates, by reference, the Draft EIR prepared by the Joshua Basin Water 
District for the Recharge Basin and Pipeline Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2008111082) as it 
was originally published (including all revisions as described in Chapter 12) and the following 
chapters. 

Environmental Findings have been prepared for the Final EIR in accordance with Section 15091 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, and are contained in a separate document. 

9.1 CEQA Requirements 
CEQA Guidelines specify that the Final EIR shall consist of the following: 

• the Draft EIR or a revision of that draft; 

• comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR; 

• a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

• the response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

• any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Response to Comments document for the Recharge Basin and Pipeline Project presents: 

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR  
(Chapter 10);  

• The written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR along with a response to each 
comment (Chapter 11); and 

• A compilation of revisions to the text of the Draft EIR (Chapter 12). 
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9.2 Public Participation Process 
The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from May 12, 2009 through June 25, 2009. 
During this period, JBWD held a public meeting to provide interested persons with an 
opportunity to comment verbally or in writing on the Draft EIR and the project. The public 
meeting was held at the Joshua Basin Water District on May 27, 2009. During the meeting, 
information about the project was presented. At each meeting, members of the public had the 
opportunity to ask questions and express their concerns and interests regarding the project and 
content of the Draft EIR. Several verbal comments were received at the public meeting.  

The Notice of Preparation and the Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR were posted with the 
County Clerk in San Bernardino County, as well as the State Clearinghouse and the Hi-Desert Star, 
a local newspaper. The documents were also distributed to affected public agencies, community 
groups, and other interested parties. 

9.3 Final EIR Certification and Project Approval 
A public hearing to consider certification of the Final EIR will be held at JBWD Headquarters on 
September 23, 2009 at the following meeting time and location: 

JBWD Headquarters 
61750 Chollita Road 
Joshua Tree, CA   
tel. 760-366-8438 
 
September 23, 2009 7:00 PM 

The public is welcome to attend the meeting and the Board of Directors will accept additional 
public comments on the project prior to considering project approval. The JBWD Board of 
Directors will consider certification of the Final EIR pursuant to Section 15090 of the CEQA 
Guidelines prior to considering final action of the project. The Board of Directors will consider 
the following certifications: 

(1) The final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 

(2) The final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency and that the 
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR 
prior to approving the project; and 

(3) The final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

Once the EIR has been certified, the Board of Directors may proceed to approve the project. 
Certification of the EIR does not in itself determine whether the project is approved. To approve 
implementation of the project, the Board of Directors will adopt the Findings of Fact pursuant to 
Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for 
significant and unavoidable impacts pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
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Findings of Fact will include a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 
project in accordance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. The MMRP summarizes 
commitments made in the EIR to mitigate environmental impacts, and identifies implementation 
responsibilities and procedures.  

9.4 Notice of Determination 
Pursuant to Section 15094 of the CEQA Guidelines, JBWD will file a Notice of Determination 
with the State Clearinghouse and San Bernardino County Clerk within five working days of 
project approval.  
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CHAPTER 10 
Comment Letters 

This chapter contains the comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft 
EIR. The letters have been bracketed and numbered and are presented in the order listed in 
Table 10-1.  

 

TABLE 10-1 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Comment 
No. Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment 

Local Agencies 

1 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District May 18, 2009 

2 United States Geological Survey May 27, 2009 

3 Department of Toxic Substances Control June 1, 2009 

4 Department of Public Works June 26, 2009 

5 Land Use Services Department July 2, 2009 

Organizations 

6 Joshua Basin Water District Citizens Advisory Committee June 23, 2009 

Public Comments 

7 Draft EIR Public Meeting Oral Comments  May 27, 2009 

8 Iona Chelette June 24, 2009 

9 Michael Luhrs June 24, 2009 

10 Joshua Tree Resident June 25, 2009 

11 Celeste Doyle June 25, 2009 

12 Albert Marquez June 26, 2009 
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From: Tom Barnes 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 2:58 PM 
To: Lauren Campbell 
Subject: FW: Informal comment from USGS re: DEIR 
For the comment file… 
  

From: Joe Guzzetta [mailto:JGuzzetta@jbwd.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 2:10 PM 
To: Tom Barnes 
Subject: Informal comment from USGS re: DEIR 
  

Tom, 

Peter Martin, USGS called.  He had received a call from the County of San Bernardino who is reviewing the 
DEIR.  There are a couple of technical issues that should be changed.  Please have Mark or other appropriate 
person contact Peter at 619-225-6127 (office) or 619-719-3058 (cell). Also, he would like to receive a hard copy 
of the DEIR.  The address is: 

Peter Martin 

Desert and Eastern Sierra Program Chief 

United States Geological Survey 

California Water Science Center 

San Diego Projects Office 

4165 Spruance Rd., Suite 200 

San Diego, 92101 

Based on the USGS study the technical issues are: 

•       There is “net natural recharge” of approx 208 Acre Feet of water per year.  Approximately 200 AF flows 
out of the Basin, so that there is no net gain.  However, technically, if the basin were to continue to be pumped the 
200AF flowing out would diminish and ultimately stop flowing out as our own ground water level dropped. 

•       The plans of Alternate 1 show some of the ponds on the north side of the Pinto Mountain fault, although 
they don’t show the location of the fault.  That is incorrect.  All of the ponds will be constructed south of the fault.  
Apparently the site maps etc need to be adjusted to show the ponds moved slightly south. 

•       Peter also suggests that we can run the USGS hydrology model to determine the impact of the 
recharge on septage, to confirm that septage does not interfere with the recharge process.  In Hi Desert Water 
District (Yucca Valley) recharging of the aquifer reached upward into the septage zone and the recharged water 
was contaminated with nitrates.  Alternative 3 has the most likelihood of septage intrusion because it is closer to 
existing development.  Running the model would confirm whether or not septage would be a concern. 

Thanks for taking a look at this. 

Joe Guzzetta 

Page 1 of 2Informal comment from USGS re: DEIR

7/20/2009file://G:\207xxx\D207651.00 - Joshua Basin Water District\03 Working Documents\Draft ...
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General Manager 
Joshua Basin Water District 
760-366-2042 ext 226 
61750 Chollita Road  -  P.O. Box 675 
Joshua Tree, California 92522 

  

Page 2 of 2Informal comment from USGS re: DEIR

7/20/2009file://G:\207xxx\D207651.00 - Joshua Basin Water District\03 Working Documents\Draft ...
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Responses to Draft Environmental Impact Report:  Recharge Basin and Pipeline Project 
by Joshua Basin Water District Citizens Advisory Committee 

June 23, 2009 
 
 
Page ES-4 Recharge Basins First Paragraph, Sentence 2 
“Recharge Basin Alternative 2 is located just south SR 62 west of Torres Avenue and includes a total area 
of 37.5 acres with a total useable area of 44.08 acres (Figure ES-4)” 
It appears that the 37.5 acre and 44.08 acre figures are reversed. 
 
Page 2-4 Section 2.3 Need for the Project Sentence 3 
“With an inflow estimated at approximately 1,200 afy, the Joshua Tree sub-basin is currently overdrafted 
each year by approximately 400 af (GEI, 2009) 
1,200 afy is from septage.  It is also  the “most liberal guess” of recharge from septage, assuming that all 
septage discharge is over the aquifer, which is not the case.   
 
Page 2-2 first line 
“anticipated that would water would be available for less than a full year…… 
 
Figure 3.1.2, bottom photo 
Should be Yucca Mesa Road instead of Yucca Valley Road 
 
Page 3.2-14 Sentence 4 
“For this analysis it was assumed that soil haul trips to remove excavated from the site would entail 53 
round trips per day and a travel distance of a maximum of 20 miles.” 
This appears to conflict with 2 figures on page 3.11-6 paragraph 2 below.  Also, the 150 round trip figure 
below, and the 250 truck load figure below seem to be contradictory: 
“Construction activities are anticipated to generate approximately 250 trips per day on local and regional 
roadways.  This accounts for approximately 50 worker commute trips (assumes 25 workers), 50 delivery 
truck trips per day, and 150 round trip truck loads for soil excavation.  Deliveries would include pipeline 
and equipment deliveries.  At this time, it is anticipated that 15,000 cy of soil would be hauled from the 
recharge basin sites.  Assuming truck capacity of 25 cy and 250 truck loads per day, it should take no more 
than six months to export the entire 175,000 cy of cut. 
 
Page 3.3-7 Waters of the State 
     Recharge Basin Alternative 1 Paragraph 2 Sentence 2 refers to “Joshua Creek, near Border 
Road. 
Should be Sunny Vista or some other road, but not Border. 
 
Page 3.6-8 Schools Impact 3.6-2  
Distances from schools seem incorrect.  JBWD GIS has estimated that Friendly Hills Elementary School is  
4,629 feet from Alternative 1,  and 2055 feet from Alternative 2.  We also estimate that Joshua Tree 
Elementary School is 262 feet from Alternative 3.  All distances have been estimated from the closest point 
of each parcel. 
 
Page 3.7-15 Paragraph 3 Sentence 4 
“Construction of a recharge basin within the flood hazard zone could redirect flow flows and modify the 
floodplain” 
Should the first “flow” be “low?” 
 
Figure 3.8-1 General Plan Land Use Designations shows a “utility” designation. 
The “utility” designation seems to apply to the flood control channel.  (The committee questions if  a flood 
control channel is a “utility.”  Also, do we know the reason for the “utility” designation at Yucca Mesa 
Road?  If it is confirmed that this was taken accurately from  
 
Page 3.10-2 Same as “Schools Impact 3.6-2 above. 
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Distances from the sites to schools is the same as comments on page 3.6-8 above. 
 
Impacts of apartment complex on Alternative Site 3 
The committee raised the question of what the impacts would be from the septic systems at the apartment 
complex and the Community Center on nearby Alternative Site 3. 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION TO BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 
The Citizens Advisory Committee recommends site 3 as the preferred recharge site based on the 
Environmental Impact Report with the following provisos: 
1)  That the proximity of the nearby apartments be evaluated for nitrate impacts on the recharge; and 
2)  That the proximity to the Pinto Mountain Fault be evaluated. 
Apart from the EIR, the Committee also recommends that the Board consider cost in determining the 
location of the facility since the CAC did not have information about the costs at each alternate site   
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Joshua Basin Water District 
Recharge Basin and Pipeline Project 

 
Draft EIR Public Meeting, Wednesday May 27, 2009, 7:00 p.m. 

 
Oral Comments Received: 

 
Joshua Tree Resident 

• What determines alternatives locations? 
 
• Are comments due by the 26th or 25th? 
 
• Alternative 3 is within Pinto Fault or very close. 
 
• Site 3 has been identified as a linkage between PWH and dry lake. 
 
• How long will water take to percolate? 

 
• How would fault affect Basin 3? Pipes could break, water could be released. 

 
• Could insect generation be a problem? 

 
• How much will evaporate? 

 
• Could water affect microclimate such as around heavily irrigated gold courses? 

 
• Don’t agree with incidental take of tortoise and plants. 
 
• Don’t see need for water. 

 
• State mandates water rationing. 
 
• What is the hurry? 
 
• Local residents at Alternatives 1 and 3 would be affected by view change. 
 
• What would happen to the unused portion of Alternatives 1 and 2? 
 
• Fencing for Alternative 3 would be cheaper than the other alternatives. 

 
• Will there be barbed wire or fencing? 

 
• Will there be lighting? 

 
• Nighttime lights add light even when shielded. 
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• Water quality could be affected by highway. 

 
• Alternative 3 would be visible from westerly traffic on SR-62. 

 
• When are responses due back for public. 

 
• When will public be informed? 

 
• Not advertised well enough. 

 
• Should be a public hearing. 

 
• Meeting had a short notice. 
 
• Fault line goes through Alternative 1. 
 
• Concerned about effects on neighboring land uses. 
 
• Would be more suitable as a shopping area. 
 
• Concerns that there is no mitigation for growth and that more growth could be 

induced by project causing strain on community. 
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26 June 2009 

 

Tom Barnes 

 

CC: Joshua Basin Water District 

 

707 Wiltshire Blvd. Ste 1450 

Los Angeles, CA. 90017 

213-5994300 

 

 

 

Subject: Joshua Basin Water District, Recharge Basin 

and Pipeline Project; DEIR 

 

Mr. Tom Barnes, 

 

This is my comment regarding the above stated project for the Joshua 

Basin Water District. 

 

Sec. # 2.2.2: 

 

                  The State Water Project (SWP) delivering water via the 

Morongo Basin Pipeline (MBPL) from Hesperia to the Morongo Basin/Yucca 

Valley/Joshua Tree, contracted through the Mojave Water Agency (MWA) 

distribution system. Although the table # 1, Appendix E, pg. 16, Water 

Quality Summary, SWP Water and Local Ground Water at SWP/VVWA, there are 

differences in value ranges between table # 1 of the May 2009 RB&PLP/EIR 

and the MWA Water Supply Reliability & Ground Water Replenishment 

Program, January 2006, SWP Water Quality 1998-2004. The values referred 

to the SWP Water Quality, at the beginning of the said water delivery 

system (Morongo Pipeline). No reference documenting the Water Quality on 

the delivered end of the Morongo Pipeline Yucca Valley/Joshua Tree. 

 

Sec. 3.1 Aesthetics: 

              

        Water recharge sites #1 & #2 would be detrimental for the overall visual 

character of the area and a negative effect to the adjacent properties. 

Although recharge site #3 would be a more suitable location, 

aesthetically, it would not be a suitable location for a water recharge 

site. The reason being that it would in close proximity to the Pinto 

Earthquake Fault that runs West to East, which possibly be damaged during 

a earthquake. 

The same water recharge #3 would be located along the Yucca Creek/Joshua 

Creek flood way and the Quail Wash Creek. These creeks carry a large 

volume of water when torrential rains come to the Morongo Basin. 

 

Water Quality Considerations: 

 

        Water quality control has provisions prohibiting of water quality being 

degraded when water of lessor quality is added to higher quality water, 

this would be a adverse situation for human consumption. 

        The importation of water to replenish the Joshua Basin Aquifer would 

cause a degradation in the quality of water with Nitrates and compounds 

in the earth soil below the recharge site. This would make the 

possibility that a need for a Water Treatment Plant to make the water 

readily for human consumption. 

             Inappropriate large development could make the water quality 

a detriment to the community of Joshua Tree. 
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Cordially,    

                Albert Marquez 

            PO Box 1932 

            Joshua Tree, CA. 92252 

            760-3662887 

 

____________________________________________________________ 

All is not lost! Click now for professional data recovery. 
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CHAPTER 11 
Response to Comments 

Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to 
Comments 
Table 10-1 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the 
Draft EIR during the public review and comment period. Comment letters are included in 
Chapter 10. The responses to comments included in this section are numbered to correspond to 
the number and letter for each comment that appears in the margins of the comment letters.  

Where the responses indicate additions or deletions to the text of the Draft EIR, additions are 
included as underlined text, deletions as stricken text. The revisions do not significantly alter the 
conclusions in the Draft EIR.  

Letter 1 Responses, Mojave Desert Air Quality 
Management District (MDAQMD) 
Comment 1A 
The comment recommends that the project comply with the requirements of the MDAQMD 
Rule 403.2-Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area.  

Response 1A 
The EIR notes on page 3.2-15 that the project would be subject to MDAQMD Rule 403. 

Letter 2 Responses, United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) 
Comment 2A 
The comment states that there is currently no net gain to the groundwater basin but that future 
pumping could reduce outflows. 

Response 2A 
The EIR notes on page 3.7-4 that the net inflow into the Joshua Tree Subbasin is zero accounting 
for approximately 230 afy inflow and approximately 200 afy outflow. The comment notes that 
the outflow could decrease as the basin becomes in greater overdraft. A clarification of these 
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recharge estimates was obtained from USGS. There is approximately 207 afy of recharge to the 
Copper Mountain/Joshua Tree study area considered in USGS Scientific Investigations Report 
2004-5267. However, recharge of the Joshua Tree subbasin alone is approximately 157 afy, 
composed of 73 afy of surface inflow, primarily in the Quail Wash drainage, plus 84 afy of 
subsurface inflow from the Warren Basin. The larger area historically had estimated outflows of 
the magnitude noted in the comment. However, under present conditions pumping of 
groundwater is the main discharge from the Joshua Tree subbasin. 

Comment 2B 
The comment states that the site maps need to be adjusted to show the ponds constructed on the 
south side of the Pinto Mountain fault, not the north side. 

Response 2B 
Figure 3.5-1 shows the location of Pinto Mountains Fault. The basins would not be constructed 
over known fault traces. The design for Recharge Basin Alternative 1 would be revised to avoid 
the faults. In response to the comment the following mitigation measure would be added to the 
EIR.  

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1b: Recharge Basin Alternative 1 would be designed to avoid 
construction over the known fault traces of the Pinto Mountains Fault as described by the 
USGS.  

Comment 2C 
The comment suggests that a USGS hydrology model should be run to determine whether septage 
would interfere with the recharge process.  

Response 2C 
The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model applying an average recharge of  
2,000 afy at proposed recharge site 3 over a 50-year simulation period. These studies indicate 
groundwater mounding of approximately 40 feet at the end of the simulation. Since depth to 
groundwater is over 450 feet, it is not likely that this mounding would intersect septage areas.  

