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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1. Project Title: Water Supply Improvement Project 
 
2. Lead Agency Name: Lamont Public Utilities District 
 Address: 8624 Segrue Road 
  Lamont, CA 92341 
 
3. Contact Person:  Scott Taylor, General Manager 
 Phone Number: (661) 845-1213 
 E-Mail Address: staylor@LPUD.org  
 
4. Project Location: The Lamont Public Utilities District (LPUD) is located in the 

southern San Joaquin Valley, about five miles southeast of down-
town Bakersfield.  Refer to Figure 1.  The proposed project consists 
of four replacement well locations and the inclusion of the El Adobe 
Property Owners Association (EAPOA) area within the Lamont 
PUD service area, including extension of a new water line to the 
EAPOA area. 

 
  Well Sites: Figure 2 shows the locations of the four well sites.  
 
  Well 13 Replacement Site:  An approximate 1.6-acre site located at 

the northwest corner of San Diego Street and Hall Road, APN 
186-080-05. 

 
  Well 11 Replacement Site:  An approximate 1.0-acre site located at 

the northeast corner of APN 187-030-04 also being the south side 
of DiGiorgio Road approximately a quarter-mile west of Weedpatch 
Highway.  The parcel is actually about 40-acres in size, but the land 
owner has agreed to sell the 1.0 acre well site parcel at the location 
shown on Figure 2. 

 
  Well 5 Replacement Site:  An approximate 0.27-acre site located at 

the southeast corner of Maxey Drive and Weedpatch Highway, APN 
188-290-32.  The small parcel is deemed adequate for a new well 
and potential treatment system because it is adjacent to the existing 
Well No. 5 site which can be used to support the new well facilities. 

 
  Well 12 Replacement Site:  An approximate 1.0-acre site located 

east of Habecker Road and north of the extension of Segrue Road, 
at the southeast corner of APN 188-250-30.  The parcel is actually 
about 7.1-acres in size, but the land owner has agreed to sell the 
1.0 acre well site parcel at the location shown in Figure 2. 

 
  A more detailed discussion of each site is provided in Appendix 1 

of this Initial Study. 
 
  In addition to the well replacement project, the LPUD is considering 

the consolidation of the El Adobe Property Owners Association 
(EAPOA) as part of the PUD for water potable service.  The EAPOA 

mailto:staylor@LPUD.org
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is a small community of approximately 250 residents located 
approximately two miles west of Lamont.  To serve this area a new 
10-inch water transmission line is proposed to be installed along Di 
Giorgio Road.  This proposed connection is shown in Figure 3.   

 
  At the intersection of Di Giorgio Road and Alderwood Street an 

8-inch diameter water distribution line will connect into the 10-inch 
transmission line and a new looped distribution line will be installed 
within the residential area.  The proposed EAPOA community water 
distribution line is shown on Figure 4.   

 
5. Project Sponsor’s Lamont Public Utilities District 
 Name and Address: 8624 Segrue Road 
  Lamont, CA 92341 
 
6. General Plan Designation:   Not Applicable 
 
7. Zoning Classification:   Not Applicable 
 
8. Project Description: 
 
Introduction 
 
The Lamont PUD discovered that several of its existing water production sources (groundwater 
wells) are pumping groundwater with concentrations of arsenic and 1, 2, 3 TCP that currently 
exceed Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for drinking water.  Two of these wells have had 
well head water treatment systems installed, but the LPUD is seeking to replace four of the 
contaminated wells (Wells 5, 11, 12, and 13).   The State Water Resource Control Board, Division 
of Drinking Water (DDW), has issued three compliance orders over the years and the LPUD 
retained Dee Jaspar & Associates, Consulting Civil Engineers, to evaluate alternative solutions.  
This resulted in a 2019 publication titled “Preliminary Engineering Report System Evaluation” 
(PER).  A copy of the PER is provided as Appendix 2.  After determining that intermediate strata 
in the underlying aquifer (between 480 feet and 720 feet in depth below ground surface) should 
yield water quality that is not or minimally contaminated, the PER recommended replacing 
Wells 5, 11, 12, and 13.  Further evaluation by Dee Jaspar & Associates has identified replace-
ment sites for each of the four wells.  These locations are shown on Figure 2.  During the investi-
gations, the LPUD agreed to consider assuming responsibility (consolidating the EAPOA service 
area into the Lamont PUD) for supplying potable water to approximately 81 EAPOA single family 
residences within the EAPOA boundary.  The PUD is seeking assistance from the State DDW to 
fund the implementation recommendations of the PER as summarized above. 
 
Project Description 
 
The project being considered at this time is the drilling, testing, and equipping of four new wells 
at the locations identified above, and the extension of a water line to the EAPOA and installation 
of a loop distribution system within the EAPOA property boundary as shown on Figure 3 and 4.  
The LPUD will drill the test wells using a casing hammer drilling method at two locations – Well 11 
and Well 12 replacement sites.  The test well will be drilled to an approximate depth of 900 feet 
with systematic tests to determine an actual production zone of groundwater without substantial 
contamination.  Assuming adequate water quality meeting drinking water standards, a production 
well will be constructed with continued water quality monitoring.  Once drilled, each well will be 
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equipped with vertical turbine pumps, motors, discharge piping, electrical and controls, and 
connections installed to the existing distribution system.  If needed, well head treatment may be 
added to one or more of the wells.   The LPUD will install a supervisory control and data acquisition 
(SCADA) system for remote monitoring and control of the District facilities.  Figure 5 shows a 
conceptual well site replacement layout 
 
To supply the EAPOA project area, a 10-inch diameter water transmission line will be installed 
within the existing disturbed road right-of-way of Di Giorogio Road.  This will encompass installing 
approximately 11,000 feet of pipeline in this alignment.  At the intersection of Di Giorgio Road and 
Alderwood Street an 8-inch diameter water distribution line will connect into the 10-inch 
transmission line and a new looped distribution line will be installed within the residential area.  
This new water line will be approximately 20,000 feet in length.  The proposed EAPOA community 
water distribution line is shown on Figure 4.  In conjunction with replacement of the existing 
EAPOA water system the following actions will be completed: properly abandon EAPOA Wells 1 
and 2; demolish the existing EAPOA 25,000- and 44,000-gallon water storage tanks (steel storage 
tanks); demolish and remove existing booster pump stations at Well 1 and 2; and install water 
meters at the existing 81 water connections. 
 
It is assumed there will be no increase in water demand within Lamont and the EAPOA project 
area.  The LPUD will have to pump more water (estimated to be 205 gallons per minute (gpm) 
during peak hour), but from an aquifer-wide standpoint this increase in water production will be 
offset by closure/abandonment of the two EAPOA wells currently used to supply the EAPOA 
residents with potable water.    
 
Construction Scenario 
 

All of the proposed work locations occur on relatively flat land, in most cases highly disturbed 
locations.  The well drilling equipment will be staged at each proposed well location.  Before well 
drilling commences, a well drilling permit will be obtained from the County of Kern.  It is anticipated 
that one test well will be drilled at a time.  Staging for each well will require two to three days.  It 
is assumed that a working crew of 2-4 persons will conduct well drilling at each well location.  Well 
drilling will commence and based on boring logs from other District wells, the test wells should be 
completed within 30 working days, including sampling the water from various depths.  Once the 
well drilling and testing is completed, a decision will be made by the LPUD to drill a production 
well or not.  A production well drilling rig will then be brought onto the property and a production 
well will be drilled.  This will require about 40 working days of continuous drilling to complete.  
Once a production well has been completed, the well will be equipped and the pipeline connecting 
to the LPUD water distribution system will be installed.  Any well head treatment units will be 
brought to the new production well site and installed at the well head.  Before initiating actual 
production, a drinking water permit amendment will be obtained from the State DDW to begin 
delivery of groundwater from the well to the LPUD’s potable water distribution system. 
 
Assuming the LPUD authorized consolidation of the EAPOA into its service area is approved, the 
pipelines will be installed.  This will include excavating pipeline trenches.  For a 10-inch line this 
entails a trench about 3 feet in width with depth ranging from 5 to 10 feet in depth depending on 
topography and overlying uses.  Assuming 200 feet of line installation per day for a single pipeline 
installation crew, the 11,000 feet of 10-inch pipeline installation will require about 55 working days.  
The 8-inch pipeline within the EAPOA community will be installed concurrently by a separate 
construction crew.  Dimensions of disturbance will be about the same as for the 10-inch pipeline, 
but the depth of the trench will range from 5 to 8 feet.  The pipeline crew will each require about 
six employees to complete about 200 feet of pipeline installation per day.  A total of 20,000 feet 
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of 8-inch pipeline will be installed and this will require an estimated 100 working days to complete 
installation. 
 
The two EAPOA water tanks will require about 10 working days to demolish.  The booster pumps 
will be removed over a period of a few days.  Installation of up to 81 new water meters will require 
about 10 to 15 days to accomplish.  
 
9. Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or partici-

pation agreement.) 
 
The amount of area to be disturbed by the whole project will be greater than one acre; therefore, 
the LPUD will be required to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) for a General Construction permit to 
comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements.  The 
NOI is filed with the State Water Resources Control Board and enforced by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be implemented 
in conjunction with construction activities.   
 
As noted above, the LPUD will be required to obtain permits from the following: 
 

a. Well Drilling Permit – County of Kern 
b. Well Destruction Permit – County of Kern 
c.    Drinking Water Permit Amendment - State Division of Drinking Water to connect the new, 

finished wells to the potable water distribution system.   
 
No other agency approvals are known at this time.  
 
10. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and cultural affiliated with the project 

area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, 
has consultation begun?  No consultation is required because no tribe has contacted the 
Lamont PUD to request consultation. 

 
 Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead 

agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and 
address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for 
delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section 
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the 
California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) 
contains provisions specific to confidentiality. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology / Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology & Water Quality  Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population / Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities / Service Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
 

• 
~ 

• 
• 
• 
~ 

~ 
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation, the following finding is made: 
 

 
 

 
The proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 

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

 
 

 
The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 
 

 
The proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has 
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 

 
Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) 
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 
 Tom Dodson & Associates     February 2022   
Prepared by       Date 
 
 
             
Lead Agency (signature)     Date 
 

           Scott Taylor March 22, 2022

• 

~ 

• 

• 

• 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 
screening analysis). 

 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-

site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well 
as operational impacts. 

 
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 

checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one 
or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is 
required. 

 
4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where 

the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant 
Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level 
(mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-
referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 

process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for 
the project.  

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to 
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used 

or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
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8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, 
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to 
a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 

 



Lamont Public Utilities District 
Water Supply Improvement Project  INITIAL STUDY 

 

 

 

TOM DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 9 

 
  

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
I.  AESTHETICS: Except as provided in Public 
Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
Ia. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project consists of installing four new wells, pipelines, 

manholes and water meters, and demolition and removal of two old steel water tanks located in the 
El Adobe Property Owners Association (EAPOA) neighborhood.  Short-term construction activities 
will result in limited above-ground construction activities, but neither these short-term nor long-term 
changes in the LPUD project area will adversely impact scenic vistas.  There are scenic vistas in the 
Lamont community to the northeast, east, southeast and south towards the southern Sierra Nevada 
Mountains, the Tehachapi Mountains and the San Emigdio Mountains.  All of the proposed facilities 
will be installed at ground level or worst case in one story structures that will become part of the 
already disturbed by foreground views of adjacent suburban/urban development in Lamont and the 
EAPOA neighborhood.  The fact that the new facilities are being installed are at ground level at worst-
case one-story structures means they cannot interfere with any of scenic vistas.  No mitigation is 
required, and no significant adverse impact is forecast to scenic vistas from implementing the 
proposed LPUD project. 

 
Ib. Less Than Significant Impact – There are no scenic highways located within the community of Lamont 

or along Di Giorgio Road to the west of Lamont into the EAPOA neighborhood. All proposed pipeline 
facilities will be installed within existing public rights-of-way (ROW) at ground level.  All four well sites 
are located within urban/suburban areas or adjacent to such areas.  The removal of the old steel 
water tanks will remove existing structures that do currently create visual barriers in the EAPOA 
neighborhood.  Finally, the new water meters will be installed at ground level where they cannot alter 
any scenic resources.  These project locations do not contain any scenic resources that could be 
adversely impacted by installing these facilities.  No mitigation is required, and no potential for 
significant adverse impact is forecast to result from implementing the proposed project. 

 
Ic. Less Than Significant Impact – Although not a highly urbanized area, Lamont is more of an urban 

area than open space or agricultural land.  All of the wells are located within or adjacent to developed 
areas and the pipelines being installed to support the EAPOA will occur within paved roads or public 
rights-of-way.  The proposed project facilities constitute water infrastructure (wells, pipelines, and 
support facilities) that are independent of local zoning.  Implementation of the proposed project will 
not conflict with either the zoning or scenic quality regulations.  No mitigation is required, and no 
adverse visual impact is forecast to result from implementing the proposed project. 

• • ~ • 
• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 

• ~ • • 
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Id. Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated – The implementation of the proposed Project will 
create new sources of light during the construction and operational phases of the Project.  Based on 
a review of the Aerial Photo in Figure 2, there are light sensitive uses adjacent to most of the 
infrastructure proposed to be installed as part of the proposed project.  Of particular concern is during 
well drilling, the well rig typically operates 24-hours per day and safety, security and area lighting is 
required during drilling.  Due to light and glare from these construction light sources, the mitigation in 
measure AES-1 must be implemented to minimize significant light and glare impacts during well 
construction.  Similar mitigation is not required to support pipeline, pump station and support facility 
construction (for example, Fire Hydrants) because these construction activities do not require 24-hour 
construction activities.   

 
Once the pipelines and related facilities are installed, they will not require further lighting during future 
operations.  However, at well and pump station locations, security and safety lighting will be required 
to operations.  Thus, the proposed Project will introduce a new source of light into the project area 
during operations, but design requirements can limit/restrict the exterior lighting impacts to the project 
site. To ensure that light does not result in intrusive lighting that can adversely impact land uses 
adjacent to well and pump station sites, the Project must comply with the local lighting requirements 
that lighting be restricted to the project site through shielding and directing light downward.  To ensure 
that light or glare, supporting above ground water facilities, does not result in intrusive lighting or glare 
to existing structures or persons in the project area, the following mitigation measure will be 
implemented: 

 
AES-1 Prior to initiating well drilling or approval of the final above ground facilities in 

close proximity to sensitive light receptors, an analysis of potential exterior 
lighting to impact the adjacent sensitive light receptors shall be submitted to 
the Lamont PUD for review and approval.   If potential lighting impacts are 
identified for adjacent sensitive receptors the lighting shall be shielded or 
other design solutions acceptable to the PUD shall be implemented to 
eliminate adverse night lighting impacts.  

 
With the implementation of mitigation measure AES-1, the proposed Lamont PUD Water Supply 
Improvement District Project would have a less than significant potential to create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.   
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
II.  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:  
In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest 
and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by 
the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
IIa. Less Than Significant Impact – All pipelines will be installed in public rights-of-way which are 

considered to be Urban/Built-Up Land.  Well sites 5 and 13 are also designated as Urban/Built-Up 
Land.  Well site #4 is identified as being “Rural Residential Land.”  However, the Well #11 replace-
ment site is designated Farmland of Statewide Importance.  All of these designations are based on 
the California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Map Finder map for the project area, 
a copy of which is provided as Figure II-1.  According to the project description, the site proposed for 
the Well 11 Replacement facility consists of a one-acre parcel that will be purchased in the northeast 
corner of 40-acre parcel of land (APN 187-030-04).  Because of the selected location on the 40-acre 
property, this new well will allow continued farming on the remainder of the property (39 acres).   The 
installation and operation of the new well will not conflict with continued farming operations.  Based 
on this finding, the Lamont PUD does not find that loss of one-acre of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance is either project specific or cumulatively a significant adverse impact to agricultural land.  

• • ~ • 

• • • ~ 

• • • ~ 

• • • ~ 

• • ~ • 
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The loss of one acre of farmland is considered a de minimus change in the agricultural resources in 
the surrounding area and within Kern County as a whole.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
Project and conversion of the proposed well sites to a water supply well will not pose any significant 
adverse impact to agricultural resources or values.  No mitigation is required. 

 
IIb. No Impact – Implementation of the proposed Project will not conflict with continue use of the 

remainder 39-acre parcel for agricultural production and according to the Kern County Williamson 
Act Parcels and Non-Renewal map, none of the project sites or alignments are under Williamson Act 
contract.  Please reference the discussion in II(a), above.  Based on this information, the proposed 
Project will not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.  No 
adverse impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

 
IIc. No Impact ‒ The project site is not located within forest land, timberland or timberland zoned for 

Timberland Production.  Therefore, the proposed Project will not conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)).  No adverse impacts are anticipated and no 
mitigation is required.  

 
IId. No Impact – The project site is not located within forest land and has no commercial forest trees on 

any of the property proposed to support the Lamon PUD’s Water Supply Improvement Project; 
therefore, the Project will not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
production use.  No adverse impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

 
IIe. Less Than Significant Impact – Please refer to the discussion under issue II(a), above. Although the 

proposed Project contains a one-acre site the is designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
the conversion of this small parcel to water supply production was concluded to constitute a less than 
significant project specific and cumulative impact within the surrounding community.  Furthermore, 
there is no forest land in the vicinity of Lamont that would be impacted by the development of the 
proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant potential to 
involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of significant farmland resources, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use.  
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
III.  AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION:  The following information utilized in this section was obtained from the technical study 
“Air Quality and GHG Impact Analyses, Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project, 
Lamont, California” prepared by Giroux & Associates dated December 7, 2021 and provided as Appendix 3 
to this document. 
 
Background 
 
Tables III-1 and III-2 summarize the current air quality standards and the health risks of air pollutants, 
respectively.  Baseline air quality is provided in Table III-3.   
 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) includes San Joaquin County, Stanislaus County, Madera County, 
Fresno County, Kings County, Tulare County, and a portion of Kern County. Lamont is at the southern end 
of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) in South Kern County and is located 
9 miles south-southeast of downtown Bakersfield. Lamont is a small, rural community. The community is 
located at the base of the Tehachapi Mountain range. The mountains surrounding the SJVAB restrict air 
movement through and out of the basin, and as a result, impede the dispersion of pollutants from the basin. 
 
Lamont is primarily an agricultural community. In addition to being itself a farm community it is surrounded 
on all sides by agricultural lands where operational pesticide use greatly impacts the city’s air quality. 
Lamont is also directly downwind from one of the largest oil and gas refineries in Kern County. These factors 
contribute to the City of Lamont and its residents, experiencing some of the worst PM-2.5 levels in the 
nation. There is no government agency-sponsored monitor in Lamont for PM-2.5. The closest PM-2.5 
monitor is in southwest Bakersfield. 
 
Away from the cooling effects of the Pacific Ocean, the climate of Kern County can be characterized as hot 
in summer and cold in winter, compared with the coastal basins where the climate is moderated by the 
adjacent ocean. The SVJAB has an “inland Mediterranean” climate averaging over 260 sunny days per 
year. The valley floor is characterized by hot summers and mild humid winters. Summer high temperatures 
often exceed 100°F while the average daily low temperature in the winter is 45°F. Temperatures below 
freezing are rare. Summer winds in the SJVAB usually originate at the north end of the San Joaquin Valley 
and flow in a south-southeasterly direction while winter winds originate from the south and flow in a north-
northwesterly direction. Winds in the winter months tend to be variable and light; often less than 10 mph. 
Precipitation in the San Joaquin Valley is strongly influenced by the position of the semi-permanent 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 
• • ~ • 
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subtropical high-pressure zone located off the Pacific Coast. Most precipitation occurs in the winter months, 
with some occurring in late summer and fall. Average annual rainfall for the entire San Joaquin Valley is 
9.25 inches on the valley floor. 
 
Assembly Bill 617 
 
Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) was signed into law in 2017 by then-Gov. Jerry Brown and was meant to involve 
community members in developing new, innovative actions that go beyond existing state and regional 
regulations and programs to reduce air pollution in disproportionately burdened communities. AB 617 
requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and air districts to develop and implement additional 
emissions reporting, monitoring, reduction plans and measures in an effort to reduce air pollution exposure 
in identified communities. The program also calls for a committee of local community members to be 
assembled to come up with ways to reduce the identified pollution using grant funding provided by the state. 
The committee is to be comprised of residents, business owners, environmental justice advocates, local 
government officials and air regulators.   
 
Since 20 of the 30 most disadvantaged communities in California are in the San Joaquin Valley, this process 
is expected to bring additional clean air resources and strategies to many Valley communities. 
 
Lamont and nearby Arvin were recently identified as being located in a geographic area that is "a trap for 
air pollution." An environmental analysis found that Arvin and Lamont have a higher pollution burden than 
95 percent of the state's 8,000 census tracts. 
 
The sources of pollution are both regional and local. Pollution from larger cities like Bakersfield and Fresno 
and even as far away as Sacramento are known to contribute to sink down through the valley and collect 
in Arvin and Lamont. But the communities also have 38 stationary sources of emissions that contribute to 
pollution, including pesticides, agriculture operations and oil and gas activity. The AB 617 program will 
hopefully bring more resources to the Valley Air District’s longstanding efforts to develop and implement 
regulatory and incentive-based clean air strategies throughout the San Joaquin Valley. 
 
Although complete attainment of every clean air standard is not yet imminent, extrapolation of the steady 
improvement trend suggests that such attainment could occur within the reasonably near future.  
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Table III-1 

 
 

  

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Averaging Callfornla Standards ; National Standards 2 
Pollutant Time Concentration 3 Method . Prlmary 3'" Secondary 3·" Method 7 

1 Hour 0.09 pp,n ( 180 119,1n··•) -
Ozone (0 , )8 Ukr.1viol&t S.:>me:l$ Ultr3,..i o,~~! 

8 Hour 0.070 ppm (1$7 11;.'m·~, 
Pho:ome-tr.1 

o.oro ppm (137 ~g:m·11 
Prim.1r1 St.:and.>rd Photomeir,, 

Resplrable 24 Hour 5() µgrin' 1~0 ~1gr'm3 
Inertial Separation 

Partleu late Gravin~tric: or San'IEI as and Gra\'in-ceiric 

Matter (PM10)9 Annual 
20 µglm' 

~r.z, Attanu~t:on Prim.>rf St~nd.>rd 
Analysis 

Arithn1et ic M~an -
Fine 

24 Hour 35 µg;in' 
Sanl9 as 

Parti culate - - Prim~rt Sttind.:.rd Inertial Separation 

Matter 
a nd G ra \•ime iric 

AnOIJI.I 
12 ~19:mi 

Gra•,,jrnetric or 
12.0 ~,g imJ 15 µgim'! AnaJy,i$ 

(PM2.5)9 Arithmetic Mean Beta Anenua'rion 

1 Hour :20 ppm (2S mg:m·' ; 3S ppm (40 mg/m·' ) -
Carbon Non·Dispersive- Non-Oisi:-ersive-

Monoxide 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg.Im') Infrared Photometry 9 ppm ( 10 m;iim·' ) - Infrared Photometr:,' 

(COJ (NDIR) (NDIR) 
S Hour 

6 ~m (7 m~Jm•~j (b ke Toh<:e) - -

Nitrogen 1 Hour 0 .18 ppm (3S9 i>im:;) 100 ppb i ' B3 µg:m 'i -
Dioxide C-as Ph.as.e Gas Phase 

(NO2)'0 Annual 
0 .030 ppm (57 1-t9im') 

Chemi'umirlsscence 
0.053 ppm (100 µg:m') 

S.::inie ,:.s Cheniluminescsnce 

Arithmetic Mean ~rimar1 Stan dard 

1 Hour o.:i. ppm (6» 119im' ) 7S ppl> (1.-e ~g;m') -
0.5 ;J)l'n Ultra· .. ioliit 

Su lfur Oloxlcle 3 Hour - -
{1300 1-19.rm=-} Flour-es~~; UHr.lviole : 

(S0,)11 Fluo;escen ce 0.14 ppm 
SPQctrophotcmet1y 

24 Hour 0 .04 ppm {1 OS 1-t9im') - (P.1r.:ro~.1nilina 
(fer certain areu f Method) 

Annu.:,I 0.Q30 p1>m 
Arithmetic Ms.:n -

(fer cer-.ai.n areast 
-

30 Oat A\·erage 1.5 1, ; ,~u·<> - -
·1.5 µg/m·, High Vo!uma 

Lead12,.1s ca~~ndar Quart&r - Atcmi c Absorption 
(fer certai., areasf ' 

C-.omplsr .:.,d Atomic 
S.1me ::$ 

Absorpiion 

Rolling 3-Month Prim.tr/ St.:an d.>rd 

Av• rf'.g• - 0.15 µgimt 

Vis ibility Be~a Attenua½icn an:! 
Reducing S Hour See f~ tnote 14 Transmi~ani;e No 
Particles" thro1.1gh Filter Tape 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ~19:m=- lcn Chrome.tc9re.1>hy 
National 

Hydrogen 
1 Hour 0.Q3 ppm (42 µgim' ) 

UHra•;iole ~ 

Sul fide Ftuo;escen ce Standards 
Vinyl 

24 Hour 0.01 ppn, (26 µg!m') Gas 
Ch loride12 Chromatography 

See footnotes on nelct page .. . 

Fur mon• iufu1·w:tl iuu plc.'H'Sl" rnll ARD PIO :ii (916) 322 2.990 California Ail' Rc~onrccs llo:U'd (5t4i16) 
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Table III-1 (continued) 

 
 

1. C::i.li fomia :-;Iamlmd-; l<n 0 10 11::, t:arb(111 uuninxiclc (cx..:cpl &-hour T .. akc. Tahoe:), sull°lff dioxich: (1 and 24 hour) . 11ilm~cn clioxid::. :md 
pa1tk ufak uwllt'r {Pli.1LO, PM25. aud vh;iliilily rntm:iug par(id es). :uc: \'alu~..; lh.tl me Utll h.1 l>i:- exri:-t'dc<l. AU others are uol lo be 
e,1ualed or exceeded. C alitomia ,uubiem air q11ali1y standards are tis1ed in rile Table ot 5raudllrds in .Section 70200 or Title 17 onlle 
C :a.Ii fomia c:,uk of Hi.:;.;1Lla1im1s. 

2. National $taudard$ Cother than OZ(lllC. particulate matter. and tlt(ls,.:: based on awmal aritlunctk mean) arc not to Ix cx,❖.:dcd more tbau 
t.'UC.:e .a Y<'-<lr. I lle: L'ZOUe staudat\l b nHniut",U wlleu lhe fourlh hight~t $-hour ,·ouc:t"ulrntiou UJ~asurt'd .it t"ac.:11 '>lle il1 a ;{t'~lr, averngt"d over 
three years, is equal ro or Ie,s man che ,rnndard. for P::Vll o. che 2·1 hour srnndard is arrained wl1en the expected number of days per 
ealendar year with a 21-horn· averas< coneenrratiou abow 150 pg:'m' is equal oo or l<ss than on<. For l'l--'12.5. tb< 2·1 hour , iandarcl is 
an~in.:d v;hcn 9S p.:rccm ~)fthc d11ily cn1Kcntra1i(1ns. avcr:::iµcd over ilmx yca.r5.. ;ire crim• I M fir k ss rh~n the s.t;lntfard. c:~)ntact th-: lJ.S:. 
EPA for l\111I1er d ari!icalion aud c11rrenr 1U1tioual policie$. 

3. Concemrarion expressed lim ill units in wltich it wa; promulgated. Equivalem tulirs given io p,uemlleses are ba, ed upoo a reterence 
1empernmre of 25"C aod a reference p1essure. of?G0 re>rr. ::VIM! measnremems e>f air quality are robe ce>rrecred to a reference 
1empernmre of 25"C aod a r<ferenc< p1es&tl!o of760 torr: ppm in this table refers ro ppm by volume. or micromolos of pollurnm por mol< 
or ~a~. 

4. Any cquivaknt 1n:~s1ucmcn1 method which can be sl1own to the & atisfaction of tl1c A.RJJ to ~ vc equivalent results at or n, ar the kvd of 
rhc ;iir qnal ity st:rnd,1.Id may he 11:--cd. 

5. Naliouul PLiluury 5'.lauJar<ls: The lt".vds (lf air (JUalily ue<:c'iSmJ. '.•d lh au ~1d,quule margin of :mfoly l(.l prnlt'c:l lbt'. )JUli)k hc:ultb. 

6. National Scconda,,- Standards: The kvcls of air ,1ualiry nccc.;.;ary ro protect the public wclfurc from any known or amicipatcd adverse 
effects of a p\°illllt:::illt. 

lkforcncc m-:thod as dcJ..crihcd by the l .l.S. I •:PA. An "cqniv;ik nr rncthod .. of mca.snrement Inay be ll'\.~rl hut nrtt'\.t h11t·e a .. c,) 111,is.rcnt 
n.:laIio11ship h) I.he n.:f--'Tl1 1c.•._• 11 1t:lhod"' mui 11 1u s 1. h.: a111novc1l hy th...: U.S. l~j.J:\ . 

8. On October I. 2015. The national &-hour ozou~ p1iuU1ry and ,econd01y >1a11-0a,·d; were Iowere.d from 0.075 10 0.070 ppm. 

9. On December 14. 2012, The national awiual PM2.5 primary , rnndard was lowertd from 15 11g:m' ro 12.0 pgi1111
• The existing national 24-

bour J>'.\U.5 standards (primary and $econdary) we1e m ainod at 35 11g!m ' . as was rile awiual secondary staudard of 15 ftgim' . The 
cxi'!,ting 2·1-honr l>l\:11 CJ :;;rand11rd..:: (prima1:\' anrl. ~econda.ry) of 150 pp/ nl 11 lso v:-:1~ retained. T he funn of th-c 11nnual primary anrl 
secondary scandard;; ii. the awmal mean, averaged ovel' 3 yeal',S. 

I 0. To an~in rile 1-hotu national standard. 1hc 3-ycar avcra~c of the ann1~,1 %tit percentile of the 1-h,,ur daily maximum conccmrations at 
c;u:11 silc JIIIL'il nol C.')d.:ccil 100 pph. Nolt: th;1I Ille 11;11 im1al J-honr :-;1Iaml:Uil is iu 1111iIs of pm1s 11cr hilliou (l)pb). C:alifbmia s1:11 1d.anl-. arc iu 
units of pans per million (ppm). Te> directly compare. rlie national l-hw r srnndard ro 1he California standards rhe unirs cau be con,·erre,1 
from ppb co ppm. Jn cllis case. the national standard of 100 ppb is idemical 10 0.100 ppm. 

