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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed action is adoption of amendments to the Basin Plan to establish
site-specific water quality objectives (SSQOs) for ammonia toxicity for specific |
effluent-dominated surface waters in the Lancaster Hydrologic Area (HA) of the
Antelope Hydrologic Unit (HU), and site-specific beneficial uses for these and
other waters. Other informational and editorial changes would also be made to
the plan. The effluent-dominated waters (lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute
Ponds and wetlands) currently receive treated wastewater from the Los Angeles
County Sanitation District No. 14 (LACSD No. 14) secondary treatment facilities,
but will receive tertiary effluent following the completion of new facilities. The
Basin Plan amendments wouid be implemented through the Water Board's
existing permitting and enforcement authority. Implementation would include
revisions to LACSD No. 14's waste discharge requirements and the discharger
self-monitoring program would be modified to reflect the revised standards.

The proposed SSOs are based on the U.S. Environmental Protection. Agency’s
(USEPA’s) 1999 national freshwater ammonia toxicity criteria. They would be
less stringent than the existing regionwide water quality objectives for ammonia
toxicity, but would require ammonia concentrations lower than historical levels in
the affected waters. LACSD is expected to be able to meet the new objectives
with the use of tertiary treated effluent beginning in 2010.

This environmental document evaluates potential environmental impacts in
relation to the existing environment, including those resulting from discharge of
secondary treated effluent. The Water Board’s action to adopt the proposed
amendments will not have any significant environmental impacts (defined as
physical changes in the environment). The potential indirect impacts of the Basin
Plan amendments are related to changes in the applicability of certain water
quality objectives and waste discharge prohibitions as a result of changes in
designated beneficial uses. Based on available information, including the
expected improvement in ambient water quality from the use of tertiary effluent,
this environmental document concludes that the indirect impacts of adopting the
amendments will be less than significant. However, the available information is
limited, and additional monitoring is recommended.

Potentially coniroversial environmental issues associated with the amendments
include the appropriateness of proposed site-specific beneficial uses, the level of
risk assigned to the potential for water quality degradation as a result of less
stringent water quality objectives, and the degree to which the proposed
ammonia toxicity SSOs protect aguatic life and wildlife uses.
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INTRODUCTION

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water
Board) is the State agency responsible for setting and enforcing water quality

- standards for surface and ground waters in about 20 percent of Caiifornia,
including the northern Mojave Desert. Water quality standards and control -
measures are contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan
Region (Basin Plan). Water quality standards in California include desighated
beneficial uses, narrative and numeric water quality objectives established to
protect those uses, and a non-degradation policy, State Water Resources
Control Board Resolution 68-16. (The term “water quality objectives” is
equivalent to the federal term “criteria.”)

The Lahontan Basin Pian does not currently include site-specific beneficial use
designations for Amargosa Creek, the Piute Ponds and associated wetlands, and
Rosamond Dry Lake, all located in the vicinity of Lancaster, California (Figure 1).
These waters have categorically designated beneficial uses as “Minor Surface
Waters™ or "Minor Wetlands” of the Lancaster Hydrologic Area within the
Antelope Hydrologic Unit {Hydrologic Unit No. 626.50). The Antelope Hydrologic
Unit as a whole includes portions of Kern and Los Angeles Counties as well as
western San Bernardino County. The water quality objectives applicable to these
waters are those that apply to surface waters regionwide, including objectives for
short-term (acute) and long-term {chronic) ammonia toxicity.

Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 14 (LACSD No. 14) has proposed
that site-specific beneficial uses be designated, and site-specific water quality
objectives (SSO0s) for ammonia toxicity be adopted for the effluent-dominated
surface waters downstream of its wastewater discharge point. The technical
background for the amendments is presented in a separate Water Board staff
report {California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region,
2007).

The Water Board’s planning process has been certified by the Secretary for
Resources under Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). This certification allows the preparation of a "substitute environmental
document” (SED) in lieu of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for proposed
Basin Plan amendments. Like an EIR, the SED must include a discussion of
alternatives and mitigation measures. '

Electronic copies of the existing Basin Plan, the proposed amendments, and the
technical staff report are available on the Water Board’s Internet web page at:
hitp://www.waterboards.ca.qov/lahontan/BPlan/BPlan Index.htm. Paper copies
of public draft documents related to these amendments may be obtained by
contacting the Board’s administrative staff at (530) 542-5400.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The complete text of the proposed amendments is contained in a separate
document (Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region,
2007). The amendments include:

Editorial Clarification of Existing Beneficial Use Designations. The proposed
amendments would change Basin Plan Table 2-1 to clarify that the Cold
Freshwater Habitat (COLD) and Commercial and Sportfishing (COMM) beneficial
use designations apply to the "Minor Surface Waters” category in each of the
eight Hydrologic Areas within the Antelope Hydrologic Unit as well as to the
“Minor Surface Waters” category for the Hydrologic Unit as a whole. This is an
informational rather than a regulatory change.

Site-Specific Beneficial Uses. The proposed Basin Plan amendments would
establish site-specific beneficial uses for the affected surface waters by adding
new rows to Table 2-1. Site-specific beneficial uses would include the current
designated uses for waters within the categories “Minor Surface Waters” and
*Minor Wetlands” in the Lancaster HA, with the following changes:

» Removal of the Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN), Water Contacf
Recreation (REC-1), Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD), and Commercial
and Sportfishing (COMM) beneficial use designations, where they now

apply, from all surface waters downstream of the LACSD No. 14 discharge
point.

+ Removal of the Agricultural Supply (AGR) use from Rosamond Dry Lake.

+ Addition of new beneficial use designations for Piute Ponds and the
associated wetlands, including Freshwater Replenishment (FRSH), Rare,
Threatened, and Endangered Species Habitat (RARE), and Preservation
of Biological Habitats of Special Significance (BIOL).

+ Addition of the Inland Saline Water Habitat (SAL) beneficial use
designation for the ephemeral surface waters of Rosamond Dry Lake. .

Site-Specific Water Quality Objectives ($SOs) for Ammonia Toxicity. The
proposed amendments to Basin Plan Chapter 3 would add site-specific water
quality objectives for total ammonia concentrations to prevent acute (1-hour) and
chronic (30-day average) toxicity in Piute Ponds, the associated wetlands, and
the reach of Amargosa Creek affected by effluent discharges. The proposed
SSO0s are based on the USEPA’s 1999 freshwater ammonia criteria. They will
include a narrative objective with equations for calculating ammonia limits, and
new tables of ammonia limits under specific temperature and pH conditions. The
existing regionwide ammonia toxicity objectives will continue to apply to other
surface waters in the Antelope HA, including the segment of Amargosa Creek

7
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upstream of the LACSD No. 14 dlscharge Table 1 compares the existing and
proposed ammonia limits at typical temperature and pH conditions monitored in
Piute Ponds.

For comparison with Table 1, LACSD No. 14’s future tertiary wastewater
treatment facilities are expected to produce an average total ammonia
concentration below detection levels in undisinfected effluent. Ammonia will be
added during the disinfection process, and the estimated total ammonia
concentration in the disinfected tertiary effluent is 1 milligram per liter (mg/L).

Table 1. Ammonia Limits Under Existing and Proposed Water Quality -
Objectives. Concentrations are total ammonia in milligrams per liter (mg/L) as N. The

pH is assumed to be 8.0 units and the temperature to be 15°C.

Existing Regionwide Proposed SSOs

Objectives’ '
Acute (1-hour) limit  |5.7 mg/L 8.40 mg/L
ChronicZ limit . [1-29mg/L 2.36 mg/L

1 From Basin Plan Tables 3.1 through 3.4, with conversion of ammonia “as NH3” concentrations
to “as N” concentrations. Allowable total ammonia concentrations for the WARM and COLD
beneficial uses are the same under the temperature and pH conditions cited above.

2 The current region-wide objectives specify allowable chronic concentrations as 4-day
averages, the 1999 USEPA criteria and the proposed amendments specify 30-day averages, and
provide that the highest four-day average in the 30 day period shall not exceed 2.5 times the
chronic limit.

Informational Update of the Description of LACSD No. 14 Facilities in
Chapter 4. The facilities description on page 4.4-12 of the Basin Plan dates from
1994 and is out of date with respect to LACSD No. 14's current (2004) facilities
plan. The current description will be replaced with a summary of the major
elements in the 2004 facilities plan, including the use of tertiary effluent to
maintain the Piute Ponds and wetlands beginning in 2010.

Miscellaneous editorial changes including corrections of typographical errors,
and updates of the “Record of Amendments” page, Table of Contents, List of
Tables, List of Figures, Index, Bibliography, and page numbers to reflect the
amendments. '

IMPLEMENTATION

The proposed Basin Plan amendments would be implemented through the Water
Board’s existing permitting and enforcement authority. The proposed SSOs for
ammonia toxicity include direction on determination of average temperature and
pH conditions for use in calculation of allowable ammonia limits, and in
determination of compliance. Aside from this, no new or revised implementation
language would be added to the Basin Plan under the amendments. After final
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approval of the SSOs and designated beneficial uses, LACSD's waste discharge
- requirements and discharger self-monitoring program wouid be revised to reflect
them. The SSOs and site-specific beneficial uses will be considered in
development of future Water Board permits and monitoring programs for other
discharges to surface waters in the Amargosa Creek and Rosamond Dry Lake
watersheds. -

'PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR AMENDMENTS

The amendments are needed to facilitate ongoing Water Board permitting of
LACSD No. 14’s discharge to surface waters. The editorial changes to Table 2-1
are needed to clarify the applicability of current beneficial use designations to-
hydrologic areas within the Antelope HU. The proposed site-specific beneficial
use designations would reflect the existing uses of the waters in question more
accurately than some of the current designated uses. The proposed SSOs for
ammonia toxicity would be more easily attainable in effluent dominated waters,
while protecting aquatic life and wildlife uses.