Letter 3 Responses, Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) 
Comment 3A 
The comment states that the EIR should identify the current or historic uses at the project site that 
may have resulted in a release of hazardous wastes or substances, or any known or potentially 
contaminated sites within the proposed project area. 
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Response 3A 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for each of the proposed alternative 
sites. A summary of the assessment is included as Appendix F. 

Comment 3B 
The comment states that the EIR should identify how any required investigation or remediation of 
a contaminated site would be undertaken as well as which government agency would provide 
regulatory oversight. 

Response 3B 
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment concluded that no additional study was 
recommended (see Appendix F). 

Comment 3C 
The comment states that all investigative work should be performed under an approved Workplan 
and overseen by a regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. 
In addition, the findings and sampling results of the investigations should be included in the EIR. 

Response 3C 
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment concluded that no additional study was 
recommended (see Appendix F). 

Comment 3D 
The comment states that all hazardous site investigations should be conducted prior to new 
development or construction.  

Response 3D 
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment concluded that no additional study was 
recommended (see Appendix F). 

Comment 3E 
The comment states that if any structures or paved surfaces are to be demolished as part of the 
proposed project, an investigation should be conducted for the presence of hazardous materials. 

Response 3E 
Construction would not result in demolition of structures. The pipeline would be constructed 
within the shoulder of Highway 62 and local streets. The construction zones will be restored to 
their previous condition. The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment concluded that no 
additional study was recommended (see Appendix F). 
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Comment 3F 
The comment states that if project construction requires soil excavation or filling, sampling of 
excavated or imported soils should be conducted. 

Response 3F 
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment concluded that no additional study was 
recommended (see Appendix F). The EIR does not require any additional soil sampling due to the 
absence of past uses that could have resulted in contamination.  

Comment 3G 
The comment states human health and sensitive receptors should be protected during construction 
or demolition activities. A health risk assessment should be conducted if it is found to be 
necessary. 

Response 3G 
The EIR concludes on page 3.2-16 that given the nature of the project, a Health Risk Assessment 
is not required.  

Comment 3H 
The comment states that if it is determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated by the 
proposed project, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California Hazardous 
Waste Control Law and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations.  

Response 3H 
The EIR in Chapter 3.6 acknowledges that handling of hazardous waste is subject to hazardous 
waste control laws. The project would not involve routine storage of chemicals.  

Comment 3I 
The comment states that if soil or groundwater contamination is suspected during construction of 
the proposed project, construction in the area should cease and appropriate health and safety 
measures should be implemented. 

Response 3I 
The assessment included in Appendix E summarizes known water quality within the Joshua Tree 
Subbasin. The groundwater is of good quality.  

Comment 3J 
The comment states that if the proposed project site was used for agricultural or livestock related 
activities, proper investigation should be conducted as it may contain pesticides or related 
residue. 
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Response 3J 
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for each recharge location alternative did 
not identify any past uses that could have resulted in significant contamination at the sites. The 
report did not recommend subsequent soils assessment. The sites have been primarily 
undeveloped open space. Moreover, construction of the recharge basins would remove the surface 
soils that could be affected by past uses.  

Comment 3K 
The comment states that DTSC can provide guidance for cleanup oversight through an 
Environmental Oversight Agreement for government agencies or a Voluntary Cleanup 
Agreement for private parties. 

Response 3K 
JBWD does not anticipate the need for cleanup of contamination.  

Letter 4 Responses, Department of Public Works 
Comment 4A 
The comment states that the EIR has addressed the major concerns of the Flood Control District.  

Response 4A 
No response is necessary. 

Comment 4B 
The comment states that a permit should be obtained from the District’s Flood Control Operations 
Division Permit Section for any activity on the Flood Control District’s right-of-way.  

Response 4B 
The EIR identifies on page 3.7-15 that the project could affect the floodplain. Mitigation 
measures 3.7-2a through 3.7-2c require that the project be designed to minimize affects to the 
floodplain. The following Mitigation Measure 3.7-2d is added in response to the comment: 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2d: Prior to construction, JBWD will obtain a permit from the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District for installing features within the Flood 
Control District property.  

Comment 4C 
The comment recommends that provisions for intercepting and conducting the accumulated 
drainage pertaining to the project be established so as to not adversely affect adjacent or 
downstream properties. 
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Response 4C 
The EIR identifies on page 3.7-15 that the project could affect the floodplain. Mitigation 
measures 3.7-2a through 3.7-2c require that the project be designed to minimize affects to the 
floodplain.  

Comment 4D 
The comment recommends that the most current FEMA regulations, for construction within 
established floodplains, be enforced by the local jurisdiction. 

Response 4D 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-2b requires JBWD to obtain a Letter of Map Revision from FEMA. 
Obtaining this letter will ensure that the latest FEMA requirements are met.  

Comment 4E 
The comment states that the EIR includes many mitigation measures which recommend surveys 
to determine the impacts of the project.  

Response 4E 
The EIR evaluates potential impacts of the project. Technical studies were conducted for cultural 
resources, biological resources, hazardous materials, and hydrogeologic conditions. Additional 
analysis is recommended in these technical studies to ensure that potential impacts were avoided. 
These recommendations are included as mitigation measures in the EIR. Implementation of these 
pre-construction surveys will dictate the steps needed to minimize impacts. The EIR concludes 
that implementation of the mitigation measures will sufficiently minimize impacts.  

Comment 4F 
The comment states that relocation of desert tortoise requires a highly detailed plan, evaluations 
of outcomes, long term monitoring of impacts, consultation with CDFG and USFWS, and that the 
qualified biologist (Mitigation Measure 3.3-1d, first bullet) should be authorized by CDFG. 

Response 4F 
Impact 3.3-1 discusses potential impacts to desert tortoise. Mitigation measures 3.3-1a through 
3.3-1d dictate the steps necessary to ensure that impacts to desert tortoise are less than significant. 
They include consultation with CDFG and USFWS. JBWD will comply with USFWS and CDFG 
survey requirements including regarding the qualifications of the surveyors.  

Letter 5 Responses, Land Use Services Department 
Comment 5A 
The comment states that recharging the groundwater basin with water from the State Water 
Project is the best alternative to meet growing water demands. 
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Response 5A 
No response is necessary. 

Comment 5B 
The comment states that future growth limitations are not considered in the EIR. Alternatives to 
the project such as mandating water conservation measures, treatment and recycling of water, and 
extraction and transfer of groundwater are also not considered in the EIR. 

Response 5B 
The EIR evaluates alternatives in Chapter 6. The alternatives considered involved differing 
volumes of imported water. Water demand management measures were not considered to be 
comparable to the project. The JBWD current water source is exclusively local groundwater in an 
area that has negligible annual recharge. Conservation measures and recycling projects can 
effectively reduce demand, but would not eliminate the overdraft, and therefore would not meet 
project objectives.  

Comment 5C 
The comment points out that Recharge Basin Alternative 1 straddles the Pinto Mountain Fault 
and Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is in close proximity. The comment states that recharging over 
a fault could result in unrecoverable water. 

Response 5C 
Figure 3.5-2 of the EIR identifies the location of the Pinto Mountain Fault. Figure 2-3 has been 
revised in the Final EIR to locate the recharge basins south of the fault. Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 
commits JBWD to conducting a design-level geotechnical review that includes percolation 
testing.  

Comment 5D 
The comment states that ground rupture could destroy or severely damage recharge facilities 
during an earthquake. Recharge basins should be located away from the Pinto Mountain fault. 

Response 5D 
The EIR acknowledges on page 3.5-8 that the project would be subject to seismic hazards. The 
recharge basins would be designed to minimize potential impacts from seismic activity expected 
during the lifetime of the project. The recharge basins would be designed to hold water below 
surface elevation. The perimeter berms would not be used to impound water. Figure 3.5-2 of the 
EIR identifies the location of the Pinto Mountain Fault. Figure 2-3 has been revised in the Final 
EIR to locate the recharge basins south of the fault. Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 commits JBWD to 
conducting a design-level geotechnical review prior to implementation. 

Comment 5E 
The comment states that liquefaction is a potential hazard should a recharge mound occur within 
50 feet of the ground surface beneath adjacent properties.  
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Response 5E 
The EIR notes in Appendix E that groundwater is generally over 300 feet below ground surface. 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e commits JBWD to cease recharging water when groundwater levels 
are less than 50 feet below ground surface.  

Comment 5F 
The comment states that the EIR is contradictory and unclear in its discussion of natural recharge 
and inflow.  

Response 5F 
Subsurface inflow is estimated at 230 afy and subsurface outflow is estimated at 200 afy, 
essentially resulting in zero annual recharge. As noted on page 2-4, approximately 1,600 afy is 
pumped from the basin annually. Approximately 1,200 afy of return flows are estimated to be 
contributed by septic recharge, resulting in a net 400 afy overdraft. In response to the comment 
the following text change has been made to page 2-4 of the Final EIR:  

 2.3 Need for the Project 
Potable water for the community of Joshua Tree area is supplied entirely by groundwater. 
Recent studies conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in 2003-04 have 
concluded that inflow to the Joshua Tree Subbasin is approximately 230 afy while 
outflows are approximately 200 afy resulting in a net 30 afy annual recharge. The study 
concludes that these estimates essentially find no natural annual recharge. The study 
notes that about 1,600 acre-feet per year (afy) of groundwater is pumped from the basins. 
With an inflow estimated septage return flow ofat approximately 1,200 afy, the Joshua 
Tree Sub-basin is currently overdrafted each year by approximately 400 af (GEI, 2009). 
Future water demand is projected to increase over the next 25 years, which will cause 
further overdraft. Providing a source of imported water is necessary to alleviate the 
overdraft condition, replenish the groundwater basin to offset historic over-drafting, and 
increase water supply reliability for the region.  

Comment 5G 
The comment states that it is unclear whether impacts due to exported soils and runoff were 
analyzed in the EIR in regard to traffic, air quality, aesthetics, erosion, and water quality. 

Response 5G 
The traffic, air quality, aesthetics, erosion, and water quality analysis includes the haul trips 
required to remove excess soil form the site.  

Comment 5H 
The comment states that detailed hydrogeologic studies should be performed at each of the 
potential recharge basin alternative sites in order to characterize the underlying aquifer and site-
specific recharge parameters. 
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Response 5H 
The EIR evaluates the potential impacts to the environment from utilizing one of the three 
alternative recharge sites. The effectiveness of the recharge basins may vary and the site 
feasibility will be considered by JBWD in determining the preferred location of the project. 
Based on the initial assessment conducted by the USGS, each of the three sites appears to provide 
suitable conditions in appropriate locations to satisfy the purposes and objectives of the project.  

Comment 5I 
The comment states that the potential impacts of rising groundwater levels as a result of recharge 
should be evaluated to determine if nitrates would be an issue. 

Response 5I 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e commits JBWD to ceasing recharge operations when groundwater 
levels at the site are less than 50 feet below ground surface. This mitigation measure avoids the 
potential for encountering subsurface contamination near the surface.  

Comment 5J 
The comment states that a groundwater monitoring plan should be considered to verify the model 
and to manage potential impacts. 

Response 5J 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1c commits JBWD to install a monitoring well to monitor groundwater 
depth and quality. Only one monitoring well is anticipated. 

Comment 5K 
The comment states that the EIR should include groundwater baseline data such as groundwater 
quality and state water levels. 

Response 5K 
The EIR includes an assessment of the groundwater quality in Appendix E. The technical 
memorandum in Appendix E identifies depth to groundwater ranging from 350 feet below ground 
surface to 530 feet below grade. The technical memorandum also summarizes the available water 
quality data from wells in the nearest vicinity of each alternative site.  

Comment 5L 
The comment states that an Anti-Degradation Analysis should be conducted and included in the 
EIR.  

Response 5L 
The EIR identifies the need for the project and assesses the potential for groundwater to be 
impacted by constituents contained in the imported water. The EIR concludes that the overall 
affect of the project on groundwater quality would not be significant. The Anti-Degradation 
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Analysis required by the RWQCB will incorporate the need for the project as described in the 
EIR and will summarize the result of the EIR as part of the documentation.  

Comment 5M 
The comment states that the requested Anti-Degradation Analysis should include an analysis of 
the effect that trihalomethanes could have on the groundwater quality. 

Response 5M 
As noted in the EIR on page 3.7-13, the addition of THM forming compounds would be part of 
the ante-degradation analysis. As noted in the analysis, the potential for the project to 
substantially increase THMs is considered to be low due in part to the dilution of the recharge 
water with the large groundwater basin.  

Comment 5N 
The comment requests verification that the air quality analysis was performed for the County of 
San Bernardino and Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District.  

Response 5N 
The project would be subject to MDAQMD jurisdiction. The citation of SCAQMD in the 
significance thresholds on page 3.2-12 has been changed to MDAQMD. 

Comment 5O 
The comment requests that tables and background information on the Mojave Desert Air Quality 
Management District be updated per the MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, 
February 2009. 

Response 5O 
With the following changes made to Table 3.2-2, the conclusions of the EIR are consistent with 
the February 2009 MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines. 
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TABLE 3.2-2 
MDAQMD ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone – one hour No Federal Standarda Nonattainment 

Ozone – eight hour Serious Nonattainment Unclassified 

PM10 Serious Nonattainment Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainment 
Unclassified/Attainment 

Nonattainment  

CO  Nonattainment 
Attainment 

Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide  Attainment Attainment 

Lead  No Designation Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Visibility-Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified 
 
 
a Federal One Hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard was revoked on June 15, 2005 
 
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2007c. Area Designation Maps, http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm, page updated 
June 28, 2007 MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, February 2009. 

 

 

Comment 5P 
The comment suggests that greenhouse gas significance thresholds and appropriate mitigation 
measures should be developed for the proposed project. 

Response 5P 
The EIR identifies significance thresholds for GHG on page 3.2-12. The JBWD has not identified 
any other more suitable significance threshold. CARB has presented a potential numeric 
threshold of 7,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. As noted on page 3.2-18, the project’s 
construction emissions of GHG would be significantly lower than the threshold proposed by 
CARB. The conclusion of the EIR that the project would not emit significant amounts of GHG is 
consistent with the recently proposed CARB thresholds.  

Comment 5Q 
The comment suggests that the EIR should also assess whether the proposed project would 
increase energy consumption, result in increased energy efficiency, or impact resources. 

Response 5Q 
As noted on page 3.2-19 the operation of the project would not increase energy consumption 
since water would be delivered by gravity from the Morongo Basin Pipeline. If groundwater 
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levels in production wells rise as a result of the recharge, energy required to pump water from the 
wells would be slightly reduced. Furthermore, the recharge of SWP water would be more energy 
efficient than the alternative of providing a surface water treatment facility.  

Comment 5R 
The comment states that CARB has derived an interim threshold for industrial projects of 
7,000 metric tons of CO2e per year for operational greenhouse gas emissions and performance 
standards for GHG emissions associated with construction and transportation activities. 

Response 5R 
As noted on page 3.2-18, the project’s construction emissions of GHG would be significantly 
lower than the threshold proposed by CARB. Operational emissions would be negligible. The 
conclusion of the EIR that the project would not emit significant amounts of GHG is consistent 
with the recently proposed CARB thresholds and SCAQMD GHG Assessment Guidelines.  

Comment 5S 
The comment states that SCAQMD adopted a proposal in 2008 for interim CEQA greenhouse gas 
significance thresholds that includes a tiered approach for assessing the significance of 
greenhouse gas emissions from a project. 

Response 5S 
The EIR estimates CO2e emissions for construction on page 3.2-16 using the URBEMIS Model. 
As noted on page 3.2-18, the project’s construction emissions of GHG would be significantly 
lower than the threshold proposed by CARB. Operational emissions would be negligible. The 
conclusion of the EIR that the project would not emit significant amounts of GHG is consistent 
with the recently proposed CARB thresholds and SCAQMD GHG Assessment Guidelines.  

Comment 5T 
The comment states that the proposed project would directly generate greenhouse gas emissions 
during construction and routine operational activities. 

Response 5T 
The EIR estimates CO2 emissions for construction on page 3.2-16 using the URBEMIS Model. 
As noted on page 3.2-18, the project’s construction emissions of GHG would be significantly 
lower than the threshold proposed by CARB. Operational emissions would be negligible. The 
conclusion of the EIR that the project would not emit significant amounts of GHG is consistent 
with the recently proposed CARB thresholds and SCAQMD GHG Assessment Guidelines.  

Comment 5U 
The comment states that URBEMIS is not the best tool for calculating greenhouse gas emissions 
as it calculates CO2 instead of CO2e. 
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Response 5U 
The project would not generate significant quantities of other greenhouse gases such as methane. 
As such, the use of URBEMIS for estimating GHG emissions provides an indication of the 
potential for a significant contribution of GHG. The operational emissions would be two or three 
orders of magnitude below the significance thresholds proposed by CARB. The conclusion of the 
EIR that the project would not emit significant amounts of GHG is consistent with the recently 
proposed CARB thresholds and SCAQMD GHG Assessment Guidelines. 

Comment 5V 
The comment states that Air Quality section’s Regulatory Background should include the 
following MDAQMD rules and regulations: Rule 1102, Rule 403, Rule 403.2, and Rule 402. 