11. On J11ne. 2. 2010, a new l-l1our so,. standard wa, em blfahed and rhe exiiriug 24-hour and ammal p1i mmy ,randard, were revoked. Te> 
an~in th-c l -h~11tr n::iti\°inal ~ran<lard, the .1-y~ r 11verng,e of the a.nnnal 99th perecnti k (i f rhe 1-honr daily 1naximmn , onccntrnti,)o;; ;n c::i.eh 
sire mtm nor exceed 7~ ppb. The 1971 ~o,.national S!aud,1tds (24-hour and a,umal) remain ill elfecr umil one year after 011 area i, 
cksj~ ated for the 201 O Mandarcl cx.:..:-pt that in areas dcsj~itcd Jl(lllattaiwncm for the 1971 $taudard$. tb~ 1971 standard$ remain ju 
effect until impk:ment:lti\°in plan.:., to atra in \) f 111.1.intni n the 201 O ~tan<l;1rd"i :.re apprnvcrl. 

Note rnai cl1e 1-hom 11ation.1l S1andard i; in units of pa1t~ per biUion (ppb). California standards are in uni1s of pans per nlillion (ppm). I o 
directly c.:umpar-:: Ilic 1-lmm natim1;il sl:mdard IO the C:alHhrnfa st:md;ml lhe n11il~ r.:~m he <.:mwcrlt:d lo ppm. Tu lhis. c.a.-; .::, th~ national 
sh1w.h1Id of 75 ypb is idt"ulk al lo 0.0'/ 5 ppm. 

12 . 111~ :\ Rn lms idc11IHk d lc;ul arnl vinyl d 1lrni d~ a:-- 'iuxk air c.011I;11 11iwm1:--' wiIJi 110 Ihrcsl101d k \'d (11' ..:xpmmrc for ;1.,:h ·l1:;c hi.:alth d 'H:cl:-­
dek nuiu~A.l. Thi:~ arlfow> ~tllow for lhe hll)Jk m1::ut~1liLm of coulrnl mea'.)Urt'<; al lt-vd 'J'. below lht' ~uuliieut (;L'lKculr~ttiom. sped!i~<l for 
these pollurnm,. 

D . 'Ille 1U1tioJU1! , randard for Jt ad wa; 1evi;ed on October 15. 2008 10 a wUing 3-momh average. rhe 197S lead srandard (I.~ pgim1 as a 
qu.ancdy avcra~c) remain$ iu effect until one year aft,;r an area is dc:si~)latcd for die 200$ ::,taudard. except that in areas dc::iii;:)latcd 
uouall.iilwteut for lhc- 19'78 ~u.mdan.1, l11<"' 19'/8 -,tamfanl reuuliu~ in.d frrl uutil imple1u<::11h1tiou )Jlm1s w uthliu or maiuh1iu lht" 2008 
.standard are. approved. 

1,1. Iu 1989, tl1c ARB <:OU\l("t'led both (ht', g<"'ut-ral <:.lakwi<l t" l 0-1uil~ vL">iliilily '.>tam.lal'd anc.1 !he Lake: Tahot', 30-mik- vh,.ibility ">laudat\l ltl 
insnumeural e,1uivalturs. which are "exrincti,,n of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for rbe smewide and Lake 
Tahot Air Ba5in standard; , respeciively. 

Fot· lnOl'(- infOl'tnlltlou p]('A.1;(' cA.ll ARD PIO )\t (916) .. \22 2990 C:llifomia ,\j1• Rc.;om·ccs Board (5/4i16) 
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Table III-2 
HEALTH EFFECTS OF MAJOR CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

 

Pollutants Sources Primary Effects 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

• Incomplete combustion of fuels and 
other carbon-containing substances, 

such as motor exhaust. 

• Natural events, such as decomposition 
of organic matter. 

• Reduced tolerance for exercise. 

• Impairment of mental function. 

• Impairment of fetal development. 

• Death at high levels of exposure. 

• Aggravation of some heart diseases 
(angina). 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

• Motor vehicle exhaust. 

• High temperature stationary 
combustion. 

• Atmospheric reactions. 

• Aggravation of respiratory illness. 

• Reduced visibility. 

• Reduced plant growth. 

• Formation of acid rain. 

Ozone 
(O3) 

• Atmospheric reaction of organic gases 
with nitrogen oxides in sunlight. 

• Aggravation of respiratory and 
cardiovascular diseases. 

• Irritation of eyes. 

• Impairment of cardiopulmonary 
function. 

• Plant leaf injury. 

Lead (Pb) • Contaminated soil. • Impairment of blood function and nerve 
construction. 

• Behavioral and hearing problems in 
children. 

Respirable 
Particulate Matter 
(PM-10) 

• Stationary combustion of solid fuels. 

• Construction activities. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Atmospheric chemical reactions. 

• Reduced lung function. 

• Aggravation of the effects of gaseous 
pollutants. 

• Aggravation of respiratory and cardio 
respiratory diseases. 

• Increased cough and chest discomfort. 

• Soiling. 

• Reduced visibility. 

Fine Particulate 
Matter 
(PM-2.5) 

• Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, 
equipment, and industrial sources. 

• Residential and agricultural burning. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Also, formed from photochemical 
reactions of other pollutants, including 

NOx, sulfur oxides, and organics. 

• Increases respiratory disease. 

• Lung damage. 

• Cancer and premature death. 

• Reduces visibility and results in surface 
soiling. 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

• Combustion of sulfur-containing fossil 
fuels. 

• Smelting of sulfur-bearing metal ores. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Aggravation of respiratory diseases 
(asthma, emphysema). 

• Reduced lung function. 

• Irritation of eyes. 

• Reduced visibility. 

• Plant injury. 

• Deterioration of metals, textiles, 
leather, finishes, coatings, etc. 

 
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2002. 
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Table III-3  
AIR QUALITY MONITORING SUMMARY (2018-2020) 

(Measured Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded) 
 

Pollutant/Standard 2018 2019 2020 

Ozone    

1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 15 3 22 

8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 65 37 70 

8- Hour > 0.075 ppm (F) 34 14 38 

Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.113 0.108 0.133 

Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.100 0.086 0.104 

Nitrogen Dioxide     

1-Hour > 0.18 ppm (S) 0 0 0 

Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.057 0.064 0.065 

Respirable Particulates (PM-10)     

24-Hour > 50 g/m3 (S) measured 13 17 18 

24-Hour > 150 g/m3 (F) measured 0 0 1 

Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (g/m3) 136. 116. 193. 

Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)     

24-Hour > 35 g/m3  (F) measured 9 3 17 

Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (g/m3) 100.9 83.7 158.6 

 
S=State Standard 
F=Federal Standard 
Ozone: Arvin-Di Giorgio at 19405 Buena Vista Blvd 
Nitrogen Dioxide: Bakersfield Municipal Airport 
PM-10: Bakersfield-5558 California Avenue 
PM-2.5: Bakersfield-410 E Planz Road 
 

 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) operates a regional monitoring network 
that measures the ambient concentration of criteria pollutants.  Only ozone has a monitoring station near 
Lamont (in Arvin at 19405 Buena Vista Boulevard). Currently, particulate data is only available in 
Bakersfield. Table III-3 summarizes the monitoring history from the Bakersfield and Arvin monitoring 
stations for the last three years. From these data one can infer that baseline air quality levels for particulates 
near the project site are occasionally unhealthful.  As part of AB 617 a more local particulate monitoring 
station for Lamont and Arvin will be installed which will more accurately provide local particulate data. 
 

a. Photochemical smog (ozone) levels occasionally exceed standards.  The 8-hour state ozone 
standard has been exceeded an average of 16 percent of all days in the past three years near the 
project site and the 8-hour federal was violated 8 percent during the same period. The 1-hour state 
standard has been violated less than 4 percent of all days in the last three years.   
 

b. Respirable dust (PM-10) levels frequently exceed the state standard. Of all measurement days, on 
average 17 days have shown exceedances of the state standard, the less stringent federal PM-10 
standard was only violated once for the same time period.  The 17 measurement days correlate to 
108 estimated days for 2019.  
 

c. The federal ultra-fine particulate (PM-2.5) standard of 35 g/m3 is also occasionally exceeded in 

Bakersfield.  From available data 10 days in 2019 and 51 days in 2020 have exceeded the 35 g/m3 

standard.   
 

Plans are in place to focus on particulates which would provide an improvement trend within the reasonably 
near future. 
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Air Quality Planning 
 
Fugitive dust emissions generated by construction activities are regulated by the SJVAPCD. Construction 
activities must comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations, including SJVAPCD’s 
Regulation VIII. Regulation VIII consists of several individual rules that require implementation of best 
available control measures (BACMs) to limit construction dust emissions.  
 
Fugitive dust emissions generated by construction activities are regulated by the SJVAPCD. Construction 
activities must comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations, including SJVAPCD’s Regulation 
VIII. Regulation VIII consists of several individual rules that require implementation of best available 
mitigation measures to limit construction dust emissions.  
 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has been determined by ARB and EPA to be in attainment of federal 
PM-10 standards. Regulation VIII has been accepted by ARB and EPA to maintain attainment of PM-10 
standards in the Air Basin. In developing the 2007 Maintenance Plan, the SJVAPCD evaluated the potential 
PM-10 emissions that could occur under all sources within the Air Basin and developed rules and 
procedures to reduce future emissions sufficiently to maintain the existing attainment status. The basin is 
non-attainment for PM-2.5 and ozone. The full attainment status is shown in Table III-4. 
 

Table III-4 
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS1 

 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone – 1 Hour Nonattainment/Extreme Nonattainment/Severe 

Ozone – 8 Hour Nonattainment/Extreme Nonattainment 

PM-10* Attainment Nonattainment 

PM 2.5  Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Lead Particulates No Designation Attainment 

*On September 25, 2008, EPA redesignated the San Joaquin Valley to attainment for the PM10 National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (NAAQS) and approved the PM10 Maintenance Plan. 

 
 
Air Quality Impact 
 
Standards of Significance 
Air quality impacts are considered “significant” if they cause clean air standards to be violated where they 
are currently met, or if they “substantially” contribute to an existing violation of standards.  Any substantial 
emissions of air contaminants for which there is no safe exposure, or nuisance emissions such as dust or 
odors, would also be considered a significant impact. 
 
Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines offers the following five tests of air quality impact 
significance.  A project would have a potentially significant impact if it: 
 

a. Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
b. Results in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). 

c. Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
d. Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

 

 
1 https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm 

https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District developed a CEQA Implementation Document that 
assigned an emissions level that it recommends should be considered as creating a potentially significant 
air quality impact. Construction projects are considered to have a significant air quality impact if they cause 
the following annual emissions to be exceeded (tons/year): 
 
   CO  - 100 
   NOx  -    10 
   ROG  -    10 
   SOx  -    27 
   PM-10 -      15 
   PM-2.5 -    15 
 
The project is not expected to generate any new operational air quality emissions.  
 
Significance could also derive from emissions of odors or hazardous air pollutants.  Development or a 
wastewater conveyance system would not typically generate any hazardous air pollutants or odors because 
system components are all enclosed.   
 
NEPA guidelines do not encourage designation of impacts as (in)significant.  However, Section 176(c) of 
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 prohibits federal participation in projects that would impede 
implementation of the state implementation plan (SIP) for federal non-attainment pollutants.  “Participation” 
includes project funding as well as granting any federal permits.  If the project-related emissions from 
construction and operations are less than specified “de minimis” levels, no further SIP consistency 
demonstration is required. San Joaquin Valley is designated as a non-attainment area for the federal 8-hour 
ozone standard.  The basin is nonattainment for PM-2.5 and has been determined by ARB to be in 
attainment of federal PM-10 standards. Based upon these designations, the following emissions levels are 
presumed evidence of SIP conformity:2 
 
   Ozone VOX or NOx  10 tons/year 
   Carbon Monoxide  100 tons/year 
   PM-10    100 tons/year 

PM-2.5    100 tons/year 
   NOx    100 tons/year 
 
These de minimis thresholds are less stringent than the SJVAPCD CEQA thresholds.  If project air quality 
impacts in the basin are less-than-significant under CEQA, they are automatically in conformance under 
NEPA. 
 
The project is not expected to generate any operational air quality emissions.  
 
Significance could also derive from emissions of odors or hazardous air pollutants.  Development of potable 
water supply wells and a conveyance system would not typically generate any hazardous air pollutants or 
odors because system components are all enclosed.   
 
Construction Emissions 
CalEEMod was developed by the SCAQMD to provide a model by which to calculate both construction 
emissions and operational emissions from a variety of land use projects.  It calculates both the daily 
maximum and annual average emissions for criteria pollutants as well as total or annual greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions. 
 
  

 
2 https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de-minimis-tables 
 

https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de-minimis-tables
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The proposed project consists of four replacement wells at different locations. The project also includes 
extension of new water lines and demolition of the existing wells and installation of new water meters. The 
primary composition of the proposed project is as follows: 
 

Well 13 Replacement Site: An approximate 1.6-acre site  

Well 11 Replacement Site: An approximate 1.0-acre site 

Well 5 Replacement Site:  An approximate 0.27-acre site 

Fourth Potential Well Site:  An approximate 1.0-acre site 

 
Lamont PUD will drill the test wells using a casing hammer drill at each location and will be drilled to an 
approximate depth of 900 feet. Once drilled, each well will be equipped with vertical turbine pumps, motors, 
discharge piping, electrical controls, and connections installed to the existing distribution system.   
  
In conjunction with replacement of the wells the following actions will be completed: properly abandon 
EAPOA Wells 1 and 2; demolish the existing EAPOA 25,000- and 44,000-gallon water storage tanks (steel 
storage tanks); demolish and remove existing booster pump stations at Well 1 and 2; and install water 
meters at the existing 81 water connections. 
 
It is assumed that a working crew of 4 persons will conduct well drilling at each well location.  The test wells 
should be completed within 30 working days.  Depending on the well viability, a production well drilling rig 
will then be brought onto the property and will be drilled.  This will require about 40 working days of 
continuous drilling to complete.  Once a production well has been completed, the well will be equipped and 
the pipeline connecting to the LPUD water distribution system will be installed. 
 
A new 10-inch water transmission line is proposed to be installed along Di Giorgio Road which will require 
excavation and installation of approximately 11,000 feet of pipeline. Assuming 200 feet of line installation 
per day for a single pipeline installation crew the 11,000 feet of 10-inch pipeline installation will require 
about 55 working days. 
 
At the intersection of Di Giorgio Road and Alderwood Street an 8-inch diameter water distribution line will 
connect into the 10-inch transmission line and a new looped distribution line will be installed within the 
residential area.  This new water line will be approximately 20,000 feet in length. The pipeline crew will each 
require about six employees to complete about 200 feet of pipeline installation per day.  This is estimated 
to require an estimated 100 working days to complete installation. 
 
Estimated construction emissions were modeled using CalEEMod2016.3.2 to identify maximum emissions 
for each pollutant during project construction.  Sere construction equipment assumptions in Table III-5 
 
For drilling, some equipment would operate 24 hours a day and was modeled accordingly. Although 
installation of the water meters at the existing 81 water connections is part of this project it is assumed this 
activity will be accomplished with hand tools and therefore was not included. 
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Table III-5 
CalEEMod CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY EQUIPMENT FLEET AND WORKDAYS 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Utilizing this indicated equipment fleet and durations the following annual construction emissions are 
calculated by CalEEMod and are listed below in Table III-6. 
 

Table III-6 
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY EMISSIONS, MAXIMUM ANNUAL EMISSIONS (tons/year) 

 

Maximal Construction Emissions ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 

Construction 2022 0.14 1.26 1.28 <0.01 0.29 0.18 

Construction 2023 0.07 0.53 0.67 <0.01 0.05 0.03 

NEPA Threshold 10 100 100 100 100 70 

JQVAPCD Regional Emissions Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Source: CalEEMod output in Appendix 3 

 
 
Annual construction activity emissions are estimated be below CEQA and NEPA thresholds without the 
need for added mitigation. There are no standards for daily emissions. 
 
Emissions will be well below significance thresholds.  Locally, the mobile nature of these sources, the 
minimal surrounding receptor density and the regional spread of emissions from off-site construction 
vehicles would minimize the exposure to any individual receiver of any project-related construction 
emissions.  These emissions, therefore have a less than significant individual impact, but would be added 
cumulatively to a large volume of non-project mobile source emissions within the Kern County area. 
 
Operational Impacts 
A water storage and distribution project will not have any associated operational impacts. The project will 
not generate any additional trips over existing conditions although electrical consumption for pumping may 
be minutely increased.  Electrical consumption has no single uniquely related air pollution emissions source 

Demo or Abandon Existing Wells 

(2 months) 

1 Concrete Saw 

1 Dozer 

2 Loader/Backhoes 

Test Wells Drilling 

(30 days) 

1Drill Rig 

1 Pump 

Production Well Drilling and Casing  

(40 days) 

1Drill Rig 

1 Pump 

1 Loader/Backhoe 

Equipping Production Wells 

(20 weeks) 

1 Crane 

1 Welder 

1 Loader/Backhoe 

1 Generator Set 

1 Forklift 

Trench and Install Pipeline 

(8 months) 

1 Concrete Saw 

1 Trencher 

1 Forklift 

1 Loader/Backhoe 

II I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 
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because power is supplied to and drawn from a regional grid.  Electrical power is generated regionally by 
a combination of non-combustion (nuclear, hydroelectric, solar, wind, geothermal, etc.) and fossil fuel 
combustion sources. There is no direct nexus between consumption and the type of power source or the 
air basin where the source is located. Operational air pollution emissions from electrical generation are 
therefore not attributable on a project-specific basis. 
 
Odor 
Project operations (pumping and conveyance) are essentially a closed system with negligible odor potential. 
 
CEQA Threshold Impacts 
 
IIIa. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project will install replacement well and conveyance 

infrastructure within an existing residential community.  No change in land use will occur and the 
emissions generated by the proposed project during construction and future operations are well 
below the thresholds of significance.  Thus, the proposed project will not conflict with or obstruct the 
applicable Kern County air quality plan. 

 
IIIb. Less Than Significant Impact – The emission data indicate that the project related emissions are 

below significance thresholds and will not contribute in a cumulatively considerable impact in the San 
Joaquin Air Basin. 

 
IIIc. Less Than Significant Impact – Construction emissions are well below annual thresholds and have 

no potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
 
IIId. Less Than Significant Impact – Based on the type of facilities (new water wells, pipeline and water 

meters), no significant odor impacts are forecast to occur as a result of implementing the proposed 
project. 

 
Construction Emission Mitigation 
 
Construction activities are not anticipated to cause emissions to exceed CEQA or NEPA thresholds. 
Nevertheless, emissions minimization through enhanced dust control measures is required to comply with 
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII related to dust control.  
 

AQ-1 Regulation VIII Control Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10: 

• All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively 
utilized for construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust 
emissions using water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a 
tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover.  

• All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be 
effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/ 
suppressant.  

• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, 
cut & fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive 
dust emissions utilizing application of water or by presoaking.  

• With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior 
surfaces of the building shall be wetted during demolition.  

• When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or 
effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained.  

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud 
or dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use 
of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or 
accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions.) (Use 
of blower devices is expressly forbidden.)  
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• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the 
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized 
of fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/ 
suppressant.  

• Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it 
extends 50 or more feet from the site and at the end of each workday.  

• An owner/operator of any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day, or 
20 or more vehicle trips per day by vehicles with three or more axles shall 
implement measures to prevent carryout and trackout. 

  
AQ-2 Recommended Enhanced Additional Measures for Construction Emissions of 

PM-10: 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site.  

• Install wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas.  

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph.  

• Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity 
at any one time.  

 
AQ-3 Recommended for Heavy Duty Equipment (scrapers, graders, trenchers, earth 

movers, etc.): 

• Use alternative fueled or catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment.  

• Minimize idling time (e.g., 5 minutes maximum). 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount 
of equipment in use. 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents 
(provided they are not run via a portable generator set).  

• Curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentra-
tions; this may include ceasing of construction activity during the peak-
hour of vehicular traffic on adjacent roadways. 

• Implement activity management (e.g., rescheduling activities to reduce 
short-term impacts). 
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IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:     

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION:  The information provided in this section of the Initial Study is abstracted from the 
following technical study: “2022 Biological Resources Assessment for the Lamont Public Utilities District 
Water Supply Improvement Project,” Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc., February 2, 2022.  This study is 
provided as Appendix 4 of this Initial Study. 
 
Background 
 
The Project Area is within the Lamont area of unincorporated Kern County, which is situated in the southern 
end of the San Joaquin Valley and is bound by the Coast Range to the west, the Transverse Range (San 
Emigdio Mountains) to the south, and the Sierra Nevada (including the Tehachapi Mountains) to the east.  
The environmental setting of the Lamont area is subject to an arid climate, with both seasonal and annual 
variations in temperature and precipitation.  Average annual maximum temperatures within this region peak 
at 98.4 degrees Fahrenheit (° F) in July and fall to an average annual minimum temperature of 34.5° F in 
December.  Average annual precipitation is greatest from November through April and reaches a peak in 
February (1.07 inches).  Precipitation is lowest in the months of July and August (0.02 inches).  Annual total 
precipitation averages 5.64 inches.  The topography of the Project Area is relatively flat, with an on-site 
elevation of approximately 400 feet above mean sea level (amsl). 
 
The proposed Project is entirely within an existing developed/disturbed environment consisting of existing 
residential dwellings, agricultural fields and paved and unpaved roads (Figure 3 of Appendix 4).  The 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 

• • • ~ 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 

• • • ~ 
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surrounding land consists of agricultural and residential development and no longer supports any native 
habitats.  Vegetation within the Project Area is either absent (i.e., the proposed solar field and pipeline 
alignment) or dominated by non-native, invasive and ruderal species (see Site Photos, Appendix 4). 
 
The Project Area is not located within or adjacent any USFWS designated Critical Habitat units. Jacobs’ 
biologist Lisa Patterson conducted a biological resources and jurisdictional waters assessment of the 
Project Area on September 28 and December 10, of 2021.  The survey area encompassed the entire 
proposed Project footprint including the Project’s proposed wells and proposed water supply pipelines and 
well sites where access was available.  The pedestrian survey included 100 percent coverage of the 
proposed pipeline alignments, as well as an approximately 200-foot buffer area on either side of the pipeline 
alignment, where feasible and appropriate. 
 
Wildlife species were detected during field surveys by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other signs.  In addition 
to species observed, expected wildlife usage of the site was determined per known habitat preferences of 
regional wildlife species and knowledge of their relative distributions in the area.  The Project Area was 
assessed for habitat type, structure, species composition/association, condition and human disturbances.  
The focus of the faunal species survey was to identify potential habitat for special status wildlife within the 
Project area. 
 
The Project site is completely disturbed, consisting of residences, small ranches, unvegetated fallow 
agricultural land, existing paved and unpaved road, and existing District facilities.  No listed species, or 
other special status species, were observed during survey and no suitable habitat for any of the State- or 
federally-listed species identified in the database queries and literature review exists within the proposed 
Project Impact Area.  The surrounding area is also disturbed, consisting primarily of residential 
development, utility infrastructure and agriculture.  There are no channels, ditches or other water features 
occurring within the Project area. 
 
Potential Impacts  
 
IVa. Less Than Significant Impact – Implementation of the Project does not have a potential for a 

significant adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the CDFW or USFWS. As discussed above, the proposed project does contain habitat suitable for 
sensitive species within the project sites.  Based on these findings, the proposed project will not 
cause a significant adverse impact under this issue. 

 
IVb. Less Than Significant Impact – Implementation of the proposed project will not have an adverse effect 

on any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. The Project site consists of several highly disturbed 
locations.  Thus, most of the sites are disturbed and no longer supports any native habitat. The Project 
site is primarily dominated by invasive, non-native and ruderal native plant species. According to the 
biology study of the site, provided as Appendix 4 to this Initial Study, the Project site is not located 
within any sensitive habitats, including any USFWS designated Critical Habitat for any federally-listed 
species. No Riparian/Riverine areas were found within the Project site. There are no natural or man-
made streams or other aquatic or riparian habitats within the Project site. Based on the field survey 
conducted and the information contained in Appendix 4, the proposed project has a less than 
significant potential to impact to riparian habitat or other sensitive communities.  No mitigation is 
required.  

 
IVc. No Impact – Please refer to the discussion under IV(b) above. According to the data gathered by 

Jacobs as reported in Appendix 4, no federally protected wetlands occur within the project footprint. 
Additionally, the biology study determined that no Vernal Pools were identified within the Project site 
and based on a review of historic aerial imagery and USGS topographic maps, no vernal pools or 
other natural wetland features existed historically within the Project site. Therefore, implementation 
of the proposed project will have no potential to impact any federally protected wetlands—including, 
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but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.–through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. No mitigation is required. 

 
IVd.  Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – As indicated previously, the site and environs 

are completely disturbed; no large areas of open space exist in the immediate project area that would 
facilitate wildlife movement. However, when development proceeds, the project site could contain 
nesting birds, which could be adversely impacted. The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
protects all native bird species.  A variety of birds, which are protected by the MBTA, could nest in 
the proposed project area. As such, to prevent interfering with native bird nesting, the following 
mitigation measure shall be implemented. 

 
BIO-1  The State of California prohibits the “take” of active bird nests. To avoid 

impacts to nesting birds (common and special status) during the nesting 
season (generally between February 1 to August 31), a qualified Avian 
Biologist shall conduct pre‐construction nesting bird survey prior to Project‐
related disturbance to identify any active nests. If no active nests are found, 
no further action would be required. If an active nest is found, the biologist 
shall set appropriate no‐work buffers around the nest, which would be 
determined based on the nesting species, its sensitivity to disturbance, 
nesting stage and expected types, intensity and duration of disturbance. The 
nests and buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a qualified biological 
monitor. The approved no‐work buffer zone shall be clearly marked in the field, 
within which no disturbance activity shall commence until the qualified 
biologist has determined the young birds have successfully fledged and the 
nest is inactive. 

 
Thus, with implementation of the above measure, any effects on wildlife movement or the use of 
wildlife nursery sites can be reduced to a less than significant impact.  
 

IVe. Less Than Significant Impact – Based on the field survey, the project footprint contains few or no 
trees that may need be removed as part of the proposed project. Furthermore, the Lamont area is 
unincorporated and is not subject to any local policies or ordinance the protect native plants.  
Therefore, it will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated and no 
mitigation is required. 

 
IVf. No Impact – The project sites are not located within any area identified as being covered by a Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community or other approved biology conservation plan.  Therefore, the 
project has no potential to conflict with the provisions of any such plan.  No mitigation is required.  
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: The information under this topic is abstracted from the following report, “Identification 
and Evaluation of Historic Properties Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project”, 
CRM TECH, February 2022 (Appendix 5 of this document). 
 
Background  
 
The following text contains the executive summary from Appendix 5.   
 
Between September 2021 and February 2022, at the request of Tom Dodson & Associates, CRM TECH 
performed a cultural resources study on the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the proposed Lamont Public 
Utilities District (LPUD) Water Supply Improvement Project in and near the unincorporated community of 
Lamont, Kern County, California.  The project entails mainly the construction of four new water wells to 
replace four contaminated wells, which will be abandoned along with associated equipment such as 
reservoir tanks and booster stations.  As a part of the project proposal, the El Adobe Property Owners 
Association would be incorporated into the LPUD service area, which would require the installation of a 
total of approximately 30,000 linear feet of pipelines, including a 10-inch water transmission main line along 
Di Giorgio Road and 8-inch distribution lines from the main line to individual residences. 
 
The APE for the project encompasses the maximum extent of ground disturbance required during 
construction.  Horizontally, it consists of the rights-of-way for the new water transmission main line and the 
distribution lines as well as the four replacement well sites listed below: 
 

• Well No. 13: approximately 1.6 acres at the northwest corner of San Diego Street and Hall Road 
(Assessor’s Parcel No. [APN] 186-080-05); 

• Well No. 11: approximately 1.0 acre on the south side of Di Giorgio Road and to the west of Main 
Street (a.k.a. Weedpatch Highway/State Route 184; a part of APN 187-030-04); 

• Well No. 5: approximately 0.27 acre at the southeast corner of Maxey Drive and Main Street (APN 
188-290-32); 

• Fourth potential well site: approximately 1.0 acre located to the east of Habecker Road and north of 
the extension of Segrue Road (a part of APN 188-250-30). 

 
Collectively, the four well sites measure approximately 3.87 acres in total.  The vertical extent of the APE, 
represented by the maximum depth of disturbance, is anticipated to be five to ten feet below surface along 
the pipeline alignments and up to 900 feet at the well sites.  The various portions of the noncontiguous APE 
are scattered across the town of Lamont and to the west of the town, within Sections 1-3 and 9-12 of 
Township 31 South Range 28 East and Sections 6 and 7 of Township 31 South Range 29 East, Mount 
Diablo Baseline and Meridian, as depicted in the United States Geological Survey Lamont and Weed Patch, 
Calif., 7.5’ quadrangles.   
 

• ~ • • 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 
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This technical study is a part of the environmental review process required for the project by the lead 
agency, namely the LPUD, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  As the 
project may involve federal funding administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 
it is considered a federal “undertaking” subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) as well.  The purpose of the study is to provide the LPUD and the SWRCB with the necessary 
information and analysis to determine whether the undertaking would have an adverse effect on any 
“historic properties,” as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(l), or “historical resources,” as defined by Calif. PRC 
§5020.1(j), that may exist within the APE. 
 
In order to accomplish this objective, CRM TECH initiated a cultural resources records search, pursued 
historical and geoarchaeological background research, contacted Native American representatives, and 
carried out a systematic field survey of the entire APE.  Throughout the course of these research 
procedures, no “historic properties” or “historical resources” were encountered within the APE, and the 
extensively disturbed subsurface sediments in the vertical extent of the APE appear to be relatively low in 
sensitivity for potentially significant archaeological remains of prehistoric or early historical origin.   
 
Based on these findings, and pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1) and Calif. PRC §21084.1, CRM TECH 
recommends to the LPUD and the SWRCB a conclusion that the proposed undertaking would have No 
Effect on any “historic properties” or “historical resources.”  No further cultural resources investigation will 
be necessary for the undertaking unless project plans undergo such changes as to include areas not 
covered by this study.  However, if buried cultural materials are discovered during earth-moving operations 
associated with the undertaking, all work in the immediate area should be halted or diverted until a qualified 
archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the find. 
 
