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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Report is prepared pursuant to California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15123. It includes: an overview of the purpose and focus of the EIR
being prepared for the proposed Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
(proposed project); a description of the EIR process being conducted; a description of the contents and
organization of the Draft EIR and Final EIR; summary descriptions of existing conditions, the proposed
project, and the project alternatives; a discussion of the areas of controversy and issued to be resolved
associated with the proposed project; and an updated summary of the potential environmental impacts of
the proposed project.

A. INTRODUCTION

This Final EIR comprises the second and final part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crystal
Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Plan Project (proposed project). The Final EIR,
together with the Draft EIR published in August 2012, addresses the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Action (CEQA), Public Resources Code
Section 21000 et.seq, and the CEQA Guidelines, Title 14 of the Code of California Regulation (CCR), Section
15000 et.seq. According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of the following
items: (a) the Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft, (b) comments and recommendations received on the Draft
EIR, (c) a list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR, (d) the responses
of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process, and (e)
any other information added by the Lead Agency.

The purpose of the EIR is to inform decision-makers and the general public of the potential environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed project. The EIR is a Project EIR as defined by Sections 15161 and
15362 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Inyo County Planning Department (the County) has the principal
responsibility for approving the proposed project and, as the Lead Agency, is responsible for the preparation
and distribution of this Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Statute Section 21067. The EIR will be used in
connection with all other permits and all other approvals necessary for the construction and operation of the
proposed project. The EIR will be used by the Inyo County Planning Department and other responsible
public agencies that must approve activities undertaken with respect to the project.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed project and, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed
for public comment to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and
other interested parties, on September 20, 2011, for a 30-day review period ending on October 20, 2011. In
addition, a public scoping meeting was held on September 29, 2011. The NOP, Initial Study, and public
comments on the NOP are included in Appendix I of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was published on August
16, 2012, and was circulated for the required 45-day public comment period, in addition to a one-week
extension of the public comment period, for a total of 52 days. The public comment period for the Draft EIR
ultimately ended on October 8, 2012. A list of those providing public comment on the Draft EIR, along with a
breakdown of individual comments and responses to those comments by the County, is provided in Section
3.0, Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR.

County of Inyo Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
SCH No. 2011091055 1_1



1.0 Introduction and Executive Summary November 2012

C. CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR/EIR ORGANIZATION

1. Final EIR

This Final EIR is organized into the following chapters and appendices:

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0.

Introduction and Executive Summary. This chapter of the Final EIR provides overview
information regarding the purpose and structure of the Draft EIR and Final EIR (collectively, the
EIR), as well as a summary of the project characteristics, its impacts and mitigation measures.

Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR. This chapter presents a list of revisions that have
made to the Draft EIR, based on comments received from the public and agencies, and other
items requiring updating and/or corrections.

Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR. This chapter includes a list of those providing
comments on the Draft EIR that was circulated to the public, a matrix that indicates the
environmental issues that were addressed in each of the comment letters and all written
comments on the Draft EIR that were presented to the County including one letter submitted
after the 52-day circulation period along with County responses to each of the public comments.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). This chapter provides the project’s
MMRP, which is the document used by the enforcement and monitoring agencies responsible for
the implementation of the proposed project’s mitigation measures. Mitigation measures are
listed by environmental topic, and for each mitigation measure, the following is defined: phase
of implementation, frequency and/or duration of required monitoring, and the
enforcement/reporting agency.

Appendix A: Public Comment Letters

Appendix B: Updated Biological Resource Investigations

Appendix C: Updated LOS Output for the Project Driveway/Frontage Road (AM & PM Peaks)

In addition, the Final EIR incorporates the Draft EIR and associated appendices by reference.

2. Draft EIR

The Draft EIR is comprised of the following chapters and appendices:

1.0

2.0.

3.0

Summary. This chapter describes the purpose and focus of the Draft EIR, Draft EIR
organization, background information regarding the project site, a summary of the project, areas
of controversy/issues to be resolved, a description of the public review process, a summary of
alternatives evaluated, and a summary of environmental impacts and mitigation measures.

Project Description. This chapter describes the project location, existing conditions, project
objectives, characteristics of the proposed project, and a description of the intended use of the
Draft EIR.

General Description of Environmental Setting. This chapter contains a description of the
existing natural and built environments, as well as background information used to evaluate

County of Inyo
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November 2012 1.0 Introduction and Executive Summary

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

cumulative impacts, including a list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects
to be built in the project vicinity.

Environmental Impact Analysis. This chapter contains the environmental setting, project and
cumulative impact analyses, mitigation measures, and conclusions regarding the level of
significance after mitigation for each of the following environmental issues: (1) aesthetics/visual
resources; (2) air quality; (3) global climate change; (4) biological resources; (5)
archaeological/paleontological resources; (6) historical resources; (7) land use and planning;
(8) hydrogeology and surface hydrology; (9) noise; and (10) transportation.