Response 5V 
The EIR acknowledges the jurisdictional authority of MDAQMD on page 3.2-5. It is JBWD’s 
responsibility to comply with Rules adopted by the MDAQMD to protect air quality, including 
the rules listed in the comment. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure specifically identifies 
compliance with Rule 403 would be required to implement the project.  

Comment 5W 
The comment requests that the EIR include a discussion of the proposed project’s impact on the 
desert cryptobiotic crust as well as possible mitigation measures to restore the crust. 

Response 5W 
The project would install pipeline within the shoulder of Highway 62. The shoulder is already 
disturbed and construction would not be expected to affect cryptobiotic crust. The construction 
zone for the pipeline would be limited to pre-disturbed areas. The recharge basin site would 
remove all biota on the site including the cryptobiotic crust. No restoration would be possible 
within the recharge basins.  

Comment 5X 
The comment states that the County of San Bernardino requires a Joshua Tree Protection and 
Relocation Plan, prepared by a qualified arborist/biologist.  

Response 5X 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-4a and 3.3-4b require JBWD to obtain a permit as noted in the comment.  

Comment 5Y 
The comment states that the cumulative impacts associated between this project and the proposed 
Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility, Wastewater Treatment Plant and Sewer 
Collection System should be addressed. 
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Response 5Y 
For the purposes of a cumulative impact analysis, the Hi-Desert Water District was seen as 
outside the geographic scope identified on page 4-1 of five miles from the project site.  

Letter 6 Responses, Joshua Basin Water District 
Citizens Advisory Committee (JBWDCAC) 
Comment 6A 
The comment states that in Section ES-4, the 37.5 acre and 44.08 acre figures for Recharge Basin 
Alternative 2 are reversed. 

Response 6A 
In response to the comment the following modification has been made to page ES-4: 

Recharge Basins 
Three alternative recharge basin locations are evaluated within this Draft EIR  
(Figure ES-2). Recharge Basin Alternative 1 is located on the north side of SR 62 west 
of Sunny Vista Road and includes a total area of 79.6 acres with a total useable area of 
33.0 47.74 acres (Figure ES-3). Recharge Basin Alternative 2 is located just south of  
SR 62, west of Torres Avenue and includes a total area of 35.5 37.5 acres with a total 
useable area of 23.4 44.08 acres (Figure ES-4). Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is the 
furthest east of the alternative sites and is located north of SR 62 and west of Border 
Avenue. Recharge Basin Alternative 3 includes a total area of 32.5 acres with a total 
useable area of 29.84 acres (Figure ES-5). 

Comment 6B 
The comment states that the estimated inflow of 1,200 afy is from septage and that this estimate is 
the “most liberal guess” of recharge from septage. There is assumption that all discharge is taking 
place over the aquifer, which is not the case. 

Response 6B 
Water pumped from the Joshua Tree subbasin is used in both the Joshua Tree and Copper 
Mountain subbasins. The distribution of these uses is not precisely known. If 25 percent of the 
use is within the Copper Mountain subbasin, the overdraft of the Joshua Tree subbasin would be 
300 afy greater than indicated, and would double the estimated overdraft. Imported water supplies 
are available in excess of either of theses amounts. A maximum 4,000 afy of import water is 
examined in the salt balance analysis as a worse-case scenario. If 25 percent of the use is within 
the Copper Mountain subbasin this would reduce the reported salt (TDS) accumulation in the 
Joshua Tree subbasin by approximately 160 tons per year. 
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Comment 6C 
The comment requests that the repeated word “would” be deleted in the first line on Page 2-2. 

Response 6C 
The typographic edit has been made in the document. 

Comment 6D 
The comment requests that Yucca Valley Road be changed to Yucca Mesa Road in Figure 3.1.2. 

Response 6D 
The typographic edit has been made to the document. 

Comment 6E 
The comment states that there are two figures on Page 3.11-6 that conflict with information stated 
in sentence 4 on Page 3.2-14. Further, the 150 round trip figure and 250 truck load figure in 
paragraph 2 on Page 3.11-6 appear to contradict. 

Response 6E 
Changes to the following pages have been made is response to the comment: 

Page 3.2-14 

Criteria Air Pollutants 
The project would require construction activities including site preparation, earthmoving, 
and general construction. Site preparation includes activities such as general land clearing 
and grubbing. This project would require excavation of approximately 175,000 cubic 
yards of soil. For this analysis, it was assumed that soil haul trips to remove excavated 
soil from the site would entail 53 150 round trips per day and a travel distance of a 
maximum of 20 miles.  

Page 3.11-6 
Construction activities are anticipated to generate approximately 250 trips per day on 
local and regional roadways. This accounts for approximately 50 worker commute trips 
(assumes 25 workers), 50 delivery truck trips per day, and 150 round trip truck loads for 
soil excavation. Deliveries would include pipeline and equipment deliveries. At this time, 
it is anticipated that 175,000 cy of soil would be hauled from the recharge basin sites. 
Assuming truck capacity of 25 cy and 250 150 truck loads per day, it should take no more 
than six months to export the entire 175,000 cy of cut. Construction equipment used for 
the proposed project would include bulldozers, excavators, scrapers, cranes, rollers, dump 
trucks, concrete trucks, pre-stressing equipment, construction delivery tractor-trailers, 
backhoes, shoring equipment, haul trucks, and traffic control devices.  
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Comment 6F 
The comment requests that “Joshua Creek, near Border Road” that is referred to in Recharge 
Basin Alternative 1 section be changed to Sunny Vista or some other road. 

Response 6F 
The typographic edit has been made to the document. 

Comment 6G 
The comment states that the distances from schools are incorrect with respect to the nearby 
proposed Recharge Basin Alternatives on Page 3.6-8 Schools Impacts 3.6-2. 

Response 6G 
Changes to page 3.6-8 have been made in response to the comment. The conclusions stated in the 
EIR remain the same. 

Impact 3.6-2: The proposed project will handle hazardous materials within less than 
one-quarter mile from the Friendly Hills Elementary School and/or Joshua Tree 
Elementary School.  

The proposed pipeline extension running east along SR 62 and Recharge Basin 
Alternatives 1 and 2 are located less than one-quarter mile from the Friendly Hills 
Elementary School and Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is located less than one-eighth mile 
from the Joshua Tree Elementary School. Potential impacts from the project are expected 
to occur only during construction activities, which would be temporary and localized. 
Construction of the pipeline and recharge basins would require equipment utilizing 
hazardous materials such as petroleum fuel and oil. During construction and 
transportation activities, such hazardous materials could accidently be spilled or 
otherwise released into the environment exposing students, teachers, and the public to 
potentially hazardous conditions. 

Comment 6H 
The comment asks for clarification on whether the first repeated word “flow” should be “low” in 
Paragraph 3, Sentence 4 on page 3.7-15.  

Response 6H 
The comment correctly notes the typographic error. This edit has been made to the Final EIR.  

Comment 6I 
The comment states that the committee questions if a flood control channel is a “utility” as 
designated in Figure 3.8-1. Further, the committee questions the reason for the “utility” 
designation at Yucca Mesa Road. 
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Response 6I 
The figure provides data supplied by the County of San Bernardino from the County General Plan 
Land Use Designations.  

Comment 6J 
The comment states that on Page 3.10-2, the distances from the sites to schools are incorrect, as 
also mentioned on Page 3.6-8, in Comment 6G. 

Response 6J 
The following changes have been made to page 3.10-2 in response to the comment: 

 

TABLE 3.10-1 
SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS WITHIN 5 MILES OF PROJECT  

Facilities in the Vicinity of the Project Area Street Address and City 
Proximity to 
Project Site 

Schools   

Friendly Hills Elementary School 7252 Sunny Vista Road, Joshua Tree 0.25 miles 2,044 feet 

Joshua Tree Elementary School 6051 Sunburst Drive, Joshua Tree 0.50 miles 680 feet 

La Contenta Middle School 7050 La Contenta Road, Yucca Valley 3.8 1.7 miles 

Sky Continuation High School 59273 Sunnyslope Drive, Yucca Valley 3.8 1.7 miles 

Hospitals   

Hi-Desert Medical Center 6601 White Feather Road, Joshua Tree 2.3 1.4 miles 
 
 
 
 

SOURCE: Morongo Unified School District, 2008. 
 
 

Comment 6K 
The comment states that the Committee raised the question of what the impacts would be from 
the septic systems at the apartment complex and Community Center on Recharge Basin 
Alternative 3. 

Response 6K 
The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model applying an average recharge of 
2,000 afy at proposed recharge site 3 over a 50-year simulation period. These studies indicate 
groundwater mounding of approximately 40 feet at the end of the simulation. Since depth to 
groundwater is over 450 feet, it is not likely that this mounding would intersect septage areas. 

Comment 6L 
The comment states that the Committee recommends site 3 as the preferred recharge site based on 
the EIR with the provisions that the proximity of the nearby apartments be evaluated for nitrate 
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impacts on the recharge, and that the proximity to the Pinto Mountain Fault be evaluated. In 
addition, the Committee also recommends that the Board consider cost in determining location of 
the facility since the CAC did not have information about costs at each alternate site. 

Response 6L 
The EIR identifies Recharge Basin Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative.  

Letter 7 Responses, Draft EIR Public Meeting Oral 
Comments 
Comment 7A 
The comment asks for clarification on what determines the alternative site locations. 

Response 7A 
The recharge basin alternatives were chosen based on proximity to the Joshua Tree Subbasin 
aquifer, topography, existing land use, existing drainage and surface water features, and the 
proximity to the Morongo Basin Pipeline.  

Comment 7B 
The comment asks whether comments are due by the 25th or 26th. 

Response 7B 
The comment period was concluded on June 26th.  

Comment 7C 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is within or very close to Pinto Fault. 

Response 7C 
The proximity of the Pinto Mountain Fault is identified in Figure 3.5-2. The Draft EIR discusses 
potential impacts of locating recharge basins in close proximity to the fault. Mitigation Measure 
3.5-1 commits JBWD to conducting geotechnical analysis to inform the design of the recharge 
basins to minimize potential effects of seismic hazards.  

Comment 7D 
The comment states that Site 3 has been identified as a linkage between PWH and dry lake. 

Response 7D 
The recharge basins are each located on open space property that provide some wildlife linkage to 
north and south sides of the valley. The Draft EIR discusses the project’s potential to affect 
wildlife corridors on page 3.3-19, concluding that the project would not significantly fragment 
habitat or act as a barrier to wildlife movement since open space areas are plentiful in the near 
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vicinity. Specifically, the site for Recharge Basin Alternative 3 has not been identified as a 
critical linkage. 

Comment 7E 
The comment asks how long water will take to percolate. 

Response 7E 
The exact percolation rate is not known and would differ for each recharge basin alternative. The 
recharge basins would be expected to hold water for two to three week periods. Water spread in 
the basins is anticipated to percolate at rates near one foot per day as noted on page 2-5. 

Comment 7F 
The comment questions the possible effects of faults on Basin 3 and further states that pipes could 
break or water could be released. 

Response 7F 
The proximity of the Pinto Mountain Fault is identified in Figure 3.5-2. The EIR discusses 
potential impacts of locating recharge basins in close proximity to the fault. Mitigation Measure 
3.5-1 commits JBWD to conducting geotechnical analysis to inform the design of the recharge 
basins to minimize potential effects of seismic hazards.  

Comment 7G 
The comment asks if insect generation could pose a problem. 

Response 7G 
The EIR on page 3.6-9 evaluates the potential for the recharge basins to promote vector 
generation. The EIR concludes that the limited time frame where standing water would be present 
would prevent vector generation. In addition, the basins would be graded periodically to prevent 
vegetation growth. The EIR concludes that vector generation would not be a significant effect of 
the project.  

Comment 7H 
The comment asks how much water will evaporate. 

Response 7H 
Depending on the time of year, some water will evaporate from the recharge basins. However, the 
percolation rate will be swift and water will not be standing for periods greater than a few weeks. 
Based on the evaporation rates of other agencies in the Mojave Desert, evaporation is expected to 
be in the range of 0.6 to 1.6 percent. Evaporation is not seen as a large factor affecting the 
objectives of the project.  
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Comment 7I 
The comment asks whether water could affect microclimates in nearby areas such as the heavily 
irrigated golf courses. 

Response 7I 
The length of time standing water would be in the recharge basins would be limited to a few 
weeks. The ponds would not have micro-climate impacts associated with heavily watered areas 
since standing water would occur only periodically.  

Comment 7J 
The comment expresses disapproval with the incidental taking of tortoise and plants. 

Response 7J 
Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1d provide measures to avoid “take” of desert tortoise if 
feasible. If tortoise is identified on site, JBWD would be subject to Endangered Species Act 
Section 10a compensation requirements. Plant removal is discussed on page 3.3-15 and would be 
an unavoidable effect of the project. Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is near the community of 
Joshua Tree, and development in this area is compatible with the County’s Community Plan. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-3a through 3.3-3d would reduce impacts to plants to 
less than significant levels.  

Comment 7K 
The comment expresses opinion that there is no need for water. 

Response 7K 
The EIR notes the project’s objectives on page 2-4. Imported water would alleviate over-drafting 
of the aquifer. 

Comment 7L 
The comment clarifies that the State mandates water rationing. 

Response 7L 
Implementation of conservation measures, though an important component to water management 
in desert communities, would not alleviate existing over-drafting of the aquifer.  

Comment 7M 
The comment asks why there is a rush [to carry on the proposed project]. 

Response 7M 
As discussed on page 2-4, JBWD has entered into an agreement with Mojave Water Agency for a 
limited amount of SWP water for a limited period, ending in the year 2022. The project is needed 
to access the water provided by the agreement.  
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Comment 7N 
The comment states that local residents at Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 and 3 would be affected 
by view change. 

Response 7N 
The EIR identifies that construction of the recharge basins would affect local views. Figures 3.1-5 
through 3.1-7 illustrate how views may be affected. The EIR concludes that views of Recharge 
Basin Alternative 3 would not be significant since they would be largely shielded from public 
viewsheds. Private views nearby would be changed by the ponds.  

Comment 7O 
The comment asks about the plans for the unused portions of Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 
and 2. 

Response 7O 
The preliminary designs of the recharge basins attempt to leave frontage available for future 
development along highway 62. No future uses of these areas are envisioned at this time.  

Comment 7P 
The comment states that fencing for Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be cheaper than the 
other alternatives. 

Response 7P 
Each recharge basin alternative would require similar fencing requirements. 

Comment 7Q 
The comment asks whether there will be barbed wire or fencing. 

Response 7Q 
Fencing would be chain link, approximately 8 feet in height.  

Comment 7R 
The comment asks if there will be lighting. 

Response 7R 
No permanent outdoor lighting would be installed at the site.  

Comment 7S 
The comment states that nighttime lights add light to areas even when shielded. 

Response 7S 
Nighttime lighting will not be needed as part of the project. 
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Comment 7T 
The comment suggests that water quality could be affected by highway. 

Response 7T 
The potential for the highway to introduce pollutants into the recharge basins is very small. 
Traffic on Highway 62 is not heavy in this location. Standing water would be only periodic. 
Airborne dust would not affect water quality of percolated water. 

Comment 7U 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be visible from westerly traffic on 
SR-62. 

Response 7U 
If the basins were visible from west-bound highway 62 the view would be obscured by the flood 
control channel adjacent to the proposed site. The recharge basins would not significantly alter 
the character of the view from this direction. 

Comment 7V 
The comment asks for the date when responses are due back for the public. 

Response 7V 
Responses to comments received on the Draft EIR will be provided to commenters at least 
10 days prior to the JBWD Board Meeting Public Hearing that will consider certification of the 
EIR. The current plan is for early September 2009.  

Comment 7W 
The comment asks for the date when the public will be informed. 

Response 7W 
The Board meeting for consideration of the EIR will be noticed as JBWD normally notices  
Board meetings.  

Comment 7X 
The comment expresses that there was poor advertising for the scheduled meeting. 

Response 7X 
A public scoping meeting was conducted at the JBWD office on December 9, 2008. The meeting 
was advertised in the Hi-Desert Star newspaper. An additional public hearing on the Draft EIR 
was held at the JBWD offices on May 27, 2009. The meeting was noticed in the Hi-Desert Star. 
Notices of the meeting were also mailed out to stakeholders and contiguous property owners.  
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Comment 7Y 
The comment suggests that there should be a public hearing. 

Response 7Y 
A public scoping meeting was conducted at the JBWD office on December 9, 2008. The meeting 
was advertised in the Hi-Desert Star newspaper. An additional public hearing on the Draft EIR 
was held at the JBWD office on May 27, 2009. The meeting was noticed in the Hi-Desert Star. 
Notices of the meeting were also mailed out to stakeholders and contiguous property owners.  

Comment 7Z 
The comment expresses that there was short notice for the meeting. 

Response 7Z 
A public scoping meeting was conducted at the JBWD office on December 9, 2008. The meeting 
was advertised in the Hi-Desert Star newspaper. An additional public hearing on the Draft EIR 
was held at the JBWD offices on May 27, 2009. The meeting was noticed in the Hi-Desert Star. 
Notices of the meeting were also mailed out to stakeholders and contiguous property owners.  

Comment 7AA 
The comment states that the fault line goes through Recharge Basin Alternative 1. 