Impacts  
 
Va&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The historical and archaeological resources 

report provided as Appendix 5 summarizes the findings of a cultural resources records search and 
field survey that was completed for this Project. The cultural resources report concluded that there 
are no surface historical or archaeological resources within the proposed project sites, and as such 
no further cultural resources have been identified as being located on sites. However, as stated in 
the background summary above, contingency mitigation is recommended to ensure the possibility 
for the society to salvage the spring structure within the project site. As such, the following mitigation 
measure shall be implemented.  Thus, if buried cultural materials are accidentally exposed/ 
discovered during any earth-moving operations associated with the Project, the following mitigation 
measure shall be implemented: 

 
CUL-1 Should any subsurface or other cultural resources be encountered during 

construction of the proposed project, earthmoving or grading activities in 
the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection shall 
be performed immediately by a qualified archaeologist.  The archaeological 
professional shall assess the find, determine its significance, and make 
recommendations for appropriate management measures within the guide-
lines of the California Environmental Quality Act.  The recommendations 
shall be implemented by the District. 

 
With the above contingency mitigation incorporation, potential for impact to cultural resources will 
be reduced to a less than significant level.  No additional mitigation is required.  

 
Vc. Less Than Significant Impact – No available information suggests that human remains may occur 

within the APE and the potential for such an occurrence is considered very low.  Human remains 
discovered during the project will need to be treated in accordance with the provisions of HSC 
§7050.5 and PRC §5097.98, which is mandatory. State law (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety 
Code) as well as local laws requires that the Police Department, County Sheriff and Coroner’s Office 
receive notification if human remains are encountered.  Compliance with these laws is considered 
adequate mitigation for potential impacts and no further mitigation is required. 
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Does Not Apply 

 
VI.  ENERGY: Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
VIa&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project consists of drilling up to 

four new wells, installing connecting pipelines and support equipment, extending a new water line 
to the EAPOA community, and installing new water meters within the EAPOA community.  These 
activities will consume energy during construction and during future operations (primarily to operate 
well pumps and any pimp stations.)  During construction, the proposed project will utilize 
construction equipment that is CARB approved, minimizing emissions generated and electricity 
required to the extent feasible (as outlined under Section III, Air Quality, above).  As stated in 
Section III, Air Quality, the construction of the proposed Lamont Public Utilities District’s Water 
Supply Improvement Project would require mitigation measures to minimize emissions impacts 
from construction equipment use (refer to MM AQ-3).  These mitigation measures also apply to 
energy resources as they require equipment not in use for 5 minutes to be turned off, and for 
electrical construction equipment to be used where available. These measures would prevent a 
significant impact during construction due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, and would also conform to the CARB regulations regarding energy efficiency. 

 
 During future operations overall energy use may change, up or down, for the following reasons.  

The Lamont PUD will continue to supply water within the community and begin serving the EAPOA.  
The new wells will not directly increase the volume of water required by the agency’s customers.  
With new, more energy efficient ground water pumps energy used per volume of water production 
should be reduced relative to the existing condition.  Further, one of the project’s goals is to tap 
into a portion of the groundwater aquifer where water quality will be improved and hence require 
less energy intensive treatment compared to the existing condition.  Finally, installation of water 
meters has historically reduced water consumption in areas that were previously unmetered as the 
actual cost of water can now be defined.  Based on these factors, the project will minimize energy 
consumption related to water supply for the two communities. 

    

Energy consumption encompasses many different activities.  For example, construction can 
include the following activities: delivery of equipment and material to a site from some location (note 
it also requires energy to manufacture the equipment and material, such as harvesting, cutting and 
delivering wood from its source); employee trips to work, possibly offsite for lunch (or a visit by a 
catering truck), travel home, and occasionally leaving a site for an appointment or checking another 
job; use of equipment onsite (electric or fuel); and sometimes demolition and disposal of 
construction waste. To minimize energy costs of construction debris management, mitigation has 
been established to require diversion of all material capable of being recycled.  The project will 
meet this requirement.  Energy consumption by construction equipment will be reduced by requiring 
shutdowns when equipment is not in use after five minutes and ensuring equipment is being 
operated within proper operating parameters (tune-ups) to minimize emissions and fuel 
consumption.  These requirements are consistent with State and regional rules and regulations.  
Under the construction scenario outlined above, the proposed project will not result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary energy consumption during construction. 

• ~ • • 

• ~ • • 
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The proposed project is currently, and will continue to be powered by Southern California Edison 
(SCE) through the power distribution system located within the project area. SCE will be able to 
supply sufficient electricity, as the proposed use would likely utilize less energy than previously for 
the reasons outlined above.  The project site will not require natural gas to operate. Security lighting 
must be constructed in conformance with a variety of existing energy efficiency regulatory 
requirements or guidelines including:  

• Compliance California Green Building Standards Code, AKA the CALGreen Code (Title 24, 
Part 11), which became effective on January 1, 2017.  The purpose of the CALGreen Code is 
to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction 
of building through the use of building concepts encouraging sustainable construction 
practices.  

• Compliance with diversion of construction and demolition materials from landfills. 

• Compliance with AQMD Mandatory use of low-pollutant emitting finish materials. 

• Compliance with AQMD Rules 431.1 and 431.2 to reduce the release of undesirable emissions. 

• Compliance with diesel exhaust emissions from diesel vehicles and off-road diesel 
vehicle/equipment operations. 

 

Compliance with these regulatory requirements for operational energy use and construction energy 
use would not be a wasteful or unnecessary use of energy. Under both the operational and 
construction scenarios for the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation measure AQ-2, 
the proposed project will not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy consumption that 
could result in a significant adverse impact to energy issues based on compliance with the 
referenced laws, regulations and guidelines. 
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VII.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:     

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

    

 
(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

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

    

 
(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 
(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
The proposed project consists of new replacement wells and support facilities; water pipelines; removal of 
water tanks and closure of EAPOA wells; and installation of water meters.  None of these facilities will be 
occupied by humans.   
 
VIIa. (i) No Impact- According to the County of Kern General Plan, Figure 13, the community of Lamont is 

not underlain by any known active faults (Figure VII-1).  The nearest fault is the White Wolf located 
south of Arvin about 10 miles south of Lamont.  The potential for significant adverse impact from fault 
activity within the project area is concluded to be no adverse impact from this geotechnical constraint. 

 
VIIa (ii) Less Than Significant Impact – According to the General Plan EIR (Page 4.1-7) most of Kern 

County is subject to moderate to extreme seismic ground shaking.   Due to general proximity to the 
White Wolf Fault (Figure VII-1), Lamont could experience substantial seismic ground shaking in the 

• • • ~ 

• • ~ • 
• • ~ • 
• • • ~ 

• ~ • • 

• ~ • • 

• • • ~ 

• • • ~ 

• ~ • • 
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future.  However, the type of uninhabited water infrastructure proposed by this project are not 
particularly subject to ground shaking damage, and if removed from production can readily repaired 
by Lamont PUD employees.  Based on the lack of human risk, requirements to meet current Uniform 
Building Code design and construction requirements, and the ability to quickly repair the water 
infrastructure if damaged by ground shaking, the potential adverse impact from seismic ground 
shaking is concluded to be a less than significant impact. 

 
VIIa. (iii) Less Than Significant Impact – The County General Plan does not identify any liquefaction 

hazards in the Lamont area (GPEI, Page 4.1-8).  This finding is confirmed by the fact that groundwater 
depth for the existing Lamont wells is about 400 feet below the ground surface (Lamont Public Utility 
District Hydrogeologic Study, 2020).  Thus, the project area has a low to negligible potential for 
liquefaction hazard for the proposed water infrastructure facilities.  Based on these findings, the 
potential adverse impact from liquefaction or other seismic ground failure is concluded to be a less 
than significant impact. 

 
VIIa. (iv) No Impact – Lamont is located on the valley-floor of the San Joaquin Valley in Kern County.  

There are no elevated areas in the vicinity of Lamont from which a landslide (sediment or rock) could 
originate.  Based on these findings, the potential adverse impact from a landslide at all the proposed 
project locations is a no impact finding. 

 
VIIb. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Given the total area of the proposed project, it 

is anticipated that more than one acre of ground disturbance will occur in relation to the wells, pipeline 
installation.  As a result, the proposed project will be required to prepare and implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Site specific best management practices (BMPs) shall 
be implemented to minimize erosion and sedimentation.  Mitigation is provided below to ensure 
implementation.  Because the disturbances will occur within existing disturbed ROWs and sites, it 
should not be necessary to implement long-term BMPs as they should already be installed at the 
various sites.   

 
GEO-1 The construction contractor shall prepare and implement a Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best Management 
Practices that will prevent construction pollutants from contacting stormwater 
with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite into 
receiving waters. The SWPPP may include but not be limited to the following 
BMPs. 
• The length of trench which can be left open at any given time should be 

limited to that needed to reasonably perform construction activities.  This 
will serve to reduce the amount of backfill stored onsite at any given time. 

• Backfill material should not be stored in areas which are subject to the 
erosive flows of water. 

• Stored backfill material should be covered with water resistant material 
during periods of heavy precipitation to reduce the potential for rainfall 
erosion of stored backfill material.  If covering is not feasible, then 
measures such as the use of straw bales, sandbags, silt fencing or 
detention/desilting basins shall be used to capture and hold eroded 
material on the project site for future cleanup. 

• The SWPPP shall include a spill prevention and cleanup plan to account 
for the accidental release of petroleum products or other contaminants 
during construction activities. This plan shall identify the methods of 
containing spills, the methods of removing and disposing of spills and the 
notification procedures to the appropriate regulatory agencies with 
jurisdiction over such spills.  
➢ Apply erosion and sediment control design that reduce volume and 

velocity of flows and content of sediment to levels that do not cause 
significant rill or gully erosion in susceptible areas.  In addition, 
provide for restoration of areas that do become eroded.  
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➢ Add protective covering of mulch, straw or synthetic material (erosion 
control blankets, tacking will be required). 

➢ Limit the amount of area disturbed and the length of time slopes and 
barren ground are left exposed.  After pipeline installation, soil shall be 
compacted to a level similar to pre-construction conditions.  

➢ Construct diversion dikes and interceptor ditches to divert water away 
from construction areas.  

 
Implementation of the preceding measure and other measures within the Hydrology/Water Quality 
are deemed sufficient to control adverse erosion impacts associated with installation of the proposed 
facilities.  
 

VIIc. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Based on a review of the Kern County Safety 
Element, Figure 12 (Figure VII-2), there is no other known geotechnical stability hazard in the Lamont 
Project area.  However, Figure 15 (Figure VII-3) indicates that Lamont is located on the northern edge 
of an area experiencing/undergoing subsidence, most likely due to extraction of either oil or 
groundwater.  Given this circumstance, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented to 
protect the water infrastructure.   

 
GEO-2 Prior to final design of any of the proposed project related water infrastructure, 

the design engineers shall provide an evaluation of the infrastructure’s 
potential susceptibility to subsidence hazards.  and identify specific measures 
to provide protection to incorporate into the design of the infrastructure if 
susceptible to damage from such subsidence hazards.  The selected design 
measures shall be integrated into the design of wells, pipelines or other 
infrastructure constructed in support of the proposed project.  

 
  With implementation of this mitigation measure, the potential adverse impacts due to subsidence can 

be reduced to a less than significant impact level. 
 
VIId. No Impact – The soils underlying the proposed Lamont water infrastructure facilities are alluvial sands 

and silts that are not considered as expansive soils that could pose hazards to pipelines and wells.  
Therefore, no potential exists for this project to create a substantial risk to life or property under this 
issue. 

 
VIIe. No Impact – The purpose of the project is to install new water infrastructure to provide potable water 

to the community of Lamont and the EAPOA neighborhood.  This project will not generate any 
wastewater and will not require subsurface septic tank or alternative wastewater management 
systems to be installed or utilized.  No adverse impact can occur under this impact category.    

 
VIIf. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Based on the type of sediments at this site 

(alluvial) and the highly disturbed nature of the ROWs, no paleontological resources should be 
impacted by the proposed project.  The project consists of installing pipelines within existing ROWs 
and installing wells and other activities within highly disturbed locations.  Although the installation of 
the new facilities will occur within existing disturbed engineering surfaces (primarily paved roadways), 
the following contingency mitigation measure shall be implemented if subsurface construction 
activities accidentally expose paleontological resources: 

 
 GEO-3 In the event that paleontological resources are encountered within the project 

area during construction activities, all land modification activities in the 
immediate area of the finds should be halted and an onsite inspection shall be 
performed immediately by a qualified paleontologist.  This professional will be 
able to assess the find, determine its significance, and make recommen-
dations for appropriate management actions.  Reasonable paleontological 
resource management actions shall be implemented to protect the accident-
ally exposed subsurface resources. 
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  With implementation of this mitigation measure, the potential adverse impacts to paleontological 
resources can be reduced to a less than significant impact level. 

 
 

 
  

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
VIII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION:  The following information utilized in this section was obtained from the technical study 
“Air Quality and GHG Impact Analyses, Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project, 
Lamont, California” prepared by Giroux & Associates dated December 7, 2021 and provided as Appendix 3 
to this document. 
 
Background 
 
“Greenhouse gases” (so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the earth) emitted 
by human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as “global warming.” These 
greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the temperature of the earth’s atmosphere by transparency 
to short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to outgoing terrestrial long wavelength heat radiation 
in some parts of the infrared spectrum. The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are carbon dioxide, 
methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water vapor.  For purposes of planning and regulation, Section 15364.5 
of the California Code of Regulations defines GHGs to include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.  Fossil fuel consumption in the transportation 
sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of 
GHG emissions, accounting for approximately half of GHG emissions globally.  Industrial and commercial 
sources are the second largest contributors of GHG emissions with about one-fourth of total emissions.  
 
California has passed several bills and the Governor has signed at least three executive orders regarding 
greenhouse gases.  GHG statues and executive orders (EO) include AB 32, SB 1368, EO S-03-05, 
EO S-20-06 and EO S-01-07. 
 
AB 32 is one of the most significant pieces of environmental legislation that California has adopted.  Among 
other things, it is designed to maintain California’s reputation as a “national and international leader on 
energy conservation and environmental stewardship.”  It will have wide-ranging effects on California 
businesses and lifestyles as well as far reaching effects on other states and countries.  A unique aspect of 
AB 32, beyond its broad and wide-ranging mandatory provisions and dramatic GHG reductions are the 
short time frames within which it must be implemented.  Major components of the AB 32 include: 

• Requires the monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions beginning with sources or categories of 
sources that contribute the most to statewide emissions. 

• Requires immediate “early action” control programs on the most readily controlled GHG sources. 

• Mandates that by 2020, California’s GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels. 

• Forces an overall reduction of GHG gases in California by 25-40%, from business as usual (BAU) 
practices by 2020. 

• Dictates that any local initiatives must complement efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state 
ambient air quality standards and to reduce toxic air contaminants. 

 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 
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Statewide, the framework for developing the implementing regulations for AB 32 is under way.  Maximum 
GHG reductions are expected to derive from increased vehicle fuel efficiency, from greater use of 
renewable energy and from increased structural energy efficiency. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Significance Thresholds 
 
In response to the requirements of SB97, the State Resources Agency developed guidelines for the 
treatment of GHG emissions under CEQA.  These new guidelines became state laws as part of Title 14 of 
the California Code of Regulations in March, 2010.  The CEQA Appendix G guidelines were modified to 
include GHG as a required analysis element.  A project would have a potentially significant impact if it: 

• Generates GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment, or 

• Conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted to reduce GHG emissions. 
 
Section 15064.4 of the Code specifies how significance of GHG emissions is to be evaluated3.  The process 
is broken down into quantification of project-related GHG emissions, making a determination of significance, 
and specification of any appropriate mitigation if impacts are found to be potentially significant.  At each of 
these steps, the new GHG guidelines afford the lead agency with substantial flexibility. 
 
Emissions identification may be quantitative, qualitative, or based on performance standards.  CEQA 
guidelines allow the lead agency to “select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate”. The 
most common practice for transportation/combustion GHG emissions quantification is to use a computer 
model such as CalEEMod, as was used in the ensuing analysis. 
 
In the Final Staff Report Addressing GHG Emissions Impacts under CEQA, the SJVAPCD notes that ARB 
staff derived a proposed hybrid threshold consisting of a quantitative threshold of 7,000 metric tons of CO2 
equivalent per year (MTCO2E/year) for operational emissions (excluding transportation), and performance 
standards for construction and transportation emissions (CARB).  
 
ARB concludes in its draft proposal that the 7,000 MTCO2e/year benchmark can be used to effectively 
mitigate industrial projects with significant GHG emissions. To date, ARB has not finalized its draft proposed 
threshold, nor has ARB scheduled additional workshops to seek public input on establishing a significance 
threshold for assessing significance of project specific GHG emission impacts on global climate change. 
However, in the absence of any other guidance, this 7,000 MT per year recommendation has been used 
as a guideline for this analysis. 
 
Impact Evaluation 
 
VIIIa. Less Than Significant Impact – During project construction, the CalEEMod2016.3.2 computer 

model predicts that the construction activities will generate 252.8 MT CO2e emissions in 2022 and 
96.7 MT CO2e in 2023. This is less than the adopted threshold for use by this project. GHG impacts 
from construction are considered less-than-significant, especially after a 30-year amortization is 
taken into account.  Refer to Appendix 3 for the detailed CalEEMod2016.3.2 emission calculations. 

 
During operations the project will consume electricity (well pumping and lift stations), but the source 
of the electricity is not well documented, and therefore the volume of GHG emissions cannot be 
attributed to specific emissions of GHG related to electricity.   Other emissions associated with 
operations, such as maintenance, will remain essentially the same as the replacement wells are 
placed into operation and maintained by the existing operating staff.  

 
VIIIb. Less Than Significant Impact – In December 2009 the SJVAPCD issued a final staff report 

addressing greenhouse gas emissions under CEQA. That language directly related to this project 

 
3 https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/1c/1c6e4716-42eb-4a2d-ac42-
1353a6283a47.pdf 

https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/1c/1c6e4716-42eb-4a2d-ac42-1353a6283a47.pdf
https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/1c/1c6e4716-42eb-4a2d-ac42-1353a6283a47.pdf
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states that the lead agency should identify GHG emissions based on available information to 
calculate, model or estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions. 

 
With regard to consistency with existing air quality plans, it was determined that because the 
proposed project would not generate population, residences, or substantial employment, it would 
neither conflict with nor interfere with the County’s adopted growth forecast. Furthermore, as shown 
in this report, the proposed project’s contribution to regional air emissions in the San Joaquin Valley 
would be very small and are only one time construction emissions. When compliance with 
applicable rules, such as the SJVAPCD’s required emissions controls is considered, the proposed 
project’s regional contribution to cumulative air quality and GHG impacts would be almost 
negligible.   
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IX.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION:  Refer to the Geotracker and Envirostor data provided in Appendix 6. 
 
IXa. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project consists of new wells, water distribution 

pipelines below ground surface, removal of small, deteriorated water reservoirs, and installation of 
water meters in the Lamont PUD service area and the EAPOA.  New water wells will require treatment 
with chlorine, which can occur with either chlorine gas or sodium hypochlorite.  The latter is a solid, 
not a gas, and is only mildly hazardous.  Lamont PUD will utilize sodium hypochlorite to minimize 
potential for spills or otherwise to harm nearby residents.  Other than routine deliveries of sodium 
hypochlorite, the project will not routinely transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials.  The 
potential for adverse impact exists under this topic is considered less than significant based on the 
character of the hazard and the low potential for dispersal in the environment. 

 
IXb. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The project may create a significant hazard to 

the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving 
the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  During construction there is a potential for 
accidental release of petroleum products in sufficient quantity to pose a significant hazard to people 
and the environment.  The following mitigation measure will be incorporated into the Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared for the project and implementation of this measure can 

• • ~ • 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 

• • • ~ 

• ~ • • 

• • • ~ 
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reduce this potential hazard to a less than significant level.  GeoTracker maps are provided as 
Appendix 6. 

 
HAZ-1 All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will 

be remediated in compliance with applicable state and local regulations 
regarding cleanup and disposal of the contaminant released.  The contami-
nated waste will be collected and disposed of at an appropriately licensed 
disposal or treatment facility.  This measure will be incorporated into the 
SWPPP prepared for the Project development. 

 
IXc. Less Than Significant Impact – Some of the facilities proposed for installation under the proposed 

project are located within one-quarter mile of existing schools, but the types of chemicals used during 
construction and future operations are not acutely hazardous.  The proposed project must follow the 
extensive legal and regulatory requirements in storage, handling, and disposal of any hazardous 
materials.  Based on compliance with these regulatory requirements, the proposed project is not 
forecast to result in any significant exposure of any school to significant hazards.  No mitigation is 
required. 

 
IXd. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed Project consists of an approximately 3.67-acres spread 

out over several locations within the community of Lamont. The Project will not be located on a site 
that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites that are currently under remediation.  According 
to the California State Water Board’s GeoTracker website (consistent with Government Code Section 
65962.5), which provides information regarding Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST), there 
are existing clean-up sites within 2,500 feet of the various project sites (Appendix 6). Regardless, the 
proposed construction and operation of the new Lamont PUD system sites will not create a significant 
hazard to the population or to the environment from their implementation. No impacts are anticipated.  
No mitigation is required. 

 
IXe. No Impact – There are no airports located in the vicinity of the proposed project sites; therefore, no 

potential exists for conflicts between the project and any airport operations. 
 
IXf. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Although the project is not located on a major 

evacuation route, the project will be installing a water pipeline in Di Giorgio Road, a major east-west 
roadway in the community.  To ensure that emergency access is available at all locations where 
pipeline construction will occur within existing road rights-of-way, the following mitigation measure 
shall be implemented to ensure emergency access to all parcels during construction. 

 
HAZ-2 During pipeline construction or any construction within road rights-of-way, the 

contractor shall maintain access to all parcels during construction activities.  
If necessary, this access can be accomplished by having steel sheets available 
to cover trenches in front of driveways o provide immediate, temporary 
access.  Also, a traffic management plan shall be submitted and approved by 
the County to manage and minimize hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians during construction. 

 
IXg. No Impact – The project site is located in urban/suburban residential areas and agricultural areas 

with no wildland areas in the vicinity of any project sites.  With no substantial wildland fuel load in the 
project area, no potential for exposure to a wildland fire hazard exists for the proposed project. 
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
X.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the 
project: 

    

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or 

offsite? 
    

 
(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 

surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding onsite or offsite? 

    

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff?; or, 

    

 
(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     
 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION:  The following information utilized in this section was obtained from the technical 
studies prepared by Dee Jasper & Associates, Inc. “MEMORANDUM – Lamont Public Utility District Water 
Supply Improvement Project” dated December 11, 2020 (Appendix 1); “Preliminary Engineering System 
Evaluation” dated November 2019 (Appendix 2); and “Hydrogeologic Study (Draft Report)” dated June 15, 
2020 (Appendix 7). 
 
Xa. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – There are three potential sources of water 

quality degradation: municipal wastewater; direct discharges of pollutants; and indirect discharges of 
pollutants.   This project elements do not include the generation, transport or treatment of wastewater.  
Therefore, no potential to violate water quality standards or degrade water quality will occur under 
this pathway.  Although direct discharges of pollutants are most typically associated with industrial 
operations, the purpose of the proposed project is to produce groundwater that meets all Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for water quality due to some existing wells being contaminated by 
arsenic and 1,2, 3-TCP.  The drilling of a new production well requires a series of steps, including 
testing the groundwater to determine the quality of the groundwater and its ability to meet potable 
drinking water standards.  Depending on the quality of the groundwater produced, the Lamont PUD 
may choose to install a treatment unit at one or more well sites to reduce a contaminant level below 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 
• • • ~ 
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a level that could harm water customers.  To address this issue, the following mitigation measure will 
be implemented: 

 
HYD-1 Based on the groundwater quality identified during pre-production testing, the 

Lamont PUD may install a water treatment unit (such as Ion Exchange or 
Reverse Osmosis), to reduce concentrations below the MCL for the pertinent 
pollutant.  The selected unit shall be installed, maintained and operated in a 
manner that will allow the potable water delivered to customers to meet all 
primary drinking water standards. 

 
 During the construction to install the various elements of the proposed project, construction activities 

have a potential to cause indirect discharges of sediment or to concentrate flows and cause erosion.  
This potential during construction will be controlled by implementing the SWPPP mandated in MM 
GEO-1.  Once the various project elements are installed and the ROWs or disturbed sites are 
returned to their pre-existing condition, the existing drainage system serving the project sites will 
continue to function and will control long term potential for erosion and sedimentation.  
Implementation of MM GEO-1 is considered sufficient to prevent the project from causing significant 
water quality degradation.  

 
Xb. Less Than Significant Impact – To assess the overall need for system-wide improvements for the 

Lamont PUD’s water system, a technical Study was prepared by Dee Jaspar & Associates, Inc. 
(Appendix 7).  Based on the findings in the Study, it was recommended that the Lamont PUD replace 
four existing District wells that have exceedances of the potable water quality MCLs.  The specific 
wells identified for replacement are Wells No. 5, No. 11, No. 12, and No. 13.  The District’s goal is to 
obtain between 800 gallons per minute (gpm) to 1,200 gpm production capacity for each well in order 
to replace the lost production.  Thus, the new production from these four wells is intended to offset 
the production from closing the four District wells and the two EAPOA wells.  Increased well 
production is not the goal of the Water Supply Improvement District Project.  Based on the preceding 
information, the proposed project will not impede any applicable sustainable groundwater 
management program for the local aquifer.  The proposed well sites will create small areas of 
impervious surface for the well facilities, but all pipelines will be placed within existing paved or 
compacted road rights-of-way and will not increase the amount of impervious surface.  The removal 
of the EAPOA water reservoirs will eliminate impervious surface and replace it with pervious surfaces.  
Overall, the proposed project will not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge within the 
basin. 

 
Xc. (i) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – All of the proposed project site locations are 

located within urban/suburban settings where permanent drainage facilities already exist.  The 
permanent changes to drainage are minor (less than four acres in Lamont, spread out over the whole 
community) and minimal increases in runoff will result.  During construction, MM GEO-1 will ensure 
that substantial erosion and siltation will not occur at the various project sites.  Overall impact under 
this issue is considered to be a less than significant impact. 

 
Xc. (ii) Less Than Significant Impact – The well sites are too small (area of disturbance is typically less 

than one acre) to substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in 
flooding onsite or offsite.  The pipelines will be installed underground and will not increase impervious 
surface.  The reservoir removal will eliminate existing impervious surface and the installation of the 
water meters will disturb only a few square feet spread out over the EAPOA neighborhood.  None of 
these activities will substantially increase runoff and cause flooding onsite or offsite.  

 
Xc. (iii) Less Than Significant Impact – Based on the amount of disturbed area spread out over much of 

the community of Lamont, the proposed project will not contribute runoff that would exceed the 
capacity of the existing drainage systems serving the proposed facilities and would also not serve as 
a substantial additional source of polluted runoff.  Overall impact under this issue is considered to be 
a less than significant impact. 
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Xc. (iv) No Impact – None of the proposed project facilities occur with the path of flood flows.  Therefore, 
the proposed project has no potential to impede or redirect flood flows.   

 
Xd. No Impact – The project area is not subject to either a seiche or tsunami due to the lack of any source 

of water to generate such hazards.   Regarding flood hazards, the FEMA FIRM Panels for the project 
area are provided in Appendix 8.  The project area is identified as being in Zone AE and Zone X.  The 
project area is not located in a high flood hazard zone.  A review of the Isabella Lake Dam Inundation 
map indicates that the Lamont area is located just east of the major flood hazards associated with 
the Isabella Lake Dam failure and related inundation. 

 
Xe. Less Than Significant Impact – Please refer to the discussions under issues X.a. and X.b. above.  

The issues of conflict with a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan 
are addressed in these two sections of the Initial Study.  No significant adverse impacts to these two 
issues will result from implementing the proposed project. 

 
 

 
  

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XI.  LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:     
 
a) Physically divide an established community?     
 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XIa. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project will not alter land use within the project area 

and the only feature that has a potential to divide a community is the pipeline from Lamont to EAPOA 
along Di Giorgio Road.  However, this pipeline will be installed underground and therefore, has no 
potential to divide any existing community.  Impact under this issue is considered to be a less than 
significant impact. 

 
XIb. No Impact – Water facilities are zone and general plan independent because it consists of essential 

infrastructure that is required to support all land uses.  Since the land uses will not be modified, no 
conflicts with any land use plan or policy for mitigating adverse environmental effects will result from 
project implementation. 

 
 

• • ~ • 
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XII.  MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION: 
 
XIIa&b. No Impact – The project area is developed with a mix of urban, suburban and agricultural uses 

and no known mineral resources are known to occur within the project area.  Due east of Lamont 
are two oil well fields, the Edison and Mountain View fields.  Limited oil extraction occurs in the 
area but none of the proposed water infrastructure occurs in areas with above ground oil 
infrastructure. No potential for adverse impact to mineral resources or mineral resource values 
will result from project implementation. 

 
 

 
  

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XIII.  NOISE: Would the project result in:     

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

    

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

    

 
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
Background 
 
The proposed project consists of new replacement wells and support facilities; water pipelines; removal of 
water tanks and closure of EAPOA wells; and installation of water meters.  Noise is generated in the 
following manner by these activities.  Well drilling generates noise at the well site during drilling and after 
installation a well pump to bring groundwater to the ground surface will continue to generate noise.  
Installation of pipelines generates noise, but once installed below ground the pipelines do not generate 
noise that is audible during operations.  Closure (demolition) of the existing EAPOA wells will also generate 
some noise but, once completed the closed wells will no longer be a source of noise.  Finally, the water 
meters are envisioned to be installed by hand, using hand tools, some of which may be motorized.  Thus, 
some limited short-term noise is likely to be associated with installation of the water meters, but once 
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installed below ground the pipelines do not generate noise that will be audible during operation.  The 
potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures to control noise are discussed in the following 
text. 
 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound.  The unit of sound pressure ratio to the faintest sound 
detectable to a person with normal hearing is called a decibel (dB).  Sound or noise can vary in intensity by 
over one million times within the range of human hearing.  A logarithmic loudness scale, similar to the 
Richter scale for earthquake magnitude, is therefore used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient 
and manageable level.  The human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire 
spectrum.  Noise levels at maximum human sensitivity from around 500 to 2,000 cycles per second are 
factored more heavily into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” written as “dBA.”  
 
Leq is a time-averaged sound level; a single-number value that expresses the time-varying sound level for 
the specified period as though it were a constant sound level with the same total sound energy as the time-
varying level.  Its unit is the decibel (dB).  The most common averaging period for Leq is hourly.   
 
Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during more sensitive 
evening and nighttime hours, state law requires that an artificial dBA increment be added to quiet time noise 
levels. The State of California has established guidelines for acceptable community noise levels that are 
based on the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) rating scale (a 24-hour integrated noise 
measurement scale). The guidelines rank noise land use compatibility in terms of "normally acceptable," 
"conditionally acceptable," and "clearly unacceptable" noise levels for various land use types.  The State 
Guidelines, Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure, single-family homes are "normally 
acceptable" in exterior noise environments up to 60 dB CNEL and "conditionally acceptable" up to 70 dB 
CNEL based on this scale.  Multiple family residential uses are "normally acceptable" up to 65 dB CNEL 
and "conditionally acceptable" up to 70 CNEL.  Schools, libraries and churches are "normally acceptable" 
up to 70 dB CNEL, as are office buildings and business, commercial and professional uses with some 
structural noise attenuation. 
 
XIIIa. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Implementation of the proposed project will 

generate noise. Generally, well drilling equipment can generate noise levels of about 70 to 90 dBA 
at a distance of 50 feet from the equipment.  This is the highest noise exposure from the project 
activities, as all other construction will occur be limited to daytime activities.  Drilling of the 36-inch 
minimum diameter surface casing/sanitary seal borehole to 50 feet and drilling, by reverse 
circulation methods, a 17.5-inch minimum diameter pilot borehole from 50 feet to 400 feet below 
ground surface (bgs) will occur over a 24-hour period until the well is completed to the design depth 
of about 750 feet to 900 feet bgs.  Stationary source noise diminishes at a rate of about 6 dB for 
each doubling of the distance from the source.  This means that periodic construction noise levels 
at the nearest receptor can be about 70-80 dBA on the exterior of the nearest receptor.  The well 
drilling will likely exceed the County’s noise standard of 65 dBA at the exterior of the nearest 
receptors, which consists of some existing residential development near at each of the four 
locations that will be temporarily impacted by construction noise.  This increase in noise levels will 
be short term (about 12-20 days).  The increased noise levels will not be severe enough to pose a 
health or hearing hazard, but could be considered a short-term nuisance.  Once a well becomes 
operational, any above ground pump will generate noise; however, this noise can be mitigated, as 
outlined in the mitigation measure below—by constructing a wooden or concrete housing unit to 
reduce operational noise levels to a less than significant impact.  Additionally, to reduce potential 
short-term effects of noise and long-term noise effects from all project construction activities to the 
greatest extent feasible, the mitigation measures presented below will be implemented—which 
include constructing temporary noise barrier walls and equipment to meet specified noise level 
limits during construction activities. 

 
NOI-1 LPUD will require the implementation of adequate measures to reduce noise 

levels to the greatest extent feasible or below 65 dBA, including portable 
noise barriers or scheduling specific construction activities to avoid conflict 
with adjacent sensitive receptors. 
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NOI-2 LPUD will require that all construction equipment be operated with mandated 
noise control equipment (mufflers or silencers).  Enforcement will be accom-
plished by random field inspections by District personnel during construc-
tion activities. 

 
NOI-3 LPUD will establish a noise complaint/response program and will respond to 

any noise complaints received for this project by measuring noise levels at 
the affected receptor.  If the noise level exceeds an Ldn of 65 dBA exterior 
or an Ldn of 45 dBA interior at the receptor, the applicant will implement 
adequate measures to reduce noise levels to the greatest extent feasible, 
including portable noise barriers, scheduling specific construction activities 
to avoid conflict with adjacent sensitive receptors, or relocation of sensitive 
receptors during high noise activities. 

 
NOI-4 All construction activities other than well drilling and casing landing shall be 

restricted to daylight hours, unless an emergency exists.  
 
NOI-5 LPUD shall will require that well pumps be installed underground, or that 

noise levels be at or below 50 dB(A) at the nearest sensitive noise receptor 
property boundary.  Reductions of above ground pump noise can be 
accomplished be installing surface well housing, which can be a wooden or 
concrete block structure that attenuates noise to meet this performance 
standard. 

 
NOI-6 Upon request from adjacent residents, LPUD shall provide the option of 

relocating adjacent residents for the duration of active 24-hour drilling 
activity.   

 
NOI-7 Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on 

Monday through Friday, and between 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturday (except 
for well drilling activities), and shall be prohibited on Sundays and federal 
holidays except during documented emergencies.  No construction may 
occur during hours of “Darkness” (Night Work), as defined in the California 
Vehicle Code, Section 280, unless prior authorization is obtained from the 
County. 

 
NOI-8 All employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over 

an 8-hour period shall be provided with adequate hearing protection devices 
to ensure no hearing damage will result from construction activities. 

 
Implementation of the preceding mitigation measure can reduce noise exposures from all proposed 
project activities, both construction and operation, to a less than significant impact level.  

 
XIIIb. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a 

medium or object.  The rumbling sound caused by vibration of room surfaces is called structure 
borne noises.  Sources of groundborne vibrations include natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, 
volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides) or human-made causes (e.g., explosions, machinery, 
traffic, trains, construction equipment).  Vibration sources may be continuous or transient.  Vibration 
is often described in units of velocity (inches per second), and discussed in decibel (dB) units in 
order to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.  Vibration impacts related 
to human development are generally associated with activities such as well drilling operations, 
construction, and heavy truck movements.   

 
 The background vibration-velocity level in residential areas is generally 50 VdB; Groundborne 

vibration is normally perceptible to humans at approximately 65 VdB, while 75 VdB is the 
approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible.  Construction 



Lamont Public Utilities District 
Water Supply Improvement Project  INITIAL STUDY 

 

 

 

TOM DODSON & ASSOCIATES Page 46 

activity can result in varying degrees of groundborne vibration, and can occur as a result of well 
drilling activities. While no enforceable regulations for vibration exist within the County of San 
Bernardino, the Federal Transit Association (FTA) guidelines identify a level of 80 VdB for sensitive 
land uses. This threshold provides a basis for determining the relative significance of potential 
project-related vibration impacts.  

 
 In the short term, most of the construction activities described above (except water meter 

installation) have some potential to create some vibration to the nearest sensitive receptors at some 
sites within the project footprint.  However, any short-term impacts to the nearest sensitive 
receptors would be considered less than significant through implementing the following mitigation 
measure:  

 
NOI-9 During future construction activities with heavy equipment within 300 feet of 

occupied residences, vibration field tests should be conducted at the 
nearest occupied structure.  To the extent feasible, if vibrations exceed 
72 VdB, the construction activities shall be revised to reduce vibration below 
this threshold.  

 
XIIIc. No Impact – The project site is not located near an airport and will not experience any aircraft or 

airport-related noise impacts. 
 
 

 
  

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XIVa&b. No Impact – The proposed project will provide potable water system improvements for the 

community of Lamont and a partially developed residential subdivision (EAPOA).  The project 
has no potential to induce growth or displace existing occupied residences. 

 
 

• • • ~ 

• • • ~ 
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XV.  PUBLIC SERVICES: 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 govern-
mental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

    

 
a)  Fire protection?     
 
b)  Police protection?     
 
c)  Schools?     
 
d)  Parks?     
 
e)  Other public facilities?     

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XVa. No Impact – The installation and utilization of the new potable water system facilities have no 

potential to create any demand for fire protection services that would require new or altered 
facilities.  The proposed project has a positive benefit because it will ensure sufficient water is 
available to meet fire flow requirements in both communities, Lamont and EAPOA. 

 
XVb-e. No Impact – This includes “other public facilities” such as the EAPOA which will have sufficient 

capacity in the future to meet water supply needs that will be generated by communities without 
requiring expansion of the local supply at this site. 

 
 

 
  

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XVI.  RECREATION:     

 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XVIa&b. No Impact – The installation and utilization of the water system facilities have no potential to 

create any demand for recreational facilities that would require new or altered facilities.   
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XVII.  TRANSPORTATION: Would the project:     

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

    

 
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

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

    

 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
Background Regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
CEQA Section 15064.3, subdivision (b):  
(1) Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may 
indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop 
or a stop along an existing high-quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant 
transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the project area compared to existing 
conditions should be presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact.  
 
(2) Transportation Projects. Transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, vehicle miles 
traveled should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. For roadway capacity 
projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact consistent 
with CEQA and other applicable requirements. To the extent that such impacts have already been 
adequately addressed at a programmatic level, such as in a regional transportation plan EIR, a lead agency 
may tier from that analysis as provided in Section 15152.  
 
(3) Qualitative Analysis. If existing models or methods are not available to estimate the vehicle miles 
traveled for the particular project being considered, a lead agency may analyze the project’s vehicle miles 
traveled qualitatively. Such a qualitative analysis would evaluate factors such as the availability of transit, 
proximity to other destinations, etc. For many projects, a qualitative analysis of construction traffic may be 
appropriate.  
 
(4) Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a 
project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per 
household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles 
traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. 
Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be 
documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of 
adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section.  
 
XVIIa. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project includes many locations where specific 

water system improvement projects will be implemented.  This has one very important effect on 
transportation issues.  Because of the many locations where activities will occur (six locations), 
the effect of construction traffic will be dispersed and not concentrated at one location over the 
life of construction activities.   Thus, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable 
plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 

• • ~ • 
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circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited 
to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.  

 
 This project does not propose any new roads.  In the short term, construction of the proposed 

facilities will result in the generation of up to about 10-15 additional roundtrips per day on the 
roadways adjacent to the various sites by construction personnel, delivery of equipment and 
materials, and the removal of any graded material and delivery of well construction materials.  
This increase in traffic will be temporary and is not considered sufficient to affect the level of 
service of roadways or congestion at any intersection.  No measurable increases in traffic are 
anticipated during operations as the various facilities will replace existing wells and will not require 
an increase in maintenance or operational activities than that which exists presently at these 
sites. No mitigation is required.  

 
XVIIb. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is a discrete construction project that does 

not fit into the standard methodology outlined to address Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) issues.  
The various project elements will be constructed and once the facilities are integrated into the 
Lamont PUD’s water supply system, the field maintenance personnel will integrate these new 
facilities into their daily monitoring and maintenance activities.  A limited increase in field miles 
traveled each day may occur due to integration of the EAPOA facilities into the Lamont water 
system, but such trips are not anticipated to exceed 50 miles per day, based on two trips per day 
and the approximate 20-mile round trip to maintain such facilities.  Further, during construction it 
is assumed that approximately 25 personnel will be working this project (assumes two work 
crews) and as many as 10 deliveries will occur by truck per day (total about 35 round trips per 
day).  This will occur over the short term, estimated to be 18 months until all project-related 
construction activities are completed. Thus, an estimated total of 35 round trips may occur during 
a typical workday.  Since a project such as proposed will be awarded to the lowest bidder, there 
is no method of controlling vehicle miles traveled in support of the project, other than awarding 
some points for a local contractor.  Due to the type of project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 
does not appear to apply to the proposed project. 

 
XVIIc&d. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed construction activities in road 

ROWs will be short term, but these activities can create hazards for motorists, bicyclists and 
pedestrians, particularly along Di Giorgio Road with pipeline installation.  Thus, the project-
related construction activities have a potential to conflict with continuous access.  Mitigation 
measure HAZ-2 will be implemented to ensure that hazards are minimize and emergency access 
is maintained to all parcels.   
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XVIII.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would 
the project cause a substantial change in the 
significance of tribal cultural resources, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to the California Native American tribe, and that 
is: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XVIIIa&b. The Lamont Public Utilities District has not been contacted by any Native American tribes and 

therefore, was not required to initiate consultation.  However, as outlined in the Cultural 
Resource appendix, Appendix 5 to this document, CRM TECH did consult with the Native 
American Heritage Commission and received names from several tribes to contact regarding 
traditional cultural resources.  Of the seven tribes contacted by CRM TECH, three responded 
and indicated no concerns with the location of the proposed project facilities.  Mitigation 
measure CUL-1 requires field review of any exposed subsurface cultural resources, which 
would allow any archaeological resources to be identified and Native American tribes 
contacted, where appropriate.  Therefore, the District concludes that sufficient protection will 
be extended to subsurface Tribal Cultural Resources if any are accidentally encountered during 
ground disturbing activities.  

 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XIX.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treat-
ment provider which serves or may serve the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's 
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XIXa. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project consists of the 

redevelopment of the Lamont PUD’s water supply system and the extension of a pipeline and water 
system improvements to the EAPOA water system for a neighborhood a few miles west of the 
community and the District’s service area.  Based on the detailed evaluation of environmental 
issues associated with this proposed project (refer to the contents of this Initial Study), the proposed 
project will not cause a significant adverse impact on any of issues addressed in this Initial Study.  
The proposed Lamont PUD’s water system improvements are intended to replace the 
compromised water quality of existing water supplies with a water supply that will meet current 
water demand, but is not designed to substantially expand water production capabilities from that 
previously identified, for either the PUD or the EAPOA.  Thus, there implementation of the proposed 
project is not forecast to cause relocation or new construction of expanded wastewater treatment, 
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas or other infrastructure facilities in a manner that 
would cause a significant environmental effect for any of the issues addressed in this Initial Study 
Environmental Checklist Form.  No mitigation beyond that identified in this document is required. 

 
XIXb.  Less Than Significant Impact – This project is a replacement for the existing water systems within 

the Lamont PUD and the EAPOA.  The proposed project will not cause or result in greater water 
production for the communities than currently exists.  Based on the analysis in this document, water 
supply should be slightly less due to metering the EAPOA community and current water 
conservation trends.  Future expansions of water supply within either community due to future 
growth will require future evaluations and are not considered under this proposed project. 

 
XIXc. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project will not contribute to generation of 

wastewater.  Future expansions of demand for wastewater treatment or conveyance within either 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 

• • ~ • 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 
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community due to future growth will require future evaluations and are not considered under this 
proposed project. 

 
XIXd. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The only solid waste generated by the 

proposed project will consist of demolition debris from EAPOA reservoirs, and site clearing debris 
from the well sites and pipeline alignments and a limited amount of municipal waste generated by 
employees. All construction waste that can be recycled will be by following this mitigation 
measures. 

 
UTIL-1 During future demolition and clearing activities conducted by the Lamont 

PUD, the OUD shall require all construction waste that can be recycled shall 
be recycled.  At a minimum recycled material shall mee the current State 
construction material recycling percentage.  Documentation of waste 
recycled shall be required of the contractor, including locations where 
specific recycling materials were delivered. 

 
The small amount of remaining waste will be delivered to regional landfills with adequate capacity 
for the small volume of waste associated with this proposed project.  Solid waste impacts will be 
less than significant from project implementation after implementing this measure. 

 
XIXe. Less Than Significant Impact – Standard practice is to include a contract stipulation that a 

contractor obey all laws and regulations of the County, State and United States, and this includes 
solid waste laws and regulations.  No potential conflict with such laws and regulations is anticipated 
from the waste disposal activities of this proposed project. 
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XX.  WILDFIRE: If located in or near state responsi-
bility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones, would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
XXa. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed construction activities in road 

ROWs will be short term, but these activities can create hazards for motorists, bicyclists and 
pedestrians, particularly along Di Giorgio Road with pipeline installation.  Thus, the project-related 
construction activities have a potential to conflict with continuous access.   Mitigation measure 
HAZ-2 will be implemented to ensure that hazards are minimize and emergency access is 
maintained to all parcels.  

 
XXb. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed Project is not located in or near state responsibility 

areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zone, therefore the proposed Project will 
have minimal impacts to any wildfire issues. The proposed Project is not located within the fire 
safety severity zone.  The proposed Project area is located in a suburban and agricultural area 
removed from the high fire hazard areas that are located adjacent to Tehachapi Mountains to the 
east. As such, no significant impacts under these issues are anticipated.  

 
XXc. No Impact – Aside from the water infrastructure that will be installed in support of the proposed project 

with no significant adverse impacts identified, the proposed project will not install any special wildfire 
related facilities that could result in additional adverse ongoing impacts to the environment. 

 
XXd. No Impact – The project area is essentially flat and does not contribute to any significant risks 

associated with wildfire indirect effects on the environment where the project facilities are located.  No 
mitigation is required.  

 
 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 

• • • ~ 

• • • ~ 
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Potentially 
Significant Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant Impact 

 
No Impact or 

Does Not Apply 

 
XXI.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:     

 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

    

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

    

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

    

 
SUBSTANTIATION 
 
The analysis in this Initial Study and the findings reached indicate that the proposed Project can be 
implemented without causing any new project specific or cumulatively considerable unavoidable significant 
adverse environmental impacts.  Mitigation is required to control potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project to a less than significant impact level.  The following findings are based on the detailed 
analysis of the Initial Study of all environmental topics and the implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in the previous text and summarized following this section.  
 
XXIa. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The biological and cultural technical reports 

(Appendices 4 and 5) indicate that no biological or cultural resources of significance occur within 
the project area of potential effect.  However, contingency mitigation measures were identified to 
address the potential for encountering protected nesting birds and accidental exposure of 
subsurface cultural resources.  With implementation of these measures, it was determined that the 
proposed project would not cause any unavoidable significant adverse impacts.  

 
XXIb. Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed Project consists of installing water system 

infrastructure in the residential communities of Lamont and the El Adobe Property Owners 
Association (EAPOA).  No unavoidable significant adverse impacts have been identified for those 
issues that have a potential for cumulative impact.  These issues include: aesthetics, agricultural 
air quality, biology, cultural resources, energy, greenhouse gases, hydrology/water quality, land 
use, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, traffic, tribal cultural resources, 
utilities and service systems, and wildfire.  Of these issues, air quality, biology, cultural resources, 
greenhouse gases, hydrology/water quality, noise, traffic, utilities/service systems and wildfire 
require mitigation.  All identified mitigation measures will be implemented by the proposed project.  
Most potential adverse environmental impacts will be experienced during construction to achieve 
the long-term goal of replacing water supply for the communities of Lamont and El Adobe.  The 
potential cumulative environmental effects of implementing the proposed Project have been 
determined to be less than considerable and thus, less than significant impacts. 

 

• ~ • • 

• • ~ • 
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XXIc. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed Project includes activities that 
have a potential to cause direct substantial adverse effects on humans.  The issues of Air Quality, 
Geology and Soils, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Hydrology, Noise, and Wildfire require the 
implementation of mitigation measures to reduce human impacts to a less than significant level.  
All other environmental issues were found to have no significant impacts on humans without 
implementation of mitigation.  The potential for direct human effects from implementing the 
proposed Project have been determined to be less than significant. 

 
Conclusion 
 
This document evaluated all CEQA issues contained in the latest Initial Study Checklist form (2021). The 
evaluation determined that either no impact or less than significant impacts would be associated with the 
issues of Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, and Wildfire.  The issues of Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural 
Resources, Geology & Soils, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Hydrology & Water Quality, Noise, and 
Transportation require the implementation of mitigation measures to reduce potential project specific and 
cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  The required mitigation has been proposed in this Initial 
Study to reduce impacts for these issues to a less than significant impact level.   
 
Based on the evidence and findings in this Initial Study, the Lamont PUD proposes to adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project.  A Notice 
of Intent to Adopt a Mitigation Negative Declaration (NOI) will be issued for this Project by the Lamont Public 
Utilities District.  The Initial Study and NOI will be circulated for 30 days of public comment. At the end of 
the 30-day review period, a final MND package will be prepared and it will be reviewed by the District for 
possible adoption at a future Board meeting, the date for which has yet to be determined.  If you or your 
agency comments on the MND/NOI for this Project, you will be notified about the meeting date in 
accordance with the requirements in Section 21092.5 of CEQA (statute).   
 
 
__________ 
 
Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. 
County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka 
Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water 
Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 
102 Cal.App.4th 656.  
 
 
Revised 2019  
Authority: Public Resources Code sections 21083 and 21083.09  
Reference: Public Resources Code sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3/ 21084.2 and 21084.3 
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Aesthetics 
 
AES-1 Prior to initiating well drilling or approval of the final above ground facilities in close proximity to 

sensitive light receptors, an analysis of potential exterior lighting to impact the adjacent sensitive 
light receptors shall be submitted to the Lamont PUD for review and approval.   If potential 
lighting impacts are identified for adjacent sensitive receptors the lighting shall be shielded or 
other design solutions acceptable to the PUD shall be implemented to eliminate adverse night 
lighting impacts.  

 
Air Quality 
 
AQ-1 Regulation VIII Control Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10: 

• All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for 
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover.  

• All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of 
dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/ suppressant.  

• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut & fill, and 
demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing 
application of water or by presoaking.  

• With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfaces of the building 
shall be wetted during demolition.  

• When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to 
limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of the 
container shall be maintained.  

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from 
adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is 
expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the 
visible dust emissions.) (Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.)  

• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of outdoor 
storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions utilizing 
sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/ suppressant.  

• Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more feet 
from the site and at the end of each workday.  

• An owner/operator of any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day, or 20 or more vehicle 
trips per day by vehicles with three or more axles shall implement measures to prevent 
carryout and trackout. 

  
AQ-2 Recommended Enhanced Additional Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10: 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off all trucks and equipment leaving the 
site.  

• Install wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas.  

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph.  

• Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one time.  
 

AQ-3 Recommended for Heavy Duty Equipment (scrapers, graders, trenchers, earth movers, etc.): 

• Use alternative fueled or catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment.  

• Minimize idling time (e.g., 5 minutes maximum). 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use. 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents (provided they are not 
run via a portable generator set).  
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• Curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentrations; this may include 
ceasing of construction activity during the peak-hour of vehicular traffic on adjacent 
roadways. 

• Implement activity management (e.g., rescheduling activities to reduce short-term impacts). 
 
Biological Resources 
 
BIO-1  The State of California prohibits the “take” of active bird nests. To avoid impacts to nesting birds 

(common and special status) during the nesting season (generally between February 1 to 
August 31), a qualified Avian Biologist shall conduct pre‐construction nesting bird survey prior to 

Project‐related disturbance to identify any active nests. If no active nests are found, no further 

action would be required. If an active nest is found, the biologist shall set appropriate no‐work 
buffers around the nest, which would be determined based on the nesting species, its sensitivity 
to disturbance, nesting stage and expected types, intensity and duration of disturbance. The 
nests and buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor. The 
approved no‐work buffer zone shall be clearly marked in the field, within which no disturbance 
activity shall commence until the qualified biologist has determined the young birds have 
successfully fledged and the nest is inactive. 

 
Cultural Resources 
 
CUL-1 Should any subsurface or other cultural resources be encountered during construction of the 

proposed project, earthmoving or grading activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be 
halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed immediately by a qualified archaeologist.  The 
archaeological professional shall assess the find, determine its significance, and make 
recommendations for appropriate management measures within the guidelines of the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  The recommendations shall be implemented by the District. 

 
Geology and Soils 
 
GEO-1 The construction contractor shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best Management Practices that will prevent construction 
pollutants from contacting stormwater with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from 
moving offsite into receiving waters. The SWPPP may include but not be limited to the following 
BMPs. 

• The length of trench which can be left open at any given time should be limited to that needed 
to reasonably perform construction activities.  This will serve to reduce the amount of backfill 
stored onsite at any given time. 

• Backfill material should not be stored in areas which are subject to the erosive flows of water. 

• Stored backfill material should be covered with water resistant material during periods of 
heavy precipitation to reduce the potential for rainfall erosion of stored backfill material.  If 
covering is not feasible, then measures such as the use of straw bales, sandbags, silt fencing 
or detention/desilting basins shall be used to capture and hold eroded material on the project 
site for future cleanup. 

• The SWPPP shall include a spill prevention and cleanup plan to account for the accidental 
release of petroleum products or other contaminants during construction activities. This plan 
shall identify the methods of containing spills, the methods of removing and disposing of spills 
and the notification procedures to the appropriate regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over 
such spills.  
➢ Apply erosion and sediment control design that reduce volume and velocity of flows and 

content of sediment to levels that do not cause significant rill or gully erosion in 
susceptible areas.  In addition, provide for restoration of areas that do become eroded.  

➢ Add protective covering of mulch, straw or synthetic material (erosion control blankets, 
tacking will be required). 
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➢ Limit the amount of area disturbed and the length of time slopes and barren ground are 
left exposed.  After pipeline installation, soil shall be compacted to a level similar to pre-
construction conditions.  

➢ Construct diversion dikes and interceptor ditches to divert water away from construction 
areas.  

 
GEO-2 Prior to final design of any of the proposed project related water infrastructure, the design 

engineers shall provide an evaluation of the infrastructure’s potential susceptibility to subsidence 
hazards.  and identify specific measures to provide protection to incorporate into the design of 
the infrastructure if susceptible to damage from such subsidence hazards.  The selected design 
measures shall be integrated into the design of wells, pipelines or other infrastructure constructed 
in support of the proposed project.  

 
GEO-3 In the event that paleontological resources are encountered within the project area during 

construction activities, all land modification activities in the immediate area of the finds should be 
halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed immediately by a qualified paleontologist.  
This professional will be able to assess the find, determine its significance, and make recommen-
dations for appropriate management actions.  Reasonable paleontological resource manage-
ment actions shall be implemented to protect the accidentally exposed subsurface resources. 

 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
HAZ-1 All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will be remediated in 

compliance with applicable state and local regulations regarding cleanup and disposal of the 
contaminant released.  The contaminated waste will be collected and disposed of at an 
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility.  This measure will be incorporated into the 
SWPPP prepared for the Project development. 

 
HAZ-2 During pipeline construction or any construction within road rights-of-way, the contractor shall 

maintain access to all parcels during construction activities.  If necessary, this access can be 
accomplished by having steel sheets available to cover trenches in front of driveways o provide 
immediate, temporary access.  Also, a traffic management plan shall be submitted and approved 
by the County to manage and minimize hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians during 
construction. 

 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
HYD-1 Based on the groundwater quality identified during pre-production testing, the Lamont PUD may 

install a water treatment unit (such as Ion Exchange or Reverse Osmosis), to reduce concen-
trations below the MCL for the pertinent pollutant.  The selected unit shall be installed, maintained 
and operated in a manner that will allow the potable water delivered to customers to meet all 
primary drinking water standards. 

 
Noise 
 
NOI-1 LPUD will require the implementation of adequate measures to reduce noise levels to the 

greatest extent feasible or below 65 dBA, including portable noise barriers or scheduling specific 
construction activities to avoid conflict with adjacent sensitive receptors. 

 
NOI-2 LPUD will require that all construction equipment be operated with mandated noise control 

equipment (mufflers or silencers).  Enforcement will be accomplished by random field inspections 
by District personnel during construction activities. 

 
NOI-3 LPUD will establish a noise complaint/response program and will respond to any noise 

complaints received for this project by measuring noise levels at the affected receptor.  If the 
noise level exceeds an Ldn of 65 dBA exterior or an Ldn of 45 dBA interior at the receptor, the 
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applicant will implement adequate measures to reduce noise levels to the greatest extent 
feasible, including portable noise barriers, scheduling specific construction activities to avoid 
conflict with adjacent sensitive receptors, or relocation of sensitive receptors during high noise 
activities. 

 
NOI-4 All construction activities other than well drilling and casing landing shall be restricted to daylight 

hours, unless an emergency exists.  
 
NOI-5 LPUD shall will require that well pumps be installed underground, or that noise levels be at or 

below 50 dB(A) at the nearest sensitive noise receptor property boundary.  Reductions of above 
ground pump noise can be accomplished be installing surface well housing, which can be a 
wooden or concrete block structure that attenuates noise to meet this performance standard. 

 
NOI-6 Upon request from adjacent residents, BBCCSD shall provide the option of relocating adjacent 

residents for the duration of active 24-hour drilling activity.   
 
NOI-7 Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Monday through Friday, 

and between 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturday (except for well drilling activities), and shall be 
prohibited on Sundays and federal holidays except during documented emergencies.  No 
construction may occur during hours of “Darkness” (Night Work), as defined in the California 
Vehicle Code, Section 280, unless prior authorization is obtained from the County. 

 
NOI-8 All employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over an 8-hour period shall 

be provided with adequate hearing protection devices to ensure no hearing damage will result 
from construction activities. 

 
NOI-9 During future construction activities with heavy equipment within 300 feet of occupied residences, 

vibration field tests should be conducted at the nearest occupied structure.  To the extent feasible, 
if vibrations exceed 72 VdB, the construction activities shall be revised to reduce vibration below 
this threshold.  

 
Utilities and Service Systems 
 
UTIL-1 During future demolition and clearing activities conducted by the Lamont PUD, the OUD shall 

require all construction waste that can be recycled shall be recycled.  At a minimum recycled 
material shall mee the current State construction material recycling percentage.  Documentation 
of waste recycled shall be required of the contractor, including locations where specific recycling 
materials were delivered. 
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https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de-minimis-tables
https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/1c/1c6e4716-42eb-4a2d-ac42-1353a6283a47.pdf
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Location of Well Sites 

 



 

SOURCE: Dee Jasper & Associates, Inc., Lamont PUD Preliminary Engineering Report System Evaluation, November 2019 
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DEE JASPAR & ASSOCIATES, INC.   
CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS   
2730 UNICORN ROAD, BLDG A 
BAKERSFIELD, CA  93308    
PHONE (661) 393-4796    
FAX (661) 393-4799    
 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE:   December 11, 2020 
 
TO:    Scott Taylor, General Manager 

 
 FROM: Curtis Skaggs, P.E. 

 
 PROJECT: Lamont Public Utility District  

Water Supply Improvement Project 
 
SUBJECT:     Well Site Locations 

   
 
I. Introduction 

  
The Lamont Public Utility District (District) “Preliminary Engineering Report 
– System Evaluation” was completed in November 2019 and recommended 
that four new replacement wells be drilled for Wells 5, 11, 12, and 13.  The 
wells would be drilled to avoid Arsenic and 1,2,3-TCP, if possible.  In addition, 
the project would include the consolidation of El Adobe Property Owner’s 
Associates (EAPOA) with the District. 
 
A hydrogeologic study was then prepared in June 2020 that concluded that 
there is an intermediate strata between approximately a 480-ft depth and a 720-
ft depth that may yield water quality that doesn’t require treatment.  Test wells 
will need to be completed to confirm this, however the District will need to 
proceed with acquiring well sites before test wells can be constructed.  It is 
recommended that test well agreements and right to purchase agreements be 
developed that will give the District access to the properties to drill test wells 
and evaluate the water quality with depth while also putting the conditions in 
place for the District to purchase the property if the test well is successful. 
 