Project Alternatives. This chapter provides analysis of each of the alternatives to the proposed
project, which include the following three alternatives: No Project/No Action, Reduced
Operations, and Project Site Reconfiguration.

Other Environmental Considerations. This chapter of the Draft EIR addresses the additional
topics required by the State CEQA regulations. First, it provides a discussion of significant
unavoidable impacts that would result from the proposed project; the reasons why the project is
being proposed notwithstanding the significant unavoidable impacts; and the project’s
significant irreversible changes in the environment. This section also analyzes growth-inducing
impacts of the project to determine whether the project could foster economic or population
growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Potential secondary effects caused by the implementation of the mitigation
measures for the proposed project are also discussed. Finally, this section discusses the effects
that were determined within the Initial Study not to be significant.

Report Preparers. This chapter lists the persons, public agencies, and organizations that were
consulted or contributed to the preparation of this Draft EIR.

References. This chapter lists the documents, websites, and other technical resources
consulted in the course of Draft EIR preparation.

Appendix A: Initial Study, Notice of Preparation (NOP), Scoping Meeting Presentation,

Scoping Meeting Oral Comments, and NOP Comment Letters

Appendix B: Air Quality Technical Data

Appendix C: Biological Resources

Appendix D: Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment

Appendix E: Historical Resources Assessment

Appendix F: Hydrogeologic Evaluation

Appendix G: Noise Technical Data

Appendix H: Traffic Impact Analysis

County of Inyo

Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that “The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental
issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead
agency shall respond to comments that were received during the noticed comment period and any
extensions...” In accordance with these requirements, this section of this Final EIR provides responses to
each of the written comments received during the public comment period. Table 2-1, Summary of Comments
on the Draft EIR, which starts on page 2-2, provides a list of the comment letters received and a summary of
the issues raised in response to the Draft EIR.

Section 2.A, Topical Responses to Comments, provides a comprehensive, issue-specific response that
addresses multiple comments raised during the public review period. The Topical Responses in this section
include the following:

= TR-1: Biological Resources

= TR-2: Hydrogeology

Section 2.B, Responses to Public Comments, presents comments submitted during the public comment
period for the Draft EIR from Federal, State, County, and City agencies, as well as from organizations and
individuals as listed on Table 2-1. Each letter was assigned a number, based on the affiliation, if any of the
commenter, and arranged alphabetically, as indicated in Table 2-1. Each comment that requires a response
within the letters is also assigned a number. For example, the first Federal Agency (Letter 1) to provide
comments was the Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley and therefore this is Letter Number 1. The first
comment received from the Big Pine Paiute Tribe is therefore labeled Comment 1-1 and the responses to
each comment are correspondingly numbered, (i.e., Response 1-1). A copy of each comment letter is
provided in Appendix A, Public Comment Letters. Comments that have resulted in changes to the Draft EIR
are identified in Table 2-1.

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088 (c), the focus of the responses to comments is on “the
disposition of significant environmental issues raised.” Therefore, some comments that are introductory or
provide background information about the commenter are not included as bracketed comments since no
response is necessary.

County of Inyo Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
SCH No. 2011091055 2_1



2.0 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR
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Table 2-1

Comments on the Draft EIR

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.0 ENVIRONMENTALSETTING

4.A. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

4.B-1. AIR QUALITY

4.B-2. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

4.C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.D. ARCHAEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY

4. E. HISTORICAL RESOURCES

4.F. LAND USE AND PLANNING

4.G. HYDROGEOLOGY AND SURFACE

HYDROLOGY
4.H. NOISE

4.]. TRANSPORTATION

5.0 ALTERNATIVES

6.0 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSIDERATIONS

REQUEST TO EXTEND COMMENT PERIOD
GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PROJECT
GENERAL OPPOSITION TO PROJECT

OTHER

NOTES

Federal Agencies & Entities

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley
Virgil Moose, Tribal Chairperson

PO Box 700/ 825 South Main Street

Big Pine, CA 93513

Inadequate
mitigation
measures and
technical studies

Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Reservation
Mary L. Wuester, Tribal Chairperson

PO Box 747 / 1103 South Main Street
Lone Pine, CA 93545

State Agencies & Entities

3

State of California

Business, Transportation & Housing Agency
Department of Transportation, District 9
Gayle ]J. Rosander, IGR/CEQA Coordinator
500 South Main Street

Bishop, CA 93514

Contact info
provided

County of Inyo

SCH No

.2011091055

Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Comments on the Draft EIR
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