Response 7AA 
The proximity of the Pinto Mountain Fault is identified in Figure 3.5-2. The EIR discusses 
potential impacts of locating recharge basins in close proximity to the fault. Mitigation Measure 
3.5-1 commits JBWD to conducting geotechnical analysis to inform the design of the recharge 
basins to minimize potential effects of seismic hazards.  

Comment 7BB 
The comment expresses concern about effects on neighboring land uses. 

Response 7BB 
The EIR evaluates effects to land uses in Chapter 3.8. The location of the basins is considered to 
be compatible with the Joshua Tree Community Plan, since it is in close proximity to other 
development within the community Joshua Tree. Construction would affect local land uses 
through generation of noise and impacts to traffic. Once constructed, the basins would alter the 
local character as described in Chapter 3.1. The EIR concludes that the effect to local character 
would be significant and unavoidable for Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 and 2 but less than 
significant for Recharge Basin Alternative 3.  

Comment 7CC 
The comment suggests that the proposed area would be more suitable as a shopping area. 
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Response 7CC 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is consistent with local land use plans as noted on page 3.8-7 of 
the EIR.  

Comment 7DD 
The comment expresses concern that there is no mitigation for growth and that more growth 
could be induced by the proposed project, causing strain on the community. 

Response 7DD 
The potential for the project to induce growth is discussed in Chapter 5. The EIR concludes that 
the project would remove an obstacle to growth and would therefore be considered growth 
inducing under CEQA definitions. The EIR acknowledges that growth results in secondary 
effects that are significant and unavoidable. The JBWD Board will adopt a statement of 
overriding considerations for secondary effects of growth.  

Letter 8 Responses, Iona Chelette 
Comment 8A 
The comment states the concern that, like Yucca Valley, growth would occur in the community 
of Joshua Tree should more water be made available. 

Response 8A 
The potential for the project to induce growth is discussed in Chapter 5. The EIR concludes that 
the project would remove an obstacle to growth and would therefore be considered growth 
inducing under CEQA definitions. The EIR acknowledges that growth results in secondary 
effects that are significant and unavoidable. The JBWD Board will adopt a statement of 
overriding considerations for secondary effects of growth.  

Comment 8B 
The comment asks who would own the stored water and states the concern that water rights might 
be lost to MWA in the future. 

Response 8B 
The water introduced into the groundwater basin would be subject to California laws regarding 
access of groundwater by overlying land uses. JBWD would maintain the responsibility for 
providing water within its service area, and would utilize its extraction wells to access the 
recharged water. 

Comment 8C 
The comment asks who would be responsible for the periodic drying out and scarification of the 
basins mentioned on page ES-4 of the EIR. The comment further states that the cost of training 
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staff to manage this project would be imposed on taxpayers who are already paying for the cost of 
studies, consultants and fees related to the project. 

Response 8C 
JBWD would be responsible for maintaining the recharge basins.  

Comment 8D 
The comment states that Highway 62 has just been widened by CalTrans and JBWD will rip it up 
again for the proposed pipeline. The comment states that all of Joshua Tree’s utilities are along 
Highway 62 and it is a major secondary utility corridor and highly traveled as the sole access to 
northern Joshua Tree. The comment also points out that JBWD does not have the best reputation 
when it comes to rebuilding roads to pre-construction conditions.  

Response 8D 
The pipeline would be installed within the shoulder of the road. However, traffic control would 
be required and lane closure is anticipated. As part of standard construction procedures (as noted 
on page 3.10-6), underground utilities would be identified prior to ground breaking.  

Comment 8E 
The comment states that the project problems include priority for recharge funding, agreements 
with MWA, JBWD staffing and an unrealistic construction schedule. The comment also asks why 
the rush now to obtain the SWP water allotment when previous JBWD boards have not elected to 
do so. 

Response 8E 
As discussed on page 2-4, JBWD has entered into an agreement with Mojave Water Agency for a 
limited amount of SWP water for a limited period, ending in the year 2022. The project is needed 
to access the water provided by the agreement.  

Comment 8F 
The comment states that the EIR is premature due to the fact that funding for the project is 
uncertain. 

Response 8F 
The project description provided in Chapter 2 provides sufficient detail to evaluate its potential to 
impact the environment. Funding availability does not alter the potential for impacts to the 
environment of the project described in Chapter 2. 

Comment 8G 
The comment states that future water demand is unknown as stated on page 2-4 of the EIR and 
that JBWD has failed to provide demographic studies requested by the County of San Bernardino 
to support their population projections for Joshua Tree over the next 25 years, which differ from 
the county projections. 
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Response 8G 
Population projections for the Joshua Tree area are included on page 5-3 of the EIR. As noted on 
page 5-3, the town of Joshua Tree currently has 5,470 parcels with water meters that could be 
developed in the future. If these parcels were to be developed, water supply would be strained 
considering the groundwater basin is already over-drafted an estimated 400 afy under current 
demand.  

Comment 8H 
The comment states that in reference to the EIR’s project description, the community of Joshua 
Tree is immediately adjacent to the Town of Yucca Valley’s boundary on its west side and the 
City of Twentynine Palms on its east side. The comment also states that there is no overlapping of 
these spheres of influence. 

Response 8H 
The Project Description identifies the distances between the developed portions of the towns. 

Comment 8I 
The comment requests an explanation as to where the 175,000 cubic yards of soil described on 
page 2-10 of the EIR would be disposed of or sold to. 

Response 8I 
The excess soil would be removed from the site and disposed or re-sold as noted on page 2-10. 
The District would rely on the contractor to dispose of the soil. The EIR conclude on page 3.10-6 
that if the soils were to be disposed of, local landfills would have sufficient capacity.  

Comment 8J 
The comment states that construction traffic of 200 trips per day on Sunburst Street may not be 
possible due to the road’s vehicle weight limit of five tons. 

Response 8J 
As noted on page 2-11, the contractor would be required to return construction areas within local 
roadways to their original condition. In response to the comment an additional mitigation measure 
has been added to ensure that truck wear on roadways is repaired.  

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1c: JBWD shall monitor road-wear resulting from 
construction vehicle trips on side roads and will repair roadways to their original 
condition consistent with County road standards following construction.  

Comment 8K 
The comment states that the EIR admits that Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 and 2 are 
inappropriate alternatives and that unavoidable aesthetic impacts cannot be mitigated. 
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Response 8K 
The EIR identifies on page 2-5 that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative 
based on environmental considerations.  

Comment 8L 
The comment states that Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 are misleading and do not show any of the 
surrounding development near each recharge basin alternative. 

Response 8L 
The photographs provided in Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 provide views of the recharge basin sites 
themselves to show that they are undeveloped parcels not to document all surrounding uses. 
Figure 3.1-4 provides an aerial photograph that illustrates the proximity of development to the 
proposed recharge basin alternatives.  

Comment 8M 
The comment states that Joshua Tree residents desire state scenic designation for an already 
existing county scenic view and the proposed project would impact this view. 

Response 8M 
The EIR identifies state and locally-designated scenic roadways on page 3.1-4. The EIR 
acknowledges that even without the official designation, Highway 62 approaching Joshua Tree in 
either direction provides exceptionally scenic views of the open desert landscape. Impact 3.1-2 
concludes that even with mitigation incorporated, the effect of the proposed Recharge Basins 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would significantly degrade the scenic vistas in the area. The EIR concludes 
that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be sufficiently obscured from long range views to avoid 
significantly affecting scenic vistas.  

Comment 8N 
The comment states that the EIR mentions permanent operational lighting being required, page 
3.1-7, but does not give any specifics and the EIR does not specify how it plans to conform to 
San Bernardino County’s night sky protecting regulations. 

Response 8N 
On the contrary, the EIR states on page 3.1-7 that no outdoor lighting would be required. 

Comment 8O 
The comment states that construction areas cannot be restored to pre-construction conditions in 
the desert. 

Response 8O 
Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 requires JBWD to restore the pipeline corridor to its pre-construction 
condition. The pipeline will be installed within the shoulder of Highway 62 and within local 
streets. Impacts to native vegetation outside roadway easement are not anticipated.  
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Comment 8P 
The comment states that the proposed project would not provide any recreational value to the 
community and is in reference to a comment letter written by Pat Flanagan included in the EIR’s 
appendix. 

Response 8P 
The comment correctly notes that the recharge basins would be off-limits to the public and would 
not provide any recreational value to the community.  

Comment 8Q 
The comment states that it is incorrect to assume that a site is suitable for a recharge basin based 
on its current degraded condition, as is described on page 3.1-5. 

Response 8Q 
The discussion on page 3.1-15 of the EIR describes that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 comprises 
lesser quality habitat than the other two sites under consideration. The discussion does not 
conclude that impacts to the existing habitats would not occur. Chapter 3.3: Biological Resources 
evaluates potential impacts to biological resources that would result at each recharge basin 
alternative.  

Comment 8R 
The comment states that Joshua Tree National Park is already in non-attainment during a 
significant part of the year due to pollution and the project would increase greenhouse gases, 
PM2.5 and PM10 levels. 

Response 8R 
The attainment status of the Mojave Desert Air Basin is summarized on page 3.2-3. Table 3.2-6 
summarizes emissions resulting from construction of the project. The EIR concludes that 
operational emissions would be negligible since water would flow through the pipeline to the 
basins by gravity.  

Comment 8S 
The comment states that since measures of the ARB Scoping Plan will not be in place until 2012 
there should be no hurry for the project. 

Response 8S 
The implementation of the CARB Scoping Plan for GHG emissions would not affect the timing 
of this project. As noted on page 3.2-18, the project would not result in a significant increase in 
GHG emissions.  

Comment 8T 
The comment states that on page 3.2-10 the EIR admits that odorous emissions would be released 
near a residential and recreational use area utilized by seniors and children. Secondary effects of 
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GHGs as stated on page 3.2-11 are also a concern when the proposed project is located next to 
sensitive receptors, therefore it is a bad location for recharge basins. 

Response 8T 
The comment acknowledges that construction emissions and odors would affect neighboring land 
uses temporarily. Once constructed, the recharge basins would not produce odors or vectors that 
would adversely affect neighboring land uses. The basins would be periodically graded to prevent 
vegetation and vector generation.  

Comment 8U 
The comment states that the EIR failed to consider the impact of the proposed project on Joshua 
Tree Elementary School, located less than one-quarter of a mile away. 

Response 8U 
The EIR concludes that following a temporary construction period, operation of the recharge 
basins would not adversely affect neighboring land uses, including sensitive receptors. No 
hazardous materials would be stored or used on site. The site would be secured with chain-link 
fencing. Joshua Tree Elementary School is mentioned on Table 3.10-1, see response to Comment 
6G.  

Comment 8V 
The comment states that objectionable odors cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level since it is 
required to periodically dry and scarify them and due to the surrounding sensitive environment. 

Response 8V 
The EIR notes on page 3.2-17 that proper maintenance and operation of the basins will prevent 
odors from emanating from the basins. Objectionable odors have not been experienced at the 
neighboring HDWD recharge basins. In response to the comment a new mitigation measure has 
been added to the discussion under Impact 3.2-2: 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: JBWD will send notices to neighboring land owners and 
tenants identifying a point of contact at the District for any concerns the community may 
have regarding operation of the basins. The District will attempt to rectify nuisance 
conditions at the site in coordination with local residents when concerns are raised.  

Comment 8W 
The comment states that studies for the little San Bernardino Mountain linanthus was conducted 
out of protocol and should be conducted again following protocol. 

Response 8W 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-3a commits JBWD to conducting protocol surveys during the appropriate 
spring period to ascertain presence or absence of protected plants including the linanthus. JBWD 
may assume presence and mitigate in consultation with CDFG requirements. Page 9 of the 
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Biological Resources report in Appendix C identifies a high possibility of encountering the plant 
at the recharge basin locations.  

Comment 8X 
The comment states that Joshua Tree Woodland is considered a natural community of special 
concern by CDFG and requires protection where it occurs. 

Response 8X 
The Biological Resources Report in Appendix C and the EIR on page 3.3-6 characterizes the 
recharge basin sites as Mojavean creosote bush scrub, which includes Joshua trees within its 
description as an important component, but at lower densities than characterized by the Joshua 
tree woodland habitat type. No Joshua tree woodland habitat that would be considered a Natural 
Community of Special Concern is found on the recharge basin sites. 

Comment 8Y 
The comment states that the County of San Bernardino and other agencies have been working in 
collaboration to prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan for San Bernardino County. The EIR cannot 
dismiss this HCP based on the fact that it has not yet been adopted and is an inconvenience to the 
proposed project. 

Response 8Y 
The EIR notes on page 3.3-11 that none of the sites are currently within an HCP area. Future 
HCPs would consider land uses in existence when the HCP was approved.  

Comment 8Z 
The comment states that several groups and agencies consider Quail Wash an important corridor 
along Joshua Tree. The EIR does not emphasize the importance of such corridors and significant 
environmental impacts cannot be mitigated due to the importance of Quail Wash as a 
conservation corridor. 

Response 8Z 
Quail Wash would not be affected by the project as the wash drains south to northeast and avoids 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3. At this time there is no evidence that local groups or agencies have 
identified the portion of Quail Wash as an important corridor. The Mojave Desert Land 
Conservancy, a notable organization whose mission is to secure critical habitat and corridors, 
supports Recharge Basin Alternative 3 as the best site for the project. The project would also not 
affect the Quail Wash Flood Control Channel to the east of the site. Quail Wash would not be 
affected by the project as illustrated on Figure 3.7-1. The small unnamed drainage west of the 
Quail Wash Flood Control Channel shown on Figure 3.3-3 would be conveyed around the basin 
as required by Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a. Figure 3.3-3 provides an overview of the location of 
the proposed project and Joshua Creek. In response to this comment, the following mitigation 
measure has been added to the EIR.  
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Mitigation Measure 3.3-5c: For Recharge Basin Alternative 3, final designs shall avoid 
infringing onto Joshua Creek, located approximately 25 feet north of the proposed project 
area. JBWD shall demarcate the construction zone and monitor construction sufficiently 
to ensure that no vegetation is removed within the creek or vehicles encroach onto the 
creek.  

Comment 8AA 
The comment states that the project’s construction timeline is not realistic since an incidental take 
permit will be required for desert tortoise by USFWS. 

Response 8AA 
Impact 3.3-1 discusses potential impacts to desert tortoise. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1d would ensure that impacts to desert tortoise would be avoided. If 
USFWS concludes that the project could take desert tortoise, JBWD would be required to 
compensate through Section 10a of the Endangered Species Act as noted in Mitigation Measure 
3.3-1d. The schedule of this compliance if necessary could indeed affect implementation of the 
overall project.  

Comment 8BB 
The comment states that surveys for special-status species were not preformed according to 
protocol requirements and need to be re-done, including a presence study for desert tortoise at 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3 prior to installing a monitoring well. 

Response 8BB 
Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1d provide steps to ensure that desert tortoise and other 
special status species are not significantly affected by the project. The mitigation measures 
require that protocol level surveys be conducted prior to implementation. 

Comment 8CC 
The comment requests that the appended information regarding the little San Bernardino 
Mountains linanthus be reviewed. 

Response 8CC 
The little San Bernardino Mountains linanthus is identified in the Biological Resources report in 
Appendix C as having a high potential of occurring at the site. Mitigation Measure 3.3-3a 
requires JBWD to conduct protocol level surveys prior to construction.  

Comment 8DD 
The comment states that the project’s earth moving requirements would interfere with the 
movement of native residents and would impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites for 
migratory birds and special-status species. 
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Response 8DD 
The EIR acknowledges that construction of the recharge basins would remove large areas of 
native habitat. The EIR concludes on page 3.3-19 that the site is within close proximity to 
developed areas and would not act to fragment habitat or isolate wildlife due to the large expanse 
of desert in the vicinity.  

Comment 8EE 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 conflicts with the provisions of a habitat 
conservation plan in progress and that the EIR should not dismiss it simply due to the fact that it 
has not yet been adopted. 

Response 8EE 
The EIR notes on page 3.3-11 that none of the sites are currently within an HCP area. Future 
HCPs would consider land uses in existence when the HCP was approved.  

Comment 8FF 
The comment states that just because Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is more disturbed it does not 
mean that it is not used equally by special-status ground-dwelling species. 

Response 8FF 
The EIR acknowledges that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would require implementation of the 
same mitigation measures as the other alternative sites to avoid impacts. 

Comment 8GG 
The comment states that desert tortoise relocation is a bad mitigation which results in tortoise 
death and increased raven predation. 

Response 8GG 
Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a through 3.3-1d provide a process for minimizing project effects on 
desert tortoise. Relocation would be employed only if recommended by USFWS and CDFG.  

Comment 8HH 
The comment states that there is a strong presence of Swainson’s hawk, osprey and kestrel in 
downtown Joshua Tree, particularly around Quail Wash, and these species are associated with 
high site fidelity and are most active in Spring. 

Response 8HH 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2a through 3.3-2g would ensure that special status birds including raptors 
are not significantly impacted, through pre-construction nesting surveys. The loss of foraging 
habitat would not be considered significant due to the site’s proximity to developed portions of 
Joshua Tree compared with the vast expanse of desert available for foraging in the near vicinity.  
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Comment 8II 
The comment states the protocol surveys for plants and wildlife did not follow protocol and 
should be conducted again next Spring in 2010. 