This memorandum serves to evaluate potential well site properties based on: 
 
1. Location 
2. Ownership/Zoning 
3. Size/Configuration 
4. Proximity to Residential 
5. Proximity to Existing Water Mains 
6. Proximity to Potential Hazards 
7. Hydraulic Impacts 

 

I )0 
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The properties evaluated include the following twenty sites and each are 
discussed in greater detail herein: 
 
1. APN 178-282-25 – NW Corner Habecker Rd & Panama Rd 
2. APN 178-282-26 – SW Cor Habecker Rd & Collison St 
3. APN 174-160-23 – Panama Rd near Gilbert St 
4. APN 186-080-04 – Hall Rd near San Fernando St 
5. APN 186-080-05 – NW Cor San Diego St & Hall Rd 
6. APN 188-290-32 – SE Cor Main St & Maxey Dr 
7. APN 187-102-33 – SW Cor Main St & Whitlock Ln 
8. APN 187-102-35 – NE Cor Parish Ave & Buena Vista Blvd 
9. APN 188-280-02 – SE of Main St & Tri Duncan Ave 
10. APN 188-280-05 – North of Buena Vista Blvd & East of Main St 
11. APN 187-080-25 – SE Cor May St & Tri Duncan Ave 
12. APN 187-030-41 – SW Cor Main St & Hickory Ln 
13. APN 187-030-36 – Tri Duncan Avenue 
14. APN 187-030-04 – SE Cor DiGiorgio Rd & May St. 
15. APN 188-270-06 – Weedpatch Hwy 
16. APN 188-270-18 – SE Cor DiGiorgio Rd & Weedpatch Hwy 
17. APN 188-270-19 – DiGiorgio Rd 
18. APN 188-250-12 – NE Cor DiGiorgio Rd & Habecker Rd 
19. APN 188-250-30 – Habecker Rd 
20. APN 174-230-06 – NW Cor Main St & Mountain View Rd 
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II. 
E

xecutive Su m
m

ary 
 

B
elow

 is a sum
m

ary of the w
ell site evaluations.  T

he w
ell sites have been grouped by 

their proxim
ity to the existing w

ells in an effort to align those sites w
ith the w

ells they 
w

ould in essence be replacing.   E
ach w

ell then has its advantages or its disadvantages 
outlined, if applicable. 
       

                                       
F

igu
re 1:  W

ell S
ite L

ocation
 E

valuation
 S

u
m

m
ary 

.IM5i1f. 
WWlm 

t:ki. 
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S\./ Co, Main St & \./ritlock Ln 

SE C01 Main St & Masey Or 

NE Cor Parish Ave & Buena Vista Blvd 

SE C01 May St & Tri Duncan Ave 
Norlh of Buena Vista Blvd & East of Main St 

SE of Main St & Tri Duncan Ave 
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187-102-33 

188-290-32 
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1····a·············· sVto;MainS1&&k~;yL~···························1a7:.030:4j················ 

9 Tri Duncan Avenue 187-030-36 
10 SEOiGiorgio Rd & \./eedpatch Hwy 188-270-18 
11 \./eedpatch Hwy 188-270-06 
12 OiGiorgio Rd 188-270-18 
13 NE Cor OiGiorgio Rd & Habecker Rd 188-250-12 
14 Habecke, Rd 188-250-30 
15 . -N\./CornerHabeckerRd&PanamaRd 178-282-25 
16 S\./ Corner Habeck er Rd & Collison St 178-282-26 

17 

18 

N\./ Corne, Main St & Mountain View Rd 

Panama Rd near Gilbert St 

Properties current~ being pursuedby the ClstricL 
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~ 
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: -Large property in good location 
:-Property is nearby \./eDS 

Oisaduaotagi=-s 

:-Large property ............................................ -Cbse to an e~sting ag well .. Requires main wie e><tension . ............. , 
:-Large properly -Owned by Crystal Organic Farms. Do not want to give a wel s~e here. 
:-Large property -Owned by Crystal Organic Farms. Do not want to give a wel site here. 
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:-Property owner willing to sell ............................................................................................................. , 
: -Large property 

:-Large property ............................................ -Requires main line extension .............................................. , 
: ·Large property ·Requ1es main tine extension 

! :~::~: ::~:::~ ............................................ :::~~::: : :~ ::~: ::::~:: .............................................. , 

: :~::~: ::~:::~ ........................................................................................................................... ' 
:-large properly plannedfor a school . -Tn 100 year Hood plain 
: -Large property -In 100 year fbod plain 
: -Property in close prosirrity to existing \./ell 12 
: -Large property 
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: ·Properly owner willing to sell 

·In 100 year flood plain 

-In 100 year flood plain 

·In 100 yeai fbod plain 

:-Properly nearby \./ell 13 site ·Residential homes adjacent to west. 
: -In 100 vear flood Dlain 
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It appears that the best well site to replace Well No. 5 would be the site located at the 
southeast corner of Main Street and Maxey Drive (APN 188-290-32) or the site located at 
the southwest corner of Main Street and Whitlock Lane (APN 187-102-33) since they are 
vacant lots close to the existing site and infrastructure.  However, the lot across the street 
from Well No. 5 at Main Street and Whitlock Lane is currently for sale and the District is 
pursuing that negotiation. 
 
The best well site to replace Well No. 11 would be the site located at the southeast corner 
of DiGiorgio Road and May Street (APN 187-030-04).  This is a large property that is in 
close proximity to the existing Well No. 11 site and is close to existing District 
infrastructure.  The property size will allow the District to carve out a 1.0-acre well site 
that is far enough away from existing wells to prevent negative influence.  The District is 
already in conversations with the property owner to obtain a 1.0-acre well site in the 
northeast corner of the property. 
 
The best well site to replace Well No. 12 would be the site located at the northwest corner 
of Main Street and Mountain View Road (APN 174-230-06) or one of the parcels near 
Habecker Road between Panama Road and Collison Street (APN’s 178-282-25 and 26). 
 
The best well site to replace Well No. 13 would be the site located at the northwest corner 
of San Diego Street and Hall Road (APN 186-080-05).  This is a large site, 1.60 acres, 
directly across the street from the existing Well No. 13 site and the property owner is 
willing to sell.  The District has agreed to the purchase of this property with the property 
owner. 
 
However, it is not absolutely necessary that the wells be in close proximity to an existing 
well in order to replace it.  Furthermore, it is understood that the District may not be able 
to purchase certain properties or reach agreement on them.  Therefore, the subject 
properties discussed herein have been ranked in order of the most desirable sites down to 
the least desirable sites.  Therefore, the first four listed well sites are the preferred 
properties to acquire, but if a property isn’t able to be procured by the District then the 
next property on the list may be pursued. 
 
Property Listing – Order of Priority 
 
1.       APN 186-080-05 – NW Cor San Diego St & Hall Rd 
2. APN 187-030-04 – NW Cor of Ralph Avenue (Future) & DiGiorgio Road  
3.       APN 187-102-33 – SW Cor Main St & Whitlock Ln 
4. APN 174-230-06 – NW Cor Main St & Mountain View Rd  

 
The first four wells are preferred because of their size, configuration, and location.   
 
The locations listed below are the remaining sites prioritized in the order of the most 
desirable.  The site number five assumes that the number three property noted above 
cannot be obtained.  The priority numbers following that assume the first three 
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properties are able to be procured by the District and thus focuses on well sites to 
replace Well No. 12. 
 

5. APN 188-290-32 – Main St & Maxey Dr Owned by Alejandro Guzman 
6. APN 178-282-25 – Habecker Rd & Panama Owned by Lamont School District 
7. APN 178-282-26 – Habecker Rd & Collison Owned by Guimarra Bros 
8. APN 174-160-23 – Panama Rd & Gilbert  Owned by Lamont Shopping Center  
9. APN 188-270-19 – DiGiorgio Rd   Owned by Schweissinger Trust 
10. APN 188-270-18 – DiGiorgio Rd & Main  Owned by Schweissinger Trust 
11. APN 188-270-06 – Main St   Owned by Schweissinger Trust 
12. APN 188-250-12 – DiGiorgio & Habecker Owned by Daniel Martin 
13. APN 188-250-30 – Habecker Rd  Owned by Juan Villasenor 
14. APN 187-030-41 – Main St & Hickory Owned by Kim Family Trust 
15. APN 187-030-36 – Tri Duncan Ave  Owned by Crystal Organic Farms 
16. APN 187-102-35 – Buena Vista & Parish Owned by Jassar Sikander 
17. APN 187-080-25 – Tri Duncan & May Owned by Crystal Organic Farms 
18. APN 188-280-05 – Buena Vista Blvd Owned by Crystal Organic Farms 
19. APN 188-280-02 – Main St   Owned by Crystal Organic Farms 
20. APN 186-080-04 – Hall Rd & San Fernando Owned by Karen Reed 

 
The property detail reports for each property are attached in Appendix A.  
Figure 2 below illustrates the locations of the twenty well site properties 
noted above.  An 11x17 map of the well site locations is also attached in 
Appendix B. 
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Figure 2:  Potential Well Site Location Map 
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SGMA may make it more challenging in the future to drill and develop new 
groundwater supply sources, however it is difficult to predict what those challenges 
and roadblocks will be.  The District does supply drinking water to the community of 
Lamont and the State of California recognizes that “every human being has the right 
to safe, clean, affordable, and accessible water adequate for human consumption, 
cooking, and sanitary purposes”.  Therefore, it is anticipated that the Distirct will be 
allowed to drill new wells as necessary to provide water to the community.  In 
addition, these four new wells are being drilled to replace existing capacity, therefore 
these wells are not being drilled to increase supply necessarily. 
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III. Property Details 
 

 
1. APN 186-080-05 – Hall Rd and San Diego Street 

 
This property is located on the north side of Hall Rd and the west side of San Diego 
Street, see Figure 3. 
 

 
Figure 3:  APN 186-080-05 

 
The property is approximately 1.6 acres and is located in Section 1, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Chipres Prop, LLC in Lamont, Ca. and is zoned 
R-2 for medium density residential.  The property owner is willing to sell and has 
recently reached a sale agreement with the District. 
 
A 1.6 acre well site will accommodate a new well and potential treatment system or 
storage tank as necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street to the south and residential homes 
across the street to the east.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise 
barrier walls would be required on the south, east, and west sides of the site. 
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There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main on the east side of San Diego Street 
and also on the south side of Hall Road.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 100 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site will replace Well 13 as Well No. 13 is approximately 400-feet to 
the southeast of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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2. APN 187-030-04 – SE Corner of DiGiorgio Road and May Street 
 

This property is located on the southeast corner of DiGiorgio Road and May Street as 
illustrated in Figure 4 below. 
 

 
Figure 4:  APN 187-030-04 

 
The property is approximately 64.09 acres and is located in Section 12, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Crystal Organic Farms, LLC. in Bakersfield, Ca. 
and is zoned A for exclusive agriculture.  The District has been in contact with the 
property owner and they are amenable to selling a 1.0-acre well site in the northeast 
corner of the property. 
 
An approximate 1.0 acre well site will accommodate a new well and potential treatment 
system.     
 
The property has residential properties to the north, east, and west.  It is anticipated that 
during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the north, east, and 
west sides of the site depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
 
There is an existing eight-inch (8”) water main in DiGiorgio Road and to the east in Jay 
Street.  There would likely need to be two connection points from the well to the 
distribution system.   
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The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site will replace Well 11 as Well No. 11 is just north of this property.  
Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system pressure between 
50 psi to 60 psi. 
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3. 
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y 

 
T

his property is located on the w
est side of W
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igure 5. 
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ater m

ain in W
hitlock D

rive and also an existing 
tw

elve-inch (12”) w
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~· 
Weedpatch Hwy 



13 

 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is approximately 200-
feet to the east of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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4. APN 174-230-06 – NW Cor Main Street & Mountain View Road 
 

This property is located on Mountain View Road west of Main Street as shown in Figure 
6. 
 

 
 
Figure 6:  APN 174-230-06 

 
The property is approximately 3.94 acres and is located in Section 25, T30S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Artemio and Maria Reynoso and is zoned E (2-
1/2) RS for 2.5 acre estate residential.   
 
An approximate 0.50 acre to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and 
potential treatment system or storage tank, if necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes to the north, but is large enough where a well site 
could be located further away from the residences.  It is anticipated that during well 
drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the north and west sides of the 
site. 
 

174-150-24 

Lamont 
174-150-25 
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There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main in Mountain View Road and in Main 
Street just east of the proposed property.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 100 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well No. 12 as it is northwest of this 
property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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5. APN 188-290-32 – SE Cor of Maxey Drive and Weedpatch Hwy 
 

This property is located on the southeast corner of Maxey Drive and Weedpatch Highway 
see Figure 7. 
 

 
Figure 7:  APN 188-290-32 

 
The property is approximately 0.27 acres and is located in Section 7, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Alejandro and Maria Guzman in Lawndale, Ca. 
and is zoned CH for highway commercial. 
 
An approximate 0.27 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system since it is adjacent to the existing Well No. 5 and that property could be 
utilized as well.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street to the north and also to the east of the 
site.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be 
required on the north, east, and south sides of the site. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main adjacent to the site on the east side of 
Weedpatch Highway.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
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 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is approximately 100-
feet to the south of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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6. APN 178-282-25 – NE Cor of Panama Rd and Carnation Ave 
 

This property is located on Panama Road east of Carnation Avenue as shown in Figure 8. 
 
 

 
Figure 8:  APN 178-282-25 

 
The property is approximately 21.53 acres and is located in Section 31, T30S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Lamont School District and is zoned A for 
exclusive agriculture.   
 
An approximate 0.50 acre to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and 
potential treatment system or storage tank, if necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street on the south and across the street to 
the west, but the property is large enough where a well site could be located further away 
from the residences.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls 
would be required on the south and west sides of the site. 
 
There is an existing ten-inch (10”) water main on the south side of Panama Road and 
across the street on Carnation Avenue.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 100 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
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 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well No. 12 as Well No. 12 is approximately 
6,000-feet to the northwest of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be 
able to maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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7. APN 178-282-26 – SE Cor Collison Street and Carnation Avenue 
 

This property is located on the southeast corner of Collison Street and Carnation Avenue 
as shown in Figure 9. 
 
 

 
Figure 9:  APN 178-282-26 

 
The property is approximately 17.56 acres and is located in Section 31, T30S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Giumarra Bros Fruit, LLC. and is zoned A for 
exclusive agriculture.   
 
An approximate 0.50 acre to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and 
potential treatment system or storage tank, if necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street to the west, but the property is large 
enough where a well site could be located further away from the residences.  It is 
anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the 
south and west sides of the site. 
 
There is an existing ten-inch (10”) water main on the west side of Carnation Avenue.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 100 year flood plain.   
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 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well No. 12 as Well No. 12 is approximately 
5,500-feet to the northwest of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be 
able to maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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8. APN 174-160-23 – Panama Rd and Gilbert St 
 

This property is located on Panama Road west of Main Street as shown in Figure 10. 
 

 
 
Figure 10:  APN 174-160-23 

 
The property is approximately 46.53 acres and is located in Section 36, T30S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Lamont Shopping Center, LLC. and is zoned 
A for exclusive agriculture.  
 
An approximate 0.50 acre to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and 
potential treatment system or storage tank, if necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street on the south, but is large enough 
where a well site could be located further away from the residences.  In addition, there is 
commercial development to the east of the property.  It is anticipated that during well 
drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the south and east sides of the 
site. 
 
There is an existing six-inch (6”) water main on the south side of Panama Road and there 
is an eight-inch (8”) connection point stubbed across Panama Road just east of the 
proposed property.   
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The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 100 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well No. 12 as Well No. 12 is approximately 
5,800-feet to the northeast of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be 
able to maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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9. APN 188-270-19 –DiGiorgio Road  
 

This property is located to the east of Weedpatch Highway and on the south side of 
DiGiorgio Road as illustrated in Figure 11 below. 
 

 
Figure 11:  APN 188-270-19 

 
The property is approximately 99.8 acres and is located in Section 7, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Schweissinger Trust in San Jose, Ca. and is 
zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has industrial properties across the street to the north.  It is anticipated that 
during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the north side of the 
site depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main to the east in Habecker Road on the 
northerly side of DiGiorgio Road.  A twelve-inch (12”) mainline extension would be 
necessary to connect the well to the distribution system.   
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The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 or Well 11.  Hydraulically a well in 
this location will be able to maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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10. APN 188-270-18 – SE Corner of DiGiorgio Road and Weedpatch Hwy 

 
This property is located on the east side of Weedpatch Highway and the south side of 
DiGiorgio Road as illustrated in Figure 12 below. 
 

 
Figure 12:  APN 188-270-18 

 
The property is approximately 20.6 acres and is located in Section 7, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Schweissinger Trust in San Jose, Ca. and is 
zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has residential properties to the north and west.  It is anticipated that during 
well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the north and sides of the 
site depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
 
There is an existing six-inch (6”) water main to the west in Weedpatch Highway.  A 
twelve-inch (12”) mainline extension would be necessary to connect the well to the 
distribution system.   
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The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 11 as it is about 2,700-ft northwest of 
this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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11. APN 188-270-06 – Weedpatch Highway 
 

This property is located on the east side of Weedpatch Highway in between DiGiorgio 
Road and Tri Duncan Avenue as illustrated in Figure 13 below. 
 

 
Figure 13:  APN 188-270-06 

 
The property is approximately 41.24 acres and is located in Section 7, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Schweissinger Trust in San Jose, Ca. and is 
zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has industrial properties to the west.  It is anticipated that during well 
drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the west side of the site 
depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
 
There is an existing ten-inch (10”) water main in Weedpatch Highway.  There would 
likely need to be a main line extension project to connect to the distribution system north 
of the site.   
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The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 or Well 11 as each are about 3,000-ft 
to 3,500-ft away from this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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12. APN 188-250-12 – NE Corner of DiGiorgio Road & Habecker Road 
 

This property is located on the northeast corner of DiGiorgio Road and Habecker Road as 
illustrated in Figure 14 below. 
 

 
Figure 14:  APN 188-250-12 

 
The property is approximately 37.8 acres and is located in Section 6, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Daniel L. Martin in San Jose, Ca. and is zoned A 
for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has residential properties to the west.  It is anticipated that during well 
drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the west side of the site 
depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main to the east in Habecker Road.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
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 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 11 as the property is approximately one-
mile to the east of the Well 11 site.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



32 

13. APN 188-250-30 – Habecker Road 
 

This property is located on the east side of Habecker Road and north of the extension of 
Segrue Road as illustrated in Figure 15 below. 
 

 
Figure 15:  APN 188-250-30 

 
The property is approximately 7.1 acres and is located in Section 6, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Juan Villasenor and Olga Arroyo in Simi Valley, 
Ca. and is zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has residential properties to the west and multi-family apartments to the 
north.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be 
required on the west and north sides of the site depending on where the well site actually 
ends up. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main to the west in Habecker Road south of 
Camino La Jolla.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
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 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 11 as the property is approximately one-
mile to the east of the Well 11 site.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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14. APN 187-030-41 – SW Corner of Main Street and Hickory Lane 
 

This property is located on the west side of Weedpatch Highway just south of Hickory 
Lane as illustrated in Figure 16 below. 
 

 
Figure 16:  APN 187-030-41 

 
The property is approximately 7.8 acres and is located in Section 12, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by the Kim Family Trust in Bakersfield, Ca. and is 
zoned C-2 for commercial development. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has residential homes to the north and industrial properties to the south.  It 
is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on 
the north and south sides of the site depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
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There is an existing ten-inch (10”) or twelve-inch (12”) water main adjacent to the 
property on the west side of Weedpatch Highway.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is just southeast of this 
property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



36 

15. APN 187-030-36 – Tri Duncan Avenue 
 

This property is located on the west side of Weedpatch Highway just north of Tri Duncan 
Avenue as illustrated in Figure 17 below. 
 

 
Figure 17:  APN 187-030-36 

 
The property is approximately 30.98 acres and is located in Section 12, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Crystal Organic Farms, LLC. in Bakersfield, Ca. 
and is zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has industrial properties to the north and the south.  It is anticipated that 
during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be required on the north and south 
sides of the site depending on where the well site actually ends up. 
 
There is an existing ten-inch (10”) or twelve-inch (12”) water main to the east of the 
property on the west side of Weedpatch Highway.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 



37 

 
 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is just southeast of this 
property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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16. APN 187-102-35 – NE Cor of Parish Ave and Buena Vista Blvd 
 

This property is located on the northeast corner of Parish Avenue and Buena Vista 
Boulevard see Figure 18. 
 

 
Figure 18:  APN 187-102-35 

 
The property is approximately 0.96 acres and is located in Section 12, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Jassar Sikander in Bakersfield, Ca. and is zoned 
CH for highway commercial. 
 
An approximate 0.50 to 0.96 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system or storage tank, if necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes to the north and west of the site as well as commercial 
to the east.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be 
required on the north, east, and west sides of the site. 
 
There is an existing six-inch (6”) water main in Parish Avenue and also an existing 
twelve-inch (12”) water main west of the site on Buena Vista Boulevard.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 
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A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is approximately 400-
feet to the east of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to 
maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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17. APN 187-080-25 – SE Corner of May Street & Tri Duncan Avenue 
 

This property is located on the west side of Weedpatch Highway at the southeast corner 
of May Street and Tri Duncan Avenue as illustrated in Figure 19 below. 
 

 
Figure 19:  APN 187-080-25 

 
The property is approximately 45.8 acres and is located in Section 12, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Crystal Organic Farms, LLC. in Bakersfield, Ca. 
and is zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has residential homes near the southeast corner of the property and 
industrial properties on the east.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise 
barrier walls would be required on the east and south sides of the site depending on where 
the well site actually ends up. 
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There is an existing six-inch (6”) water main near the southeast corner of the property at 
Middleton Lane.  A well site on this property would require a twelve-inch main line 
extension from the well to the distribution system.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is just southeast of this 
property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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18. APN 188-280-05 – Near Buena Vista Blvd & Weedpatch Hwy 
 

This property is located on the east side of Weedpatch Highway and on the north side of 
Buena Vista Boulevard as illustrated in Figure 20 below. 
 
 

 
Figure 20:  APN 188-280-05 

 
The property is approximately 79.0 acres and is located in Section 7, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Crystal Organic Farms, LLC. in Bakersfield, Ca. 
and is zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property is fairly removed from any residential properties.  It is anticipated that 
during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would not be required. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main across the frontage of the property on 
the north side of Buena Vista Boulevard.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   
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 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is just west of this 
property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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19. APN 188-280-02 – Weedpatch Hwy 
 

This property is located on the east side of Weedpatch Highway in between Maxey Drive 
and Tri Duncan Avenue as illustrated in Figure 21 below. 
 

 
Figure 21:  APN 188-280-02 

 
The property is approximately 57.0 acres and is located in Section 7, T31S, R29E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Crystal Organic Farms, LLC. in Bakersfield, Ca. 
and is zoned A for exclusive agriculture. 
 
An approximate 0.5 to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and potential 
treatment system.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street to the west and also to the south of 
the site.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise barrier walls would be 
required on the west and south sides of the site depending on where the well site actually 
ends up. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main across the street on the west side of 
Weedpatch Highway.   
 
The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 500 year flood plain.   



45 

 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 5 as Well No. 5 is just south of this 
property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be able to maintain the system 
pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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20. APN 186-080-04 – Hall Rd and San Fernando Street 
 

This property is located on the north side of Hall Rd in between San Fernando Street and 
San Diego Street. 
 

 
Figure 22:  APN 186-080-04 

 
The property is approximately 2.0 acres and is located in Section 1, T31S, R28E, 
M.D.B.&M.  The property is owned by Karen Reed in Gilroy, Ca. and is zoned R-1 for 
low density residential. 
 
An approximate 0.50 acre to 1.0 acre well site would accommodate a new well and 
potential treatment system or storage tank, if necessary.     
 
The property has residential homes across the street to the south, residential homes to the 
west, and a school to the north.  It is anticipated that during well drilling activity, noise 
barrier walls would be required on the north, south, and west sides of the site. 
 
There is an existing twelve-inch (12”) water main on the west side of San Fernando 
Street and also on the south side of Hall Road.   
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The known hazards in the area of the property include: 
 

 The well site is within the 100 year flood plain.   
 The known hazard with the San Andreas Fault and the White Wolf Fault is strong.  
 The hazard with respect to subsidence is low.   
 There are also no known risks to wildfire hazards or landslides. 

 
A new well at this site would likely replace Well 13 as Well No. 13 is approximately 
500-feet to the southeast of this property.  Hydraulically a well in this location will be 
able to maintain the system pressure between 50 psi to 60 psi. 
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APPENDIX A 
PROPERTY DETAIL REPORTS 
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APN 186-080-05 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

7616 HALL RD LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 186‐080‐05‐00‐4

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: CHIPRES PROP LLC 

Mailing Addr: P O BOX 550 LAMONT CA 93241

Legal Description: CITY GLBRT, BLOCK, LOT PTN5

Assessment

Total Value: $105,088

Land Value: $105,088

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 0010

Tax Rate Area: 096‐001

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 12/19/2006

Recording Doc: 206311947

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): CHIPRES SALVADOR & CONCE

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

12/19/2006

206311947

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 1.600

Lot SqFt: 69,696

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.

PARCEL OU EST 
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APN 187-030-04 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

7601 GREENFIELD RD LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 187‐030‐04‐00‐3

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: CRYSTAL ORGANIC FARMS LLC 

Mailing Addr: P O BOX 81498 BAKERSFIELD CA 93380

Legal Description: SECTION 12, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 28, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $597,286

Land Value: $527,314

Impr Value: $69,972

Other Value:

% Improved: 11%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐018

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 01/01/2009

Recording Doc: RLT090837

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): DUNCAN DANIEL C & SUSAN

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

01/01/2009

RLT090837

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 64.090

Lot SqFt: 2,791,760

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APN 187-102-33 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

12804 MAIN ST LAMONT CA 93241‐3035Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 187‐102‐33‐00‐1

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: NUNEZ RAMIREZ ROMAN & NUNEZ AIDE A 

Mailing Addr: 432 FABIAN ST ARVIN CA 93203

Legal Description: SECTION 12, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 28, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $41,306

Land Value: $41,306

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 1000

Tax Rate Area: 129‐003

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 08/28/2009

Recording Doc: 209127226

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $62,000

Seller (Grantor): DEUTSCHE BK TR CO AMERS

Sale2

10/06/2008

208157868

TRUSTEE'S DEED

Sale3

09/01/2006

206218856

GRANT DEED

$195,000

Transfer

08/28/2009

209127226

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 0.590

Lot SqFt: 25,700

Year Built: 1948

Effective Year: 1948

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories: 1.0

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition: POOR

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 174-230-06 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 174‐230‐06‐00‐3

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: REYNOSO ARTEMIO & MARIA 

Mailing Addr: 2509 MOFFITT WY BAKERSFIELD CA 93309

Legal Description: PARCEL MAP 122, LOT 4

Assessment

Total Value: $126,473

Land Value: $126,473

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 0070

Tax Rate Area: 096‐019

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 05/12/2000

Recording Doc: 200058005

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $90,000

Seller (Grantor): CAMARILLO H L & GRACIELA

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

05/12/2000

200058005

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 3.940

Lot SqFt: 171,626

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APN 188-290-32 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐290‐32‐00‐7

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: GUZMAN ALEJANDRO & MARIA ELENA 

Mailing Addr: 14324 GREVILLEA AV LAWNDALE CA 90260

Legal Description: SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 29, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $127,446

Land Value: $127,446

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 1020

Tax Rate Area: 129‐003

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning: C2

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 12/08/2004

Recording Doc: 204301560

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $100,000

Seller (Grantor): VACA MIGUEL

Sale2

09/09/1997

197117856

GRANT DEED

$19,500

Sale3

07/15/1997

197092267

GRANT DEED

$5,500

Transfer

12/08/2004

204301560

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 0.270

Lot SqFt: 11,761

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 178-282-25 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

PANAMA RD BAKERSFIELD CAProperty Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 178‐282‐25‐00‐5

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: LAMONT SCH DIST 

Mailing Addr: 7915 BURGUNDY AV LAMONT CA 93241

Legal Description: SECTION 31, TOWNSHIP 30, RANGE 29, QUARTER SW

Assessment

Total Value: $43,387

Land Value: $43,387

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 6040

Tax Rate Area: 096‐018

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: SCHOOLS

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 02/25/2015

Recording Doc: 215021341

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): GIUMARRA BROS FRUIT LLC

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

02/25/2015

215021341

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 21.530

Lot SqFt: 937,846

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 178-282-26 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

PANAMA RD BAKERSFIELD CAProperty Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 178‐282‐26‐00‐8

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: GIUMARRA BROS FRUIT LLC 

Mailing Addr: P O BOX 1969 BAKERSFIELD CA 93303

Legal Description: SECTION 31, TOWNSHIP 30, RANGE 29, QUARTER SW

Assessment

Total Value: $45,010

Land Value: $39,661

Impr Value: $5,349

Other Value:

% Improved: 11%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 096‐018

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date:

Recording Doc:

Doc type:

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor):

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 17.560

Lot SqFt: 764,913

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 174-160-23 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 174‐160‐23‐00‐2

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: LAMONT SHOPPING CENTER LLC 

Mailing Addr:  

Legal Description: LLA 38‐94 PAR 2 DOC# 194150269 RECD 10/1

Assessment

Total Value: $410,829

Land Value: $381,545

Impr Value: $29,284

Other Value:

% Improved: 7%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4000

Tax Rate Area: 096‐026

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: MISCELLANEOUS

Zoning: A

Census Tract: 64.01/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 08/11/2017

Recording Doc: 217105699

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): DFI PROP LLC

Sale2

05/27/2011

211069544

TRUSTEE'S DEED

Sale3

08/15/2008

208130772

GRANT DEED

$480,500

Transfer

08/11/2017

217105699

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 46.530

Lot SqFt: 2,026,846

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 188-270-19 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐270‐19‐00‐4

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: SCHWEISSINGER TRUST 

Mailing Addr: 6575 BELBROOK CT SAN JOSE CA 95120

Legal Description: SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 29, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $215,897

Land Value: $155,832

Impr Value: $60,065

Other Value:

% Improved: 27%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐000

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 08/17/2012

Recording Doc: 212112573

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): SCHWEISSINGER ROBERT ALA

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

03/27/2017

217038105

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 99.820

Lot SqFt: 4,348,159

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 188-270-18 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐270‐18‐00‐1

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: SCHWEISSINGER TRUST 

Mailing Addr: 6575 BELBROOK CT SAN JOSE CA 95120

Legal Description: SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 29, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $34,027

Land Value: $32,158

Impr Value: $1,869

Other Value:

% Improved: 5%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐000

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 08/17/2012

Recording Doc: 212112573

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): SCHWEISSINGER ROBERT ALA

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

03/27/2017

217038105

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 20.600

Lot SqFt: 897,336

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 188-270-06 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐270‐06‐00‐6

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: SCHWEISSINGER TRUST 

Mailing Addr: 6575 BELBROOK CT SAN JOSE CA 95120

Legal Description: SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 29, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $77,834

Land Value: $69,733

Impr Value: $8,101

Other Value:

% Improved: 10%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐000

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date:

Recording Doc:

Doc type:

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor):

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

03/27/2017

217038105

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 41.240

Lot SqFt: 1,796,414

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 188-250-12 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐250‐12‐00‐7

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: MARTIN DANIEL L 

Mailing Addr: 1435 IRIS CT SAN JOSE CA 95125

Legal Description: S 6 T 31 R 29 *SW1/4 OF SE1/4 EXC RR RTW

Assessment

Total Value: $187,128

Land Value: $120,951

Impr Value: $66,177

Other Value:

% Improved: 35%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4104

Tax Rate Area: 096‐002

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning: A

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 07/23/2020

Recording Doc: 220096563

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): MARTIN REVOCABLE LIVING

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

07/23/2020

220096563

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 37.760

Lot SqFt: 1,644,825

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve: Y

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com
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APN 188-250-30 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐250‐30‐00‐9

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: VILLASENOR JUAN C & ARROYO OLGA L N 

Mailing Addr: 1708 HAMILTON ST SIMI VALLEY CA 93065

Legal Description: S 6 T 31 R 29 *PTN SE 1/4 EXCL 62 1/2% M

Assessment

Total Value: $155,000

Land Value: $155,000

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 0080

Tax Rate Area: 096‐012

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning: A1

Census Tract: 64.01/4

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 07/30/2020

Recording Doc: 220101083

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $380,000

Seller (Grantor): ZUNIGA ADOLFO & CAROLINA

Sale2

09/13/2005

205249076

GRANT DEED

$350,000

Sale3

12/29/2004

204321887

GRANT DEED

$130,000

Transfer

07/30/2020

220101083

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 7.100

Lot SqFt: 309,276

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1
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APN 187-030-41 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 187‐030‐41‐00‐0

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: KIM FMLY TR 

Mailing Addr: 5009 SILVERY JEWEL LN BAKERSFIELD CA 93313

Legal Description: SECTION 12, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 28, QUARTER NE

Assessment

Total Value: $386,345

Land Value: $377,950

Impr Value: $8,395

Other Value:

% Improved: 2%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 1020

Tax Rate Area: 129‐018

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 06/20/2006

Recording Doc: 206150070

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor): KIM FMLY TR

Sale2

07/18/2005

205185156

GRANT DEED

Sale3 Transfer

06/20/2006

206150070

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 7.800

Lot SqFt: 339,768

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com
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APN 187-030-36 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 187‐030‐36‐00‐6

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: CRYSTAL ORGANIC FARMS LLC 

Mailing Addr: PO BOX 81498 BAKERSFIELD CA 93380

Legal Description: PARCEL MAP 8733, LOT 1

Assessment

Total Value: $259,898

Land Value: $254,907

Impr Value: $4,991

Other Value:

% Improved: 1%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐018

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/2

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 01/19/2006

Recording Doc: 206013736

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $909

Seller (Grantor): DUNCAN DANIEL C & SUSAN

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

01/19/2006

206013736

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 30.980

Lot SqFt: 1,349,488

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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187-102-35 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 187‐102‐35‐00‐7

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: JASSAR SIKANDER 

Mailing Addr: 4413 CHERRYROCK AV BAKERSFIELD CA 93313

Legal Description: PARCEL MAP 3980, LOT 1

Assessment

Total Value: $52,964

Land Value: $52,964

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 1010

Tax Rate Area: 129‐003

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 05/29/2003

Recording Doc: 203104392

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $40,000

Seller (Grantor): MARKIEWITZ DANA PARISH

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

05/29/2003

203104392

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 0.960

Lot SqFt: 41,817

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APN 187-080-25 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 187‐080‐25‐00‐9

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: CRYSTAL ORGANIC FARMS LLC 

Mailing Addr: PO BOX 81498 BAKERSFIELD CA 93380

Legal Description: PARCEL MAP 10757, LOT 2

Assessment

Total Value: $377,365

Land Value: $377,365

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐018

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/2

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 01/19/2006

Recording Doc: 206013736

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $909

Seller (Grantor): DUNCAN D C FAMILY TRUST

Sale2

09/12/2001

201133828

GRANT DEED

$65,000

Sale3 Transfer

01/19/2006

206013736

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 45.770

Lot SqFt: 1,993,741

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APN 188-280-05 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 BAKERSFIELD CA 93307Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐280‐05‐00‐6

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: CRYSTAL ORGANIC FARMS LLC 

Mailing Addr: PO BOX 81498 BAKERSFIELD CA 93380

Legal Description: SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 29, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $683,036

Land Value: $649,770

Impr Value: $33,266

Other Value:

% Improved: 4%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐000

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 01/19/2006

Recording Doc: 206013736

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $909

Seller (Grantor): D C FAMILY TRUST

Sale2

04/07/1999

199049525

GRANT DEED

$360,000

Sale3 Transfer

01/19/2006

206013736

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 79.090

Lot SqFt: 3,445,160

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APN 188-280-02 
Property Information 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 188‐280‐02‐00‐7

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: CRYSTAL ORGANIC FARMS LLC 

Mailing Addr: PO BOX 81498 BAKERSFIELD CA 93380

Legal Description: SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 31, RANGE 29, QUARTER

Assessment

Total Value: $163,993

Land Value: $152,545

Impr Value: $11,448

Other Value:

% Improved: 6%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 4300

Tax Rate Area: 129‐000

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: AGRICULTURAL

Zoning:

Census Tract: 64.04/1

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date: 03/27/1998

Recording Doc: RLT981242

Doc type: GRANT DEED

Transfer Amount: $285,000

Seller (Grantor): D C FAMILY TRUST

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

03/27/1998

RLT981242

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 57.000

Lot SqFt: 2,482,920

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve: Y

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APN 186-080-04 
Property Information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DETAIL REPORT

Kern, CA JON LIFQUIST, ASSESSOR

 LAMONT CA 93241Property Address:

Ownership

Parcel# (APN): 186‐080‐04‐00‐1

Parcel Status: ACTIVE

Owner Name: REED KAREN 

Mailing Addr: 10005 BURCHELL RD GILROY CA 95020

Legal Description: CITY GLBRT, BLOCK, LOT PTN5

Assessment

Total Value: $11,523

Land Value: $11,523

Impr Value:

Other Value:

% Improved: 0%

Exempt Amt:

Use Code: 0010

Tax Rate Area: 096‐001

Year Assd: 2020

Property Tax:

Delinquent Yr:

HO Exempt: N

Use Type: VACANT

Zoning:

Census Tract:

Price/SqFt:

Sale History

Sale1

Recording date:

Recording Doc:

Doc type:

Transfer Amount:

Seller (Grantor):

Sale2 Sale3 Transfer

09/16/2011

211121782

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms:

Baths (Full):

Baths (Half):

Total Rooms:

Bldg/Liv Area:

Lot Acres: 2.009

Lot SqFt: 87,555

Year Built:

Effective Year:

Fireplace:

A/C:

Heating:

Pool:

Park Type:

Spaces:

Garage SqFt:

Bsmt SqFt: N/A

Units:

Stories:

Quality:

Building Class:

Condition:

Site influence:

Timber Preserve:

Ag Preserve:

Call us 888-217-8999
Visit us: www.ParcelQuest.com

Page 1

© 2020 ParcelQuest**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed.
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APPENDIX B 
WELL SITE LOCATION MAP 
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II..  SSEECCTTIIOONN  11  ––  IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  AANNDD  BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  
  

1.1 PURPOSE 
 
This Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) serves to evaluate the Lamont 
Public Utility District (District) with respect to its water supply, water 
storage, and water system infrastructure.  The District relies solely upon 
groundwater for its drinking water supply and currently has eight (8) water 
wells.  Two of the wells have Arsenic concentrations at or near the 
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).  Five of the wells have 1,2,3-TCP 
concentrations that exceed the MCL, however two of those wells already 
have well head treatment in the form of Granular Activated Carbon 
(GAC).  This report will evaluate the system water supply and demand, 
the water quality, the treatment alternatives for the wells, estimate the 
capital and operating costs, and provide recommendations. 

 
The alternatives that are discussed in this report include: 
 
1. No Project Alternative 
2. Consolidation with a Nearby Water System 
3. Obtaining a Surface Water Supply 
4. Blending 
5. Well Head Treatment 
6. Centralized Treatment 
7. Construction of Replacement Wells 
 
Lamont is situated near the southern “horseshoe” end of the San Joaquin 
Valley, with the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east, the Tehachapi 
Mountains to the south, and the Temblor Range to the west.  Elevations in 
the District average about 400-feet above sea level.  In general, the land 
slopes downhill to the southwest. 
 
The District was formed in 1943 to combine several separate potable 
water systems into one main district.  The District is governed by a five 
member elected Board of Directors.  The Directors are elected to a four-
year term in accordance with the provisions set forth in the California 
Public Utility District law.  The District supplies potable water to the 
surrounding residential areas with some commercial and industrial 
packing operations. 
 
1.2 BACKGROUND 

 
The District water system relies solely upon groundwater for its water 
supply.  The water supply is provided by eight existing wells, see Figure 1 
below. 
 



 

2 Dee Jaspar & Associates, Inc. 

 

Figure 1: Well Location Map 
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3 Dee Jaspar & Associates, Inc. 

 

      The primary groundwater concerns in the Lamont area are Arsenic and 1,2,3-TCP.   
      Of the eight water wells, only one of the wells meets all the Title 22 Drinking Water  
      Standards – Well No. 15.  Two of the wells, Well No. 12 and No. 19 are at or near the  
      MCL for Arsenic.  The remaining five wells, Well No.’s 5, 11, 13, 17, and 18, exceed  
      the MCL for 1,2,3-TCP, however, Wells 17 & 18 already have GAC treatment  
      installed for the removal of 1,2,3-TCP. 
 

Well No. 17 has four (4) GAC vessels installed with two treatment trains in series.  
Each treatment train treats approximately 600 gpm.  Well No. 18 also has four (4) 
GAC vessels installed with two treatment trains in series.  Each treatment train treats 
approximately 575 gpm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I 
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IIII..  SSEECCTTIIOONN  22  ––  WWAATTEERR  SSYYSSTTEEMM  IINNFFOORRMMAATTIIOONN  

 
2.1 WATER SYSTEM FACILITIES 
 
The State Water Board is the jurisdiction that governs the Lamont Public 
Utility District water system. 
 
The Lamont Public Utility District water system consists of approximately 
thirty-eight (38) miles of water pipelines ranging in size from 4-inch to 12-
inch diameter.  As mentioned above the water system is supplied by eight 
water wells.  The well and well facility infrastructure are outlined in Table 
1 below. 
 

Table 1 
Water Supply Summary 

The Lamont Public Utility District is also considering the consolidation of 
the El Adobe Property Owner’s Association, Inc. (EAPOA) at the request 
of the State Water Board.  The EAPOA is located approximately two-
miles west of the community of Lamont in the west half of Section 10, 
T31S, R28E, in the unincorporated area of Kern County, California. 
 
2.2 POPULATION GROWTH 
 
The Lamont Public Utility District population and water service connections have 
been estimated based upon figures reported in the Urban Water Management Plan.  
There are approximately 3,307 municipal connections consisting of: 
 

 2,478 Residential Connections 
 611 Multifamily Connections 
 210 Commercial Connections 
 8 Industrial Connections 

 
According to the most recent demographics data available from the Census Bureau 
released in December of 2018, the population of Lamont is approximately 15,597.   
 

Lamont Public Utility District 

Well Summary 

Well No. Location Year Drilled Well Age Casing Size Total Depth Perforated lnteval Capacity Water Quality Issues Storage Capacity 

5 Weedpatch Hwy & Maxey Drive 1%7 52 yrs 16" 750-ft 1,100 gf)m 1,2,3-TCF' 125,000 Gallons 

11 San Emidio St. & Wharton Ave 1%7 52 yrs 16'' 800-ft 1,100 gf)m 1,2,3-TCP 

12 Hwy 184 & 1Vlountai11 View Rd 1974 45 yrs 1,200 gf)m Arsenic 

13 San Diego St. & Hall Road 1972 47 yrs 1511 702-ft 342-702 ft 1,000 gf)m 1,2,3-TCP 125,000 Gallons 

15 Habecker Rd & Paradise Rd 1g92 27 yrs 1,400 gf)m 350,000 Gallons 

17 San Fernando St & Ribier Ave 2004 15 yrs 1,200 gf)m TCP Treatment 

18 Williams St & Pal111 Ave 2005 14 yrs 1,150 gf)m TCP Treatment 

19 Mountain View Rel 2014 5 yrs 16" 850-ft 470-830 ft 1,300 gf)m Arsenic 500,000 Gallons 



 

5 Dee Jaspar & Associates, Inc. 

 

The population percent change for Lamont from 2010 to 2017 is approximately 3.2% 
of growth. 
 
If the EAPOA were added to the LPUD it would increase the estimated population by 
approximately 250 persons and the residential connections by approximately 81. 
 
2.3 WATER DEMAND 
 
The District water demands have been estimated based upon actual well production 
meter reads.  Data from the last ten years, 2009 through 2018, was utilized.   
 
The monthly usage data was utilized in accordance with Chapter 16 of the California 
Waterworks Standards.  The highest water usage or maximum month was listed in 
total gallons for each year (typically July).  The average day demand (ADD) was 
calculated by dividing by the number of days in that given month and then converting 
to a flow rate in gallons per minute.  The maximum day demand (MDD) was 
calculated by multiplying the ADD by a peaking factor of 1.5.  The peak hour 
demand (PHD) was calculated by multiplying the MDD by a peaking factor of 1.5.  
 

Table 2 
Water Demand Summary 

 

Year 
Peak Month 
Production 

Average Day 
Demand 

Maximum Day 
Demand 

Peak Hour 
Demand 

2009 
163,501,000 

gallons 
3,663 gpm 5,494 gpm 8,241 gpm 

2010 
145,081,700 

gallons 
3,250 gpm 4,875 gpm 7,313 gpm 

2011 
159,860,400 

gallons 
3,581 gpm 5,372 gpm 8,057 gpm 

2012 
156,767,000 

gallons 
3,512 gpm 5,268 gpm 7,902 gpm 

2013 
164,017,300 

gallons 
3,674 gpm 5,511 gpm 8,267 gpm 

2014 
148,136,100 

gallons 
3,318 gpm 4,978 gpm 7,467 gpm 

2015 
113,494,600 

gallons 
2,542 gpm 3,814 gpm 5,720 gpm 

2016 
127,312,700 

gallons 
2,852 gpm 4,278 gpm 6,417 gpm 

2017 
136,783,600 

gallons 
3,064 gpm 4,596 gpm 6,894 gpm 

2018 
143,139,200 

gallons 
3,207 gpm 4,810 gpm 7,215 gpm 

     
   Low PHD: 5,720 gpm 
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   Hi PHD: 8,267 gpm 
   Avg PHD: 7,349 gpm 
 Avg. Well Run Time (hrs per day): 8.30 

 
The average peak hour demand for the last ten years has been approximately 7,349 
gpm with a peak of 8,267 gpm over the last ten years.   
 
The maximum day demand for the District occurred in 2013 and was approximately 
7,935,840 gallons.   
 
The addition of the EAPOA is anticipated to increase the peak hour municipal 
demand by approximately 205 gpm for a total peak hour demand on the District of 
8,470 gpm. 

 
2.4  WATER SUPPLY 

 
The District water supply consists of eight existing water supply wells with a total 
system capacity of 9,450 gpm. This is greater than the average peak hour demand of 
the last ten years that was 7,349 gpm.  It is also greater than the highest peak hour 
demand of 8,267 gpm experienced over the last ten years. 
 
The available District water supply capacity is also greater than the average peak hour 
demand of 7,349 gpm with the largest water supply well inactive, i.e. 9,450 gpm – 
1,400 gpm = 8,050 gpm. 
 
The total storage capacity for the District is approximately 1,100,000 gallons.  If the 
highest peak hour demand over the last ten years, 8,267 gpm, occurred while the 
largest District well were inoperable (District capacity of 8,050 gpm), the District 
could meet that peak hour demand utilizing storage, i.e. 8,267 gpm – 8,050 gpm = 
217 gpm.   
 
Furthermore, if the two largest wells were inoperable at the same time for any reason 
the District well capacity would be approximately 6,750 gpm.  This equates to a 
maximum day capacity of 9,720,000 gallons which is greater than the highest 
maximum day demand in the last ten years of 7,935,840 gallons.  The peak hour 
capacity would have a shortfall of approximately 1,517 gpm, i.e. 8,267 gpm – 6,750 
gpm.  The available storage capacity of 1,100,000 gallons again would provide 
adequate supply to make up the deficit of 1,517 gpm as it could provide up to 8 hours 
of supply to get through the peak period.  As demand dropped off, the tanks would be 
re-filled. 
 
The Lamont Public Utility District water system was also modeled using WaterCad 
V8i.  The system was modeled under a peak hour demand of approximately 7,725 
gpm.  The system pressure ranges between 55 psig to 78 psig.  In addition, the system 
is able to meet the fire flow requirements of 500 gpm for residential and 1,500 gpm 
for commercial/industrial. 
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2.5 WATER QUALITY 

 
The well water quality data from 2014 through second quarter of 2019 was evaluated 
for each of the water supply wells.  The two primary constituents of concern are 
1,2,3-TCP and Arsenic.  Table 3 and 4 summarizes the data. 
 

Table 3 
1,2,3-TCP Summary 

 
 Well 

No. 5 
Well 

No. 11 
Well 

No. 12 
Well 
No. 
13 

Well 
No. 15 

Well 
No. 17 

Well 
No. 
18 

Well 
No. 19 

Low TCP 41 ppt 12 ppt <5 ppt 9.5 ppt <5 ppt 5 ppt 36 ppt <5 ppt 
Hi TCP 81 ppt 27 ppt <5 ppt 42 ppt <5 ppt 18 ppt 80 ppt 11 ppt 

Avg. TCP 68 ppt 18 ppt <5 ppt 24 ppt <5 ppt 10 ppt 52 ppt 1 ppt 
MCL 

Exceedance 
     

** ** 
 

Years 2014 – 2nd Quarter 2019 
 1,2,3-TCP MCL = 5 ppt 
 Shaded Box = Well that exceeds MCL for 1,2,3-TCP 
 ** These two wells already have treatment installed for 1,2,3-TCP removal. 
 

Table 4 
Arsenic Summary 

 

 Well 
No. 5 

Well 
No. 11

Well 
No. 12 

Well 
No. 13 

Well 
No. 15

Well 
No. 17 

Well 
No. 18 

Well 
No. 19 

Low 
Arsenic 

6.7 ppb 3.7 ppb 3.5 ppb 3.4 ppb 
7.4 
ppb 

4.1 ppb 3.5 ppb 4.2 ppb 

Hi Arsenic 8.1 ppb 5.0 ppb
12.0 
ppb 

4.5 ppb 
9.7 
ppb 

5.7 ppb 4.1 ppb 
13.0 
ppb 

Avg. 
Arsenic 

7.3 ppb 4.4 ppb
10.0 
ppb 

4.0 ppb 
7.8 
ppb 

4.9 ppb 3.8 ppb 9.7 ppb 

MCL 
Exceedance 

        

Years 2014 – 2nd Quarter 2019 
 Arsenic MCL = 10 ppb 

Shaded Box = Well that exceeds MCL for Arsenic 
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Figure 2: TCP Chart 
 
Five of the existing eight water supply wells exceed the MCL for 1,2,3-TCP, however 
well head treatment using granular activated carbon (GAC) is already installed at 
Well No. 17 and Well No. 18.  Therefore three wells, Well No. 5, Well No. 11, and 
Well No. 13 must be addressed for 1,2,3-TCP. 
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Figure 3: Arsenic Chart 
 
Two of the existing eight wells, Well No. 12 and Well No. 19, have exceeded the 
MCL for Arsenic in the past five years.  However, the running average of the last four 
quarters for Arsenic is 8.6 ppb for Well No. 12 and 7.7 ppb for Well No. 19, but the 
average over the last five years for both wells is right at the MCL when rounding up 
and is cause for concern. 
 
The EAPOA has two existing wells.  Well No. 1 is excessively high for Specific 
Conductance (EC) at approximately 2,000 uhmos/cm and has exceeded the MCL of 
10 ppb for Arsenic in the past.  Well No. 2 has averaged approximately 20 ppb for 
Arsenic.  The water system was issued a Notice of Violation on September 27, 2010 
for violation of the Arsenic maximum contaminant level per Compliance Order No. 
03-19-100-002. 
 
2.6 SYSTEM DEFICIENCIES 

 
The Lamont Public Utility District water system deficiencies or needs are outlined 
below: 
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Water Capacity/Storage: 
The current water demand is discussed under Section 2.3 and indicates that the 
current system capacity of approximately 9,450 gpm is adequate for meeting the 
water system demands.  In addition, the District storage capacity of 1,100,000 also 
appears adequate. 
 
Water Quality: 
Water quality is the greatest concern at the moment for the District.  Three wells 
currently exceed the MCL for 1,2,3-TCP (Well No.’s 5, 11, and 13) and two other 
wells have had compliance orders issued for exceeding the MCL for Arsenic (Well 
No.’s 12 and 19). 
 
Well Ages: 
Aging wells are also a concern for the District.  The typical useful life for a water 
well is 50 to 60 years.  Four of the District wells are near their useful life. 
 

 Well No. 5  52 years 
 Well No. 11 52 years 
 Well No. 12 45 years 
 Well No. 13 47 years 

 
In addition, all four of these wells have water quality issues as noted above.  It does 
not seem wise to invest significant amounts of money into treatment at these well 
sites when they are so near the end of their useful life.   
 
Other: 
The District system is in need of upgrades.  The most pressing issue at this time is 
system monitoring.  The District is in need of a SCADA system for operating of their 
facilities, alarming, and remote monitoring.  The SCADA system would include the 
installation of PLC’s at each site including programming, installation of radio 
antennas and hardware, and installation of a Master Control Center with computer 
hardware and software utilizing a platform such as Ignition. 
 
The District is also in need of accurate mapping of their system so that they can locate 
valves for shutoffs in the event of pipe breaks and general system information.  It is 
recommended that the District survey in all known valves, hydrants, and meters and 
establish a GIS system for the District. 
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IIIIII..  SSEECCTTIIOONN  33  ––  PPRROOBBLLEEMM  DDEESSCCRRIIPPTTIIOONN  
  
The District currently has water quality issues in five of the eight existing 
water supply wells.  The following compliance orders have been issued to 
the District by the State Water Board: 
 

 Compliance Order No. 03-12-08O-039 was issued on December 18, 2008  
for non-compliance with the Arsenic MCL for Well No. 12.  

 

        Compliance Order No. 03-12-17R-001 was issued on May 15,   
      2017 for exceedance of the Arsenic MCL for Well No. 19. 

 
 Compliance Order No. 03-12-18R-021 was issued on May 18,  

2018 for non-compliance with the 1,2,3-TCP MCL for Well No. 5, Well 
No. 11, Well No. 13, and Well No. 17.  However since that time well head 
treatment has been installed at Well No. 17 and is operational. 
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IIVV..  SSEECCTTIIOONN  44  ––  TTRREEAATTMMEENNTT  AALLTTEERRNNAATTIIVVEESS  
 
4.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
The “no project alternative” is an alternative where the District elects to 
not do anything.  However this alternative is not acceptable to the District 
or to the State Water Board as 1,2,3-TCP and Arsenic are regulated 
contaminants and pose a health risk to the community. 
 
4.2 CONSOLIDATION WITH A NEARBY WATER SYSTEM 
 
The Lamont Public Utility District supplies the water service and the 
wastewater service to the entire City of Lamont.  They are the largest 
water supplier in the area and there are not any feasible options for 
consolidation with a nearby water system. 
 
4.3 ALTERNATE WATER SUPPLY 
 
An alternative water supply such as a surface water supply and surface 
water treatment plant is not feasible.  Surface water is currently not 
available.  Potential surface water suppliers would be the Arvin Edison 
Water Storage District or the Kern Delta Water District, however a surface 
water treatment plant does not exist and the Districts are not able to 
guarantee a year round surface water supply. 
 
4.4 BLENDING 
 
The blending of water sources can sometimes be an alternative for 
reducing the levels of contaminants below their respective MCL’s.   
Blending was previously implemented to address the Arsenic issue by 
blending Well No. 12 with Well No. 19.  A dedicated pipeline was 
installed from Well No. 12 over to Well No. 19 and the water blended in a 
storage tank prior to discharging to the distribution system.   
 
However the Arsenic levels have increased in Well No. 19 to the point 
where blending is no longer feasible. 
 
Blending is not feasible for 1,2,3-TCP because the MCL has been 
established at the detection limit of 0.005 ppb.  This means that any level 
of 1,2,3-TCP in the water will exceed the MCL and therefore blending of 
a non-detect source with a source that contains 1,2,3-TCP will still exceed 
the MCL. 
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4.5 WELL HEAD TREATMENT  
 
Well head treatment involves the installation of 1,2,3-TCP treatment at each of the 
three remaining well sites that exceed the MCL for 1,2,3-TCP and also includes the 
installation of Arsenic treatment at approximately two other well sites.   
 
The treatment system for 1,2,3-TCP is Granular Activated Carbon (GAC).  GAC 
adsorption has been utilized for many years for a wide variety of organic chemical 
contaminants such as synthetic organic chemicals and pesticides.  GAC technology is 
well understood and is considered by the State Water Board to be a best available 
technology (BAT) for removal of 1,2,3-TCP. 

Contaminant adsorption by GAC is primarily a physical process involving Van Der 
Waals-type forces. GAC’s highly porous structure provides a large surface area for 
contaminant adsorption. Adsorption is a dynamic process with rapid formation and 
breaking of bonds between the contaminant and the GAC surface. Within a carbon 
bed, this dynamic process results in the formation of an adsorption wave known as 
the mass transfer zone (MTZ). The MTZ propagates through the GAC bed until 
contaminant breakthrough into the bed effluent occurs. 
 
The GAC usage rate and changeout frequency is dependent on a number of variables.  
The largest component of the treatment plant’s annual O&M expenses is typically the 
media replacement or GAC changeout.   
 
The treatment alternatives for Arsenic removal include Ion Exchange, Adsorption, 
and Coagulation-Filtration.  Adsorption is typically the most cost effective from a 
capital standpoint, however the life of the media depends largely on the 
concentrations of other contaminants in the water.  For purposes of this study, 
Coagulation-Filtration has been considered.  The reason for this is that it generally 
results in the lowest annual O&M cost.  Prior to actually proceeding with the design 
of Arsenic treatment, it is recommended that a pilot study be performed to determine 
the best treatment system for each well. 
 
 4.5.1 WELL NO. 5  
 
Well No. 5 is located at the south end of Lamont on the east side of Weedpatch Hwy 
(or Main Street) approximately 150-ft south of Maxey Drive.  The well site 
dimensions are approximately 50-ft by 180-ft and the site is space constrained as the 
site is already equipped with a well, 125,000 gallon steel tank, booster pump station, 
pressure vessel, and generator. 

 
In order to install 1,2,3-TCP Treatment at Well No. 5, the District will need to 
purchase additional property.  There is a vacant lot directly adjoining the well site to 
the north, APN 188-290-32.  This property appears to be owned by Alejandro and 
Maria Guzman.  This property has an approximate value of $125,000.  There is also a 
vacant lot across the street on the west side of Weedpatch Hwy (or Main Street) on 

I 
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the south side of Whitlock Lane, APN 187-102-33.  This property appears to be 
owned by Roman and Aide Nunez.  This property has an approximate value of 
$50,000. 

 
The installation of 1,2,3-TCP will involve modifying the well discharge piping, 
installing conveyance piping to the new property, construction of a reinforced 
concrete foundation, installation of GAC vessels, installation of influent, effluent, and 
backwash piping, backwash tank, installation of electrical, and installation of a 
conveyance pipeline to connect back to the tank inlet piping. 
 

 
Figure 4: Well No. 5 Treatment Site Plan 
 
For purposes of this evaluation, Model 10 (10-ft diameter) GAC vessels have been 
used.  However Model 8 vessels or Model 12 vessels are also available.  The vessels 
are rated to operate at approximately 500 gpm to 750 gpm per vessel which equates to 
a surface loading of 6.37 gpm/sq. ft to 9.55 gpm/sq. ft and an empty bed contact time 
of 7.5 minutes to 11.2 minutes.   

 
Well No. 5 has a capacity of approximately 1,100 gpm therefore this would require 
two vessels if installed in parallel and four vessels if installed in series.  Series 
installation is recommended such that the carbon is fully utilized and the well does 
not have to be removed from service for carbon change-outs. 
 
The estimated capital cost for series installation is $2,473,850.00.   
 
 

I 
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The estimated annual O&M cost for series treatment is estimated as $79,800.00.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 4.5.2 WELL NO. 11 
 
Well No. 11 is located on the east side of San Emidio Street approximately 100-ft 
north of Wharton Avenue.  The well site dimensions are approximately 50-ft by 130-

Well No. 5 Series Treatment 
Capital Cost $2,473,850.00 
O&M Cost $79,800.00 

Well #5 1,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment {Series) 

Item Item Descri lion 

Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 
Implement Utility Locating and Site Demolition 
Modify Existing Well Discharge Piping 

4 Furnish & lnslall 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well lo Trealmenl System 
TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 
GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 
GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 
GAC Vessel Influent Piping and Appurtenances 

9 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 
10 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 
11 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 
12 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 
13 Furnish & lnslall 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Trealmenl lo Storage Tank 
14 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 
15 Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 
16 Site Painting 
17 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 
18 Site Ground Cover 

19 Site Electrical and Controls 

20 Start-Up and Performance Testing 

Quant/I 

1 
200 

1 
200 

Unit 

LS 
LS 
LS 
LF 
LS 
LS 
EA 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LF 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 

Unit Price 

130,000.00 $ 
40.000.00 $ 
15,000.00 $ 

80.00 $ 
30.000 00 $ 
110,000 00 $ 
190.000 00 $ 
120,000 00 $ 
110.000.00 $ 
75,000.00 $ 

200.000.00 $ 
100,000.00 $ 

80.00 $ 
15.000 00 $ 
50,000 00 $ 
10.000 00 $ 
30,000 00 $ 
20.000.00 $ 

100,000 00 $ 

10,000.00 $ 

P oJect Contingency $ 

- Land Acquisition $ 

Labor Compliance: $ 

Permitting and Compliance $ 

Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 

Bid Advertisement & Legal $ 

Engineering Design: $ 

Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 

Total Pro·ect Estimate: $ 

1,2,3-TCP Treatment System Project 
Item No_ Item Description Quantitv Unit Unit Cost 

Well No. 5 
1 Media Replacement - 40,000 lbs LS 1 $60,000.00 
2 District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 $2,000 00 
3 Energy Cost Increase LS 1 $8,250.00 
4 Flow Meter Calibration every 3 years EA 1 $850.00 
5 Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 8 $150.00 
6 Valve Replacement every 1 0 years EA 20 $150.00 
7 Receptor Changeout every 3rd Changeout LS 4 $500.00 
8 Addi ti on al Water Quality Testing LS 1 $2,500.00 

Subtotal: 

Amount 

130,000.00 
40,000.00 
15,000.00 
16,000.00 
30.000 00 
110,000 00 

760.000 00 
120,000 00 
110.000.00 
75,000.00 

200,000.00 
100,000.00 
16,000.00 
15.000 00 
50,000 00 
10.000 00 
30,000 00 
20.000.00 

100,000 00 

10,000.00 

1,957,000.00 

195,700 00 

150.000 00 
15,000 00 
5.000 00 
8,000 00 
5.000.00 

52,000 00 
86.150.00 

2,473,850.00 

Annualized Cost 

$ 60,000.00 
$ 2,000 00 
$ 8,250.00 
$ 85000 
$ 1,200.00 
$ 3,000.00 
$ 2,000.00 
$ 2,500.00 
$ 79,800.00 
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ft and the site is space constrained as it is already equipped with a well, pressure 
vessel, and electrical equipment. 
 