4 | State of California
California State Lands Commission
State Clearinghouse Unit
Cy R. Oggins, Chief, Division of Environmental X X X X
Planning and Management
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95828-8202
5 | State of California
Natural Resources Agency
Department of Fish and Game, Inland Deserts
Region
Debra Hawk, Acting Habitat Conservation
Supervisor
407 West Line Street
Bishop, CA 93514
Regional and Local Agencies

6 | Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District Other (hazards &
157 Short Street X hazardous
Bishop, CA 93514 materials;
Jan Sudomier permitting info)

Other (mineral
resources; request
for future
notifications)

County of Inyo Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
SCH No. 2011091055 2_3
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Comments on the Draft EIR

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.0 ENVIRONMENTALSETTING

4.A. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

4.B-1. AIR QUALITY

4.B-2. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

4.C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.D. ARCHAEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY

4. E. HISTORICAL RESOURCES

4.F. LAND USE AND PLANNING

4.G. HYDROGEOLOGY AND SURFACE

HYDROLOGY
4.H. NOISE

6.0 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL

REQUEST TO EXTEND COMMENT PERIOD
GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PROJECT
GENERAL OPPOSITION TO PROJECT

4.]. TRANSPORTATION
CONSIDERATIONS

5.0 ALTERNATIVES

OTHER

NOTES

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200

Victorville, CA 92392

Brianna Bergen, Engineering Geologist

X & surface
hydrology;
permitting)

Other (hydrology

City of Los Angeles

Department of Water and Power
James G. Yannotta, Aqueduct Manager
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514-3449

Orga

nizations and Businesses

California Native Plant Society
Bristlecone Chapter

Stephen P. McLaughlin

P.O. Box 364

Bishop, CA 93515

County of Inyo

SCH No

.2011091055

Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
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2.0 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

Table 2-1 (Continued)

Comments on the Draft EIR
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS SRR RERERARERERE RS R R A A A NOTES
10 | Taber Consultants
On behalf of the Cartago Mutual Water Company
Thomas E. Ballard, Principal, Senior Hydrologist X
3911 West Capitol Avenue
West Sacramento, CA 95691-2116
11 |Citizens for Common Sense and Fiscal Other
Responsibility for Southern Inyo County (enforcement of
Jeffrey Bohl mitigation;
hazards and
X X | X | X |X X | X X | X X
hazardous
materials;
provision of CEQA
Guidelines)
12 |Inyo County Other (certification
Planning Commission Hearing Minutes of spring water
September 26 2012 X X X X X X X X X source; llVlng
wage; conditions
at existing plant)

County of Inyo
SCH No. 2011091055
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Comments on the Draft EIR

4.A. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES
4.D. ARCHAEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY
4.G. HYDROGEOLOGY AND SURFACE
REQUEST TO EXTEND COMMENT PERIOD

HYDROLOGY

4.H. NOISE
GENERAL OPPOSITION TO PROJECT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.0 ENVIRONMENTALSETTING
4.B-1. AIR QUALITY

4.B-2. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
4.C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4. E. HISTORICAL RESOURCES
4.F. LAND USE AND PLANNING
4.]. TRANSPORTATION

5.0 ALTERNATIVES

6.0 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSIDERATIONS

GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PROJECT

OTHER

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS NOTES

13 |Rio Tinto Minerals
Owens Lake Operations

Paul Lamos, Superintendent, Owens Lake
. X X X
Operations

PO Box 37/209 North Main Street
Lone Pine, CA 93545
14 |Sierra Club

Mark Bagley, Executive Director, Owens Valley
Committee and Sierra Club Owens Valley MOU Other (Inadequate
Representative EIR)

P.0.Box 1431
Bishop, CA 93515
Individuals
15 |Patricia Elton and Smilja Blackmon, Trustees
The Elton Family Trust
PO Box 478
Scottsdale, Arizona 85261-4878

County of Inyo Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
SCH No. 2011091055 2'6
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Comments on the Draft EIR
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS I I BT R B B e B B e o B R I NOTES
16 |Daniel J. Hardwick Other (bal ¢
ther (balance o
PO Box 205 X X . (
interests)
Olancha, CA 93549
17 |Vernon L. Lawson
PO Box 77 X X X
Olancha, CA 93549
18 |Sara]. “Sally” Manning, Ph.D. Other (inadequate
401 E. Yaney St. EIR; recirculation
Bishop, CA 93514 X X X | request; general
concerns over
credibility)
19 |Scott Palamar
X X | X
20 |Troy and Susan Patton
Patton’s Place
X X X
PO Box 157
Olancha, CA 93549
County of Inyo Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Comments on the Draft EIR

4.A. AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES
4.D. ARCHAEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY
4.G. HYDROGEOLOGY AND SURFACE
REQUEST TO EXTEND COMMENT PERIOD