APPROVALS REQUIRED

After their adoption by the Lahontan Regional Board, the Basin Plan
amendments must be approved by the California State Water Resources Control
Board (State Water Board) and the California Office of Administrative Law before
taking effect. The approval of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region
IX (USEPA) will not be required for the revised standards, since the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers has determined that the affected waters are not “waters of
the United States.” USEPA approval may be required for editorial plan
amendments to clarify standards for other surface waters of the Antelope HU.

The Water Board's substitute environmental document is not expected to be
used in permitting by any other lead agencies or responsible agencies under
CEQA.

| ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The information contained in this section is an overview and is not meant to be
comprehensive. Please see the Water Board’s technical staff report for more
detailed information on the environmental setting, including water quality. Much
of the information in the staff technical report is from the 2004 EIR for the LACSD

No. 14 facilities plan, prepared by Environmental Science Associates
(ESA).

The Antelope HU corresponds roughly to the boundaries of "Antelope Valley”
which has an area of about 2400 square miles. it is an internally drained
watershed with Rogers Dry Lake as the lowest point. Figure 1 shows the
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location of the Antelope HU and the major water bodies affected by the proposed
Basin Plan amendments. Lower Amargosa Creek, the Piute Ponds and
wetlands, and Rosamond Dry Lake are located within-the boundaries of Edwards
Air Force Base (EAFB), and EAFB controls public access to them. Use of the
area is limited to EAFB and LACSD No. 14 personnel, and small groups of
students, birdwatchers, hunters, and scientists allowed entry under permits from
EAFB.

Amargosa Creek is a mostly ephemeral stream with headwaters in Angeles
National Forest in the San Gabriel Mountains. It includes intermittent reaches
supporting aquatic/wetland habitat in the San Andreas Rift Zone. Portions of the
creek have undergone extensive hydromodification for flood control. Amargosa
Creek, the Piute Ponds, Rosamond Dry Lake, and all other waters within the
boundaries of EAFB have been determined not to be “waters of the United
States” by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The Piute Ponds and wetlands were originally created in 1961 through
impoundment of Amargosa Creek near its confluence with Rosamond Dry Lake.
Additional ponds have since been constructed as waterfowl habitat by Ducks
Unlimited. The ponds and wetlands are effluent-dominated, but they also receive
occasional stormwater flows from Amargosa Creek. The ponds and wetlands
are located on a prehistoric playa lakebed, and naturally high concentrations of
salts are present in addition to the salts contributed by wastewater.

Rosamond Dry Lake is a desert playa Iake that is often dry However, surface
runoff creates ephemeral ponds during wet winters. A recent study (Lichvar et al.,
2002) shows that ponds form on the average every other year. These ponds
support fairy shrimp and other organisms adapted to moderately saline
conditions, and provide foraging habitat for migratory birds. Ponding near the
southwest corner of Rosamond Dry Lake has also historically been affected by -
overflows of effluent from Piute Ponds. The Water Board has identified the
overflows as a potential nuisance and directed LACSD No.14 to end them.
Under the District's 2004 facilities plan, the ponds will be maintained at the same
wetted area (about 400 acres) with a smaller volume of effluent in order to
prevent overflows. '

There are at least 28 kinds of aquatic invertebrates in the Piute Ponds. There are
three species of non-native warmwater fish (brown bulthead, carp, and
mosquitofish) in the ponds, and several species of amphibians with aquatic
larvae in the area. As one of the few perennial water habitats in the Antelope
Valley, the Piute Ponds are very important as habitat for migratory birds. At least
36 threatened, endangered, or otherwise sensitive species, mostly birds, have
been reported to use the Piute Ponds area. The ponds and Rosamond Dry Lake
are located on the Pacific Flyway, an important international bird migration
corridor. Rosamond Dry Lake is a designated “Significant- Ecological Area”
(SEA) under the Los Angeles County General Plan. The California Department of

10
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Fish and Game (DFG) has designated Piute Ponds a regionally important wildlife
habitat. Audubon California has identified EAFB, including the Piute Ponds and

“wetlands and Rosamond Dry Lake, as an * Important Bird Area.” Appendix lll is
a summary.of sensitive species in the Antelope HU. .

Public Resources Code section 21092.6 requires lead agencies to disclose
whether the project site is on a list of hazardous substance sites maintained
vnder Government Code section 65962.5 (the “Cortese List”). As explalned on
the California Environmental Protection Agency's Internet web page’, the current
version of the “Cortese List” includes severai databases maintained by different

- agencies. Searches of these databases show 182 “Cortese List” sites in the
Antelope HU as a whole. Most of these are underground storage tank cleanup
sites. Appendix 1l summarizes total numbers of sites by city and county. Of the
sites in the Amargosa Creek watershed, LACSD No. 14 is a “Cortese List” site

Table 2. Comparison of Secondary and Tertiary Effluent Quality. Figures for average
undisinfected secondary effluent are from ESA (2004). Estimated quality of tertlary effluent from
the new aclivated siudge/nitrification-denitrification facilities is from Table 4 in Sanitation D:strlcts

of Los Angeles County (2006).
onstituent . Istorical - [Estimated -
: econdary Tertiary
Effluent Quality Effluent
' : Quality
Soluble Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) mg/L [18 <4
H {pH units} 8.0 S
Dissolved oxygen (mg/L) 8.2 .5
- [Total dissolved solids (mg/L) 546 550
~ [Total suspended solids (mg/L) 89 <2
Total nitrogen (mg/L) . : 10
. [Total Kjeldahl nitrogen (mg/L) 24.5
Nitrate nitrogen (mg/L) 0.83
_ Nitrate plus nitrite (mg/L) 8
"~ jAmmonia nitrogen {(mg/L) 13.1 1
Sulfate (mg/L) 67 80
Chloride (mg/L) 141 140
Total hardness {(mg/L.) 143 '
Total phosphate (mag/L) 12.5 :
~ [Total organic carbon (mg/l) 95,8 <10
- [Turbidity {Nephelometric Turbidity Units or NTU) NAT 0.8
Chiorine (mg/L) NA <0.1
Boron {mg/L}) INA .5

1 NA = data not availeble

! See: http//www.calepa.ca.gov/Site Cleanup/CorteseList/default. tm
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due to a current Lahontan Water Board order. The entire EAFB is a listed (U.S.
Superfund) site, and there are four specific listed sites within the base. These
cleanup sites are located near Rogers Dry Lake, about 20 miles away from the
Piute Ponds and wetlands.

LACSD No. 14's service area includes the city of Lancaster and portions of the
city of Palmdale. The population of this area is expected to increase to 252,248
by 2020, more than doubling the 2001 population of 122,548. 1n 2004, the
District adopted a "2020 Facilities Plan” that calls for replacement and phased
expansion of its treatment facilities to a capacity of 26 million gallons per day
(from a permitted capacity of 16.0 million gallons per day in 2002). Most of the
District’s wastewater currently receives secondary treatment and historicaliy
about two thirds was disposed to the Piute Ponds and wetlands. After 2010, all
of the effluent is expected to receive tertiary treatment, and most of it will be
directed to new storage reservoirs for agricultural- and municipal reuse. LACSD

- No. 14’s secondary effluent is disinfected to meet California Department of -
Health Services Title 22 recycled water requirements for “restricted recreational
impoundments” and this level of disinfection is expected to continue with tertiary
treatment. Table 2, above, compares the quality of existing (secondary) effluent
- with the estimated quality of future (tertiary) effluent.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Introduction. This section addresses the impacts of proposed changes in water
quality standards. The proposed editorial and informational revisions to the Basin
Plan will have no environmental impacts and will not be discussed further in this
substitute environmental document. '

The Water Board’s action to adopt the proposed Basin Plan amendments will not -
in itself have direct adverse environmental impacts {defined under California

Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15358 as physical effects on the
environment). Indirect impacts on water quality and certain beneficial uses may
occur as a result of the proposed changes in water quality standards. The
Environmental Checklist focuses on these indirect impacts, and includes “No
impact” or “Less than significant impact” answers for categories and questions
that are not related to water quality changes.

The direct and indirect environmental impacts of LACSD No. 14’s 2020 Facilities
Plan, including the impacts of constructing and operating new wastewater
treatment and storage facilities, are not considered to be indirect impacts of the -
proposed Basin Plan amendments. The LACSD No. 14 adopted its plan and a
final EIR in 2004, with mitigation for most environmental impacts and CEQA
findings of overriding consideration for some impacts. The LACSD No. 14 will
implement its facilities plan, including the use of tertiary effluent to maintain the
Piute Ponds and wetlands beginning in 2010, whether or not the Basin Plan is
amended. The LACSD No. 14 will be responsible for preparing any needed

12
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subsequent or supplemental environmental documents for the phased -
components of its facilities plan as they are proposed for implementation.
Attainment of the proposed ammonia toxicity objectives should be feasible
without any changes in the facilities plan that could be considered indirect
impacts of the Basin Plan amendments.