Figure 5: Well No. 11 Treatment Site Plan 
 

In order to install 1,2,3-TCP Treatment at Well No. 11, the District will need to 
purchase additional property.  The property is completely surrounded by residential 
properties which makes the installation of treatment very difficult.  However the 
residential property values in the area of the well site range from $73,000 to $152,000 
according to Zillow, Inc.   

 
The installation of 1,2,3-TCP will involve modifying the well discharge piping, 
installing conveyance piping to the new property, construction of a reinforced 
concrete foundation, installation of GAC vessels, installation of influent, effluent, and 
backwash piping, backwash tank, installation of electrical, and installation of 
conveyance piping to connect to the existing distribution system. 

 
For purposes of this evaluation, Model 10 (10-ft diameter) GAC vessels have been 
used.  However Model 8 vessels or Model 12 vessels are also available.  The vessels 
are rated to operate at approximately 500 gpm to 750 gpm per vessel which equates to 
a surface loading of 6.37 gpm/sq. ft to 9.55 gpm/sq. ft and an empty bed contact time 
of 7.5 minutes to 11.2 minutes.   

 

I 
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Well No. 11 has a capacity of approximately 1,100 gpm therefore this would require 
two vessels if installed in parallel and four vessels if installed in series.  Series 
installation is recommended such that the carbon is fully utilized and the well does 
not have to be removed from service for carbon change-outs. 
 
The estimated capital cost for series installation is $2,473,850.00.   
 
 
 

The estimated annual O&M cost for series treatment is estimated as $79,800.00.   
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Well No. 11 Series Treatment 
Capital Cost $2,473,850.00 
O&M Cost $79,800.00 

Well #11 1,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment (Series) 

Item Item Descri lion 

Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Site Demolition 
3 Modify Existing Well Discharge Piping 

Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well to Treatment System 
5 TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 
6 GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 
7 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 
8 GAC Vessel Influent Piping and Appurtenances 
9 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 
10 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 
11 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 
12 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 
13 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Storage Tank 
14 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 
15 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 
16 Site Painting 
17 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 

18 Site Ground Cover 

19 Site Electrical and Controls 

20 Start-Up and Performance Testing 

Quantit 

1 
200 

1 
200 

Unit 

LS 
LS 
LS 
LF 
LS 
LS 
EA 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LF 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 

1,2,3-TCP Treatment System Project 
ltern No_ Item Descri tion Quanti Unit 

Well No 11 
1 Media Re placemen~ 0 4 s jt_'g 1 
2 District Costs for M~epliee~nl ~ 1 
3 Energy Cost lncrea~ _ l 1 
4 Flow Meter Calibration eYery 3 years EA 1 
5 Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 8 
6 Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 20 
7 Receptor Changeout eve-y 3rd Changeout LS 4 
8 Additional Water Quality Testing LS 1 

I 

Unit Price Amount 

130,000 00 130,000 00 
40,000 00 40,000 00 
15,000.00 15,000.00 

8000 16,000 00 
30,000.00 30,000.00 
110,000 00 110,000 00 
190,000.00 760,000.00 
120,000 00 120,000 00 
110,000 00 110,000 00 
75,000 00 75,000 00 

200,000 00 200,000 00 
100,000.00 100,000.00 

8000 16,000 00 
15,000.00 15,000.00 
50,000 00 50,000 00 
10,000.00 10,000.00 
30,000 00 30,000 00 
20,000 00 20,000 00 

100,000 00 100,000 00 

10,000.00 10,000.00 

$ 1,957,000.00 

195,700 00 

$ 150,000.00 
$ 15,000 00 

$ 5,000.00 
$ 8,000 00 

$ 5,000 00 
$ 52,000 00 

$ 86,150 00 

$ 2,473,850.00 

Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

$60,000.00 $ 60,000 00 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 
$8,250.00 $ 8,250 00 
$850.00 $ 850.00 
$150.00 $ 1,200 00 
$150.00 $ 3,000.00 
$500.00 $ 2,000.00 

$2,500.00 $ 2,500.00 
Subtotal $ 79,800.00 
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 4.5.3 WELL NO. 12 
 
Well No. 12 is located approximately 300-ft west of Highway 184 and 
approximately 600-ft north of Mountain View Road.  The well site 
dimensions are approximately 50-ft by 130-ft.  The site includes a well 
pump and motor, discharge piping, and electrical. 

 
Well No. 12 already has a dedicated 12-inch raw water pipeline installed 
over to Well No. 19 for blending purposes to address the Arsenic issue.  
Since Well No. 19 already has a 500,000 gallon storage tank, booster 
pump station, and available real estate, it is recommended that any 
treatment for Well No. 12 be installed at the Well No. 19 site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Figure 6: Well No. 12 to Well No. 19 Blending Line 
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 4.5.4 WELL NO. 13  
 
Well No. 13 is located on the southwest corner of San Diego Street and Hall Road.  
The well site dimensions are approximately 100-ft by 120-ft and the site is space 
constrained as it is already equipped with a well, 125,000 gallon steel storage tank, 
booster pump station, pressure vessel, and electrical equipment. 

 
In order to install 1,2,3-TCP Treatment at Well No. 13, the District will need to 
purchase additional property.  There is vacant property across the street on the 
northwest corner of Hall Road and San Diego Street, APN 186-080-05.  The property 
appears to be owned by Chipres Prop, LLC.  The value of the property is 
approximately $101,000.00 according to Zillow, Inc.  In addition, the District could 
propose to purchase only a portion of this property for the treatment site leaving the 
corner of the parcel for future development. 

 
The installation of 1,2,3-TCP will involve modifying the well discharge piping, 
installing conveyance piping to the new property, crossing Hall Road, construction of 
a reinforced concrete foundation, installation of GAC vessels, installation of influent, 
effluent, and backwash piping, backwash tank, installation of electrical, and 
installation of  conveyance piping to cross Hall Road and connect back to the Well 
#13 booster pump station discharge piping. 
 

 
Figure 7: Well No. 13 Treatment Site Plan 
 
For purposes of this evaluation, Model 10 (10-ft diameter) GAC vessels have  
been used.  However Model 8 vessels or Model 12 vessels are also available.  The 
vessels are rated to operate at approximately 500 gpm to 750 gpm per vessel which 
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equates to a surface loading of 6.37 gpm/sq. ft to 9.55 gpm/sq. ft and an empty bed 
contact time of 7.5 minutes to 11.2 minutes.   

 
Well No. 13 has a capacity of approximately 1,000 gpm therefore this would require 
two vessels if installed in parallel and four vessels if installed in series.  Series 
installation is recommended such that the carbon is fully utilized and the well does 
not have to be removed from service for carbon change-outs. 
 
The estimated capital cost for series installation is $2,568,450.00.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Well #13 1,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment (Series) 

Item Item Descri lion 

Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 
Implement Utility Locating and Site Demolition 
Modify Existing Well Discharge Piping 
Furnish & Install 10" C900 OR18 PVC Pipe from Well to Treatment System 
Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 
TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 
GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 

8 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 
9 GAC Vessel Influent P iping and Appurtenances 
10 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 

11 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 
12 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 
13 Backwash Drain Line lo Sewer System 
14 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Distribution System 
15 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 

16 Furnish & Install Backwas h Connection to Distribution System 
17 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 
18 Site Painting 
19 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 
20 Site Ground Cover 

21 Site Electrical and Controls 

22 Start-Up and Performance Testing 

I 

Quan/it 

1 
1 
1 

200 
60 
1 

1 
200 
60 

Unit Unit Price 

LS 130,000.00 
LS 40,000.00 
LS 15,00000 
LF 50.00 
LF 650.00 
LS 30,000.00 
LS 110.00000 
EA 190,00000 
LS 120,000.00 
LS 110.00000 
LS 75,00000 
LS 200,000.00 
LS 100.000 00 
LF 50.00 
LF 650.00 
LS 15,000.00 
LS 50,00000 
LS 10,000.00 

30,000.00 
20,000.00 

100,00000 

10,000.00 

'Project Contingency 
Land AcquisiliOn: 

Labor Compliance: 
Permitting and Compliance: 

Construction Surveying & Staking: 
Bid Advertisement & Legal $ 

Engineering Design $ 

Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 

Total Pro·ect Es timate: $ 

Amount 

130,000.00 
40,000.00 
15,000 00 
10,00000 
39,000 00 
30,000 00 
110.00000 

760,000 00 
120,000 00 
110.00000 
75,000 00 

200,000 00 
100.000 00 
10,000 00 
39,000 00 
15,000.00 
50,000 00 
10,000.00 
30,000.00 
20,000 00 

100,000 00 

10,000 00 

2,023,000.00 

202.300 00 
150,00000 

15,000.00 
5,000 00 

12,000.00 
5,000.00 

70,000 00 
86,150 00 

2,568,450.00 
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The estimated annual O&M cost for series treatment is estimated as $79,800.00.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.5.5 WELL NO. 19  
 
The Well No. 19 Facility is located on the south side of Mountain View Road 
approximately 2,300-ft west of Highway 184.  The existing well site is approximately 
230-ft by 400-ft or approximately 2.0 acres. 
 
The well is equipped with a vertical turbine pump and motor, 500,000 gallon welded 
steel storage tank, booster pumping station, hydropneumatic tank, site piping, 
electrical and control equipment and an emergency generator. 
 
 

Well No. 13 Series Treatment 
Capital Cost $2,568,450.00 
O&M Cost $79,800.00 

1 ,2 ,3-TCP Treatment System Project 
Item No_ Item Descriotion Ouantitv Unit Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

Well No 13 
1 Media Replacement- 40,000 lbs LS 1 $60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 
2 District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 $2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 
3 Energy Cost Increase LS 1 $8,250.00 $ 8,250 00 
4 Flow Meter Calibration every 3 years EA 1 $850.00 $ 850.00 
5 Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 8 $150.00 $ 1,200.00 
6 Va Ive Replacement every 10 years EA 20 $150.00 $ 3,000.00 
7 Receptor Changeout every 3rd Chan.9eout LS 4 $500.00 $ 2,00000 
8 Add.iti on al Water Quality Testing LS 1 $2,500.00 $ 2,500.00 

Subtotal $ 79,800.00 

I 
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Figure 8: Well No. 19 Treatment Site Plan 
 
It is proposed to construct an Arsenic treatment plant at the Well #19 site and utilize it 
to treat the raw water from Well #12 and Well #19 to remove Arsenic since they are 
already constructed to accomplish this.  
 
A pilot study will need to be performed, prior to project design, to evaluate 
adsorption, ion exchange, and coagulation-filtration for the Arsenic removal at this 
location.  However, for purposes of this evaluation, coagulation-filtration has been 
assumed for this facility.  Coagulation-filtration is often times competitive with the 
other treatment technologies on a capital cost basis and substantially less cost on an 
annual basis for operations and maintenance. 
 
Raw water will be conveyed from Well #12 and Well #19 and be combined in a 
pipeline to the Arsenic treatment plant.  The raw water will be pretreated by chemical 
injection with sodium hypochlorite as a pre-oxidant, ferric chloride as a coagulant, 
and sulfuric acid to reduce the pH of the well water.  The chemical storage tanks will 
each be equipped with ultrasonic level sensors to monitor chemical levels and send a 
low level signal to alarm the operator of low chemical levels.  The raw water pH from 
Well #12 and #19 is approximately 8.0.  To mitigate the lowering of the pH, a portion 
of the raw well water will bypass the treatment system and be blended with the 
treated effluent water to achieve a blended effluent pH above 7.5 into the distribution 
system.    
 
The six vessel treatment system will operate continuously until the media is ready to 
backwash.  During backwash, the booster station will pump treated effluent water 

I 
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from the treated water storage tank to backwash the six filter vessels.  While 
backwashing, the system will not produce treated water until the end of the backwash 
cycle.  The backwash water will be sent to the backwash recovery storage tank.  Once 
the level in the backwash recovery tank reaches a user adjustable setpoint, an 
automated drain valve will open to drain the tank to the sewer or to send the decant 
water back to the front of the treatment system (approximately 10% of the overall 
flow).   
 
The treated effluent water will be stored in the existing 500,000-gallon storage tank 
and the existing booster pump station will operate to maintain pressure in the 
domestic distribution system.   
 
The estimated capital cost for Arsenic treatment utilizing coagulation-filtration is 
$4,583,000.00.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The annual operations and maintenance costs include media replacement, chemicals,  

\lell •12 & •13 A,senic T,eatment 

li>,m hmlk~-c,.,;,.,v,;...., ~ lk>t lk,tA,;,,, Amount 

1 Mobilization. Demobilization. and Clean Up 1 LS $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00 
2 Implement Utilitg locating and Traffic Control Plan 1 LS $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000.00 

3 
PVC Drain line and Appurtenances, including connection to Existing 
Sewer Main 1 LS $ 105,000.00 $ 105,000.00 

4 
Influent. Effluent, Back. wash \./ aste & Back. wash Supplg Piping, 
Valves. Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 

5 
Sgstem Back.wash Supplg and Reclaiml\./ell Bypass Piping, Valves, 
Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00 

6 
Reclaim Booster Pump Assembly, Concrete Foundations, 
Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 

7 Blending line and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000.00 
8 Treatment System Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 80,000.00 $ 80,000.00 

9 
Skid Mounted layneOx \.later Treatment System including Piping, 
Valves, Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 1.500,000.00 $ 1.500,000.00 

10 
Chlorine and Ferric Chloride FRP Storage Building including Epoxy 
Coated Foundation. Drain, AIC, Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 150,000.00 $ 150,000.00 

11 
Sulfuric Acid FRP Storage Building including Epoxy Coated 
Foundation. AIC. Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 
Double-walled 550 Gal. Sulfuric Acid Chemical Storage Tank. 

12 including Duplex Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, 
Appurtenances. & Connections 1 LS $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
Double-walled 550 Gal. Chlorine Storage Tank. including Duplex 

13 Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & 
Connections 1 LS $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
Double-walled 150 Gal. Ferric Chloride Storage Tank. including Duplex 

14 Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & 
Connections 1 LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00 

15 
Concrete Ringwall Foundation. Aggref te.B, . and Oiled Sand .~j Cushion ~ _ 1 - LS 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 

16 32' o;ame,er , 16' Tall AWWA _0103 Bir S<eeiTS191
0

:::n•n1 
l LS 150,000.00 150,000.00 Appurtenances. and Connecuons $ 

17 \./ell Site Drain Piping and Appurtena s C ~ V,1 "' .... LS 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
18 SitePainting • ~• .., Jr .,_.. 

LS i' 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
19 Site Ground Cover ~ 1 LS $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000.00 
20 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 
21 Start-Uo and Performance T estino 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Centralized Arsenic Treatment Subtotal Cost , .1, 76l?,lllll1. 00 

Rcyw, c~"· $ 378,000.00 
Land Acquisition: $ 

Pilot Testing: $ 100,000.00 

Labor Compliance: $ 30,000.00 
Permitting and Compliance: $ 5,000.00 

Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 15,000.00 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: $ 5,000.00 

Engineering Design: $ 105,000.00 
Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 165,000.00 

T otm Pr meet E stim.,te.· $ 4,583,000.00 

I 
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waste disposal, equipment calibration and maintenance, water quality testing, and 
increased energy cost.  The estimated annual cost is $135,110.00. 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The well head treatment alternative costs are summarized below: 
 

Well Head Treatment Alternative 
Well Facility Capital Cost O&M Cost 

Well #5 TCP Treatment $2,473,850.00 $79,800.00 
Well #11 TCP Treatment $2,473,850.00 $79,800.00 
Well #12 As Treatment See Well #19 Below  

Well #13 TCP Treatment $2,568,450.00 $79,800.00 
Well #19 As Treatment $4,583,000.00 $135,110.00 

Total: $12,099,150.00 $374,510.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Well No. 19 Series Treatment 
Capital Cost $4,583,000.00 
O&M Cost $135,110.00 

Arsenic Treatment system Project 
Item No. Item Descri lion Quantit Unit Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

Well No. 12 and 19 

1 LS 1 $10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
2 LS 1 

~ 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 

3 Energy Cost Increase LS 1 $10,360.00 $ 10,360.00 
4 Energy Cost for Back ~ 1 $8,000.00 $ 8.000.00 
5 pH Adjustment 1 $30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
6 Ferric Chloride Dosin LS 1 $5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 
7 Chlorine Dosing LS 1 $30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
8 Backwasl~ Waste Sludge Disposa.l LS 1 $2q.000.00 $ 25,000.00 
9 Flow Meter Calibration every 3 years EA 6 $850.00 $ 850.00 
10 Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 12 $150.00 $ 1,800.00 
11 Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 24 $150.00 $ 3,600.00 
12 Analyzer Maintenance LS 1 $3,500.00 $ 3,500.00 
13 Additional Water Quality T esting LS 1 $5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 

Subtotal: $ 135,110.00 
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4.6 CENTRALIZED TREATMENT 
 
4.6.1 WELL NO. 11 AND WELL NO. 13 
 

Centralized treatment has been considered briefly as well.  Well No. 11 and No. 13 are 
close enough that a form of centralized treatment could be beneficial and would eliminate 
the need to purchase residential property around the Well No. 11 site.  If centralized 
treatment were to be installed it would be recommended to do so on the vacant property 
across the street from Well No. 13 as described above under “Well Head Treatment”.  
This would involve installing a dedicated water line from Well No. 11 north along San 
Emidio Street approximately 3,100-ft to the above mentioned property and connecting 
that to a dedicated line from Well No. 13.  The water would then be treated at a 
centralized treatment facility and conveyed back over to Well #13 to connect to the 
existing storage tank.  The booster pump station and electrical would then need to be 
expanded to increase the output capacity from 1,100 gpm to approximately 2,100 gpm. 
 
In addition, Well No. 12 and Well No. 19 are addressed under the Well Head Treatment 
Alternative, but they are essentially a centralized treatment for Arsenic and have been 
included herein as well.   
 
 

Figure 9:  Centralized Layout for 1,2,3-TCP Treatment for Well No. 11 and 13 

I 
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For purposes of this evaluation, Model 10 (10-ft diameter) GAC vessels have been used.  
However Model 8 vessels or Model 12 vessels are also available.  The vessels are rated to 
operate at approximately 500 gpm to 750 gpm per vessel which equates to a surface 
loading of 6.37 gpm/sq. ft to 9.55 gpm/sq. ft and an empty bed contact time of 7.5 
minutes to 11.2 minutes.   

 
Well No. 11 has a capacity of approximately 1,100 gpm and Well No. 13 a capacity of 
1,000 gpm (2,100 gpm total) therefore this would require three vessels if installed in 
parallel and six vessels if installed in series.  However it is recommended that centralized 
treatment be installed in series since taking the system down to replace media would 
mean that multiple wells (two) were out-of-service and this is not desirable. 

 
The estimated capital cost for series installation is $4,104,202.50.   
 
 
 

Well #11 & #13 Centralized 1,2,3-TCP Treatment 

Item Item Description Quantitv Unit Unit Price Amount 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 $ 130,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Traffic Control Plan 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
3 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well 1111 3,100 LF $ 50.00 $ 155,000.00 
4 Sawcut and Remove Existing AC Pavement 6,200 LF $ 3.50 $ 21,700.00 
5 Class II Aggregate Base Restoration 540 CY $ 130.00 $ 70,200.00 
6 Asphalt Pavement Restoration 525 TONS $ 75.00 $ 39,375.00 
7 Paint Striping Replacement 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
8 Crossings 3 EA $ 10,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
9 Air Release Valves 6 EA $ 7,500.00 $ 45,000.00 
10 Modify Existing Well 1113 Discharge Piping 1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 
11 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well 1113 200 LF $ 50.00 $ 10,000.00 
12 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 60 LF $ 650.00 $ 39,000.00 
13 TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 1 LS $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
14 GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000.00 
15 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 6 EA $ 190,000.00 $ 1,140,000.00 
16 GAC Vessel Influent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 180,000.00 $ 180,000.00 
17 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 175,000.00 $ 175,000.00 
18 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 110,000.00 $ 110,000.00 
19 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00 
20 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 1 LS $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 
21 Furnish & Install 12" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Well 1113 200 LF $ 65.00 $ 13,000.00 
22 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 60 LF $ 850.00 $ 51,000.00 
23 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 
24 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenance~ 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
25 Site Painting i J 

1 LS 

'1 
10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

26 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 

"'ril 
..i:... LS 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 

27 Site Ground Cover Li_'J, LS 20,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
28 Add Booster Pump and Piping at Well Iii] ,.... II ~: LS 150,000.00 $ 150,000.00 

29 Site Electrical and Controls I '-"~I LS 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00 

30 Start-Up and Performance Testing - 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Centralized 1,2,3-TCP Treatment Subtotal Cost: $ 3,324,275,00 

Project Contingency: $ 332,427.50 

Land Acquisition: $ 150,000.00 
Labor Compliance: $ 25,000.00 

Permitting and Compliance: $ 5,000.00 
Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 15,000.00 

Bid Advertisement & Legal: $ 5,000.00 
Engineering Design: $ 105,000.00 

Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 142,500.00 

Total Project Estimate: $ 4,104,202.50 

I 
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The estimated O&M cost for a series treatment system is estimated as $105,150.00.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.6.2 WELL NO. 12 AND WELL NO. 19 

 
The Well No. 19 Facility is located on the south side of Mountain View Road 
approximately 2,300-ft west of Highway 184.  The existing well site is approximately 
230-ft by 400-ft or approximately 2.0 acres. 
 
The well is equipped with a vertical turbine pump and motor, 500,000 gallon welded 
steel storage tank, booster pumping station, hydropneumatic tank, site piping, 
electrical and control equipment and an emergency generator. 
 
 

Well No. 11 & 13 Series Treatment 
Capital Cost $4,104,202.50 
O&M Cost $105,150.00 

1,2,3-TCP Centralized Treatment System Project 
Item No. Item Descri tion Quantit Unit Unit Cost 8Jnnualized Cost 

Well No. 11 and 13 
1 Med;a Replmment • 60F lll ~ $72,000.00 $ 72,000.00 
2 District Costs for Media ace~ t 1 $2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 
3 Energy Cost Increase 1 $17,500.00 $ 17,500.00 
4 Flow Meter Calibration every 3 years 3 $850.00 $ 850.00 
5 Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 12 $150.00 $ 1,800.00 
6 Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 30 $150.00 $ 4,500.00 
7 Receptor Changeout every 3rd Changeout LS 6 $500.00 $ 3,000.00 
8 Additional Water Quality Testing LS 1 $3,500.00 $ 3,500.00 

Subtotal: $ 105,150.00 
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Figure 10: Well No. 19 Treatment Site Plan 
 
It is proposed to construct an Arsenic treatment plant at the Well #19 site and utilize it 
to treat the raw water from Well #12 and Well #19 to remove Arsenic since they are 
already constructed to accomplish this.  
 
A pilot study will need to be performed, prior to project design, to evaluate 
adsorption, ion exchange, and coagulation-filtration for the Arsenic removal at this 
location.  However, for purposes of this evaluation, coagulation-filtration has been 
assumed for this facility.  Coagulation-filtration is often times competitive with the 
other treatment technologies on a capital cost basis and substantially less cost on an 
annual basis for operations and maintenance. 
 
Raw water will be conveyed from Well #12 and Well #19 and be combined in a 
pipeline to the Arsenic treatment plant.  The raw water will be pretreated by chemical 
injection with sodium hypochlorite as a pre-oxidant, ferric chloride as a coagulant, 
and sulfuric acid to reduce the pH of the well water.  The chemical storage tanks will 
each be equipped with ultrasonic level sensors to monitor chemical levels and send a 
low level signal to alarm the operator of low chemical levels.  The raw water pH from 
Well #12 and #19 is approximately 8.0.  To mitigate the lowering of the pH, a portion 
of the raw well water will bypass the treatment system and be blended with the 
treated effluent water to achieve a blended effluent pH above 7.5 into the distribution 
system.    
 
The six vessel treatment system will operate continuously until the media is ready to 
backwash.  During backwash, the booster station will pump treated effluent water 
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from the treated water storage tank to backwash the six filter vessels.  While 
backwashing, the system will not produce treated water until the end of the backwash 
cycle.  The backwash water will be sent to the backwash recovery storage tank.  Once 
the level in the backwash recovery tank reaches a user adjustable setpoint, an 
automated drain valve will open to drain the tank to the sewer or to send the decant 
water back to the front of the treatment system (approximately 10% of the overall 
flow).   
 
The treated effluent water will be stored in the existing 500,000-gallon storage tank 
and the existing booster pump station will operate to maintain pressure in the 
domestic distribution system.   
 
The estimated capital cost for Arsenic treatment utilizing coagulation-filtration is 
$4,583,000.00.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

\lell •12 & •13 A,senic T,eatment 

li>,m hmlk~-c,.,;,.,v,;...., ~ lk>t lk,tA,;,,, Amount 

1 Mobilization. Demobilization. and Clean Up 1 LS $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00 
2 Implement Utilitg locating and Traffic Control Plan 1 LS $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000.00 

3 
PVC Drain line and Appurtenances, including connection to Existing 
Sewer Main 1 LS $ 105,000.00 $ 105,000.00 

4 
Influent. Effluent, Back. wash \./ aste & Back. wash Supplg Piping, 
Valves. Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 

5 
Sgstem Back.wash Supplg and Reclaiml\./ell Bypass Piping, Valves, 
Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00 

6 
Reclaim Booster Pump Assembly, Concrete Foundations, 
Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 100,000.00 $ 100,000.00 

7 Blending line and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000.00 
8 Treatment System Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 80,000.00 $ 80,000.00 

9 
Skid Mounted layneOx \.later Treatment System including Piping, 
Valves, Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 1.500,000.00 $ 1.500,000.00 

10 
Chlorine and Ferric Chloride FRP Storage Building including Epoxy 
Coated Foundation. Drain, AIC, Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 150,000.00 $ 150,000.00 

11 
Sulfuric Acid FRP Storage Building including Epoxy Coated 
Foundation. AIC. Appurtenances. and Connections 1 LS $ 85,000.00 $ 85,000.00 
Double-walled 550 Gal. Sulfuric Acid Chemical Storage Tank. 

12 including Duplex Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, 
Appurtenances. & Connections 1 LS $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
Double-walled 550 Gal. Chlorine Storage Tank. including Duplex 

13 Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & 
Connections 1 LS $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
Double-walled 150 Gal. Ferric Chloride Storage Tank. including Duplex 

14 Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & 
Connections 1 LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00 

15 
Concrete Ringwall Foundation. Aggref te.B, . and Oiled Sand .~j Cushion ~ _ 1 - LS 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 

16 32' o;ame,er , 16' Tall AWWA _0103 Bir S<eeiTS191
0

:::n•n1 
l LS 150,000.00 150,000.00 Appurtenances. and Connecuons $ 

17 \./ell Site Drain Piping and Appurtena s C ~ V,1 "' .... LS 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
18 SitePainting • ~• .., Jr .,_.. 

LS i' 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
19 Site Ground Cover ~ 1 LS $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000.00 
20 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 
21 Start-Uo and Performance T estino 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Centralized Arsenic Treatment Subtotal Cost , .1, 76l?,lllll1. 00 

Rcyw, c~"· $ 378,000.00 
Land Acquisition: $ 

Pilot Testing: $ 100,000.00 

Labor Compliance: $ 30,000.00 
Permitting and Compliance: $ 5,000.00 

Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 15,000.00 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: $ 5,000.00 

Engineering Design: $ 105,000.00 
Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 165,000.00 

T otm Pr meet E stim.,te.· $ 4,583,000.00 
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The annual operations and maintenance costs include media replacement, chemicals,  
waste disposal, equipment calibration and maintenance, water quality testing, and 
increased energy cost.  The estimated annual cost is $135,110.00. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The centralized treatment alternative costs are summarized below: 
 

Centralized Treatment Alternative 
Well Facility Capital Cost O&M Cost 

Well #5 TCP Treatment $2,473,850.00 $79,800.00 
Well #11 & #13 Treatment $4,104,202.50 $105,150.00 

Well #12 & #19 As 
Treatment 

$4,583,000.00 $135,110.00 

Total: $11,161,052.50 $320,060.00 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Well No. 12 & 19 Series Treatment 
Capital Cost $4,583,000.00 
O&M Cost $135,110.00 

Arsenic Treatment system Project 
Item No. Item D1escri lion Quantit Unit Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

Well No. 12 and 19 

1 LS 1 $10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
2 LS 1 

~ 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 

3 Energy Cost Increase LS 1 $10,360.00 $ 10,360.00 
4 Energy Cost for Back 

~ 1 $8,000.00 $ 8.000.00 
5 pH Adjustment 1 $30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
6 Ferric Chloride Dosin L 1 $5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 
7 Chlorine Dos1ng LS 1 $30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
8 Backwasl~ Waste Sludge Disposa_l LS 1 $25.000.00 $ 25,000.00 
9 Flow Meter Calibrati,on every 3 years EA 6 $850.00 $ 850.00 
10 Pressure Gauge Replacement eveIy 1 yr EA 12 $150.00 $ 1,800.00 
11 Valve Replacement •~very 10 years EA 24 $150.00 $ 3,600.00 
12 Analyzer Maintenance LS 1 $3,500.00 $ 3,500.00 
13 Additional Water Qu,ality T esting LS 1 $5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 

Subtotal : $ 135,110.00 
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4.7 WELL REPLACEMENT 
 

Four of the eight wells are nearing the end of the wells useful life.  The useful life of a 
water supply well is typically 50 to 70 years.  The well ages are: 
 

 Well #5 52 years old 
 Well #11 52 years old 
 Well #12 45 years old 
 Well #13 47 years old 

 
This raises the question of how wise it is to invest the money to install treatment versus 
drilling a new well and attempting to avoid treatment altogether.  However there are no 
guarantees and it could be that a new well is drilled and constructed and treatment is still 
necessary. 
 