Response 8II 
The Biological Resources Report in Appendix C acknowledges that the surveys did not include 
rare plant surveys required to prove absence. Mitigation Measures 3.3-3a through 3.3.3d would 
require JBWD to conduct protocol level surveys to prove absence of potentially present plant 
species.  

Comment 8JJ 
The comment states that impacts to special-status plants and wildlife cannot be mitigated because 
their environment would be replaced with settling ponds. 

Response 8JJ 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would permanently remove approximately 30 acres of 
habitat. The EIR concludes that removal of the habitat would not in and of itself be a significant 
impact since the area is in close proximity to developed portions of Joshua Tree and otherwise 
surrounded by open desert. The property could support special status species that would require 
mitigation identified in Chapter 3.3. The EIR concludes that the mitigation measures would 
minimize impacts to sensitive species resulting in less than significant impacts.  

Comment 8KK 
The comment states that impacts to open space habitat and wildlife movement would be 
considered significant and cannot be mitigated due to the destruction of those areas by the 
construction of settling ponds. 

Response 8KK 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would permanently remove approximately 30 acres of 
habitat. The EIR concludes that removal of the habitat would not in and of itself be a significant 
impact since the area is in close proximity to developed portions of Joshua Tree and otherwise 
surrounded by open desert. The property could support special status species that would require 
mitigation identified in Chapter 3.3. The EIR concludes that the mitigation measures would 
minimize impacts to sensitive species resulting in less than significant impacts.  

Comment 8LL 
The comment states that cultural resources cannot be mitigated for since their occurrence within 
the project area has not been sufficiently studied to determine an impact. 

Response 8LL 
The EIR acknowledges that previously unknown cultural resources could be encountered during 
construction. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1c commits JBWD to employing a cultural monitor to 
monitor ground disturbance for the presence of archaeological resources.  
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Comment 8MM 
The comment states that resources can be considered potentially eligible to the California 
Register and further study is required. 

Response 8MM 
The EIR acknowledges that nearby sites have the potential for listing on the California Register 
of Historic Places though none is currently registered.  

Comment 8NN 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is an unsuitable location due to its 
proximity to the Pinto Fault. 

Response 8NN 
The EIR evaluates potential impacts of the local Pinto Mountain Fault to the recharge basins. A 
portion of site 3 could be located within the Alquist-Priolo Zone. As such, Mitigation Measure 
3.5-1 requires that the recharge basins be designed to withstand significant ground shaking. The 
berms would not be designed to contain water. Water would be below grade, so the potential for 
releasing water in an earthquake is very low.  

Comment 8OO 
The comment states that Joshua Tree Elementary School is not mentioned in the EIR even though 
it is only a quarter of a mile away from Recharge Basin Alternative 3. 

Response 8OO 
The EIR concludes that following a temporary construction period, operation of the recharge 
basins would not adversely affect neighboring land uses, including sensitive receptors. No 
hazardous materials would be stored or used on site. The site would be secured with chain-link 
fencing. Joshua Tree Elementary School is mentioned on Table 3.10-1, see response to 
Comment 6G. 

Comment 8PP 
The comment states that the EIR is inadequate because seismic activity cannot be mitigated. 

Response 8PP 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would be affected by seismic hazards in Chapter 3.5 and 
commits JBWD to designing the basins to withstand strong ground shaking. The berms would not 
be designed to contain water. Water would be below grade, so the potential for releasing water in 
an earthquake is very low. The EIR concludes that impacts from seismic activity would not result 
in a significant impact of the project.  



11. Response to Comments 
 

JBWD Recharge Basin and Pipeline Project 11-35 ESA / 207651 
Final EIR September 2009 

Comment 8QQ 
The comment states that the soil at Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be susceptible to erosion 
and geological investigations should be performed to make sure that the site would not be 
threatened by future surface displacement. 

Response 8QQ 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires that the recharge basins be designed to withstand significant 
ground shaking. The berms would not be designed to contain water. Water would be below grade, 
so the potential for releasing water in an earthquake is very low.  

Comment 8RR 
The comment states that seismic unsuitability cannot be mitigated because seismic activity cannot 
be predicted. 

Response 8RR 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would be affected by seismic hazards in Chapter 3.8 and 
commits JBWD to designing the basins to withstand strong ground shaking.  

Comment 8SS 
The comment states that the County of San Bernardino should change the zoning designation at 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3 and that this alternative impinges on an important conservation 
corridor (Quail Wash). 

Response 8SS 
The site is not located within Quail Wash as shown on Figure 3.7-1. Joshua Creek would not be 
affected by the project. See response to comment 8Z. 

Comment 8TT 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is prone to liquefaction and that it cannot 
be mitigated to less than significant during a strong ground shaking event. The comment suggests 
that Recharge Basin Alternative 3’s horizontal movement of underground water should be studied 
prior to project construction. 

Response 8TT 
The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model applying an average recharge of 
2,000 afy at proposed recharge site 3 over a 50-year simulation period. These studies indicate 
groundwater mounding of approximately 40 feet at the end of the simulation, which is in the 
historical range of groundwater levels. Since depth to groundwater is over 450 feet, this 
groundwater mounding is unlikely to lead to conditions which would make the local area 
vulnerable to liquefaction. 
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Comment 8UU 
The comment states that several community areas (Joshua Tree Community Center, The 
Sportsmen’s Club, apartment complex, Morongo Basin Transit Authority) in close proximity to 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3 were unaware of the proposed project. During a seismic event, 
liquefaction of underground water could impact all of these community facilities. 

Response 8UU 
The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model applying an average recharge of 
2,000 afy at proposed recharge site 3 over a 50-year simulation period. These studies indicate 
groundwater mounding of approximately 40 feet at the end of the simulation, which is in the 
historical range of groundwater levels. Since depth to groundwater is over 450 feet, this 
groundwater mounding is unlikely to lead to conditions which would make the local area 
vulnerable to liquefaction. 

Comment 8VV 
The comment states that the EIR does not mention Joshua Tree Elementary School which is in 
close proximity to Recharge Basin Alternative 3 where hazardous material would be handled. 

Response 8VV 
The EIR concludes that following a temporary construction period, operation of the recharge 
basins would not adversely affect neighboring land uses, including sensitive receptors. No 
hazardous materials would be stored or used on site. The site would be secured with chain-link 
fencing. Joshua Tree Elementary School is mentioned on Table 3.10-1, see response to 
Comment 6G. 

Comment 8WW 
The comment points out that the Morongo Basin Transit Authority is located adjacent to 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3, handles hazardous material, is under the jurisdiction of OSHA and 
regularly tests water runoff at the site. 

Response 8WW 
No hazardous materials would be stored or used on site. The site would be secured with chain-
link fencing.  

Comment 8XX 
The comment states that the proposed project’s standing water would create a vector problem for 
which there would be no mitigation, particularly with the documented presence of West Nile 
Virus in the Inland Empire. 

Response 8XX 
The EIR on page 3.6-9 evaluates the potential for the recharge basins to promote vector 
generation. The EIR concludes that the limited time frame where standing water would be present 
would prevent vector generation. In addition, the basins would be graded periodically to prevent 
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vegetation growth. The EIR concludes that vector generation would not be a significant effect of 
the project.  

Comment 8YY 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide adequate mitigation for the significant 
impacts of vectors created by standing water. 

Response 8YY 
The EIR on page 3.6-9 evaluates the potential for the recharge basins to promote vector 
generation. The EIR concludes that the limited time frame where standing water would be present 
would prevent vector generation. In addition, the basins would be graded periodically to prevent 
vegetation growth. The EIR concludes that vector generation would not be a significant effect of 
the project.  

Comment 8ZZ 
The comment states that SWP’s water is of lesser quality and would degrade the existing water 
supply in the Joshua Tree aquifer, an action prohibited by the California Clean Water Act.  

Response 8ZZ 
The EIR acknowledges on page 3.7-12 that JBWD would be required to provide an Anti-
Degradation Analysis to the RWQCB prior to percolating SWP water. Appendix E includes 
estimates of how recharge operations could affect groundwater quality. The EIR concludes that 
the addition of salts to the basin would not significantly affect groundwater quality and that the 
project would benefit the groundwater basin and overlying users by reducing overdraft.  

Comment 8AAA 
The comment states that the EIR failed to include the San Bernardino County floodplain 
management ordinance for the 100-year flood plain at Recharge Basin Alternative 3. 

Response 8AAA 
The EIR identifies on page 3.7-15 that the project could affect the floodplain. Mitigation 
measures 3.7-2a through 3.7-2c require that the project be designed to minimize effects to the 
floodplain. See response to comment 4B. 

Comment 8BBB 
The comment states that the proposed project’s construction schedule is unrealistic due to fact 
that a streambed alteration agreement with CDFG would be required. 

Response 8BBB 
The EIR acknowledges that a Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required. JBWD 
anticipates that obtaining the agreement would not significantly affect implementation schedule.  
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Comment 8CCC 
The comment states that EIR inaccurately states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is not located 
near a levee. A concrete culvert is present at the northeast corner of the site containing Quail 
Wash; if the culvert were not present Quail Wash would run through the proposed project area. 

Response 8CCC 
In response to the comment page 3.7-10 of the EIR has been modified as shown: 

Levee Failure 
The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding due to failure of a levee or dam. Recharge Basin 
Alternatives 1 and 2 The proposed project is are not located near a levee or dam nor 
would they it involve construction or other activities that would alter the stability of any 
levee or dam, or any other flood control structure. Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is 
located near the Quail Wash Flood Control Channel but would not affect the function of 
the channel. The recharge basins would impound water below grade and would not 
construct levees. This issue is not discussed further as there would be no impact.  

Comment 8DDD 
The comment states that the addition of TDS and salt to the groundwater basin cannot be 
mitigated to less than significant. 

Response 8DDD 
Appendix E includes estimates of how recharge operations could affect groundwater quality. The 
analysis concludes that the project could increase TDS concentrations from 194 mg/L to 208 mg/L 
by the year 2022. The EIR concludes that the addition of salts to the basin would not significantly 
affect groundwater quality and that the project would benefit the groundwater basin and overlying 
users by reducing overdraft.  

Comment 8EEE 
The comment requests studies which show sodium-chloride water mixed with sodium-
bicarbonate groundwater and its affect on TDS and salt accumulations in the groundwater. The 
comment also states that water quality figures from Warren Valley and the Victor Valley 
Wastewater Reclamation Authority are not the same as studies conducted at Joshua Tree. 

Response 8EEE 
The estimate of 406 mg/L TDS concentrations of wastewater discharge were taken from records 
of Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Authority which treats waste from an area supplied by 
high quality groundwater. For the Joshua Basin area, this estimate assumes a waste stream that 
adds of 226 mg/L of TDS to the ambient 180 mg/L source groundwater. Recently published 
studies for the Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility suggest that facility will 
percolate a treated waste stream that has TDS 154 mg/L above the groundwater source. We thus 
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believe the 406 mg/L is a reasonably high estimate of potential salt loading impacts. Figure 7 of 
Appendix E presents water quality data for the Joshua Tree subbasin groundwater and State 
Water Project surface water delivered to Victorville Water District. These two sources are very 
similar and compatible. As reported in the salt balance analysis, overall salts (TDS) are higher in 
the State Water Project water (256 mg/L) than in the Joshua Basin groundwater (180 mg/L).  

Comment 8FFF 
The comment requests a study be conducted in regards to leaching metals from copper deposits in 
the hills near town. 

Response 8FFF 
The EIR concludes on page 3.7-13 that although metals could be leached from the alluvium, the 
origin of the alluvium at the project sites will not likely present water quality concerns. 
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1c requires JBWD to install monitoring wells to monitor 
water quality. See response to comment 10W. 

Comment 8GGG 
The comment requests that septic tank mapping and groundwater monitoring be performed at 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3 prior to project construction. Yucca Valley groundwater merged 
with the septic system effluent and required a million dollar nitrate removal plant to be installed. 

Response 8GGG 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e commits JBWD to ceasing recharge when groundwater levels are less 
than 50 feet below grade.  

Comment 8HHH 
The comment requests that the EIR specify what material will be used to “armor” the project and 
its life span. 

Response 8HHH 
The berms would be constructed out of native soils. In drainage areas where erosion controls are 
necessary, concrete armoring would be installed.  

Comment 8III 
The comment states that a seiche impact cannot be anticipated or mitigated, particularly not in 
combination with liquefaction during a seismic even at Recharge Basin Alternative 3.  

Response 8III 
The EIR discusses potential effects of seiche waves on page 3.7-16. The EIR concludes that 
maintaining water levels below existing grade would effectively minimize effects from seismic 
ground shaking.  
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Comment 8JJJ 
The comment states that the project will require a conditional use permit and will endanger 
surrounding land uses. 

Response 8JJJ 
A Conditional Use Permit would not be required for project implementation.  

Comment 8KKK 
The comment asks why the ponds are being placed downtown when they would be servicing 
development on the southside, which raises the topic of Environmental Justice. 

Response 8KKK 
The EIR evaluated three recharge basin alternatives: two on the west side and one on the east side 
of town. The sites were chosen based on their proximity to the underlying recharge basin, the 
location of known faults, proximity of extraction wells, proximity to service area, percolation 
capacity of the soils, and compatibility with existing land uses. The EIR identifies Recharge 
Basin Alternative 3 on the east side of town as the preferred alternative due to environmental 
constraints on the other sites. The water supply would benefit the entire JBWD customer base. 
The location of the Alternative 3 is not within a lower income area or an area significantly 
different demographically than the other sites evaluated. The project would not result in 
disproportionately affecting lower income or minority residents of the area. 

Comment 8LLL 
The comment states that the pipeline construction would create an unpredictable amount of chaos 
for an unpredictable amount of time. 

Response 8LLL 
The EIR notes that construction of the pipeline would require approximately 9 to 12 months.  

Comment 8MMM 
The comment states that the proposed project does not conform to any of the provision of the 
Joshua Tree Community Plan in the EIR. 

Response 8MMM 
On the contrary, the project would be consistent with the Joshua Tree Community Plan as 
discussed on page 3.8-7 of the EIR.  

Comment 8NNN 
The comment states that impacts to recreational facilities should be considered significant and 
unavoidable, particularly due to the impacts of odor and vectors. 
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Response 8NNN 
The project would have no effect on recreational facilities. See responses to comments 8T and 
8V. 

Comment 8OOO 
The comment states that there is no way to control construction noise and it is a county regulation 
issue. 

Response 8OOO 
The EIR notes on page 3.9-10 that the project would comply with County noise ordinance. 

Comment 8PPP 
The comment states that the EIR fails to analyze the effects of the project in regards to the Joshua 
Tree Elementary School. 

Response 8PPP 
The EIR concludes that following a temporary construction period, operation of the recharge 
basins would not adversely affect neighboring land uses, including sensitive receptors. No 
hazardous materials would be stored or used on site. The site would be secured with chain-link 
fencing. Joshua Tree Elementary School is mentioned on Table 3.10-1, see response to Comment 
6G. 

Comment 8QQQ 
The comment states that the regional landfill at Landers will not be able to accommodate solid 
waste increases due to the new housing the proposed project will facilitate. 

Response 8QQQ 
The EIR evaluates the project’s solid waste generation and does not evaluate future projects. The 
Landers Sanitary Landfill would be sufficient to implement the project. Future solid waste 
generation is speculative and would be analyzed on a project basis.  

Comment 8RRR 
The comment states that the proposed project would increase the need for other public services 
due to the increase in housing it would facilitate. 

Response 8RRR 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would remove an obstacle to growth that would result in 
secondary effects. The EIR notes that other services would also be required. JBWD does not have 
authority over planned growth in the area.  
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Comment 8SSS 
The comment states that the proposed project would impact public transportation by disrupting 
the ability of the MBTA to function during construction and during a seismic event.  

Response 8SSS 
The EIR notes that construction would require some temporary lane closures. The construction 
would be subject to Traffic Control Plans that would identify bus access and emergency access 
requirements for all construction areas. Impacts to traffic and the MBTA would be less than 
significant.  

Comment 8TTT 
The comment states that the EIR failed to identify evidence in the public record that the project 
was designed to promote growth in Joshua Tree. 

Response 8TTT 
The EIR does not conclude that the project would promote growth in the area. Chapter 5 
acknowledges that water supply is needed for additional growth and therefore, providing new 
water supplies removes an obstacle to growth. However, the EIR notes that other services are also 
required to accommodate growth. JBWD does not have authority over planned growth in the area 
either to limit or promote growth. 

Comment 8UUU 
The comment states that the Joshua Basin Water District has a pro-development agenda and has 
used its water importing strategies to remove impediments to development in Joshua Tree. 

Response 8UUU 
See response to comment 8TTT. 

Comment 8VVV 
The comment states that Joshua Basin Water District was granted limited sewer authority in 
August 2007. Active sewer powers make it more difficult for planning officials to refuse to 
authorize denser development in Joshua Tree. After JBWD obtained sewer authority, there was 
an increase of Joshua Tree’s subdivision pre-application permitting activity at the county level.  

Response 8VVV 
See response to comment 8TTT. The proposed project is not related to any actions taken with the 
District acquiring sewer authority. The sewer authority was obtained partly in response to the 
increased activity in subdivision pre-application activity in order to protect the groundwater. 