Effluent Quality and Ambient Water Quality. Under CEQA, environmental
analyses must be done in relation to the existing environment. 'In this case, that
environment includes ambient water quality in LACSD No .14’s receiving waters
as affected by natural conditions, past and present discharges of secondary
effluent, and stormwater inflows. The cumulative indirect impacts of the proposed
Basin Plan amendments will occur in relation to future tertiary effluent
discharges, naturally present poliutants, stormwater, and the “legacy” impacts of
secondary effluent disposal.. Legacy impacts may include high concentrations of
some constituents, such as phosphorus, in the sediment.

The Water Board's technical staff report for the Basin Plan amendments reviews
historic monitoring data for LACSD No. 14’s receiving waters in relation to state
and federal drinking water standards and human health and aquatic life criteria.
State drinking water standards, called Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
apply to ambient surface waters designated for the MUN use under the region-
wide water quality objective's;for Chemical Constituents and Radioactivity.

Monitoring data for the waters affected by the Basin Plan amendments are
limited. The only quantitative data for Amargosa Creek above the LACSD
discharge point are for a single storm event. Violations of state drinking water
MCLs have occurred for aluminum, iron, manganese and total dissolved solids in
Piute Ponds. The current state MCL for arsenic (50 micrograms per liter, or yg/L)
was not violated in Piute Ponds, but the federal MCL (10 pg/L) was. Violations of
other staté or federal human health criteria occurred in the Piute Ponds for these
parameters and for acrolein and chloroform. Violations of the USEPA’s chronic
(4-day average) freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum, chioride, and iron
occurred in the Piute Ponds. Violations of drinking water standards for multiple
constituents have also been recorded at LACSD No, 14’s monitoring station in
the historic overflow area on Rosamond Dry Lake. The salt-related violations
probably reflect natural salts dlssolved from the lakebed as well as wastewater
constituents.

Ambient water quality monitoring has historically been done about once a month,
_and consequently there are no data on the extent to which biologically important
parameters such as temperature and dissolved oxygen change throughout the
day. There are no data available on emerging pollutants of concern such as

pharmaceuticals and personal care products for either effluent or ambient
surface waters.

13
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As shown in Table 2, tertiary effluent quality is expected to improve substantially
compared to secondary effluent with respect to constituents such as biochemical
oxygen demand, total suspended solids, total nitrogen and ammonia. “Total
Kjeldahi nitrogen” (TKN) includes organic nitrogen plus total ammonia nitrogen.
The total nitrogen content of secondary effluent {TKN plus nitrate) is about 25.33
mg/L, compared 1o the estimated total nitrogen concentration of 10 mg/L or less
in tertiary effluent. (Forms of nitrogen other than ammonia need to be considered
in the environmental analysis because nitrogen can affect beneficial uses as a
nutrient, and nitrate and nitrite can be toxic to aquatic organisms.) The
concentrations of Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), and of constituents of TDS such
as chloride, will remain about the same in tertiary effluent as in secondary
effluent.

~ Ambient water quality in lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds and
wetlands should improve with the use of tertiary effluent, whether or not the
Basin Pian amendments are adopted. The improvement is expected from lower
caoncentrations of some wastewater constituents, including ammonia, and
reduced loading of all wastewater constituents with lower effluent volumes.
However, the degree of improvement cannot be predicted at this time.

Natural biochemical and physical processes that will affect future ambient water
quality include nufrient uptake by plants and microorganisms, release of
constituénts such as phosphorus from the sediment, and volatilization of
ammonia gas. The receiving waters are located on a prehistoric playa lakebed,
and salts-and trace elements such as arsenic from the playa will continue to
affect water quality. Ambient TDS (a proxy for salinity) will continue to change
seasonally with water levels.

The proposed changes in some designated beneficial uses will change the A
applicability of existing water quality objectwes associated with those uses, as -
follows

» For waters no longer designated for the Municipal and Domestic Supply

- (MUN) use, state drinking water standards {(now applicable under the
water quality objectives for Chemical Constituents and Radioactivity) will
-no longer apply.

s Waters without the MUN use-will no longer be subject to a prohibition
against toxic waste discharges under Proposition 65, the Safe Drinking
Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986. Industrial discharges to surface
waters without the MUN use may be permitted under certain
circumstances (see Basin Plan page 4.1-1),

« Forwaters designated for the Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) use but

not the Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD) use, less stringent standards for
dissolved oxygen and temperature will apply.

14
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No changes in the applicability of water quality objectives will occur as a result of
the removal of the Water Contact Recreation (REC-1) beneficial use. The Water
Board's regionwide objective for coliform bacteria will continue to apply, whether
or not the REC-1 use is removed. The objective applies to bacteria from human
sources; as discussed in the staff report, ambient bacteria levels are high and are
expected to remain high due to bird wastes. ' ‘

These changes in the applicability of certain water quality objectives could

indirectly result in lower water quality and impact the aquatic life and wildlife uses
of the affected water bodies. The Environmental Checklist, below, concludes that
such impacts would be less than significant due to the expecied overall
improvement in ambient water quality with the use of tertiary effluent. For clarity,
discussions of answers to Checkllst questions directly follow each impact

category.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially Less than Less Than | No
Significant [Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
I. AESTHETICS- -Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic X
vista?
X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
Eutcroppmgs.aand historic buildings \mthln a
tate scenic highway?
) Substantially degrade the existing visual X
Eharacter or quality of the site and its
urroundings?
X
lare which would adversely affect day or

) E;Create a new source of substantial light or

ighttime views in the area?

The potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised
standards will not have any significant adverse indirect impacts on the visual

quality of the environment.

15
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Eotenﬁally Less than ess Than E\Io

ignificant  [Skgnificant with{Significant [Impact

Impact - |Mitigation Impact
incorporated

Il. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES- -
Would the project:

a ) Convert Prime Fammland, Unique Farmland,
Farrland of Statewide Importance
Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
ursuant fo the Farmmland Mapping and
onitoring Program of the California Rescurces
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

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

¢} involve other changes In the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,

to non-agricultural use?

The Basin Plan amendments wouid include removal of the categorically
designated Agricultural Supply beneficial use from Rosamond Dry Lake. The
staff report provides evidence that the Agricultural Supply use is not an existing

use of Rosamond Dry Lake and cannot feasibly be attained. The potential

changes in ambient water quality of lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds
and wetlands as a result of the revised standards will not have any significant
adverse indirect impacts on agriculture. The affected waters are not currently
used for agricultural supply, and to Water Board staff's knowledge, there are no
plans to use them for agricultural supply in the future.

Potentially Less than

Significant [Significant with
impact Mitigation -

’ Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
impact

Ill. AIR QUALITY--Would the project:

" |2) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality ptan?

b} Violate any air quality standard or contribute
ubstantially to an existing or projected air
uality violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria poliutant for which the
roject region is non-attainment under an
pplicable federal or state ambient air quality
tandard (inciuding releasing emissions which
xceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
recursors)?

d) Expose sensitive recepiors to substantial
lutant concentrations?

e} Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

16
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The potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised
standards will not have any significant adverse indirect impacts on air quality.
Reduced ambient ammonia concentrations, compared to the existing
environment, should reduce the potential for localized odor problems due to the
volatilization of ammonia from surface waters. Adoption of the Basin Plan
amendments.will not directly or indirectly result in any construction or land
disturbance activities that could release naturally occurring asbestos into the air.

‘ Potentially k Lessthan | Less Than No
Significant [Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated :

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESQURCES -- Would
the project: . '
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either X
directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special stetus species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service? . . .
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any . X
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural T
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally X
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
fo, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.} through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
lor other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of X
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
-migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
} Confiict with any local policies or ordinances : X
rotecting biological resources, such as a tree ‘
reservation policy or ordinance? :
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted X
abitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
onservation Plan, or other approved local,
jonal, or staie habitat conservation plan?

The Piute Ponds and wetlands support sensitive wildlife species (see Appendix
l1), and wetlands are considered sensitive ecological communities. The
proposed Basin Plan amendments would recognize the importance of these
biclogical resources through formal designation of the RARE and BIOL beneficial
uses for these surface waters and wetlands. The amendments would also retain
the categorically designated WQE and FLD beneficial uses that apply to all
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wetlands of the Lahontan Region. The technical staff report provides evidence
that these are existing uses that must be protected whether or not they are
formally designated.

The Lahontan Basin Plan includes a region-wide narrative water quality objective
that requires nondegradation of wetiand biological communities and populations.
Due to the scarcity of biological information on the Piute Ponds wetlands, no
quantitative estimate of the effects of rewsed standards on compliance with this
objective is possible.

The proposed SSOs for ammonia toxicity would allow higher ambient ammonia
concentrations than the limits in the existing water quality objectives (see Table
1). Actual ambient concentrations are expected to decrease significantly over
historic levels with the change to tertiary effluent. The scientific literature
reviewed in the USEPA’s (1999) report on its freshwater ammonia toxicity criteria
indicates that the SSOs will be protective of the three warmwater fish species
that occur in the Piute Ponds.