HYDROLOGY

4.H. NOISE
GENERAL OPPOSITION TO PROJECT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.0 ENVIRONMENTALSETTING
4.B-1. AIR QUALITY

4.B-2. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
4.C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4. E. HISTORICAL RESOURCES
4.F. LAND USE AND PLANNING
4.]. TRANSPORTATION

5.0 ALTERNATIVES

6.0 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSIDERATIONS

GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PROJECT

OTHER

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS NOTES

21 |Michael Prather
Drawer D

Lone Pine, CA 93545
22 |Michael Prather
Lone Pine

»
»
»

23 | Bill Schwartz

24 | Earl Wilson
PO Box 830 X | X X X X
Lone Pine, CA93545

25 | United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Carl T. Benz, Assistant Field Supervisor
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office

2493 Portola Road, Suite B

Ventura, CA 93001

County of Inyo Crystal Geyser Roxane Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project
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2.A TOPICAL RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
TOPICAL RESPONSE NO. 1: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Public comments on the Draft EIR were received regarding the absence of current plant and animal surveys
at the appropriate time of year, the potential impacts of lowering groundwater levels on riparian habitat,
wetlands and natural spring flows, and the omission of the Owens Lake Master Plan (OLMP) from the
cumulative impacts analysis. This topical response is intended to address these comments.

PLANT AND ANIMAL SURVEYS

As the primary basis for preparing the Draft EIR, considerable reliance was placed on comprehensive field
surveys conducted by a team of biologists, with input from state and federal resource agencies
representatives and the scientific community, and the documentation of survey findings by Montgomery
Watson in 1996. The surveys were conducted in 1987, 1988, and 1989 during the months of October,
November, January, February, March, April, May, June, July and August. Contributors to the survey efforts
included: JMM subconsultants; Frank Hovore, P. Sullivan, C. Carter and Dede Gilman (Biological Assessment
and Survey Services); Dr. Robert R. Miller (University of Michigan fisheries biologist); Dr. David L. Stoltz
(fisheries biologist); Mary DeDecker (CNPS botanist); and Dr. Richard Veit (UC Irvine ornithologist).
Individuals contacted for input and species occurrence information included: Susan Cochrane, L.
Wickenheiser, Robert Holland, Carla Larsen, Darryl Wong, Denyse Racine, Mignon Moskowitz, and Phil Pister
with the California Department of Fish and Game; Steven Sorenson with the U.S. Geological Service; Nancy
Kaufman, Gail Kobetich, and Ray Bransfield with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Los Angeles Department
of Water and Power biologist Patty Nowak; Michael Prather from the Inyo Audubon Society; and
independent biologists Enid Larson and Derham Giuliani.

It is acknowledged that the information obtained from the Montgomery Watson documentation is dated.
However, due to its comprehensive coverage of key topical areas for impact analysis, its coverage of all
seasons of the year, the involvement of accredited professionals, and its outreach to resource agencies and
individuals with local experience, the previous surveys and documentation served as a credible basis for the
current impact assessment. This information was “ground-truthed” with respect to biological resource
conditions as they exist today. PCR biologists and regulatory specialists performed recent surveys on
September 29, 2011 and February 8, 2012. In addition, systematic sensitive plant surveys were performed
by Resource Concepts, Inc. in May 2012 and by Garcia & Associates in October 2012, which are provided in
their entirety in Appendix B of this Final EIR.** As stated in those reports, no threatened, endangered or
sensitive plant species were observed within the project area in the surveys conducted in 2012, and the
project area does not provide critical habitat for any Federally- or State-listed threatened or endangered
plant species. Accordingly, the proposed project is not likely to affect any federal or state listed threatened
or endangered plant species and impacts on Federally- and State-listed plant species are considered less
than significant.

The same circumstance exists for animals known or having the potential to occur in the project area.
Comprehensive surveys of invertebrates and vertebrates were conducted during all seasons of the year in

' Resource Concepts, Inc., Sensitive Plant Survey Report for the CGR Cabin Bar Ranch, May 29, 2012.