Comment 8WWW 
The comment states that the proposed project would double Joshua Tree’s current demand for 
water and would provide the necessary amount for Steven Katz’s proposed development of 
Section 33. 
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Response 8WWW 
The project would not affect existing or projected water demand in the community. The 
groundwater basin is currently overdrafted by 400 afy to meet existing demand. The project 
would alleviate overdraft conditions and provide water supplies for planned growth as envisioned 
in the Joshua Tree Community Plan. 

Comment 8XXX 
The comment states that JBWD directors have had private meetings with Steven Katz and other 
developers and that the public has not been included in the discussion of pending subdivision 
projects. The commenter is concerned because subdivision development would violate the 
policies and spirit of the Joshua Tree Community Plan.  

Response 8XXX 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. See response to comment 8WWW. 

Comment 8YYY 
The comment lists the entities that contributed to Mike Reynolds, Gary Given, Bill Long, and 
Mickey Luckman’s 2008 campaigns to be JBWD directors. The comment also states that the 
contributions were used to oppose the commenter and Michel Luhrs’ campaigns for the same 
positions.  

Response 8YYY 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. See response to comment 8WWW. 

Comment 8ZZZ 
The comment points out that the entities listed (see Comment YYY) are not based in Joshua Tree, 
California and all represent construction and development interests. The comment also states that 
the campaign contributions represent a primary incentive for importing water to promote growth. 

Response 8ZZZ 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. See response to comment 8WWW. 

Comment 8AAAA 
The comment states that Joshua Basin has been unwilling to provide demographic studies to 
support its contentions that the service area is growing and the aquifers need to be protected. 

Response 8AAAA 
The need for the project is provided on page 2-4. As noted on page 5-3, the District’s Urban 
Water Management Plan estimates a potential water demand of 5,566 afy by the year 2030. The 
UWMP population projections were based on buildable lots within the town of Joshua Tree. The 
County’s estimates were based on countywide growth estimates which did not consider the 
micro-economy of the Morongo Basin.  
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Comment 8BBBB 
The comment states that the EIR is insufficient in that the studies provided to document the need 
for the proposed project date are outdated. 

Response 8BBBB 
The Urban Water Management Plan last updated in 2005 estimates that water demand in 2030 
could reach 5,566 afy. This demand is based on existing zoning.  

Comment 8CCCC 
The comment states that JBWD has not answered all questions related to its 2008 service review.  

Response 8CCCC 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. See response to comment 8WWW. 

Comment 8DDDD 
The comment states that the Urban Water Management Plan projections are misleading as not all 
of the 12,000 parcels in Joshua Tree can be served by water meters. 

Response 8DDDD 
The Urban Water Management Plan identifies a potential demand of 5,566 afy by the year 2030. 
The EIR concludes that providing additional water supplies could remove an obstacle to growth, 
including growth that is already planned in the zoning and water management plans. JWBD will 
adopt a statement of overriding considerations for the significant secondary effects of growth.  

Comment 8EEEE 
The comment states that JBWD no longer provides the public with the number of active meters in 
the district. The comment requests that JBWD resume this practice before going forward with the 
proposed project. 

Response 8EEEE 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. 

Comment 8FFFF 
The comment states that the proposed project would facilitate planned development zoning, 
which currently does not exist in Joshua Tree and which would strain public services 
infrastructure. 

Response 8FFFF 
The Urban Water Management Plan identifies a potential demand of 5,566 afy by the year 2030. 
The EIR concludes that providing additional water supplies could remove an obstacle to growth, 
including growth that is already planned in the zoning and water management plans. JWBD will 
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adopt a statement of overriding considerations for the significant secondary effects of growth. See 
response to comment 8TTT. 

Comment 8GGGG 
The comment states that the solid waste capacity at the Landers Landfill has been stretched to the 
limit and will be further burdened by the population increase induced by the proposed project. 

Response 8GGGG 
The EIR evaluates the project’s solid waste generation and does not evaluate future projects. The 
Landers Sanitary Landfill would be sufficient to implement the project. Future solid waste 
generation is speculative and would be analyzed on a project basis.  

Comment 8HHHH 
The comment lists the studies that should be conducted prior to implementation of the proposed 
project. 

Response 8HHHH 
Traffic Impact Study: Mitigation Measure 3.11-1b requires JBWD to prepare a Traffic Control 
Plan.  

Glare and Light Study: The EIR concludes on page 3.1-7 that the project would not have the 
potential to generate light and glare so a special study would not be required. 

ARB Scoping Plan: This plan is being prepared by CARB for implementation across the state. 
JBWD will not assist in preparation of this plan.  

Impacts on Joshua Tree Elementary School: The impacts to neighboring land uses are included 
throughout the EIR. Table 3.10-1 identifies the school in question. No additional analysis is 
required.  

Plant and Animal Surveys: Mitigation Measures included in Chapter 3.3 summarize required 
plant and animal surveys needed to prevent significant impacts to biological resources.  

County HCP Planning Coordination: The project does not affect Quail Wash. No HCP currently 
exists covering this area. 

Cultural Resource Surveys: Additional cultural surveys needed to ensure less than significant 
impacts are listed in Chapter 3.4. 

Seismic Study: The EIR evaluates impact to the project from seismic activity. Mitigation Measure 
3.5-1 requires JBWD to perform geotechnical studies to inform design.  

Effect of Nitrates: The EIR evaluates the project’s potential for encountering nitrates. Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1e would require JBWD to cease recharging when water levels reach levels of 
50 feet below grade. The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model applying an average 
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recharge of 2,000 afy at proposed recharge site 3 over a 50-year simulation period. These studies 
indicate groundwater mounding of approximately 40 feet at the end of the simulation, which is in 
the historical range of groundwater levels. Since depth to groundwater is over 450 feet, this 
groundwater mounding is unlikely to lead to conditions which would intercept septage areas. It is 
unlikely that groundwater levels will approach the 50-foot threshold described in Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1e. 

Soil Study: JBWD may conduct additional percolation testing to evaluate the design of the 
recharge basins.  

Geological Study on Liquefaction and Seiches: Appendix E contains information on the potential 
seismic hazards in the area. Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires JBWD to perform geotechnical 
studies to inform design. 

Rezoning of Site 3: A Conditional Use Permit would not be required for the proposed project. 

Vector Control Study: The EIR evaluates potential impacts from vector generation. The EIR 
concludes that no additional studies are necessary, but that proper maintenance would minimize 
the potential impact.  

SWRCB Degradation Study: The EIR concludes on page 3.7-12 that JBWD would be required to 
obtain an Anti-Degradation Analysis from the RWQCB.  

SB County 100-year Floodplain Management Ordinance: see response to comment 4B. 

Streambed Alteration Agreement: A Streambed Alternative Agreement would be required if the 
project affected streambeds.  

Geological Study for Metals at Site 2: The EIR includes an assessment of soils in the area in 
Appendix E. No additional soil studies are required.  

Septic Tank Mapping: The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model applying an 
average recharge of 2,000 afy at proposed recharge site 3 over a 50-year simulation period. These 
studies indicate groundwater mounding of approximately 40 feet at the end of the simulation, 
which is in the historical range of groundwater levels. Since depth to groundwater is over 450 
feet, this groundwater mounding is unlikely to lead to conditions which would intercept septage 
areas. It is unlikely that groundwater levels will approach the 50-foot threshold described in 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e. 

Demographic Studies: Demographic studies are not necessary to complete the project. The need 
for the project is based on the buildable parcels in the service area, the growth planned in 
approved planning documents, and the existing overdraft condition of the groundwater basin from 
the current demand. 

Revised Urban Water Management Plan Projections: Revising the UWMP is not relevant for 
analysis of the project.  
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Groundwater Management Plan Update: Revising the Groundwater Management Plan is not 
relevant for analysis of the project.  

Statistics of Meter Application, Connections, Reconnections, and Disconnections from SB County 
Building Permit: JBWD does not receive County Building Permit statistics. As a general count, 
4,500 active and 1,000 inactive meters have been used due to numbers changing weekly based on 
foreclosures, etc. Currently there are 4,567 active and 895 inactive meters for a total of 5,462 
meters. 

Other studies: JBWD would be responsible for complying with applicable regulations.  

Comment 8IIII 
The comment states that the proposed project is not a priority and could depend on whether 
funding can be obtained. 

Response 8IIII 
The need for the project is provided on page 2-4. 

Comment 8JJJJ 
The comment states that the only reasonable alternative would be for JBWD to limit the number 
of will-serve letters issued because of lack of water availability and not to import water to 
promote planned developments.  

Response 8JJJJ 
Alternatives to the project are evaluated in Chapter 6. The No Project Alternative would eliminate 
significant impacts of the project but would not meet any of the project objectives.  

Comment 8KKKK 
The comment states that the proposed project should be considered in the future when there is 
grant funding available, water available, and when the County has adopted developer impact fees.  

Response 8KKKK 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. See response to comment 8WWW. 

Letter 9 Responses, Michael Luhrs 
Comment 9A 
The comment requests an explanation of how JBWD will stay in compliance with the California 
Ground Water Law of 1987, when the water that will be exported to the basins will be of lower 
quality than the existing groundwater. 
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Response 9A 
The EIR acknowledges on page 3.7-11 that SWP water would increase salts and could introduce 
other constituents into the groundwater basin. The EIR notes on page 3.7-12 that an Anti-
Degradation Analysis would be required for submittal to the RWQCB in order to comply with the 
RWQCB’s Basin Plan.  

Comment 9B 
The comment requests the levels of selenium and pesticides at the Hesperia turnout and that the 
water quality testing reports for this location be shown in the EIR.  

Response 9B 
Levels of pesticide data for State Water Project related water can be found on the Department of 
Water Resources website, several pesticide constituents are measured and reported, including 
selenium. The following websites provide water quality data for SWP water. The EIR concludes 
that SWP water is of sufficient water quality to be used as a drinking water source. 

http://www.water.ca.gov/swp/waterquality/OM_WQ_Pubs.cfm?display=topic&pub=120,382,8
309 (check 41) 
 
http://www.water.ca.gov/swp/waterquality/OM_WQ_Pubs.cfm?display=topic&pub=120,382,8
314 (check 29) 
 

Comment 9C 
The comment requests an explanation of how JBWD plans to mitigate for increased seismic 
activity and strength of activity caused by the large amount of water that will be placed on an 
active fault. The comment states that it has been shown that lubricating a fault can cause such 
increases and questions whether JBWD is willing to assume liability for loss of life and property. 

Response 9C 
The Pinto Mountain Fault is a left-lateral strike-slip fault of over 73 kilometers (45 miles) in 
length. Fault movement is horizontal and results from deep large-scale stresses. The USGS 
reports that the Pinto Mountain Fault acts a barrier to groundwater flow, with groundwater 
elevations as much as 100 feet higher in the Joshua Tree subbasin than across the Fault in the 
Copper Mountain subbasin. Yucca Creek flows across the Pinto Mountain Fault zone. The 
proposed project will raise water levels to within historical ranges. The shallow fluctuation of 
groundwater levels has not been shown to affect the movement of faults. 

Comment 9D 
The comment requests that the EIR provide a checklist of all recommended procedures to stop the 
production of water-borne vermin and contact information for responsible agencies to which the 
public can report to when procedures are not followed. 
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Response 9D 
The EIR on page 3.6-9 evaluates the potential for the recharge basins to promote vector 
generation. The EIR concludes that the limited time frame where standing water would be present 
would prevent vector generation. In addition, the basins would be graded periodically to prevent 
vegetation growth. The EIR concludes that vector generation would not be a significant effect of 
the project. See response to comment 8V. 

Comment 9E 
The comment requests that mitigation be included that prohibits JBWD from allowing the layer 
of silt to be blown around the area when the ponds are dry, due to its toxic nature. The comment 
also requests that a list of responsible agencies be made available who have jurisdiction over such 
actions and how to contact them and a guarantee that all operations will stop and there will be 
large penalties if the mitigation is not followed. 

Response 9E 
See response to comment 8V.  

Comment 9F 
The comment requests an explanation as to why plant and desert tortoise surveys were conducted 
outside of protocol. The comment also requests an explanation of a meandering transect and that 
plant and desert tortoise surveys be re-done within protocol requirements. 

Response 9F 
The EIR includes a Biological Resources Report that inventories all the potential biological 
resources that could be encountered at the three sites. The EIR then lists the protocol-level 
surveys required prior to implementation. If these surveys document presence of special-status 
species on the chosen alternative site, the EIR commits JBWD to measures necessary to lessen or 
avoid these impacts. These measures are complied in Chapter 3 and will be included in a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.  

Comment 9G 
The comment asks how JBWD plans to keep from having a nitrate problem similar to Yucca 
Valley due to Recharge Basin Alternative 3’s close proximity to high volumes of waste from the 
apartment complex and senior center. 

Response 9G 
The groundwater beneath the recharge basin sites is over 300 feet below ground surface which is 
considerably deeper than groundwater depths in Yucca Valley. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e 
commits JBWD to ceasing recharge operations if groundwater reached levels less than 50 feet 
below ground surface. However, USGS studies estimate that the recharge level would never 
approach levels of 50 feet below grade. The USGS used the calibrated groundwater flow model 
applying an average recharge of 2,000 afy at proposed Recharge Basin Alternative 3 over a 
50-year simulation period. These studies indicate groundwater mounding of approximately 
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40 feet at the end of the simulation, which is in the historical range of groundwater levels. Since 
depth to groundwater is over 450 feet, this groundwater mounding is unlikely to lead to 
conditions which would intercept septage areas. It is unlikely that groundwater levels will 
approach the 50-foot threshold described in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e. 

Comment 9H 
The comment asks who will be responsible for the damage and cost of fixing the ponds once they 
are constructed incorrectly, such as Yucca Valley has had to do. 

Response 9H 
JBWD will be responsible for retaining design and construction contractors.  

Comment 9I 
The comment states that the EIR goes out of its way to say that the project is not growth inducing 
and that in fact JBWD wants the project completed in order to allow for a 2,650 unit housing 
project. The comment states that if in fact this housing project is approved due to the new 
availability of water from the project that the growth impact would not be considered less than 
significant.  

Response 9I 
Chapter 5 acknowledges that water supply is needed for additional growth and therefore, 
providing new water supplies removes an obstacle to growth. CEQA considers this to be growth 
inducing. The EIR concludes that the secondary effects of growth would be significant and 
unavoidable. The JBWD will adopt a statement of overriding considerations when certifying the 
EIR, acknowledging that secondary effects of growth are significant and unavoidable. However, 
the EIR notes that other services are also required to accommodate growth. JBWD does not have 
authority over planned growth in the area either to limit or promote growth. 

Comment 9J 
The comment states that in the writer’s opinion the EIR is unacceptable and inadequate, 
biological assessments cannot be conducted this year due to protocol requirements and that 
growth inducing effects of future housing projects have not been taken into account. 

Response 9J 
The EIR requires that JBWD conduct floristic surveys of the recharge property prior to 
construction. The EIR provides growth and water demand estimates in Chapter 5. The EIR 
concludes that the project would remove an obstacle to growth. 

Comment 9K 
The comment states that none of the alternatives presented in the EIR are acceptable, and they 
cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. The comment states that the No Project 
Alternative is the best choice. 
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Response 9K 
CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate alternatives to a project that would avoid significant impacts 
of the project. The EIR concludes that the environmentally superior project alternative would be 
Recharge Basin Alternative 2: the Existing Demand Recharge Capacity Alternative. This is an 
environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project because it would result in fewer 
adverse environmental impacts and would include the beneficial hydrology and water supply 
impacts.  

Letter 10 Responses, Joshua Tree Resident 
Comment 10A 
The comment states that the commenter is opposed to all three of the proposed recharge basin site 
and well as the entire project. 

Response 10A 
The need for the project is identified on page 2-4. Otherwise the comment is noted. 

Comment 10B 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 should not be considered as there are 
problems associated with the site. The comment also questions the reference to the site as being 
degraded. 

Response 10B 
The EIR notes on page 3.3-4 that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is more disturbed when compared 
to the other two alternative sites. The EIR commits JBWD to the same list of mitigation measures 
for each alternative site.  

Comment 10C 
The comment states that there are at least 19 Joshua trees on Recharge Basin Alternative 3 while 
the biology report stated that there are less than 10. The comment also states that there are 
numerous acacias and willows along Joshua Creek, which touches the northern corners of the site. 

Response 10C 
The project would not impact Joshua Creek. See response to comment 8Z. 

Comment 10D 
The comment states that there should be mitigation for impacts to water quality of Yucca and 
Joshua Creeks resulting from construction activities. In addition, the responsibility for mitigation 
should not be left up to the contractors. 
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Response 10D 
The EIR notes that a SWPPP would be required. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 outlines the required 
contents of the SWPPP. See response to comment 8Z.  

Comment 10E 
The comment states that Joshua Creek is likely to support a number of species including the 
desert tortoise. Streambed alterations or diversions could disrupt their habitat. 

Response 10E 
See response to comment 8Z. 

Comment 10F 
The comment states the small unnamed wash that travels across the southeast corner of Recharge 
Basin Alternative 3 is part of a very large wash system. It also states that a levee cuts through the 
southeast corner of Recharge Basin Alternative 3 and the EIR needs to show the levee.  