Changes in ambient water quality as indirect impacts of the proposed removal of
the MUN and COLD beneficial use designations couid adversely affect sensitive
species and their habitat (Checklist Questions [Va and 1Vb). The sensitive bird
species listed in Appendix 1l could be affected by changes in their drinking water
quality and their aquatic/wetland food supply. Also, at least five species of
amphibians with aquatic life cycle stages are present at Piute Ponds.

With removal of the MUN beneficial use, state drinking water standards
(including those for toxic substances and nitrate) would no longer apply to the
waters downstream of the LACSD No. 14 discharge point to Amargosa Creek.
The Proposition 65 prohibition. against discharges of toxics to existing or potential
‘sources of drinking water would also no longer apply. Since few scientific water
quality criteria have been developed for the protection of wildlife, human health
criteria and drinking water standards, where they apply, are generally regarded
as adequate to protect wildlife. If the MUN use is removed, the narrative
objectives for toxicity and pesticides in the Basin Plan, and the portion of the
radioactivity objective that does not reference drinking water standards, will
remain in effect. However, there will be no quantitative standards for specific
toxic poliutants present in the ponds (e.g. arsenic and aluminum). Note that the
federal California Toxics Rule (40 CFR 131.38) and National Toxics Rule (40
CFR 131.36) standards for toxic “priority pollutants” do not apply to the waters in
question because they are not “‘waters of the Umted States.”

The only water quality objective for nitrogen that currently applies to lower
Amargosa Creek, the Paiute Ponds and Wetlands, and Rosamond Dry Lake is
the drinking water MCL for nitrate, 10 mg/L. If the MUN use is removed, there
will be no applicable standards for nitrate or for any form of nitrogen other than
ammonia. The narrative objective for biostimulatory substances will remain in

18

17-0042



effect. Nitrogen is of concern not only because it promotes eutrophication at
concentrations much lower than the drinking water standard, but also because it
is toxic to amphibians. .

The mean total nitrogen concentration for eutrophic lakes reported in a USEPA
'(1999) publication is 1900 micrograms per liter (ug/L) or 1.9 mg/L. The mean

total nitrogen concentrations at two stations in Piute Ponds were about 26 mg/L
and 11 mg/L, respectively, in 2005. The scientific literature shows chronic toxicity
effects on amphibians at nitrate concentrations as low as 2-5 rngIL {Rouse et al.,
1999). The estimated level of total nitrogen in LACSD No. 14's tertiary effluentis
10 mg/L, mcludmg about 8 mg/L of nitrate, 1 mg/L of ammonia, and 2 mg/L of
refractory organic nitrogen compounds (Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles

County, 20086).

Ambient concentrations of the nutrients nitrogen and phosphorus must be
considered in evaluation of the attainment of aquatic life uses. Future ambient
nitrogen levels in the ponds will probably decrease over historic levels due to the
use of tertiary effluent, reduced nitrogen loading with lower effluent volumes, and
biological processes that sequester or remove nitrogen from the system.
(Sequestration and removal of nitrogen occur under existing conditions.)
Ambient water quality monitoring data for phosphorus are not available.
However, the sediments in the ponds and wetlands probably contain high
concentrations of phosphorus from almost 40 years of wastewater disposal.
When it is released into the water column, this phosphorus has the potential to
stimulate the growth of nitrogen-fixing blue-green algae. Future ambient nutrient
concentrations and their impacts ¢n aquatic life and wildlife uses of the ponds
and wetlands cannot be predicted at this time.

Removal of the COLD beneficial use would allow larger fluctuations in
temperature and lower ambient dissolved oxygen concentrations. The objectave
for temperature requires that there be no change in the natural temperatures of
waters designated for the COLD use, and allows no more than a 5 degree
Fahrenheit change above or below the natural temperature for waters designated
for the WARM use. The lowest dissolved oxygen concentrations in Basin Plan
Table 3-6 are 1-day minima of 3.0 mg/L for waters designated for the WARM use
and 4.0 mg/L. for waters demgnated for the COLD use.

The potential impacts on biological resources discussed above are less than

. significant, when evaluated in relation to the existing environment. This
conclusion is based on the projected overall improvement in water quality from
the use of tertiary effluent, and the Board's authority to use the water quality
objectives and waste discharge prohibitions that will remain in effect (including

the objective for toxicity) to ensure that adverse impacts on biological resources
will not occur.
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Checklist Question [Vc, regarding impacts on federally protected wetlands, is
answered “No Impact” because the affected waters have been determined by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers not to be “waters of the United States,” and they
are not federally protected under Section 404 of the Ciean Water Act. The
.wetlands associated with Piute Ponds are waters of the State and will continue to
be protected through existing provisions of the Basin Plan. The proposed
amendments will not directly or indirectly result in any dredge or fill activities.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
"Incorporated
~ V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would
the project:
) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ‘ X
ignificance of a historical resource as defined in
15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the . X
ignificance of an archaeological resource
Eursuant to § 15064.57 ‘
) Directly or indirectly destroy a unigque . : 1 X
aleonto!ogical resource or site or unique
eologic feature? :
d) Disturb any human remains, including those ’ X
interred outside of formal ¢cemeteries? ‘ '

The proposed Basin Plan amendments will not indirectly result in any soil
disturbance or other human activities that could affect cultural resources. The
potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised standards
will not have any significant adverse indirect impacts on cuitural reésources.

- Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
] Incorporated

. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the
roject:
F) Expose people or structures to potential

ubstantial adverse effects, including the risk of
0ss, injury, or death involving: .
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as X

elineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

tate Geologist for the area or based on other -

ubstantial evidence of a known fauit? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii} Strong seismic ground shaking? X
iii} Seismic-related ground failure, X
including liguefaction? .
| iv) Landslides? : X
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Potentlally }S Less than | Less Than No

Significant [Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation impact
incorporated
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss X
of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geolegic unit or soil that is : X

unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, '
ubsidence, liguefaction or collapse? ‘
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in ) X
[Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
roperty?

le) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting X
%he use of septic tanks or alternative waste water

disposal systems where sewers are not avaitabl
or the disposal of waste water?

The proposed Basin Plan amendments will not result in any construction, land
disturbance activities or new discharges that could indirectly affect local geology
and soil properties or risks associated with geology and soils. Changes in water
quality as a result of the revised standards may affect the chemistry of sediments
associated with the affected water bodies. However, these changes are unlikely
to cause new or increased geologic hazards.

Antelope Valley is a seismically active area, bounded by a section of the San
Andreas Fault. Edwards Air Force Base and LACSD No. 14 staff and visitors to
the Piute Ponds and wetlands are currently exposed to seismic risks. The degree
of risk will not change as a result of the changes in water quality al!owed by the
proposed Basin Plan amendments.

Potentially Less than- | Less Than | - No

Significant [Significant with| Significant | Impact
impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

Vil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS - Would the project:
E')_’Create a significant hazard io the public or the X

vironment through the routine transport, use,
r disposal of hazardous materials?
)} Creale a significant hazard to the public or the X
vironment through reasonably foreseeable '
pset and accident conditions involving the
Felease of hazardous materials into the
nvironment?
) Emit hazardous emissions or handle X
azardous or acutely hazardous materials,
ubstances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
n existing or proposed schaol?
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant [Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation | Impact
. . Incorporated
) Be located on a site which is included on a list X
f hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant : :
to Govemment Code Section 656962.5 and, as a
- result, would it create z significant hazard to the
ublic orthe environment? . :
e) For a project located within an airport Jand use ' X
nlan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
ﬁlafety hazard for people residing or working in *
e project area? :
F) For a project within the vicinity of a pnvale X
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
roject area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically X
nterfere with an adopted emergency response :
L;Ian of emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant - X
isk of loss, injury or death involving wildiand
res, including where wildlands are adjacent to
rbanized areas of where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

As noted in the Environmental Setting section, there are “Cortese List” hazardous
substance sites within the affected watersheds, including Edwards Air Force ,
Base and LACSD No.14 (Question Viid). However, the proximity of these sites to
the affected waters does not create a Significant hazard to the public or to visitors -
to the ponds and wetlands. The revised standards will not affect risks of upset
involving releases of hazardous materials to the environment. Changes in water
quality are not expected to occur in waters near schools or public or private
airports as a result of the proposed amendments (Questions Vllb, Vlic, and Vile
through Vlih).

The removal of the MUN use from the affected waters would change the
-applicability of drinking water standards for toxic substances, the Proposition 65
waste discharge prohibition, and the region-wide prohibition against industrial
waste discharges. Municipal and industrial waste discharges to these waters
would still be required to comply with region-wide effluent limitations contained
within the Basin Plan. These limitations require that discharges contain
“essentially none” of a variety of toxic and deleterious substances. The region-
wide water quality objectives for toxics and pesticides, and the portion of the
radioactivity objective that does not reference drinking water standards, would
remain in effect.
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The categorically designated Commercial and Sportfishing (COMM) beneficial
use is proposed to be removed from lower Amargosa Creek, the Piute Ponds,
and Rosamond Dry Lake. Support of this use is evaluated in terms of fishing by .
humans, for either sport fish or commercial fish, and human fish consumption
criteria for various {oxic substances. The technical staff report provides evidence
that COMM is not an existing use of the affected waters, and that human
consumption of the fish in Piute Ponds is not likely to occur in the future.
Therefore, the risk of increased concentrations of toxic substances as a result of
removai of the MUN use will not affect any COMM uses of these waters.