Garcia & Associates (GANDA), Special-Status Plant Survey Report, Cabin Bar Ranch Water Bottling Facility Project, October 2012.
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1987, 1988, and 1989. In addition, resource agency personnel, biologists with local knowledge, and the
scientific community were consulted. As a result, a credible database with which to assess potential project-
related impacts was available. As with plant species, ground-truthing was conducted and animal species
observed or with the potential to occur in the project area were identified. For those wildlife species listed
as threatened or endangered or otherwise of special concern to resource agencies, and for which habitat is
present on the project site, unless the resource agencies expressed opinions otherwise in comments
submitted on the Draft EIR, presence is now assumed and mitigation measures are provided that would
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Those mitigation measures will become conditions of
approval, upon certification of the EIR. Mitigation measure BIO-1b, which addresses potential impacts on
sensitive plant and wildlife species, has been updated to reflect the results of the focused surveys conducted
in May 2012 and October 2012, and the opinions of resource agencies that commented on the Draft EIR. The
updated mitigation measures are provided in Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS FROM GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION

Based on the results of groundwater modeling by the project hydrogeological consultant, Richard C. Slade &
Associates (see Appendix F, Hydrogeologic Evaluation, in the Draft EIR), which built on the findings of
previous modeling efforts at the Cabin Bar Ranch, it was concluded that project-related pumping of the three
proposed production water supply wells and domestic water supply well could reduce local static water
levels in the shallow aquifer beneath Cabin Bar Ranch and in other on-site wells, and could also have a
variable effect on spring flows along the Spring Line fault. Some spring flows showed a reduction in flow,
whereas others were observed to exhibit no change in flows, and one spring showed an increase in flow.
However, naturally-occurring seasonal water level changes may be greater than those that might be induced
by pumping of the proposed water supply wells, and such natural fluctuations could mask changes that
might be induced by pumping. As stated on page 4.C-35 of Section 4.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR,
impacts on wetlands and riparian vegetation that are at least partially dependent on spring flow were
determined to be potentially significant. However, a quantitative assessment of impacts is not possible at this
time.

For this reason, a precise approach to assessing impacts was developed and is described in the Riparian and
Wetland Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program required by mitigation measure BIO-4 in the Draft
EIR. Through implementation of this mitigation measure, the effects of groundwater withdrawal on wetland
and riparian vegetation, if any, will be monitored, quantitatively assessed, and mitigated. Mitigation measure
BIO-4 is provided on pages 4.C-44 through 4.C-47 of Section 4.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. This
measure has also been updated as part of this Final EIR to clarify that it will be implemented for two periods
of six years following each phase of project buildout, for a total of at least 12 years in duration; to add
pumping restrictions in the event that riparian or wetland vegetation impacts are observed; and to clarify
that, in that event, the County will ultimately determine appropriate mitigation in consultation with the
applicant. See Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR, for the updated text of
mitigation measure BIO-4.

OWENS LAKE MASTER PLAN AS A CUMULATIVE IMPACT

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) does not currently pump groundwater for use as
part of the Owens Lake Dust Mitigation Project. LADWP has been exploring the feasibility of pumping
groundwater for future dust mitigation and water conservation as part of its Owens Lake Master Plan
(OLMP) and is considering a range of pumping rates and possible well locations. However, the specific
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pumping rate and well locations have not been definitively selected. A Planning Committee Review Draft of
the OLMP was released in December 2011, but the goals and policies of the draft are subject to future
modifications and it is not clear if specific pumping rates and well locations will be included in the Master
Plan.

Therefore, at this time, the OLMP is not considered a reasonably foreseeable project as defined under
California Code of Regulations §15130 and the assessment of potential cumulative impacts associated with
the OLMP would be cursory and speculative in nature. CEQA does not require that a cumulative impacts
analysis consider projects for which no substantive information is available in the public record. (City of
Maywood vs. Los Angeles Unified School District, July 18, 2012). Assessment of potential cumulative impacts
is not required when future development is “unspecified or uncertain” as “no purpose can be served by
requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future environmental consequences." (Environmental
Protection Information Center v. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (2008))3

3 44 Cal4th 459, 503.
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2.A TOPICAL RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
TOPICAL RESPONSE NO. 2: HYDROGEOLOGY

Public comments on the Draft EIR were received regarding the impact of pumping of the proposed
production and domestic water supply wells on Cabin Bar Ranch on other nearby off-site commercial,
residential, domestic water supply and municipal wells and on-site springs. This topical response is
intended to address these comments.

1. Project Site Hydrogeologic Conditions

The hydrogeology of the project area, within the proposed footprint of the Crystal Geyser water bottling
facility and east of the northwest-southeast trending Spring Line fault that traverses Cabin Bar Ranch, is
characterized by the presence of a local, shallow aquifer system consisting of intercalated (i.e.,
interfingering) deposits of fine-grained sand and gravel extending to a depth of approximately 80 feet below
ground surface (bgs). Beneath the shallow aquifer is a silty clay and clayey silt aquitard of low permeability
ranging from 80 to 100 feet bgs; this aquitard separates the local shallow aquifer system from deeper
aquifers. These deeper aquifers also consist of intercalated deposits of fine-grained sand to gravel layers, and
groundwater within the deeper aquifers may be in hydraulic communication with the overlying shallow
aquifer system.