Response 10F 
Figure 3.3-3 shows the unnamed wash in the southeast corner. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a 
requires JBWD to design the corner of the recharge basins to accommodate flood flows in the 
wash area and convey them down stream without resulting in scouring and erosion downstream.  

Comment 10G 
The comment asks whether flow dissipators would require cementing. It also states that a portion 
of Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is within the FEMA flood zone. 

Response 10G 
Conveying flows around the basins may require some concrete armoring and velocity dissipators. 
The EIR identifies the FEMA flood zone and Mitigation Measure 3.7-2b commits JBWD to 
obtaining a letter of map revision from FEMA.  

Comment 10H 
The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with Policy JT/LU 1.3 of the 
Joshua Tree Community Plan. 

Response 10H 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would remove habitat in order to develop the facility. 
Mitigation Measures have been developed to lessen the impacts to the natural environment. The 
EIR concludes that the location of Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be consistent with the 
Joshua Tree Community Plan. The site is near the developed area of Joshua Tree and would not 
affect more remote wild areas surrounding the town.  
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Comment 10I 
The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with Policy JT/LU 2.9 of the 
Joshua Tree Community Plan. 

Response 10I 
The recharge basins would not be able to function effectively if native habitat were allowed to 
grow within the basins. See response to comment 10H. 

Comment 10J 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is a transition zone between Joshua tree 
woodland and Mojavean Creosote scrub and as a result, has fewer Joshua trees. 

Response 10J 
The Biological Resources Report included in Appendix C describes the habitats on each 
alternative site as Mojavean creosote bush scrub due to the lower density of Joshua trees.  

Comment 10K 
The comment states that many species of birds use the Quail Wash and Recharge Basin 
Alternative 3 area, as well as bats, reptiles and other mammals. 

Response 10K 
The project would not affect Quail Wash. The Quail Wash Flood Control Structure is located 
adjacent to Recharge Basin Alternative 3, and it would not be impacted. As noted in chapter 3.3 
no existing HCPs would be affected by the project.  

Comment 10L 
The comment states that Quail Wash is under study as an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan. The 
County of San Bernardino, the Bureau of Land Management, South Coast Wildlands, and 
Sonoran Institute have identified the Quail Wash area as a wildlife linkage. 

Response 10L 
The project would not affect Quail Wash. The Quail Wash Flood Control Structure is located 
adjacent to Recharge Basin Alternative 3, and it would not be impacted. As noted in chapter 3.3 
no existing HCPs would be affected by the project.  

Comment 10M 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 lies within an HCP zone and an identified 
linkage. 
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Response 10M 
The project would not affect Quail Wash. The Quail Wash Flood Control Structure is located 
adjacent to Recharge Basin Alternative 3, and it would not be impacted. As noted in chapter 3.3 
no existing HCPs would be affected by the project.  

Comment 10N 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is adjacent to the Joshua Tree Community 
Center and could attract mosquitoes. Children could be exposed to mosquito-born diseases. 

Response 10N 
The EIR on page 3.6-9 evaluates the potential for the recharge basins to promote vector 
generation. The EIR concludes that the limited time frame where standing water would be present 
would prevent vector generation. In addition, the basins would be graded periodically to prevent 
vegetation growth. The EIR concludes that vector generation would not be a significant effect of 
the project.  

Comment 10O 
The comment states that Impact 3.2-3 does not require mitigation as it would not affect a large 
number of people. 

Response 10O 
The EIR notes on page 3.2-17 that with proper maintenance the facility would not emit odors. See 
response to comment 8V. 

Comment 10P 
The comment states that over 80 decibels of construction noise for a year would be amplified and 
carried through the flood control channel. 

Response 10P 
The EIR notes that the construction would be subject to the County Noise ordinance. The EIR 
concludes that the temporary nature of construction and the adherence to the local noise 
ordinance would ensure a less than significant impact. 

Comment 10Q 
The comment expresses concern that operation of the ponds would lead to air quality violations. 

Response 10Q 
The EIR concludes that implementation of dust control measures would minimize dust emissions 
and avoid air quality violations. The EIR notes on page 3.2-15 that the project would be subject to 
MDAQMD Rule 403. JBWD would manage the ponds to minimize dust emissions. 
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Comment 10R 
The comment states that vehicles over five tons are prohibited on Sunburst Street. 

Response 10R 
See response to comment 8J. 

Comment 10S 
The comment asks where the excavated dirt would be relocated to and states that relocating it 
adjacent to a property would be a safety hazard. 

Response 10S 
The excess soil would be removed from the site and disposed or re-sold as noted on page 2-10. 
The District would rely on the contractor to dispose of the soil. The EIR concludes on page 3.10-6 
that if the soils were to be disposed of, local landfills would have sufficient capacity.  

Comment 10T 
The comment states that the EIR is unclear about lighting related to the proposed project. 

Response 10T 
No lighting would be installed at the project site.  

Comment 10U 
The comment states that there are piles of asphalt stored on the south side of State Route 62 and 
may be leaching into the ground during flooding. 

Response 10U 
Prior to operation, construction debris would be removed from the site.  

Comment 10V 
The comment states that there are two open drains to catch and funnel flows off of Verbana Street 
and the Morongo Basin Transit Authority lot. Vehicle oils and other chemicals have been 
emptying onto the dirt for years. 

Response 10V 
Any contaminants discovered as a result of Morongo Basin Transit Authority should be addressed 
and remediated by that respective agency. As part of the project, the surface soils at the recharge 
site would be scraped off and formed into perimeter berms. Surface contamination from past uses 
would not pose significant risk of contamination of percolating water.  

Comment 10W 
The comment states that other hazardous materials besides nitrates should be checked for. 
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Response 10W 
In response to the comment Mitigation Measure 3.7-1d has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1d: Water quality sampling of monitoring wells shall be 
conducted to provide early detection of potential nitrate problems, as well as other potential 
contaminates. 

Comment 10X 
The comment states that nitrate leaching due to rising water tables would lead to possible sewer 
issues and a new water treatment plant at great expense to Joshua Tree residents. 

Response 10X 
The groundwater beneath the recharge basin sites is over 300 feet below ground surface which is 
considerably deeper than groundwater depths in Yucca Valley. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e 
commits JBWD to ceasing recharge operations if groundwater reached levels less than 50 feet 
below ground surface.  

Comment 10Y 
The comment expressed concern that cost of the proposed project will be borne by Joshua Tree 
residents. 

Response 10Y 
The comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR.  

Comment 10Z 
The comment states that the SWP allotments are not guaranteed. The comment expressed concern 
that if large scale development occurs and SWP water is not delivered, then the aquifers could 
become overdrafted. 

Response 10Z 
The project would provide SWP when it is available as described on page 2-3. The water would 
not be considered a reliable water supply, but could augment groundwater supplies as available. 
Having the groundwater basin for storage allows for the water to be delivered when available and 
stored for future use. JBWD’s agreement with MWA provides for water deliveries through 2022. 
The project would augment existing water supplies but would not provide a reliable annual water 
source. Future large scale projects would be required to provide reliable water sources. The 
project would provide a delivery mechanism for water supplies purchased by JBWD.  

Comment 10AA 
The comment states that per the Clean Water Act, lower quality SWP water should not be mixed 
with higher quality Joshua Tree groundwater. 
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Response 10AA 
The EIR acknowledges on page 3.7-11 that SWP water would increase salts and could introduce 
other constituents into the groundwater basin. The EIR notes on page 3.7-12 that an Anti-
Degradation Analysis would be required for submittal to the RWQCB in order to comply with the 
RWQCB’s Basin Plan.  

Comment 10BB 
The comment states that the proposed groundwater basins could make the area more humid when 
water in the basin evaporates. 

Response 10BB 
The length of time standing water would be in the recharge basins would be limited to a few 
weeks. The ponds would not have micro-climate impacts associated with heavily watered areas 
since standing water would occur only periodically.  

Comment 10CC 
The comment states that adding modifications to Recharge Basin Alternative 3 such as 
streamflow diversion structures would be a major restructuring of a natural waterway and could 
cause irreplaceable loss of natural resources. 

Response 10CC 
The EIR acknowledges that construction of the recharge basins would remove natural habitats. 
Mitigation measure 3.7-2a ensures that flood waters are conveyed across the site without resulting 
in scouring or erosion down gradient.  

Comment 10DD 
The comment states that the construction activity is in conflict with the Joshua Tree Community 
Plan concerning natural drainages, washes, waterways, as well as documented findings of the 
importance of the desert waterways. 

Response 10DD 
The project would not affect Joshua Creek. See response to comment 8Z. The EIR concludes that 
the project is consistent with the Joshua Tree Community Plan based on the proximity of the 
recharge basins to other developed portions of the town.  

Comment 10EE 
The comment expresses concern that Recharge Basin Alternative 3’s proximity to the Pinto 
Mountain Fault could cause a seiche. 

Response 10EE 
The EIR discusses potential effects of seiche waves on page 3.7-16. The EIR concludes that 
maintaining water levels below existing grade would effectively minimize effects from seismic 
ground shaking.  
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Comment 10FF 
The comment asks whether or not a six foot earthen berm would be able to hold the water in the 
event of an earthquake. 

Response 10FF 
The berms would not be designed to impound water. Water levels would be maintained below 
ground level. 

Comment 10GG 
The comment expresses concern that an earthquake could be a safety hazard to Joshua Tree 
Elementary School. It also expresses concern that construction noise could impact the students. 

Response 10GG 
The EIR notes that recharge water would percolate downward to the groundwater table which is 
more than 300 feet below ground surface. Liquefaction becomes significant in areas of shallow 
groundwater. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1e prevents JBWD from percolating water if groundwater 
levels are less than 50 feet below ground surface.  

Construction noise would be temporary and comply with the County Noise Ordinance. Impacts to 
neighboring land uses including the elementary school would be less than significant.  

Comment 10HH 
The comment states that project impacts to viewsheds and aesthetics cannot be mitigated. 

Response 10HH 
The EIR concludes on page 3.1-14 that impacts of Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 and 2 would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to scenic vistas and visual character. The EIR 
concludes that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would not result in significant impacts to scenic 
vistas or to visual character due to its proximity close to developed portions of Joshua Tree 
largely obscured from views from Highway 62. 

Comment 10II 
The comment states that EIR needs to contain more information on project lighting such as 
fixtures and wattage. 

Response 10II 
No lighting will be installed on the project site.  

Comment 10JJ 
The comment states that the view of Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would not be obstructed by the 
Morongo Basin Transit Authority building as the recharge basin would be much larger than the 
building.  
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Response 10JJ 
Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be visible from local views and long range views including 
from westbound Highway 62. However, the basins would not significantly alter the existing 
views since the basins are located near developed areas of Joshua Tree. Views would be partially 
obscured by the Quail Wash Flood Control Channel and local residences.  

Comment 10KK 
The comment states that water conservation, proper management, and population balance are 
better alternatives to the proposed project, both economically and environmentally. 

Response 10KK 
The need for the project is noted on page 2-4. Chapter 6 concludes that the environmentally 
superior alternative would be the Existing Demand Recharge Capacity Alternative.  

Comment 10LL 
The comment expresses concern that an increase in water availability would increase the 
population of Joshua Tree. This could lead to further negative impacts on the community. 

Response 10LL 
Chapter 5 acknowledges that water supply is needed for additional growth and therefore, 
providing new water supplies removes an obstacle to growth. However, the EIR notes that other 
services are also required to accommodate growth. JBWD does not have authority over planned 
growth in the area either to limit or promote growth. 

Comment 10MM 
The comment expresses concern that Joshua Tree cannot support immense growth. The comment 
also states that two large planned developments would be enabled by the proposed project. 

Response 10MM 
The EIR does not conclude that the project would promote growth in the area. The project would 
not affect existing or projected water demand in the community. The groundwater basin is 
currently overdrafted by 400 afy to meet existing demand. The project would alleviate overdraft 
conditions and provide water supplies for planned growth as envisioned in the Joshua Tree 
Community Plan. 

Comment 10NN 
The comment states that more information on urban growth in the Morongo Basin is available at 
mbconservation.org. 

Response 10NN 
Comment noted. 
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Comment 10OO 
The comment states that the California Land and Conservation Act should be considered. The 
land surrounding Recharge Basin Alternative 3 should be protected as it contains intermittent 
washes and streams.  

Response 10OO 
The EIR notes on page 3.8-7 that no part of the project would affect lands currently enrolled 
under the California Land and Conservation Act (Williamson Act). See response to comment 8Z. 

Comment 10PP 
The comment states that the significance conclusions in the EIR are misleading or wrong and 
should be reevaluated.  

Response 10PP 
The EIR provides an assessment of potential impacts of the project pursuant to CEQA 
requirements. The thresholds of significance identified in the EIR are adopted by JBWD for this 
project as required by CEQA.  

Comment 10QQ 
The comment states that the commenter sees no reason for the proposed project and only supports 
the no project alternative.  

Response 10QQ 
The need for the project is described on page 2-4. Otherwise the comment is noted.  

Letter 11 Responses, Celeste Doyle 
Comment 11A 
The comment states that the commenter objects to all three alternatives of the project, all 
alternatives adversely affect the community’s scenic vistas and/or irreplaceable wildlife corridors 
and that JBWD should reject all proposed sites and select a different site. 

Response 11A 
The EIR evaluates the project’s potential effects to scenic resources on page 3.1-7. The EIR 
evaluates the project’s potential impacts to wildlife corridors on page 3.3-19. Recharge Basin 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to scenic resources. 
None of the alternatives would significantly affect wildlife corridors due to the proximity to the 
developed Joshua Tree and the surrounding desert open space that provides significant 
opportunities for wildlife movement. 
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125Comment 11B 
The comment states that there is no recipient list available to indicate who has received notice of 
the environmental review process. In addition, the County Special Districts Office and Joshua 
Tree Chamber of Commerce were not notified, therefore an extension of the comment period on 
the EIR should be granted of at least 20 days. 

Response 11B 
The Joshua Tree Chamber of Commerce were represented at the NOP scoping hearing and were 
included on the mailing list for the notice of availability of the EIR. The County Planning 
Department and Public Works Department each provided their comments on the EIR (Comment 
letters 4 and 5). The EIR was noticed in the Hi-Desert Star newspaper and notices were sent to 
contiguous property owners.  

Comment 11C 
The comment states that the EIR’s background information is inadequate and that Joshua Tree is 
situated on a large aquifer. This large supply of groundwater allows JBWD the luxury of time to 
devise a recharge system, but the District is rushing into plans with no assurance of water and 
almost no effort to engage its paying customers. 

Response 11C 
The EIR was noticed in compliance with CEQA requirements. A scoping meeting was held at 
JBWD headquarters on December 9, 2008. The agreement with MWA to provide water to JBWD 
was concluded on March 15, 1991. 

Comment 11D 
The comment states that the selected alternative sites are the worst possible choices for large 
industrial facilities and since the District can select any site using the power of Eminent Domain, 
it is unclear why the District did not consider a site that does not undermine the local economy 
and does not eliminate wildlife corridors and habitat. 

Response 11D 
The community of Joshua Tree is sparsely developed and surrounded by open desert. The 
recharge basin sites were chosen based on their proximity to the Joshua Basin Subbasin aquifer 
(Figure 3.7-3) and compatibility with surrounding land uses. The comment provides no alternate 
location to consider.  

Comment 11E 
The comment states that the EIR does not paint a complete picture of water supplies in Southern 
California and does not give a realistic evaluation of the availability of water from the MWA in 
the future. After JBWD’s contract expires with MWA in 2020, a new system will be implemented 
which will provide JBWD with an unpredictable supply of water at an unpredictable price and it 
is unclear whether there will be available water to fill the proposed recharge basin. 
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Response 11E 
The proposed project does not constitute a new reliable supply of water to meet future demands. 
Rather the project would enable JBWD to capture and store water made available by the contract 
with MWA describe on page 2-4. The water would assist in alleviating overdraft of the 
groundwater basin as predicted with projected growth estimates contained in the Urban Water 
Management Pan. 

Comment 11F 
The comment states that since there is not immediate need for water at Joshua Tree, the District 
should postpone the project until it can arrange to purchase and receive a predictable amount of 
water at predictable prices. 

Response 11F 
The SWP water agreement identified on page 2-4 represents the only source of imported water 
available to JBWD at this time.  

Comment 11G 
The comment states that the EIR background information needs more discussion on Joshua 
Tree’s economic base, primarily tourism, and the importance of the scenic vistas in the area to 
this base. 

Response 11G 
The EIR recognizes the value of the scenic vistas and concludes that Recharge Basin Alternatives 
1 and 2 would significantly impact to views. The EIR identifies Recharge Basin Alternative 3 as 
the preferred site due to this and other environmental considerations.  

Comment 11H 
The comment states that economic impacts to the local industry, such as tourism generated by 
Joshua Tree National Park and many lodging facilities, has not been recognized or evaluated in 
the EIR. 

Response 11H 
The EIR recognizes the value of the scenic vistas and concludes that Recharge Basin Alternatives 
1 and 2 would significantly impact to views. The EIR identifies Recharge Basin Alternative 3 as 
the preferred site due to this and other environmental considerations.  

Comment 11I 
The comment states that all three alternative site locations are bad and that Recharge Basin 
Alternative 3 is the worst of them all due to its proximity to the community center, scenic 
highway, elementary school, and playground. 
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Response 11I 
On the contrary, the EIR concludes that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 results in fewer 
environmental impacts since it would be separated from principal views off of Highway 62 and is 
characterized by a habitat quality that is slightly less than the other two alternative sites.  