Hunting of waterfowl occurs at the Piute Ponds and wetlands, and is considered
part of the Non-contact Water Recreation beneficial use. The extent to which
human consumption of waterfowl occurs is unknown. Game waterfowl using the
Piute Ponds and wetlands are primarily migratory, and any bioaccumulation of
toxic substances would be less than for resident populations. It would be
speculative to evaluate the extent of human exposure to toxic substances
bioaccumulated in eaten waterfowi tissue. CEQA does not require analysis of
speculative impacts.

Changes in the applicability of water quality objectives and the Proposition 65
waste discharge prohibition as a resuit of removal of the MUN use could create a
risk that hazardous materials might be disposed to lower Amargosa Creek, the
Piute Ponds and wetlands, and Rosamond Dry Lake (Checklist Question Viia).
However, the Lahontan Water Board can use the remaining water quality
objectives and waste discharge prohibitions as conditions in waste discharge
permits and enforcement orders to ensure that hazardous materials are not
disposed to these surface waters. The MUN use and the associated water quality
objectives and waste discharge prohibition language will continue to apply
upstream of LACSD No. 14’s discharge point. \

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant [Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
i Incorporated .

Vill. HYDROLOGY AND WATER

QUALITY —Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste . D 4

discharge requirements?

h) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or : X

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
uch that there would be a net deficit in aguifer
olume or a lowering of the local groundwater
ble level {e.g., the production rate of pre-
xisting nearby wells would drop to a level which| .
ould not support existing tand uses or planned
ses for which permits have been granted)?

23

17-0047



c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
panner which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site? -
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Potentially Less than Less Than No
.| Significant Significant with| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
) Substantially alter the existing drainage X
paitern of the site or area, including through the |
Iteration of the course of a stream or river, or
ubstantially increase the rate or amount of
urface runoff in a manner which would result in
ooding on- or off-site? :
} Create or contribute runoff water which would ' X
xceed the capacity of existing or planned
tormwater drainage systems or provide
ubstantial additional sources of polluted runoff?| . :
F) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard ' ooX
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard |
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area ‘ X
tructures which would impede or redirect flood
lows?

F} Expose people or structures to a significant X

isk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a resutt of the failure of a
levee or dam? .

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

The Basin Plan amendments will not indirectly result in any water diversions or
construction activities that would affect surface or ground water quantity,
drainage pattemns or flood flows. Lower.Amargosa Creek, the Piute Ponds and
wetlands, and Rosamond Dry Lake are located within a flood plain, and a dike
separates the ponds and wetlands from Rosamond Dry Lake. Stormwater
ponding occurs on Rosamond Dry Lake during wet years, and waves on the iake
could be caused by earthquakes, creating tsunamis or seiches, or by wind,
creating seiches. Changes in water quality as a resuit of the Basin Plan
amendments will not change the current extent of risks associated with flood
hazards, dike failure, tsunamis, or seiches.

The proposed amendments would increase the allowable ambient concentration:
of ammeonia in the affected waters (see Table 1) and change the applicability of
some existing water quality objectives by removing the designated MUN and
COLD beneficial uses. (See the introduction to the Environmental Impacts
Section and the discussion of impacts on Biclogical Resources for more detailed
information.) Because of the expected improvement in ambient water quality
over historic and existing conditions, the risk of water quality degradation as an
indirect impact of the amendments (Checklist Question VIIIf) is considered less
than significant. Future ambient water quality will depend on the quality of
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teriiary effluent and on complex biochemical processes that affect the cycling of
wastewater constituents in the receiving waters.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING -

Would the project: .

a) Physically divide an established ' X

community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use X

fan, policy, or regulation of an agency with

urisdiction over the project (including, but
ot limited to the general ptan, specific plan,
ocal coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
dopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat _ X
nservation plan’ or natural community
conservation plan?

The potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised
standards will not have any significant adverse indirect impacts on land use. The
formal designation of the existing RARE and BIOL beneficial uses for the Piute
Ponds and wetlands will complement appllcable habitat conservatlon plans

ignificant ignificant with ignificant mpact
mpact Mitigation mpact

Fotentlally tess than ess Than |No
Incorporated

X. MINERAL RESOURCES --
Would the project: .
) Result in the loss of availability of a X
nown_mineral resource that would be of
alue to the region and the residents of
e state?
) Result in the loss of availability of a D
ocally-important mineral resource o~
covery site delineated on a local
eneral ptan, specf c plan or other land
se plan? - |

The potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised

standards will not have any significant adverse indirect impacts on mineral
resources. There are no known commercial mineral resources or resource. -7
recovery sites on Rosamond Dry Lake or near Lower Amargosa Creek or the

Piute Ponds and wetlands. Since these waters are located entirely within EAFB,
commercial extraction of mineral resources is unlikely to be proposed or

permitted in the future.
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Potentially
Significant
Jmpact

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incotporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

No

Xl. NOISE -- Would the project result in:

&) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or -
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
roundborne noise levels?

) A substantial permanent increase in
mbient noise levels in the project vicinity
bove levels existing without the project?

} A substantial temporary or periodic

ncrease in ambient noise levels in the
rojact vicinity above levels existing without
e project?

e) For a project lacated within an alrport
and use plan or, where such a plan has not
en adopted, within two miles of a public

irport or public use airpart, would the

roject expose people residing or working
n the project area to excessive noise .
levels?

f) For a proiect within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

The potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised
standards will not have any significant adverse indirect impacts on current noise

levels or the extent to which Edwards Air Force Base and LACSD No. 14 staff,

and visitors to the Piute Ponds and wetlands are exposed to noise.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Loss than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Laess Than
Significant
Impact

No
impact

Xii. POPULATION AND HOUS]NG
-- Would the project:

) Induce substantial population growth in

n area, either directly (for example, by

roposing new homes and businesses) or
[ndirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Dispiace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the const ruction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

c} Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere?
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There will be no new construction or population growth as an indirect result of the
Basin Plan amendments. The potential changes in ambient water quality as a

result of the revised standards will not have any significant adverse indirect
impacts on population and housing.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Loss than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Xlil. PUBLIC SERVICES

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

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

B4 Pl bd

As noted in the introduction to the Environmental Impacts section, the impacts of
facilities construction under LACSD No. 14’s 2004 facilities plan are not

considered indirect impacts of the proposed Basin Plan amendments. The

potential changes in water quality as a result of the revised standards will not

have any indirect impacts associated with the construction or physical alteration

of government facilities.

Potantially-
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XIV. RECREATION

2) Would the project increase the use of

isting neighborhood and regional parks or

ther recreational facilities such that
ubstantial physical deterioration of the
acility would accur or be accelerated?

} Does the project include recreational

cilities or require the construction or
xpansion of recreational facilities which

ight have an adverse physical effect on
he environment?

28

17-0052



Recreational use of the Piute Ponds and wetlands is not expected fo increase as

a result of the water quality changes that could result indirectly from the revised

standards. There will be no new recreational facilities or associated construction
- activities as an indirect result of the Basin Plan amendments.

The proposed amendments include removal of the water contact recreation
(REC-1) beneficial use designation based on the Water Board staff report's
conclusion that REC-1 is not an existing use and cannot reasonably be attained.
As noted above, tertiary effluent disposed to LACSD No. 14’s surface receiving
waters will continue 1o be disinfected to meet California Department of Health
Services recycled water requirements for restricted recreational impoundments.
Removal of the REC-1 use will not adversely affect existing and future Non-

" contact Water Recreatiop {REC-2) beneficial uses of the affected waters, such as
hunting, birdwatching, and visits by school groups. ,

Potentially [ Less than Less Than No

Significant | Significant with | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation impact )

' Incorporated

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
- Would the project: _
) Cause an increase in traffic which is X
ubstantial in relation ta the existing traffic
oad and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
esull in a subslantial increase in either the

umber of vehicle trips, the volume to
pacity ralio on roads, or congestton at
intersections)? :
b} Exceed, either individually or ' X
cumuiatively, a level of service standard :
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads

or highways? .
F) Resultin a change in air traffic, patierns, X

ncluding either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks? :
«f) Substantially increase hazards dueto a . X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or - :

dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

) Result in inadequate emergency ' ) X
ACCess?

.} Result in inadequate parking capacity? _ . X

0) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or X

programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
acks)?

There will be no construction or changes in traffic patterns, traffic hazards or level
of service as an indirect result of the Basin Plan amendments. The potential
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changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised standards will not
have any significant adverse indirect impacts on transportation and traffic.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

V1. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS -~ Would the project
@) Exceed wastewater treatment X
c\a’quiremenls of the applicable Regional
ater Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of . X
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause
ignificant environmental effects?

} Require or result in the construction of X
ew storm walter drainage facilities or
xpansion of existing facilities, the
onstruction of which could cause
ignificant environmental effects?