Calculation of the groundwater flow directions and gradients for late 2010, 2011, and January 2012, using
static water level elevation data from selected piezometers on Cabin Bar Ranch, shows that groundwater in
the shallow aquifer flows in an east-southeast direction towards Owens Lake, with a gradient of 0.0025 to
0.003 feet/feet.

The Spring Line fault may act as a partial barrier to the east-southeastward groundwater flow, as evidenced
by a line of springs and a reported scarp at ground surface along at least a portion of the fault alignment.
This fault causes eastward-flowing groundwater, at least in the shallow aquifer, to rise upward to ground
surface. It is possible that the deeper aquifer systems are similarly affected. East of this fault are the fine-
grained lacustrine sediments of the Owens Lake bed.

2. Project Groundwater Withdrawal

The proposed new water bottling facility will obtain its water supply for purposes of production from three
existing wells (CGR-8, -9, and -10) on Cabin Bar Ranch, all of which are west of the Spring Line fault and are
perforated within (and therefore will withdraw water from) the shallow aquifer. The plant will obtain its
domestic water supply from existing well CBR-1, which also withdraws water from the shallow aquifer, and
lies northeast of the Spring Line fault. Crystal Geyser proposes to pump a combined total of approximately
360 acre feet per year (AF/yr) of groundwater at full project buildout. Groundwater pumping would be
phased to correspond to the construction of four proposed bottling lines, with approximately 180 AF/yr to
be pumped for each pair of bottling lines, eventually reaching the full scheduled amount of 360 AF/yr at
build-out of all four bottling lines. A peak demand period is anticipated to occur over the three-month
summer period each year, and the bulk of production, or approximately 200 AF of the required annual
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demand of 360 AF/yr, will be pumped during this summer period. (It should be noted that this 200 AF
represents the maximum amount of groundwater to be extracted during the summer pumping period, and
the actual amount pumped could be less). The remaining annual volume of groundwater production, 160 AF,
will be pumped throughout the rest of the year.

3. Project Impacts on Off-Site Wells

Groundwater modeling of project pumping from on-site wells CGR-8, -9, and -10 and CBR-1, which all draw
from the shallow aquifer beneath Cabin Bar Ranch, has indicated that there would be a local impact on static
water levels in other on-site wells and springs to the north and south of the proposed water bottling facility.
That is, pumping of the three water supply wells may cause a decline in static water levels within the shallow
aquifer in the vicinity of those wells and springs.

[t is possible that pumping of the three production wells and the domestic water supply well could also have
an impact on water levels in off-site residential, domestic, and municipal wells in the community of Cartago,
north of Cabin Bar Ranch. As stated in Section 4.G, Hydrogeology and Surface Hydrology, of the Draft EIR, a
theoretical, model-induced water level drawdown value of approximately 0.80 feet was determined for
Cartago Mutual Water Company (CMWC) Wells CMW-1 and CMW-2 as the result of the proposed project;
these two wells lie approximately 2,850 feet from the nearest production well to be actively pumped by
Crystal Geyser under the proposed project (CGR-10). There are other variables that could affect off-site well
levels or pumping, including clogged perforations in a well, mechanical failure of pumps, or drawdown
impacts induced by other, closer private wells (i.e., mutual water level drawdown interference between two
closely-spaced residential wells that masks any possible drawdown induced by the three more distant CGR
wells). Nonetheless, it is acknowledged that the precise amount of static groundwater level decline that
could reduce production in an off-site well is unknown at this time.

Although impacts on off-site well levels were determined to be less than significant in the Draft EIR because
of the low likelihood of project-related groundwater pumping measurably affecting off-site well production,
mitigation measure HYDRO-2, on page 4.G-29 in Section 4.G, Hydrogeology & Surface Hydrology, in the Draft
EIR, establishes a program to monitor changes over time in groundwater conditions. Mitigation measure
HYDRO-2 has been updated to enhance the requirement that the applicant prepare and submit for Inyo
County Water Department approval a comprehensive Groundwater Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting
Plan, to be prepared by a qualified hydrogeologist approved by the Inyo County Water Department. The Plan
requires the applicant to develop a detailed methodology for monitoring groundwater levels prior to and
during project operation; to prepare a model for predicting groundwater changes and impacts on off-site
wells based on data collected during monitoring; and to define triggers for on-site wells that correspond to
potential impacts on off-site wells. The Plan also requires dispute resolution to be conducted by the Inyo
County Water Department. See Section 3.0 of this Final EIR, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, for
the complete text of the updated HYDRO-2 mitigation measure.