Comment 11J 
The comment states that a zone change via a plan amendment would be required for all three sites 
and in order to comply with the Housing Element of the General Plan, the County would have to 
increase housing density elsewhere to replace the residentially-zoned land and would probably 
not replace any commercially-zoned land changed to accommodate the project. These impacts 
have not been discussed in the cumulative section of the EIR. 

Response 11J 
A zone change would not be required for the proposed project.  

Comment 11K 
The comment states that the EIR does not adequately justify how Site 3 has a less than significant 
visual impact compared to the other two alternatives with higher impact levels. All proposed 
ponds will impact the visual character of Joshua Tree as Site 3 is still within the Scenic Corridor 
and in view to adjacent, highly desirable residential communities. 

Response 11K 
The EIR concludes on page 3.1-15 that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is in close proximity to 
development which lessens its affects on the visual character of the area. Recharge Basin 
Alternative 3 would be visible from local views and long range views including from westbound 
Highway 62. However, the basins would not significantly alter the existing views since the basins 
are located near developed areas of Joshua Tree. Views would be partially obscured by the Quail 
Wash Flood Control Channel and local residences.  

Comment 11L 
The comment states that using native plants to “screen” the proposed recharged ponds is an 
inadequate solution. The commenter believes the proposed area will follow the same appearance 
of the closed down Phelps Chevrolet Dealership lots in Yucca Valley. The EIR lacks discussion 
on the visual and aesthetic impacts the ponds will make during the day and night on the 
community and travelers passing. 

Response 11L 
Figure 3.1-3 shows views of the existing recharge basins in Yucca Valley. The basins are clearly 
visible from higher elevation views. Local views are obscured by the perimeter basins, and 
perimeter landscaping will soften local views further. The recharge basins will not be visible at 
nighttime since no lighting is proposed.  
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Comment 11M 
The comment states that the project will introduce artificial lighting in areas where none exist 
currently and in turn affect the viewing of the night sky and vistas in all angles for the nearby 
community, regardless if compliance is met with night light ordinances. Further, Highway 62 is a 
designated Scenic Highway under San Bernardino County Code and the proposed project 
compromises the policies and goals of these scenic routes. 

Response 11M 
As noted on page 3.1-5 and 3.1-6, Highway 62 is not a designated State Scenic Highway but is 
eligible for State approval. The County has designated SR-62 as a County “scenic route” while 
eligibility for State designation is pending. Mitigation measures are given to alleviate the 
aesthetic impacts, but the EIR addresses and concludes that the two Recharge Basin Alternatives 
(1 and 2) most visible from the highway would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
views from the roadway. No nighttime lighting would be installed as part of this project.  

Comment 11N 
The comment states that the EIR lacks analysis and acknowledgement of the propensity for 
growing water supplies to induce growing populations, a relationship that is a growth-inducing 
factor.  

Response 11N 
The potential to induce growth is discussed in Chapter 5. The EIR concludes that augmenting 
water supplies removes an obstacle to growth and is therefore growth inducing under CEQA 
definitions.  

Comment 11O 
The comment states that the EIR fails to address impacts to the local aquifer and possible growth-
inducing impacts if or when JBWD aquifers are used as reservoirs for MWA water. 

Response 11O 
The EIR concludes that providing recharge water would alleviate over drafting of the 
groundwater basin. Potential water quality impacts are addressed on page 3.7-11. Monitoring 
wells will be installed to assess water quality of the underlying aquifer. The potential to induce 
growth is discussed in Chapter 5. The EIR concludes that augmenting water supplies removes an 
obstacle to growth and is therefore growth inducing under CEQA definitions.  

Comment 11P 
The comment states that State Water Project Water is of low quality and may potentially 
contaminate native Joshua Tree water that currently requires only minimal treatment. The EIR 
does not address the impact when the two combine. 
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Response 11P 
Potential water quality impacts are addressed on page 3.7-11. Monitoring wells will be installed 
to assess water quality of the underlying aquifer. Appendix E provides an assessment of the 
compatibility of SWP with local groundwater.  

Comment 11Q 
The comment concludes that the three proposed sites significantly impact the community for the 
worse and that the proposed project lacks initiative to address these impacts. The commenter 
believes the District is in a position to select an alternate site that is not harmful to the local 
economy or biology of the area, which can ultimately prove to be a long-term benefit for the 
community. 

Response 11Q 
The comment does not suggest an alternative site. The three sites were selected based on their 
proximity to the Joshua Tree Subbasin, overlying land uses, topography, and potential 
environmental effects. 

Letter 12 Responses, Albert Marquez 
Comment 12A 
The comment states that there are differences in the value ranges for water quality between the 
EIR and the MWA Water Supply Reliability and Ground Water Replenishment Program. Also, 
water quality values are only reported for the beginning of the Morongo Pipeline delivery system, 
but not at the end of the system. 

Response 12A 
SWP water quality as monitored at the turn-out from the California Aqueduct would not change 
as it is conveyed through the Morongo Basin Pipeline for delivery at Joshua Tree. Appendix E 
provides an overview of the compatibility of SWP water with local groundwater. Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-1b through 3.7-1e require JBWD to implement operational controls and long-term 
monitoring to ensure water quality is maintained at acceptable levels.  

Comment 12B 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 and 2 would have a detrimental effect on 
the overall visual character of the area and a negative effect on adjacent properties. 

Response 12B 
The EIR concludes that Recharge Basin Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to scenic vistas and visual character of the area. Recharge Basin 
Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative since it would have less of an effect on long-range views.  
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Comment 12C 
The comment states that aesthetically Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be the best option, but 
would not be a suitable location for a water recharge site due to its close proximity to the Pinto 
Earthquake Fault. 

Response 12C 
The EIR identifies the location of the Pinto Mountain Fault. The recharge basins would not be 
located over known fault traces The Pinto Mountain Fault is a left-lateral strike-slip fault of over 
73 kilometers (45 miles) in length. Fault movement is horizontal and results from deep large-
scale stresses. The USGS reports that the Pinto Mountain Fault acts a barrier to groundwater 
flow, with groundwater elevations as much as 100 feet higher in the Joshua Tree subbasin than 
across the Fault in the Copper Mountain subbasin. Yucca Creek flows across the Pinto Mountain 
Fault zone. The proposed project will raise water levels to within historical ranges. The shallow 
fluctuation of groundwater levels has not been shown to affect the movement of faults. 

Comment 12D 
The comment states that Recharge Basin Alternative 3 would be located along the Yucca 
Creek/Joshua Creek flood way and Quail Wash Creek, all of which carry a large volume of water 
during torrential rains. 

Response 12D 
Figure 3.7-2 depicts the floodplains in the region. Joshua Creek would traverse north of Recharge 
Basin Alternative 3. See response to comment 8Z. The project would not affect Quail Wash or the 
Quail Wash Flood Control Facility. Recharge Basin Alternative 2 would be outside of the flood 
plain. Recharge Basin Alternative 1 would be designed to redirect the flood plan around the 
facility. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2a requires that JBWD design flood pass through conveyance 
that would minimize effects to the floodplain and avoid scouring downstream. Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2b requires that JBWD obtain a letter of map revision following implementation of 
the project.  

Comment 12E 
The comment states that water quality control has provisions prohibiting the degradation of water 
quality by the addition of lesser quality of water and that importation of water would degrade 
current water quality due to nitrates and compounds found in the soil below the recharge site. 
There would then be a need for a water treatment plant and large developments could further 
degrade water quality.  

Response 12E 
The EIR acknowledges on page 3.7-12 that JBWD would be required to provide an Anti-
Degradation Analysis to the RWQCB prior to percolating SWP water. Appendix E includes 
estimates of how recharge operations could affect groundwater quality. The EIR concludes that 
the addition of salts to the basin would not significantly affect groundwater quality and that the 
project would benefit the groundwater basin and overlying users by reducing overdraft.  
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CHAPTER 12 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR  

The revisions to the Draft EIR were developed in response to comments received during the 
public review period. Where the responses indicate additions or deletions to the text of the Draft 
EIR, additions are included as underlined text, deletions as stricken text. The revisions do not 
significantly alter the conclusions in the Draft EIR.  

Changes Made in Response to Comments 

Executive Summary 
The following modifications have been made to page ES-4 to correct acreage totals for each 
Recharge Basin Alternative. 

Recharge Basins 
Three alternative recharge basin locations are evaluated within this Draft EIR 
(Figure ES-2). Recharge Basin Alternative 1 is located on the north side of SR 62 west 
of Sunny Vista Road and includes a total area of 79.6 acres with a total useable area of 
33.0 47.74 acres (Figure ES-3). Recharge Basin Alternative 2 is located just south of 
SR 62, west of Torres Avenue and includes a total area of 35.5 37.5 acres with a total 
useable area of 23.4 44.08 acres (Figure ES-4). Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is the 
furthest east of the alternative sites and is located north of SR 62 and west of Border 
Avenue. Recharge Basin Alternative 3 includes a total area of 32.5 acres with a total 
useable area of 29.84 acres (Figure ES-5). 

Chapter 2.0 Project Description 
The following additions have been made to page 2-4 to further explain natural recharge and 
outflow as described in recent groundwater studies. 

 2.3 Need for the Project 
Potable water for the community of Joshua Tree area is supplied entirely by groundwater. 
Recent studies conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in 2003-04 have 
concluded that inflow to the Joshua Tree Subbasin is approximately 230 afy while 
outflows are approximately 200 afy resulting in a net 30 afy annual recharge. The study 
concludes that these estimates essentially find no natural annual recharge. The study 
notes that about 1,600 acre-feet per year (afy) of groundwater is pumped from the basins. 
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With an inflow estimated septage return flow ofat approximately 1,200 afy, the Joshua 
Tree Sub-basin is currently overdrafted each year by approximately 400 af (GEI, 2009). 
Future water demand is projected to increase over the next 25 years, which will cause 
further overdraft. Providing a source of imported water is necessary to alleviate the 
overdraft condition, replenish the groundwater basin to offset historic over-drafting, and 
increase water supply reliability for the region.  

Chapter 3.2 Air Quality 
The following mitigation measure has been added to Section 3.2 to provide residents with contact 
information at the District in case of concerns regarding the operation of the basins. 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: JBWD will send notices to neighboring land owners and 
tenants identifying a point of contact at the District for any concerns the community may 
have regarding operation of the basins. The District will attempt to rectify nuisance 
conditions at the site in coordination with local residents when concerns are raised.  

The following changes have been made to Table 3.2-2, to ensure consistency with the February 
2009 MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines. 

TABLE 3.2-2 
MDAQMD ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone – one hour No Federal Standarda Nonattainment 

Ozone – eight hour Serious Nonattainment Unclassified 

PM10 Serious Nonattainment Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainment 
Unclassified/Attainment 

Nonattainment  

CO  Nonattainment 
Attainment 

Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide  Attainment Attainment 

Lead  No Designation Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Visibility-Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified 
 
 
a Federal One Hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard was revoked on June 15, 2005 
 
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2007c. Area Designation Maps, http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm, page updated 
June 28, 2007 MDAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, February 2009. 
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The following change has been made to page 3.2-14 to correct the number of round trips per day 
required to remove excavated soil from the site. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 
The project would require construction activities including site preparation, earthmoving, 
and general construction. Site preparation includes activities such as general land clearing 
and grubbing. This project would require excavation of approximately 175,000 cubic 
yards of soil. For this analysis, it was assumed that soil haul trips to remove excavated 
soil from the site would entail 53 150 round trips per day and a travel distance of a 
maximum of 20 miles. 

Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources 
The following mitigation measure was added to the section, in order to protect Joshua Creek from 
construction activities.  

Mitigation Measure 3.3-5c: For Recharge Basin Alternative 3, final designs shall avoid 
infringing onto Joshua Creek, located approximately 25 feet north of the proposed project 
area. JBWD shall demarcate the construction zone and monitor construction sufficiently 
to ensure that no vegetation is removed within the creek or vehicles encroach onto the 
creek.  

Chapter 3.5 Geology and Soils 
The following mitigation measure was added to clarify construction avoidance of the Pinto 
Mountains Fault. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1b: Recharge Basin Alternative 1 would be designed to avoid 
construction over the known fault traces of the Pinto Mountains Fault as described by the 
USGS.  

Chapter 3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The following changes have been made to page 3.6-8 to clarify the distance of Joshua Tree 
Elementary School in relation to the project. 

Impact 3.6-2: The proposed project will handle hazardous materials within less than 
one-quarter mile from the Friendly Hills Elementary School and/or Joshua Tree 
Elementary School.  

The proposed pipeline extension running east along SR 62 and Recharge Basin 
Alternatives 1 and 2 are located less than one-quarter mile from the Friendly Hills 
Elementary School and Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is located less than one-eighth mile 
from the Joshua Tree Elementary School. Potential impacts from the project are expected 
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to occur only during construction activities, which would be temporary and localized. 
Construction of the pipeline and recharge basins would require equipment utilizing 
hazardous materials such as petroleum fuel and oil. During construction and 
transportation activities, such hazardous materials could accidently be spilled or 
otherwise released into the environment exposing students, teachers, and the public to 
potentially hazardous conditions. 

Chapter 3.7 Hydrology, Water Quality and Groundwater 
The following changes have been made to page 3.7-10 to clarify Recharge Basin Alternative 3’s 
proximity to the Quail Wash Flood Control Channel. 

Levee Failure 
The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding due to failure of a levee or dam. Recharge Basin 
Alternatives 1 and 2 The proposed project is are not located near a levee or dam nor 
would they it involve construction or other activities that would alter the stability of any 
levee or dam, or any other flood control structure. Recharge Basin Alternative 3 is 
located near the Quail Wash Flood Control Channel but would not affect the function of 
the channel. The recharge basins would impound water below grade and would not 
construct levees. This issue is not discussed further as there would be no impact.  

The following mitigation measure has been modified to include additional contaminant detection. 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1d: Water quality sampling of monitoring wells shall be 
conducted to provide early detection of potential nitrate problems, as well as other potential 
contaminates. 

The following mitigation measure has been added to require JBWD to obtain permits if 
construction occurs within Flood Control District property. 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2d: Prior to construction, JBWD will obtain a permit from the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District for installing features within the Flood 
Control District property.  

Chapter 3.10 Public Services and Utilities 
The following changes have been made to page 3.10-2 to correct the distances from the project to 
the surrounding schools. Conclusions made in the Draft EIR would not change. 
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TABLE 3.10-1 
SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS WITHIN 5 MILES OF PROJECT  

Facilities in the Vicinity of the Project Area Street Address and City Proximity to 
Project Site 

Schools   

Friendly Hills Elementary School 7252 Sunny Vista Road, Joshua Tree 0.25 miles 2,044 feet 

Joshua Tree Elementary School 6051 Sunburst Drive, Joshua Tree 0.50 miles 680 feet 

La Contenta Middle School 7050 La Contenta Road, Yucca Valley 3.8 1.7 miles 

Sky Continuation High School 59273 Sunnyslope Drive, Yucca Valley 3.8 1.7 miles 

Hospitals   

Hi-Desert Medical Center 6601 White Feather Road, Joshua Tree 2.3 1.4 miles 
 
 
 
 

SOURCE: Morongo Unified School District, 2008. 
 
 

Chapter 3.11 Traffic and Circulation 
The following mitigation measure has been added to page 2-11 to ensure that truck wear on 
roadways is repaired.  

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1c: JBWD shall monitor road-wear resulting from 
construction vehicle trips on side roads and will repair roadways to their original 
condition consistent with County road standards following construction.  

The following change has been made to page 3.11-6 to ensure the correct number of truck loads 
required per day. 

Construction activities are anticipated to generate approximately 250 trips per day on 
local and regional roadways. This accounts for approximately 50 worker commute trips 
(assumes 25 workers), 50 delivery truck trips per day, and 150 round trip truck loads for 
soil excavation. Deliveries would include pipeline and equipment deliveries. At this time, 
it is anticipated that 175,000 cy of soil would be hauled from the recharge basin sites. 
Assuming truck capacity of 25 cy and 250 150 truck loads per day, it should take no more 
than six months to export the entire 175,000 cy of cut. Construction equipment used for 
the proposed project would include bulldozers, excavators, scrapers, cranes, rollers, dump 
trucks, concrete trucks, pre-stressing equipment, construction delivery tractor-trailers, 
backhoes, shoring equipment, haul trucks, and traffic control devices.  

Chapter 8 Acronyms 
The following acronym has been added to and defined on page 8-6:  

URBEMIS Urban Emissions Model 
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Lead Agency Initiated Changes 
A typo in the Draft EIR will be changed as shown below in Mitigation Measure 3.3-3b. The 
mitigation ratio for special status plants included on page 14 of Appendix C in the Draft EIR is 
1:1 and is included in the Final EIR as such. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3b: If not possible to avoid, JBWD shall minimize impacts on 
special-status plant species by reducing the construction right-of-way through areas with 
potential occurrences of special-status plant species. For unavoidable direct impacts to 
special-status species, consultation with CDFG shall be required to determine the impact 
area and further mitigation, which could include acquisition of habitat of equal or superior 
value at a ratio of at least 12:1. 
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