) Have sufficient water supplies available | X
o serve the project from existing
ntitlernents and resources, or are new or .
expanded entittements needed? I
} Resuit in a determination by the X
Eastewater treatment provider which ‘
erves or may serve-the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
rovider's existing commitmenis?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient X
permitted capacity to accommodate the
roject’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local _ X
tatutes and regulations related to solid g
ﬁ;aste?

The impacts of facilities construction under LACSD No. 14’s 2004 facilities plan
are pot considered indirect impacts of the proposed Basin Plan amendments.
Following final approval of the amendments, the Lahontan Water Board will
update LACSD No. 14's waste discharge requirements to be compatible with the
revised standards (Question XVla). ‘

The potential changes in ambient water quality as a result of the revised :
standards will not have any indirect impacts associated with the construction of
or service capacity of public utilities, stormwater facilities or landfills.
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17 [ Potentiaily Less than Less Than No
Significant |Significantwith| Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
| Incorporated
VHl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

_ia) Does the project have the potential to ) , X
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife |
nopulation to drop below self-sustaining
Jevels, threaten lo eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or
resirict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?.

b) Does the project have impacts that are X
ndividually lirmnited, but cumulatively
nsiderable? ("Cumulatively considerable”
eans that the incremental effects of a.
roject are considerable when viewed in
nnection with the effects of past projects,
he effects of other current projects, and the
ffects of probable fulure projects)?
) Does the project have environmental X
ffects which will cause substantial adverse
ffects on human beings, either directly or
ndirectly?

Mandatory Findings of Significance.

a) Potential for Degradation. The Environmental Checklist identifies the
potential for degradation of water quality due to the adoption of less stringent
water-quality objectives for ammonia toxicity and changes in beneficial use
designations that change the applicability of certain water quality objectives and
waste discharge prohibitions. - Degradation of water quality could indirectly affect
the beneficial uses of water associated with aquatic life habitat, wildlife habitat,
and recreation. The risk of degradation as an indirect impact of the Basin Plan
amendments is concluded to be less than significant because of the overall

improvement over existing environmental conditions expected from the use of
.tertiary effluent.

b} Cumulative Impacts. The risk of water quality degradation as an indirect
impact of the proposed Basin Plan amendments will occur cumulatively over time
concurrent with the impacts of past and future wastewater and stormwater
discharges to the affected waters. Water Board staff are not aware of any
reasonable foreseeable projects by EAFB that could have cumulative impacts
with the Basin Plan amendments. The cumulative impacts of the proposed
amendments are judged to be less than significant because of the overall
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impravement over existing environmental conditions expected from the use of
tertiary effluent.

c) Substantial adverse impacts on human beings. The adoption and
implementation of the proposed amendments will enhance existing aquatic life,
wildlife, and recreational beneficial uses by decreasing ammonia toxicity
compared to historic and existing levels, and will not have substantial adverse
effects on human beings. = :

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this evaluation and staff report for the Basin Plan amendments
which collectively provide the requnred 1nfon'natton

1 find the proposed Basin F’Ian amendments could not have a significant or
X potentially significant effect on the environment.

| find that the proposed Basin Plan amendments could have a significant or
potentially significant adverse effect on the environment. However, there
are feasible alternatives and/or feasible mitigation measures that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact. These alternatives are
discussed below.

| find the proposed Basin Plan amendment may have a significant effect on
the environment. There are no feasible alternatives and/or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen some
significant adverse impacts. See the attached written report for a
discussion of this determination.

Y 77 §/r7-

‘CHUCK CURTIS, Date
Supervising Water Resource Control Engmeer

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Environmental Impact Reports and the Water Board s substitute environmental
documents must discuss a range of alternatives that would mitigate the
significant environmental impacts of the proposed action. The adoption of the
proposed Basin Plan amendments will not have direct significant adverse
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environmental impacts, and the indirect impacts of changes in water quality
standards are expected to be less than significant. The action alternatives below
would reduce the degree of risk associated with the indirect impacts of the
proposed action.

Alternative 1. No Action (No Basin Plan Amendments)

Under this altemnative, Basin Plan amendments would not be adopted, and the
current categorical beneficial use designations would continue to apply to all
surface waters of the Lancaster Hydrologic Area. EXisting uses of specific water
bodies that are not formally designated, such as the Rare, Threatened and
Endangered Species (RARE) use of the Piute Ponds and wetlands, would still
require protection.

The existing water quality objectives include more stringent ammonia toxicity
limits for waters designated for the Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD) use than for
the Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) use under some temperature and pH
conditions. Both use designations would continue to apply to LACSD No 14’s
receiving waters, and the District would be required to meet the most stringent
applicable limits for ammonia. Retention of all of the currently designated
beneficial uses (including MUN, and COLD) would also keep other more
stringent water quality objectives in effect. The Proposition 65 waste discharge
prohibition would continue to apply to waters designated for the MUN use. This
alternative would not have any indirect adverse impacts on the environment.

The estimated concentration of total ammonia in the tertiary effluent to be
discharged fo lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds and wetlands in the
future is 1 mg/L, expressed “as nitrogen.” Based on this estimate, LACSD No.
14 might be able to meet the chronic toxicity limit in the existing water quality *
objective if the “No Project” alternative were selected. (See Table 1.) There is
insufficient information available at this time on the range of variation of total
ammeonia concentrations in the effluent to allow conclusions on whether the
existing acute toxicity limit for ammonia can be met.

As noted above, limited historic monitoring data show violations of some drinking
water standards in Piute Ponds. Compliance with all drinking water standards
might not be feasible in the future, even with tertiary effluent, due to naturat
sources and legacy pollutants from the disposal of secondary effluent.

Alternative 2. Amend Beneficial Uses Without Adopting SSOs for Ammonia

Under this altemative, the existing acute and chronic toxicity limits for ammonia
that are associated with the WARM but not the COLD beneficial use would apply
to lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds and wetlands. As noted for
Alternative 1, it may be feasible for LACSD to meet at ieast the existing acute
limits using tertiary effluent. Indirect impacts associated with changes in
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beneficial uses would be the same as those of the proposed action. For a
discussion of changes in the applicability of water quality objectives as a result of
changes in beneficial uses, see the introduction to the Environmental Impacts
section, above.

Alternative 3. Adopt $S0Os for Ammonia Without Amending Beneficial Uses

Under this alternative, ammonia toxicity limits less stringent than those in the
existing water quality objectives, but lower than historic ambient concentrations,

- would apply to lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds and wetlands. The
water quality objectives associated with the current categorically designated
beneficial uses, and the Proposition 65 waste discharge prohibition, would .
continue to apply. Because the ammonia SSOs are protective of the warm water
fish species found in Piute Ponds, this alternative would not have significant
adverse indirect impacts.

Alternative Considered but Rejected

In 2003, LACSD No. 14 proposed SSOs for ammonia toxicity based on a
consultant’s toxicology tests on an invertebrate species resident in Piute Ponds
(Larry Walker Associates, 2003). At the time, LACSD was planning to expand its
facilities using secondary treatment, and its proposed SSOs were significantly
less stringent than both the existing objectives and the 1999 USEPA criteria. In
2004, Water Board staff prepared preliminary draft Basin Plan amendments and
a technical staff report using the District's proposed SSOs. These documents
were reviewed by two external scientific peer reviewers pursuant to Health and
Safety Code section 57004. Both reviewers were critical of the toxicology studies
used to develop the SSOs. Because of this criticism, and because LACSD No.
14 subsequently adopted a facilities plan involving tertiary treatment of the '
effluent to be discharged to lower Amargosa Creek and the Piute Ponds and
wetlands, Water Board staff are not recommending consideration of the SSOs
proposed in the peer review draft as a CEQA alternative.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Under CEQA, lead agencies must identify the environmentally superior
altemative. “No project” is the environmentally superior alternative. This
alternative retains the existing more stringent water quality objectives for
ammonia and other parameters associated with the MUN and COLD beneficial
uses that would be removed under the proposed Basin Plan amendments.

MITIGATION AND MITIGATION MONITORING

This substitute environmental document concludes that the proposed Basin Plan
amendments will not have significant direct or indirect impacts on the
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environment. Therefore, discussion of mitigation measures and mitigation
monitoring is not necessary. The revised water quality standards wili be
implemented through changes in LACSD No. 14's waste discharge requirements
and discharger self monitoring program. The “Conclusion and
Recommendations” section below includes suggestions for additional monitoring
and special studies to supplement the limited available information and data used
as the basis for the proposed amendments.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Public Resources Code Section 21159

The California Water Code {Section 13360) prohibits Water Boards from
specifying the means of compliance with their orders. However, the California
Environmental Quality Act (Sections 21159 and 21159.4) requires Water Boards,
1o analyze reasonable means of compliance with the new regulations whenever
adopting requirements for the installation of new pollution control equipment or
new performance standards for pollution control. The analyses must include
general consideration of environmental impacts, altematives, and mitigation
.measures. The following is a summary of potential means of compliance with the
performance standards that would be established by the proposed Basin Plan
amendments. Environmental impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures are
addressed elsewhere in this substitute environmental document.

LACSD No. 14 is expected to be the primary party needing to comply with the
revised standards. The proposed site-specific beneficial uses for Amargosa
Creek upstream of the wastewater discharge are the same as the categorically
designated uses currently applicable to the creek. The addition of these uses to
Basin Plan Table 2-1 will make no difference in Water Board pemitting and
enforcement activities for discharges affecting this segment of Amargosa Creek
or its tributaries. Water Board staff are not aware of any current or proposed
activities by EAFB that could be affected by the proposed changes in standards
“for waters within EAFB boundaries, including Rosamond Dry Lake.