With respect to impacts on groundwater quality, the pumping of production wells CGR-8, -9, and -10 and
domestic water supply well CBR-1 is not expected to significantly change the southeastward/eastward
groundwater flow directions and gradients. Because brackish groundwater from Owens Lake would need to
flow from east to west (i.e,, in an upgradient direction) and because the overall southeastward/eastward
flow direction and gradients will likely not be changed, the potential for the intrusion of brackish
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groundwater from beneath Owens Lake is also low. Consequently, adverse effects on local groundwater
quality as the result of project implementation are considered slight. Nonetheless, mitigation measure
HYDRO-3, as set forth on page 4.G-30 in Section 4.G, Hydrogeology & Surface Hydrology, in the Draft EIR,
requires the monitoring of groundwater quality over time. Section 3.0 of this Final EIR, Corrections and
Additions to the Draft EIR, for revisions to the text of HYDRO-3 mitigation measure, in response to comments
on the Draft EIR.

4, Project Impacts on On-Site Springs

Modeling of groundwater pumping indicated that reduction of spring flow along the Spring Line fault
following full project buildout could range from approximately 17 percent under the average year-round
pumping scenario (360 AF/yr at full project buildout) to as much as 39 percent under the short-term high-
production pumping scenario (200 AF during the summer months). Since modeling demonstrated that
groundwater pumping could reduce static water levels in the shallow aquifer underlying the project area, it
was concluded that pumping would also have an effect on spring flows along the Spring Line fault on the
Cabin Bar Ranch property, and therefore pumping tests were conducted. Pumping tests of the three
production wells and the domestic water supply well were conducted employing the high-production
summer pumping rate, and springs along the Spring Line fault were variably affected. Some springs showed
areduction in flow (up to 52 percent), others were observed to exhibit no change, and one spring showed an
increase in flow. Following high-production pumping during summer months, pumping would be reduced
throughout the rest of the year in order to satisfy the remaining annual demand of 160 AF. The aquifer is
expected to recover from summer pumping through recharge during the winter and spring months and
would therefore be at its highest levels during winter and spring.

Project impacts on spring flow were determined based on the results of modeling, but the timing, degree,
and magnitude of decrease in spring flows due to natural conditions (rainfall, recharge, etc) in the future is
not known. For this reason, as stated on page 4.C-35 in Section 4.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR,
impacts on wetlands and riparian vegetation that are at least partially dependent on spring flow were
determined to be potentially significant. A Riparian and Wetland Monitoring and Adaptive Management
Program is required by mitigation measure BIO-4 in Section 4.C, which requires monitoring of impacts of
groundwater pumping on wetland and riparian vegetation associated with the springs. Mitigation measure
BIO-4 has been updated in response to public comments on the Draft EIR and for consistency with revisions
to mitigation measure HYDRO-2. See Section 3.0 of this Final EIR, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR,
for the complete text of revised mitigation measure B10-4.

The purpose of the applicant's project is to harvest and bottle spring water. In order for water produced
from groundwater wells to be marketed as spring water, the wells must be drawing from the same aquifer as
a spring, and wells must be in hydraulic connection with such a spring. Thus, the location and design of wells
CGR-8, CGR-9, and CGR-10 are intended to capture spring flow; it is therefore expected and necessary that
operating wells will reduce spring flow. The 52 percent decrease in spring flow was the maximum observed
in any spring in any of the three aquifer tests. The individual tests of CGR-8, CGR-9, and CGR-10 resulted in
overall declines in spring flow of 19.6 percent, 33.6 percent, and 32.4 percent respectively, and spring flow
hydrographs reported by Geosyntec were at, or nearly at, steady-state by the end of each test (Geosyntec,
2011, Appendix [; the findings of this report are summarized in the Hydrogeologic Evaluation provided in
Appendix F of the Draft EIR). This indicates that the spring system had re-equilibrated to sustainable flow
rates by the end of each test. Water table elevations adjacent to the collector ditch were unaffected during
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the aquifer tests, and off-site springs located south of the applicant's property were negligibly affected by the
aquifer tests. Overall, the aquifer tests showed that the production wells measurably affect spring flow; that

spring flow quickly equilibrates to operation of the wells; and that significant effects from pumping would be
limited to the applicant's property.
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2.B RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

LETTERNO. 1

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley
825 South Main Street

Big Pine, CA

Virgil Moose, Tribal Chairperson

RESPONSE 1-1

The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new
significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the Draft
EIR.

RESPONSE 1-2

As stated on page 4.D-18 in Section 4.D, Archaeological/Paleontological Resources, of the Draft EIR,
Mitigation Measure ARCH-1a requires the Applicant to “retain a qualified archaeological monitor and Native
American monitor who shall be present during construction excavations such as grading, trenching,
grubbing, or any other construction excavation activity associated with the proposed project. The frequency
of monitoring shall be based on the rate of excavation and grading activities, proximity to known
archaeological resources, the materials being excavated (native versus fill soils), and the depth of excavation,
and if found, the abundance and type of archaeological resources encountered. Full-time monitoring can be
reduced to part-time inspections if determined adequate by the archaeological monitor.” This measure has
been updated to reflect the inclusion of a Native American monitor in the decision-making process
concerning the need for part-time versus full-time monitoring.