If the proposed Basin Plan amendments are approved, revisions to LACSD No.
14’s waste discharge requirements (WDRs) will reflect the SSOs for ammonia
toxicity, the new site-specific beneficial uses and the consequent changes in
applicable water quality objectives and waste discharge prohibitions . This could
result in deletion or relaxation of some current effluent limitations. No changes in
LACSD No. 14’s treatment and disposal practices as outlined in the 2004
facilities plan are expected to be necessary for compliance with revised effluent
limitations related to the proposed Basin Plan amendments.

The economic impacts of LACSD'’s adopted facilities plan have already been
disclosed. No changes in the conceptually approved facilities, and no additional
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costs, should be necessary to ensure attainment of the new ammonia toxicity
SS0s. When adopting its 2004 facilities plan, LACSD No. 14 committed to
maintain the Piute Ponds and wetlands with tertiary effluent, and this
commitment will be carried out whether or not the SSOs are approved.

Water Code Section 13241

Section 13241 of the California Water Code lists factors that must be considered
by Water Boards when adopting water quality objectives. As interpreted by the
State Board’s Office of the Chief Counsel, this section does not apply to Basin
Plan amendments conceming new or revised beneficial uses or to any other
kinds of plan amendments that do not include adoption of Water Quality
objectives. The following discussion summarizes information applicable to each
of the subsections of Section 13241 in connection with the proposed site-specific
water quality objectives for ammonia toxicity, and the changes in applicable
water quality objectives due to the proposed revisions to beneficial uses.

Past, present and probable future beneficial uses. See the discussions of .
specific beneficial uses in the technical staff report.

Environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit under :
consideration, including the quality of water avaifable thereto. information is
provided in this-substitute environmental document and the technical staff report

on the environmental setting of the affected waters and on surface water quality

in relation to specific beneficial uses.

Water quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through the
coordinated control of all factors that affect water quality in the area. The
Water Board will regulate discharges by LACSD No. 14 to the surface waters
affected by the Basin Plan amendments in coordination with control of other point
and nonpoint sources in the Lancaster Hydrologic Area. Although monitoring
data for other sources such as stormwater are limited, the LACSD No. 14
discharge is probably the most significant source of ammonia and other
constituents entering lower Amargesa Creek and the Piute Ponds and wetiands.
The Water Board is part of a stakeholder group that is developing an Integrated
Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) for the Antelope Valley Region (Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2007). This plan will provide for

greater coordination of local and imported water supphes and increased use of
recycled water.

Economic considerations. LACSD No. 14 will implement its facilities plan,
including construction of a new tertiary treatment plant and maintenance of

Paiute Ponds with tertiary effluent, whether or not the proposed Basin Plan
amendments are adopted. With tertiary effluent, LACSD should be able to

comply with the proposed ammonia SSOs without additional costs beyond those
in the facilities plan. There may be changes in the costs of atmbient water quality
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monitoring and laboratory analyses associated wath revisions to LACSD No. 14's
self monitoring program.

Need for developing housing within the region. The proposed Basin Pian
amendments are not expected to affect the development of housing in the
Lancaster HA. LACSD No 14’s 2020 Facilities Plan provides for the expansion of
wastewater treatment and disposal facilities to accommedate flows from new and
existing development in the District's service area through 2020, based on
projections by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).

ESA (2004) reported a 102 percent increase in housing stock in the area
between 1980 and 1990, and a 14 percent increase between 1990 and 2000.
SCAG forecasts the total number of households in the City of Lancaster to
increase from 41,449 in 2000 o 81,345 in 2020. Prices for both old and new
homes in Antelope Valley are lower than in the Santa Clarita and. San Fernando
Valleys, and a substantial number of Antelope Valley residents are commuters.

_ Need to develop and use recycled water. Lower Amargosa Creek and the
Piute Ponds and wetlands are currently maintained as surface water bodies
primarily through the use of recycled water. These uses are expected to
continue. LACSD No. 14’s facilities plan calls for increased recycled water use
for agriculture and municipal landscaping projects. The ecological and .
recreational importance of the ponds and wetlands has been widely recognized,
and LACSD is committed to maintaining them through a 1981 Memorandum of
Agreement with EAFB and the California Department of Fish and Game. The
draft IRWMP recognizes the importance of recycled water as patt of an
integrated effort to increase and conserve water supplies in the region. It includes
the goal of maximizing the beneficial reuse of wastewater, by increasing :
infrastructure, and projects the use 33% of recycled water in the region by 2015
66% by 2025 and 100% by 2035.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the information and data in the record, this substitute environmental
document concludes that the proposed Basin Plan amendments will not have
significant direct or indirect adverse environmental impacts. However, more data
on ambient water quality and ecological processes in the affected waters is
desirable. The Board could require collection of information and data through
revisions to LACSD No. 14’s discharger self monitoring program, or through its
authority under Water Code section 13267. Possibie components of an
expanded program of monitoring and/or special studies include:

+ More frequent and focused sampling to document ambient environmental
conditions in Piute Ponds (e.g., diumal, seasonal, and/or annual variation
in constltuents such as water temperature, total ammonia, total nitrogen,
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total phosphorus, and dissolved oxygen, and cycling of nutrients and toxic
constituents between sediment and the wateér column).

* Analysis of “emerging” pollutants such as pharmaceuticals, personal care
products, and endocrine disruptors in effluent and ambient waters.

» Studies of existing and potential wetland functions and processes in the
- Piute Ponds wetlands complex and the feasibility of enhancing these
functions (e.g., increasing uptake of nutrients by wetland vegetation,
harvesting of vegetation to remove toxic constituents, reconfiguring
wetland hydrology to maximize water quality enhancement functions, etc.) .

+ Studies to evaluate nltrate toxicity to amphibians at levels lukely to be
present in Paiute Ponds.

» Tissue monitoring for chemicals of greatest potential concern for wildlife
and human health (because of human consumption of waterfowl).

Better information and data would enable Board staff to evaluate compliance with
current and revised water quality standards, support of aquatic life and wildlife
beneficial uses, and the possible need for development of addmonal SS80s to
protect these uses.

PREPARERS

This draft substitute environmental document was prepared by Judith Unsicker, a
Staff Environmental Scientist at the Water Board's South Lake Tahoe office,
under the direction of Chuck Curtis, Manager, Planning and Toxics Division.
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APPENDIX |

Definitions of Beneficial Uses'

AGR Agricultural Supply. Beneficial uses of waters used for farming,
horticulture, or ranching, including but not limited to irrigation, stock
watering, and support of vegetation for range grazing :

BIOL ' Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance. Beneficial
uses of waters that support designated uses or habitats, such as
established refuges, parks, sanctuaries, ecological reserves, and Areas of
‘Special Biological Significance (ASBS), where the preservation and
enhancement of natural resources requires special protection.

COLD ~ |Cold Freshwater Habitat. Beneficial uses of waters that support cold
water ecosystems including, but riot limited to preservation and
enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, and wildlife, including
jnvertebrates.

COMM Commercial and Sporifishing. Beneficial Uses of waters used for-
commercial or recreational collection of fish and other organisms including,
but not limited to, uses involving organisms intended for human
consumption. ‘

FLD Flood Peak Attenuation/Flood Water Storage. Beneficial Uses of
riparian wetiands in flood plain areas and other wetlands that receive
natural surface drainage and bufier its passage to receiving waters.

FRSH Freshwater Replenishment. Beneficial Uses of waters used for natural or
Jartificial maintenance of surface water quantity or quality (e.g., salinity).

GWR Ground Water Recharge. Beneficial uses of waters-used for natural or
artificial recharge of ground water for purposes of future extraction,
maintenance of water quality, or halting of saltwater intrusion into
freshwater aquifers.

MUN unicipal and Domestic Supply. Beneficial uses of waters used for
mmunity, military or individual water supply systems including, but not
limited to, drinking water supply.

RARE Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species. Beneficial uses of waters’
that support habitat necessary for the survival and successful maintenance
of plant or animal species established under state and/or federal law as
rare, threatened or endangered.

1 Definitions are from Chapter 2 of the Lahontan Basin Plan.
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REC-1 Water Contact Recreation. Beneficial uses of waters used for-

' recreational activities involving body contact with water where ingestion of
water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to,
awimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, white

ater activities, fishing, and use of natural hot springs.

REC-2 Non-contact Water Recreation. Beneficial uses of water used for
recreational activities involving proximity to water, but not normally
involving body contact with water where ingestion of water is reasonably
ossible. These uses include, but are not limited to: picknicking,
unbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and marine
ife study, hunting, sightseeing, and aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction
with the above activities.

SAL Inland Saline Water Habitat. Beneficial uses of waters that support
inland saline water ecosystems, including but not limited to, preservation

nd enhancement of aquatic saline habitats, vegetation, fish and wildlife,
including invertebrates.

WARM Warfn Freshwater Habitat. Beneficial Uses of waters that support warm
water ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation of aquatic
habitats, vegetation, fish and wildlife, including invertebrates.

LD ildlife Habitat. Beneficial uses of waters that support wildlife habitats
. including, but not limited to, the preservation and enhancement of
vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as waterfowl,

WQE ~ Water Quality Enhancement. Beneficial uses of waters that support
naturat enhancement or improvement of water quality in or downstream of
a water body including, but not limited to, erosion control, filiration and
urification of naturally occurring water pollutants, streambank

tabilization, maintenance of channel integrity, and siltation control.
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APPENDIX Il

“Cortese List” Sites in the Antelope HU

County/City ~ [Number of Sites in Eumber of LUST Sites uumber of Sites with [Total Cortese List
Envirostor n GeoTracker ater Beard Cleanup [SHes
Database atabase Orders
Kern County
dwards (and EAFB} |1 1 3 5
ojave i) : 14 ) 22
Rosamond 11 3 14
Los Angeles County
Llano 1 1
Lancaster 22 78 2 . 2
Palmdale 1 54 i 2 7
Pearblossom 1 1
OTAL 4 150 182

"The Envirostor database inciudes the Pacific Pipeline project, following a rallread right-of-way in both Los Angeles and Kem Counties.
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Appendix i

Sensitive Species of the Antelope HU. Source: Califoria Department of Fish and Game

Califomnia Natural Diversity Database Quick Viewer, hitp:/fimaps.dfg.ca.

goviviewers/cnddb guickviewer/

\Common Name cientific Name Federal Status |giate Status!
Mammals
Mohave ground squirrel Spermophilus mohavensis Threatened
Nelson's antelope squimrel Ammospermophilus nelsoni [Threatened
[Tehachapi pocket mouse Perognathus alticola inexpectatus SC
Southern grasshopper mouse  |Onychomys torridus ramona C
Pallid San Diego pocket mouse |Chaeotodipus fallax pallidus SC

outh coast marsh vole Microtus californicus stephensi C
Pale big-eared bat . Corynorhinus townsendii C

allescens

Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus SC
American Badger Taxidea taxus 5C
Spotted bat \Fuderma maculatum 5C
Hoary bat L asiurus cinereus SC
Townsend’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii sC
Western mastiff bat Eumops perolis califomicus SC
Birds '
Le Conte’s thrasher Toxostoma lecontel SC
Crissal thrasher Toxostoma crissale SC

ountain piover Charadrius montanus ISC

estern snowy plover Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus [Threatened SC
California condor Gymnogyps californianus Endangered  |[Endangered
Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus SC
Meilin [Falco columbarius SC -

ricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor SC
Cooper’'s hawk Accipiter cooperi C
‘Short-eared owl Asio flammeus SC
Long-eared owi Asio otus SC
Burrowing owl Athene ciinicularia SC
Swainson’ s hawk Buteo swainsoni [Threatened
Ferruginous hawk- 'Buteo regalis SC
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos c
Gray vireo Vireo vicineor C
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus Cc
California horned lark . Eremophila alpestis actia SC
White-faced ibis Plegadis chihi SC
Reptiles
Desert tortoise Gopherus agassizii Threatened  [Threatened
Southwestern pond turtle ctinemys marmorata pallida ) ISC
Coast (San Diego} horned iPhrynosoma coronatum C
lizard (blainvillej)
Coast (California) homned lizard \Phrynesema coronatum (frontale) ISC
Silvery legless lizard Anniella pulchra puichra C
Chuckwalla Sauromalus ater ONE
[Two-striped garter snake Thamnophis hammondii SC
Amphibians ) :
Tehachapi slender salamander [Batrachoséps stebbinsi Threatened
Yeillow-blotched salamander  [Ensatina eschschoitzii croceator SC
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Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status [giate Status
California red-legged frog Rana aurora draytonii Threatened SC .
Mountain yellow-legged frog  |Rana muscosa Endangered  SC
Arroyo toad Bufo californicus Endangered  [SC
Coast Range newt Taricha torosa torosa SC
Plants .
Slender silver-maoss nomobryum julaceum ICNPS 2.2
Spjut’s bristle-moss Orthotrichium spjutii ICNPS 1B.3
Scalloped moonwart Botrychium crenulatum - ICNP§ 2.2
Mingan moonwort Botrychium minganense CNPS 2.2
%ghish needle onion Allium shevockii CNPS 1B.3
[San Gabriel Manzanita Arclostaphylos gabrielensis CNPS 1B.2
Kusche'’s sandwort iArenaria macradenia var. kuschei CNPS 1B.1
7San Antonic milk-vetch \Astragalus lentiginosus var. CNPS 1B.3
ntonius
Big Bear Valley woollypod Astragalus leucolobus CNPS 1B.2
Lancaster milk-vetch Astragalus preussii var. faxiflorus CNPS 1B.1
IStender mariposa lily Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis CNPS 1B.2
Alkali mariposa lily Calochortus striatus CNPS 1B.2
Palmer’s mariposa lily Calochortus paimer var. palmeri CNPS 1B.2
Plummer’s mariposa lily Calochortus plummerae CNPS 1B.2
Booth's evening primrose Camissonia boothii ssp. boothi CNPS 2.3
Fox sedge Carex vulpinoidea CNPS 2.2
Mi. Gleason Indian paintbrush [Castilleja gleasonii Rare,CNPS 1B.2)
an Fernando Valley Chorizanthe parryi var. andidate Endangered,
ineflower fernandina CNPS 2.2
White-bracted spineflower Chorizanthe xanti var. leucotheca NPS 1B.2
Kern Canyon clarkia Clarkia xantiana ssp. parviflora CNPS 1B.2
Peirson’s spring beauty Claylonia lanceolata var.peirsoniif| CNPS 1B.1
Clokey's cryptantha Cryptantha clokeyi CNPS 1B.1
.\ Desert cymopteris Cymopteris deserticola ICNPS 1B.2
Red rock tarplant Deinandra arida CNPS 1B.2
" Mojave tarplant einandra mohavensis Endangered,
CNPS 1B.3
ecurved larkspur Delphinium recurvatum CNPS 1B.2
outhern alpine buckwheat Eriogonum kennedyi var. CNPS 1B.3
- : alpigenum '
Kem buckwheat Eriogonum kennedyi var. pinicola CNPS 1B.1
tohnston’s buckwheat [Eriogonum microthecum var. CNPS 1B.3
johnstonii ,
arsiow wooly sunflower Eriophyllum mohavense NPS 1B.2
Round-leaved filaree Erodium macrophyllum NPS 18.1
Red Rock poppy [Eschscholzia minutiflora ssp. CNPS 1B.2
twisselimannii
Hot springs fimbristylis Fimbristylis thermalis CNPS 2.2
Mexican flannelbush Fremontodendron mexicanum  Endangered  [Rare, CNPS
: 1B.1.
Striped adobe-lily Fritillaria striata CNPS 1B.A1
Delicate bluecup Githopsis tenella CNPS 1B.2
Los Angeles sunflower Helianthus nuitalli sssp. parishii CNPS 1A
Coulter’s goldficlds ! asthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri 1CNPS 1B.1
Pale-vellow layia ayia heterotricha CNPS 18.1
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réommon Name

SC = Species of Special Concern

CNPS 1A= Plants presumed extinct in California.

cientific Name ederal Status |giate Status?!
Comanche Point layia L ayia leucopappa ICNPS 1B.1
Lemon lily Lilium parryi CNPS 1B.2
an Gabriel linanthus Linanthus concinnus ICNPS 1B.2
agebrush loeflingia I oeflingia squarrosa var. CNPS 2.2
artemisiarum
Peirson’s lupine upinus peirsonii CNPS 1B.3
Davidson’s bush mallow Malacothamnus davidsonii ICNPS 1B.2
reamy blazing star IMentzelia tridentata ICNPS 18.3
Calico monkeyflower imulus pictus NPS 1B.2
lax-like monardelia Monardella linoides ssp. oblonga NPS 1B.3
Baja navarretia INavarrelia peninsularis NPS 1B.2
hort-joint beavertail Opuntia basilaris var. NPS 1B.2
brachycilada
ooly mountain-parsley |Oreonana vestita ICNPS 1B3
Rock Creek broomrape Orobanche valida ssp. valida ICNPS 1B.2-
(Chariotte 's phacelia Phacelia nashiana CNPS 1B.2 -
Parish’s popcorn flower Jagiobothrys parishil CNPS 1B.1 -
Ewan’s cinquefoil otentilla glandulosa ssp. ewanii CNPS 1B.3.
Parish’s alkali grass Puccinellia parishii ICNPS 1B.1
Black sedge . [Schoenus nigricans CNPS 2.2
Piute Mountains jewel-flower -[Streptanthus cordatus var. CNPS 1B.2
iutensis
San Bernardino aster - [Symphyotrichum defoliatum CNPS 1B.2
Greata’s asier Symphorotrichum greatae NPS 1B.3
Golden violet . |Viola aurea ICNPS 2.2
! Status Codes

CNPS 1B = Species |dentified by California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as rare, threatened or
endangered in California and elsewhere

CNPS 2 = Species identified by CNPS as rare, threatened or endangered in California but more

common etsewhere.

The numbers after decimals in the CNPS ratings reflect degrees of threat, based on the

percentage of occurrences threatened, with .1 the highest degree of threat. (See:

httn:/ chps/irareplantsiranking.php })
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