RESPONSE 1-3

Project hydrogeologic impacts are addressed in Section 4.G, Hydrogeology & Surface Water Quality, of the
Draft EIR. As discussed on page 4.G-8, the proposed project is exempt from the groundwater transfer
ordinance under Section 18.77.010.B.3, Exemptions, which exempts "a transfer or transport of water in the
form of manufactured or processed goods or products, agricultural products, or in bottles or any other
portable containers including tanker trucks, provided the total transfer or transport via tanker truck or
trucks does not exceed one acre foot during a one-year period.” Although the proposed project would
extract greater than one-acre foot per year (i.e., 360 afy), because the proposed project would transport the
water via bottles, the proposed project is exempt from the ordinance. The limiting language in the Ordinance
concerning transfers above one acre feet per year relates only to those transfers involving tanker truck or
trucks It should be noted that this exemption is routinely used for operations at the existing bottling facility
in Olancha.

RESPONSE 1-4

Please see Topical Response No. 1, Biological Resources, for a discussion of the Riparian and Wetland
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program required by mitigation measure BIO-4 in Section 4.C,
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Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. The mitigation measure has been updated to clarify that it will be
implemented for six years following buildout of each project phase, for a total of at least 12 years of
monitoring; to add pumping restrictions in the event that riparian or wetland vegetation impacts are
observed; and to clarify that, in that event, the County will ultimately determine appropriate mitigation in
consultation with the applicant. See Chapter 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR
for the text of this mitigation measure.

The 52 percent decrease in spring flow was the maximum observed in any spring in any of the three aquifer
tests. The individual tests of CGR-8, CGR-9, and CGR-10 resulted in overall declines in spring flow of
19.6 percent, 33.6 percent, and 32.4 percent respectively, and spring flow hydrographs reported by
Geosyntec were at, or nearly at, steady-state by the end of each test. This indicates that the spring system
had reequilibrated to sustainable flow rates by the end of each test (Geosyntec, 2011, Appendix I).

In order to determine the actual impact of pumping of the project's three water supply wells on the on-site
springs along the Spring Line fault, additional monitoring of spring flow prior to and during project
operation is necessary. This is required by mitigation measure HYDRO-2, which has been updated to
enhance the requirement that the applicant prepare a comprehensive, long-term Groundwater Monitoring,
Mitigation, and Reporting Plan for approval by Inyo County Water Department prior to the commencement
of project operation.

Monitoring of spring flow effects on vegetation is directly addressed in mitigation measure BIO-4, Riparian
and Wetland Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program, as set forth in Section 4.C, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR. This mitigation measure establishes performance standards for the assessment of
riparian and wetland vegetation health; measurement of woody species regeneration; establishment of
monitoring stations and a monitoring regime; assessment of monitoring data; development of adaptive
management measures, which include a possible reduction in pumping by the applicant or the creation,
restoration, or enhancement of on- or off-site habitat; and annual reporting to the County. Mitigation
measure BIO-4 has been updated to clarify that it will be implemented for six years following buildout of
each project phase, for a total of at least 12 years of monitoring; to add pumping restrictions in the event that
riparian or wetland vegetation impacts are observed; and to clarify that, in that event, the County will
ultimately determine appropriate mitigation in consultation with the applicant.. See Section 3.0, Corrections
and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR for the updated text of mitigation measure BI0-4.

See also Topical Response No. 2, Hydrogeology, in this Final EIR for additional discussion of project-
related groundwater withdrawal and associated effects on aquifer levels and on-site springs.

RESPONSE 1-5

A reference to the previous studies of groundwater quality conducted in Cabin Bar Ranch is provided on
page 12 of the Hydrogeologic Evaluation provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR, under the heading
“Previous Site-Specific Water Resource Studies”. The particular studies that report modeling results are
those performed by James M. Montgomery in 1983 and 1989; Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
in November 1989; and Geosyntec in 2011 and 2012. The testing and modeling results presented in these
reports are summarized in the Draft EIR’s Appendix F Hydrogeologic Evaluation.
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RESPONSE 1-6

Generally, for drinking water, the California Department of Public Health (DPH) requires public water supply
agencies to conduct Title 22 sampling and analysis of groundwater from their water-supply wells on a three-
year frequency. However, private bottling plants fall under a different set of regulations that are not
applicable to the public water supply sector. As discussed on pages 4.G-5 and 4.G-6 of Section 4.G,
Hydrogeology & Surface Hydrolog