Three of the four subject well sites, Wells #5, #11, & #13, are all so small that drilling a 
replacement well at the existing site is not feasible.  Therefore new well sites would need 
to be procured.  It would be recommended that a hydrogeological study be performed to 
evaluate the Lamont area and select well sites that give the District the best chance at 
completing a well not requiring treatment.  The capital cost for drilling, developing, and 
constructing a new water well is estimated at $771,320.00 for a 900-ft deep well.  The 
capital cost to develop the well site and equip the well with pump, motor, discharge 
piping, and electrical is estimated at $1,527,890.00.  It may be possible to salvage some 
of the equipment from the existing well sites, however that has not been factored in at 
this time.  When including costs for land acquisition, a casing hammer test well, 
permitting, design, and construction administration, the total estimated cost for a 
replacement well is $3,064,131.00. 
 
All four of these aging wells have exceedances of the MCL.  Three of them exceed the 
MCL for 1,2,3-TCP: Well No. 5, Well No. 11, & Well No. 13.  Well No. 12 exceeds the 
MCL for Arsenic.  If a replacement well for Well No. 12 could be drilled with low 
Arsenic then it could possibly still be blended with Well No. 19 and avoid Arsenic 
treatment altogether.  It is recommended that a casing hammer test well be drilled for 
each of the proposed four new wells in an effort to obtain detailed and frequent water 
quality data for each water bearing formation.  This will provide the best chance for a 
well to be completed that does not require treatment. 
 
A detailed cost breakdown is shown below for the construction of a replacement water 
well.  These costs include a casing hammer test well, land acquisition, permitting, design, 
bidding, and construction management. 
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While there are O&M expenses associated with a replacement well, these costs have not 
been considered herein because they should be similar in nature to the current O&M costs 
of the existing Well 5, 11, 12, and 13.  This engineering evaluation is striving to consider 
the increase in O&M costs above the current costs. 
 
                           Well No.          Capacity            Cost Estimate w/o Treatment 
                             Well 5           1,100 gpm                     $0.00 
                             Well 11         1,100 gpm                     $0.00 
                  Well 12    1,200 gpm          $0.00 
                             Well 13         1,000 gpm                     $0.00 
       Total O&M Estimate:              $0.00 
 
The cost of a replacement well is not much greater than installing treatment and the 
savings in O&M pays for the difference in cost in just a few years.  However there is no 
guarantee that a well can be completed that does not require treatment.  This will need to 
be factored into the decision. 
 

\.letl Replacement \lell 

li>,m Kemlk~-c,wv,,;...., Qu.,,,,/y lk.t lk,tA,;,,, = 
1 Mobilization. Demobilization. and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 $ 130,000.00 
2 36" Conductor Casing 50 LF $ 950.00 $ 47,500.00 
3 18'" dia. Pilot Hole Construction 900 LF $ 90.00 $ 81,000.00 
4 Formation Sampling 6 EA $ 17,500.00 $ 105,000.00 
5 Ream Pilot 34" & 28" Hole 900 LF $ 90.00 $ 81,000.00 
6 16" 1.0. ic 5116" HSLA Blank. Casing 420 LF $ 205.00 $ 86,100.00 
7 16" 1.0. x 5116" HSLA Perforated Casing 460 LF $ 295.00 $ 135,700.00 
8 20' Compression Section 1 LS $ 10,400.00 $ 10,400.00 
9 4" Gravel Feed Tube 450 LF $ 15.00 $ 6,750.00 
10 3" Sounding Tube 465 LF $ 14.00 $ 6,510.00 
11 Gravel Envelope (8ic16 Color ado Silica Sand) 440 LF $ 80.00 $ 35,200.00 
12 Cement Seal 440 LF $ 102.00 $ 44,880.00 
13 Swabbing & Air lifting 80 HRS $ 375.00 $ 30,000.00 
14 Pumping & Surging 72 HRS $ 350.00 $ 25,200.00 
15 Production Testing 24 HRS $ 350.00 $ 8,400.00 
16 Well Video 1 LS $ 2,680.00 $ 2,680.00 
17 Well Site Earthwork. and Paved Drive Approach 1 LS $ 171.330.00 $ 171,330.00 
18 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 70,960.00 $ 70,960.00 
19 Concrete Pump Foundation for Deep Well 1 EA $ 12,100.00 $ 12,100.00 
20 Vertical Hollow Shaft Elecuic Motor 1 EA $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
21 Deep Well Vertical Turbine Pump Assembly 1 EA $ 120,000.00 $ 120,000.00 

22 Pump Discharge Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 180,000.00 $ 180,000.00 

23 Hydropneumatic Tank. and Concrete Footings 1 LS $ 90,000.00 $ 90,000.00 

24 PVC Conveyance Piping and Appurtenances from Well Site 
1.300 LF $ 150.00 $ 195,000.00 

to LPUO Distribution System 
25 liquid Chlorine Injection System includ~ l[ig and 1 LS $ ~ ® 0.00 $ 89,550.00 
26 Electr;cal Shade Structu,e and Conc••1 o•n@10~ 'le $ !i!i,® 0.00 $ 35,000.00 
27 Well Site Ground Cover ~ $ 38.~ 0.00 $ 38,950.00 
28 Painting System r _a ~~ $ 10.® o.oo $ 10,000.00 
29 Chain link. Fencing with Drive and Per onnel Gates~ $ '110.00 $ 40,000.00 
30 Well Site Electrical and Conuols V LS $ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 
31 Start-Uo and Performance T estina LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Well Replacement Subtotal Cost: s 2.2!1!1.2/tl. Oil 

~,c~"· $ 229,921.00 
Casing Hammer Test \.Jell: $ 205,000.00 

Land Acquisition: $ 100,000.00 
Labor Compliance: $ 15,000.00 

Permitting and Compliance: $ 5,000.00 
Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 15,000.00 

Bid Advertisement & Legal: $ 10,000.00 
Engineering Design: $ 60,000.00 

Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 125,000.00 

T "'"' Pr meet E stim.,te.· $ 3,064,131.00 
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The total cost for the Well Replacement Alternative is summarized below: 
 

Well Replacement Alternative 
Well Facility Capital Cost O&M Cost 

Well #5 Replacement Well $3,064,131.00 $0.00 
Well #11 Replacement Well $3,064,131.00 $0.00 
Well #12 Replacement Well $3,064,131.00 $0.00 
Well #13 Replacement Well $3,064,131.00 $0.00 

Total: $12,256,524.00 $0.00 
 
However these numbers increase if replacement wells are unable to avoid treatment.  The 
capital cost and O&M cost increases would be comparable to the amounts listed in 
Section 4.5 herein.  The capital cost could increase by approximately $2,473,850.00 to 
$4,583,000.00 per well that requires treatment and the O&M costs could increase by 
approximately $79,800.00 to $135,110.00 per well. 

 
In addition new SGMA (Sustainable Groundwater Management Act) regulations could 
change groundwater well policies.  These changes are still an unknown, however these 
changes are not anticipated to have significant impacts on the District as public health 
and safety take precedence and mean that the District must have water wells to provide 
water to the community.  Furthermore, these four wells would be replacement wells and 
not necessarily new capacity.   

 
 
4.8 ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY 
 

The capital and operations and maintenance costs are summarized below for each 
alternative discussed herein. 
 

Alternative Summary 
Alternative Capital Cost O&M Cost 
No Project Not Feasible 

Consolidation Not Feasible 
Alternate Water Supply Not Feasible 

Blending Not Feasible 
Well Head Treatment $12,099,150.00 $374,510.00 
Centralized Treatment $11,161,052.50 $320,060.00 
Well Replacement w/o 

Treatment 
$12,256,524.00 $0.00 

Well Replacement 
w/Treatment 

$24,355,674.00 $374,510.00 

 
With the exception of the alternate that drills four replacement wells and still has to 
install treatment on all four of them, the alternatives are relatively similar in capital cost.  
However if replacement wells can be drilled that avoid treatment altogether, then that 
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alternative quickly becomes the most economical based upon the present worth values 
below. 

 
Present Worth Summary 

Alternative Present Worth Ranking 
Well Replacement w/o Treatment $12,256,524.00 1 

Centralized Treatment $15,679,446.00 2 
Well Replacement w/TCP 

Treatment at One Well 
$15,846,415.00 3 

Well Head Treatment $17,411,680.00 4 
Well Replacement w/TCP 
Treatment at Two Wells 

$19,436,305.00 5 

Well Replacement w/TCP 
Treatment at Three Wells 

$23,120,796.00 6 

Well Replacement with Treatment 
at Four Wells 

$29,668,204.00 7 

 
 

Four of the District wells require treatment, however these wells are of an age that they 
will require replacement in the near future.  Therefore, it is recommended that these wells 
be replaced at this time and that every effort be made to complete the wells such that they 
meet all Title 22 Drinking Water Standards.  If this is accomplished then this alternative 
is the most economical as it has little increase in annual O&M expenses for the District.  
If one of the four wells requires well head treatment, this alternative is still nearly as 
economical as the next most economical alternative which is centralized treatment and it 
replaces aging infrastructure whereby the District has new wells that will supply water 
for another approximately 50 years of useful life. 

 
4.9 El Adobe Property Owner’s Association Consolidation 
 

El Adobe is a community with a population of 250, located approximately two miles west 
of the community of Lamont in the west half of Section 10, T31S, R28E, in the 
unincorporated area of Kern County, California.  There are 81 single family residences 
within the service area on 80 parcels.  There are two vacant parcels of undeveloped land 
within the service area where a residence could be constructed in the future.  The 
estimated peak hour demand for this community is 205 gpm to 330 gpm.   
 
The consolidation will involve constructing a 10-inch diameter transmission main along 
DiGorgio Road west to EAPOA.  A new, looped distribution system with 8-inch diameter 
pipes will be constructed throughout the development in accordance with District 
standards.  All connections will include water meters.   
 
In addition, the consolidation will involve the abandonment of the existing EAPOA Well 
No. 1 and Well No. 2, demolish the existing EAPOA 25,000 gallon and 44,000 gallon 
storage tanks, and demolish and remove the existing booster pump stations at Well No. 1 
and Well No. 2. 
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The estimated capital cost for the consolidation of the EAPOA with the District is 
$3,703,857.50.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

El Adobe Property owner's Association (EAPOA) Consolidation 

Item Item Descri lion Quantit Unit Unit Price Amount 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up LS $ 150,000.00 $ 150,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Traffic Control Plan LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
3 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe Transmission Main 10,300 LF $ 65.00 $ 669,500.00 
4 Sawcut and Remove Existing AC Pavement 6,200 LF $ 3.50 $ 21,700.00 
5 Class II Aggregate Base Restoration 540 CY $ 130.00 $ 70,200.00 
6 Asphalt Pavement Restoration 525 TONS $ 75.00 $ 39,375.00 
7 Paint Striping Replacement 1 LS $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
8 Road Crossings 3 EA $ 50,000.00 $ 150,000.00 
9 Air Release Valves 6 EA $ 7,500.00 $ 45,000.00 
10 Furnish & Install 10" Gate Valves 8 EA $ 2,500.00 $ 20,000.00 
11 Furnish & Install 4" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 500 LF $ 50.00 $ 25,000.00 
12 Furnish & Install 6" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 1,000 LF $ 60.00 $ 60,000.00 
13 Furnish & Install 8" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 13,200 LF $ 70.00 $ 924,000.00 
14 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 1,000 LF $ 80.00 $ 80,000.00 
15 Furnish & Install 4" Gate Valves 2 EA $ 400.00 $ 800.00 
16 Furnish & Install 6" Gate Valves 1 EA $ 800.00 $ 800.00 
17 Furnish & Install 8" Gate Valves 25 EA $ 1,500.00 $ 37,500.00 
18 Furnish & Install 10" Gate Valves 3 EA $ 2,500.00 $ 7,500.00 
19 Furnish & Install Fire Hydrant Assemblies EA $ 6,000.00 $ 144,000.00 
20 Furnish & Install 1" Service Connection EA $ 950.00 $ 76,950.00 
21 Demolish Existing 25,000 and 44,000 Gallon Tanks LS $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00 
22 Abandon Existing Water Distribution Sy~ l"iP!!)g LS 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00 
23 Abandon Existing Well Site 111 and 112 LS 55,000.00 $ 55,000.00 
24 Acceptance and Testing LS 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

btotal Cost: $ 2,697,325,00 

Projec Contingency: $ 269,732.50 

Water Capacity Charge: $ 413,100.00 
Water Connection Fees: $ 16,200.00 

Labor Compliance: $ 25,000.00 
Permitting and Compliance: $ 10,000.00 

Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 20,000.00 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: $ 5,000.00 

Engineering Design: $ 105,000.00 
Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 142,500.00 

Total Pro ·ect Estimate: $ 3,703,857,50 
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VV..  SSEECCTTIIOONN  55  ––  SSEELLEECCTTEEDD  CCOONNSSTTRRUUCCTTIIOONN  PPRROOJJEECCTT  

  
AA..  PPrroojjeecctt  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  

  
TThhee  pprrooppoosseedd  pprroojjeecctt  iiss  ttoo  rreeppllaaccee  ffoouurr  aaggiinngg  wweellllss,,  WWeellll  NNoo..  55,,  1111,,  1122,,  
&&  1133,,  tthhaatt  aallll  hhaavvee  eexxcceeeeddaanncceess  ooff  tthhee  MMCCLL  ffoorr  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy..    TThhee  
ggooaall  wwiillll  bbee  ttoo  ccoonnssttrruucctt  tthheessee  nneeww  wweellllss  wwiitthhoouutt  hhaavviinngg  ttoo  aadddd  aannyy  
wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  ttrreeaattmmeenntt..    IInn  oorrddeerr  ttoo  aacchhiieevvee  tthhiiss  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  sstteeppss  
aarree  rreeccoommmmeennddeedd::      
  

  PPeerrffoorrmm  aa  hhyyddrrooggeeoollooggiicc  ssttuuddyy  ttoo  iiddeennttiiffyy  aarreeaass  ffoorr  ddrriilllliinngg      
rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  wweellllss  tthhaatt  hhaavvee  tthhee  bbeesstt  cchhaannccee  ooff  aavvooiiddiinngg  
ccoonnttaammiinnaannttss..      

  DDrriillll  aa  ccaassiinngg  hhaammmmeerr  tteesstt  wweellll  aatt  eeaacchh  wweellll  llooccaattiioonn  ttoo    
iiddeennttiiffyy  tthhee  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  ssyysstteemmaattiiccaallllyy  wwiitthh  ddeepptthh  ddoowwnn  
ttoo  aapppprrooxxiimmaatteellyy  990000--fftt..    

  CCoonnssttrruucctt  aa  pprroodduuccttiioonn  wweellll  wwiitthh  ssttrriinnggeenntt  oovveerrssiigghhtt  aanndd    
  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  tteessttiinngg  ffoorr  ccoonnffiirrmmaattiioonn..  

  
              TThhee  pprroojjeecctt  wwiillll  tthheenn  eeqquuiipp  eeaacchh  ooff  tthhee  wweellllss  wwiitthh  vveerrttiiccaall  ttuurrbbiinnee    
              ppuummppss,,  mmoottoorrss,,  ddiisscchhaarrggee  ppiippiinngg,,  eelleeccttrriiccaall  aanndd  ccoonnttrroollss,,  aanndd    
              ccoonnnneeccttiioonnss  ttoo  tthhee  eexxiissttiinngg  ddiissttrriibbuuttiioonn  ssyysstteemm..    IInn  tthhee  eevveenntt  tthhee  wweellllss    
                                                ssttiillll  rreeqquuiirree  ttrreeaattmmeenntt,,  tthheenn  wweellll  hheeaadd  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  wwiillll  aallssoo  bbee  iinnssttaalllleedd  aatt    
                                                tthhee  wweellll  ssiittee..  
  
              IInn  aaddddiittiioonn,,  tthhee  pprroojjeecctt  iinncclluuddeess  tthhee  ccoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn  ooff  EEll  AAddoobbee      
                                                PPrrooppeerrttyy  OOwwnneerr’’ss  AAssssoocciiaattiioonn  wwiitthh  tthhee  LLaammoonntt  PPuubblliicc  UUttiilliittyy  DDiissttrriicctt..      

TThhiiss  wwiillll  rreeqquuiirree  aa  1100--iinncchh  ttrraannssmmiissssiioonn  mmaaiinn  ttoo  bbee  iinnssttaalllleedd  aalloonngg    
DDiiGGiioorrggiioo  RRooaadd  ffrroomm  tthhee  DDiissttrriicctt  ttoo  tthhee  EEAAPPOOAA,,  rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  ooff  wwaatteerr  
mmaaiinnss  tthhrroouugghhoouutt  tthhee  EEAAPPOOAA  ttoo  pprroovviiddee  aa  llooooppeedd  wwaatteerr  ssyysstteemm,,  
iinnssttaallllaattiioonn  ooff  mmeetteerrss,,  aanndd  tthhee  aabbaannddoonnmmeenntt  ooff  tthhee  eexxiissttiinngg  EEAAPPOOAA  
wwaatteerr  ssuuppppllyy  ffaacciilliittiieess..  
  
TThhee  DDiissttrriicctt  aallssoo  nneeeeddss  ttoo  ccoonnssttrruucctt  aa  ssuuppeerrvviissoorryy  ccoonnttrrooll  aanndd  ddaattaa  
aaccqquuiissiittiioonn  ((SSCCAADDAA))  ssyysstteemm  ffoorr  rreemmoottee  mmoonniittoorriinngg  aanndd  ccoonnttrrooll  ooff  tthhee  
DDiissttrriicctt  ffaacciilliittiieess  aanndd  uuppddaattee  DDiissttrriicctt  mmaappss  aanndd  uuppggrraaddee  ttoo  aa  DDiissttrriicctt  
GGIISS  ssyysstteemm..  
  

BB..  PPrroobblleemm  SSoolluuttiioonn  
  
TThhee  DDiissttrriicctt  pprroobblleemmss  aarree  ttwwoo  ffoolldd  ––  11))  ffoouurr  wweellllss  hhaavvee  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  
vviioollaattiioonnss  ffoorr  eexxcceeeeddiinngg  tthhee  SSttaattee  MMCCLL  aanndd  22))  tthhoossee  ssaammee  ffoouurr  wweellllss  
hhaavvee  rreeaacchheedd  tthheeiirr  uusseeffuull  lliiffee  aanndd  nneeeedd  ttoo  bbee  rreeppllaacceedd  bbeeffoorree  ccoommpplleettee  
ffaaiilluurree..  
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DDuuee  ttoo  tthhee  aaggee  ooff  tthhee  ffoouurr  wweellllss,,  iitt  iiss  nnoott  rreeccoommmmeennddeedd  ttoo  ccoonnssttrruucctt  
wweellll  hheeaadd  ttrreeaattmmeenntt..    WWeellll  hheeaadd  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  iiss  eexxppeennssiivvee  aanndd  iinnccrreeaasseess  
tthhee  lloonngg  tteerrmm  DDiissttrriicctt  ooppeerraattiioonnss  aanndd  mmaaiinntteennaannccee  ccoossttss..      
  
TThhee  ffoouurr  nneeww  rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  wweellllss  wwoouulldd  bbee  ccoonnssttrruucctteedd  wwiitthh  eevveerryy  
eeffffoorrtt  ttoo  aavvooiidd  ttrreeaattmmeenntt..    IIff  tthhiiss  ccaann  bbee  aaccccoommpplliisshheedd  tthheenn  iitt  wwiillll  
pprroovviiddee  tthhee  DDiissttrriicctt  wwiitthh  wwaatteerr  ssuuppppllyy  iinnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  tthhaatt  hhaass  aa  lloonngg  
uusseeffuull  lliiffee  rreemmaaiinniinngg  aanndd  ddooeess  nnoott  ssiiggnniiffiiccaannttllyy  iinnccrreeaassee  tthhee  aannnnuuaall  
ooppeerraattiioonnss  aanndd  mmaaiinntteennaannccee  eexxppeennsseess..    IItt  wwiillll  aallssoo  mmeeaann  tthhaatt  tthhee  
DDiissttrriicctt  iiss  iinn  ccoommpplliiaannccee  wwiitthh  tthhee  SSttaattee  WWaatteerr  BBooaarrdd  ffoorr  iittss  wwaatteerr  
qquuaalliittyy..    TThhee  ooppeerraattiioonnaall  cchhaalllleennggeess  wwiillll  bbee  ssiimmiillaarr  ttoo  tthhee  ooppeerraattiioonn  ooff  
tthhee  eexxiissttiinngg  DDiissttrriicctt  wweellllss  aanndd  wwiillll  nnoott  aadddd  aannyytthhiinngg  nneeww  ttoo  tthheeiirr  
mmaaiinntteennaannccee  aanndd  ooppeerraattiioonnss..  
  
IIff  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  ccaannnnoott  bbee  aavvooiiddeedd,,  tthheenn  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  wwiillll  bbee  aaddddeedd  ssoo  tthhaatt  tthhee  
DDiissttrriicctt  iiss  iinn  ccoommpplliiaannccee  ffoorr  iittss  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy..    TThhiiss  aalltteerrnnaattiivvee  iiss  ssttiillll  
tthhee  mmoosstt  ddeessiirraabbllee  bbeeccaauussee  iitt  wwiillll  pprroovviiddee  tthhee  DDiissttrriicctt  wwaatteerr  ssuuppppllyy  
iinnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  tthhaatt  hhaass  aa  lloonngg  uusseeffuull  lliiffee  rreemmaaiinniinngg  aanndd  iiss  wwoorrtthh  tthhee  
iinnvveessttmmeenntt..    TThhee  ooppeerraattiioonnaall  cchhaalllleennggeess  wwiillll  bbee  ddeeppeennddeenntt  oonn  tthhee  ttyyppee  
ooff  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  tthhaatt  mmuusstt  bbee  iinnssttaalllleedd..    TThhee  DDiissttrriicctt  iiss  aallrreeaaddyy  ffaammiilliiaarr  
wwiitthh  GGAACC  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  ffoorr  11,,22,,33--TTCCPP  aass  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  iitt  iinnssttaalllleedd  aanndd  
ooppeerraattiioonnaall  aatt  WWeellll  NNoo..  1177  &&  1188..    HHoowweevveerr,,  iiff  AArrsseenniicc  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  iiss  
rreeqquuiirreedd  iitt  wwiillll  rreeqquuiirree  ttrraaiinniinngg  ffoorr  tthhee  DDiissttrriicctt  ssttaaffff..  
  

CC..  LLooccaall  PPllaannnniinngg  
  
TThhee  pprroojjeecctt  iiss  ccoonnssiisstteenntt  wwiitthh  llooccaall  ppllaannnniinngg..    TThhee  pprroojjeecctt  wwiillll  nnoott  
iinnccrreeaassee  tthhee  wwaatteerr  ddeemmaanndd  oorr  iinnccrreeaassee  llooccaall  sseerrvviicceess  aanndd  ddeemmaannddss  aass  iitt  
iiss  pprriimmaarriillyy  ttoo  rreeppllaaccee  aaggiinngg  iinnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  aanndd  aatt  tthhee  ssaammee  ttiimmee  
aaddddrreessss  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  ccoonncceerrnnss..  
  

DD..  GGrreeeenn  CCoommppoonneennttss  
  
TThhee  pprroojjeecctt  ddooeess  nnoott  iinncclluuddee  aannyy  ggrreeeenn  ccoommppoonneennttss..  
  

EE..  CCoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn  PPrroojjeecctt  
  
TThhee  pprroojjeecctt  ddooeess  iinncclluuddee  tthhee  ccoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn  ooff  tthhee  EEll  AAddoobbee  PPrrooppeerrttyy  
OOwwnneerr’’ss  AAssssoocciiaattiioonn  ((EEAAPPOOAA))  wwiitthh  tthhee  LLaammoonntt  PPuubblliicc  UUttiilliittyy  
DDiissttrriicctt..    TThhee  eexxiissttiinngg  EEAAPPOOAA  hhaass  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  vviioollaattiioonnss  aanndd  iitt  iiss  
pprrooppoosseedd  ttoo  ccoonnssoolliiddaattee  tthheemm  wwiitthh  tthhee  DDiissttrriicctt..    TThhee  EEAAPPOOAA  wwoouulldd  bbee  
sseerrvveedd  bbyy  aa  nneeww  1100--iinncchh  mmaaiinn  iinnssttaalllleedd  wweesstt  aalloonngg  DDiiGGiioorrggiioo  RRooaadd  
ffrroomm  tthhee  eexxiissttiinngg  DDiissttrriicctt  wwaatteerr  ssyysstteemm..    TThhee  pprroojjeecctt  wwoouulldd  iinncclluuddee  
rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  ooff  tthhee  EEAAPPOOAA  wwaatteerr  mmaaiinnss,,  iinnssttaallllaattiioonn  ooff  nneeww  mmeetteerreedd  
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sseerrvviicceess,,  aanndd  aabbaannddoonnmmeenntt  ooff  tthhee  eexxiissttiinngg  EEAAPPOOAA  wwaatteerr  ssuuppppllyy  
ffaacciilliittiieess..  
  

FF..  LLaanndd  PPuurrcchhaassee  
  
LLaanndd  ppuurrcchhaassee  wwiillll  bbee  rreeqquuiirreedd  ffoorr  ffoouurr  wweellll  ssiittee  llooccaattiioonnss..    TThhee  wweellll  
ssiittee  llooccaattiioonnss  wwiillll  bbee  sseelleecctteedd  bbaasseedd  uuppoonn  llaanndd  aavvaaiillaabbiilliittyy  aanndd  tthhee  
rreessuullttss  ooff  tthhee  hhyyddrrooggeeoollooggiiccaall  ssttuuddyy..    IItt  iiss  eessttiimmaatteedd  tthhaatt  ½½--aaccrree  ttoo  11--
aaccrree  wwiillll  bbee  nneecceessssaarryy  ffoorr  eeaacchh  wweellll  ssiittee..    AAnn  eessttiimmaattee  ooff  tthhee  ccoosstt  ooff  tthhee  
llaanndd  aaccqquuiissiittiioonn  hhaass  bbeeeenn  iinncclluuddeedd  iinn  tthhee  ccoosstt  bbrreeaakkddoowwnn  aanndd  iiss  bbaasseedd  
uuppoonn  rreecceenntt  eexxppeerriieennccee  wwiitthh  wweellll  ssiittee  ppuurrcchhaasseess..  
  
TThhee  ssiizzee  ooff  tthhee  ssiittee  iiss  nneecceessssaarryy  ttoo  pprroovviiddee  aa  mmiinniimmuumm  5500--fftt  bbuuffffeerr  
aarroouunndd  tthhee  wweellll  wwhhiillee  mmaaiinnttaaiinniinngg  ssppaaccee  ffoorr  sseerrvviicciinngg  tthhee  wweellll  
eeqquuiippmmeenntt  aanndd  ffoorr  ffuuttuurree  ttrreeaattmmeenntt,,  iiff  nneecceessssaarryy..  

    
GG..  RReedduunnddaannccyy  

  
TThhee  ffoouurr  pprrooppoosseedd  wweellllss  aarree  ffoorr  ppuurrppoosseess  ooff  rreeppllaacciinngg  ffoouurr  eexxiissttiinngg  
wwaatteerr  wweellllss  tthhaatt  aarree  aaggiinngg  aanndd  hhaavvee  wwaatteerr  qquuaalliittyy  vviioollaattiioonnss..    TThhee  
aavveerraaggee  ccaappaacciittyy  ooff  tthhee  ffoouurr  eexxiissttiinngg  wweellllss  iiss  11,,110000  ggppmm..    TThhee  
rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  ooff  tthheessee  wweellllss  wwiillll  pprroovviiddee  tthhee  DDiissttrriicctt  aa  mmoorree  rreelliiaabbllee  
wwaatteerr  ssuuppppllyy  ssiinnccee  tthheessee  ffoouurr  wweellllss  aarree  ccuurrrreennttllyy  nneeaarr  tthhee  eenndd  ooff  tthheeiirr  
uusseeffuull  lliiffee..      
  

HH..  CCoonncceeppttuuaall  LLaayyoouutt  
  
AA  ttyyppiiccaall  wweellll  ssiittee  wwiillll  bbee  aapppprrooxxiimmaatteellyy  00..55  aaccrree  ttoo  11..00  aaccrreess..    TThhee  
wweellll  ssiittee  wwiillll  iinncclluuddee  aa  wweellll,,  wweellll  ccoonnccrreettee  ffoouunnddaattiioonn,,  ddeeeepp  wweellll  ppuummpp  
aanndd  mmoottoorr,,  wweellll  ddiisscchhaarrggee  ppiippiinngg,,  aanndd  aa  hhyyddrrooppnneeuummaattiicc  ttaannkk..    
EElleeccttrriiccaall  aanndd  ccoonnttrroollss  wwiillll  bbee  pprroovviiddeedd  ffoorr  tthhee  wweellll  ffaacciilliittyy  aanndd  bbee  
ppllaacceedd  oonn  aa  ccoonnccrreettee  ffoouunnddaattiioonn  wwiitthh  aa  ggaallvvaanniizzeedd  sstteeeell  sshhaaddee  
ssttrruuccttuurree..    TThhee  wweellll  wwiillll  bbee  ooppeerraatteedd  uussiinngg  aa  vvaarriiaabbllee  ssppeeeedd  ddrriivvee  tthhaatt  
ooppeerraatteess  bbaasseedd  oonn  pprreessssuurree..    AA  PPLLCC  wwiillll  bbee  uuttiilliizzeedd  ttoo  ccoonnttrrooll  tthhee  
ooppeerraattiioonn  ooff  tthhee  wweellll  ffaacciilliittyy  ssuucchh  tthhaatt  iitt  ssttaarrttss  oonn  llooww  pprreessssuurree  aanndd  
ssttooppss  oonn  hhiigghh  pprreessssuurree..    IInn  aaddddiittiioonn,,  tthhee  ssiittee  wwiillll  bbee  ffeenncceedd  ffoorr  sseeccuurriittyy  
ppuurrppoosseess,,  wwiillll  bbee  ccoovveerreedd  wwiitthh  ssiittee  ggrroouunndd  ccoovveerr  ffoorr  aacccceessssiibbiilliittyy,,  aanndd  
bbee  llaannddssccaappeedd  ffoorr  aaeesstthheettiiccss  wwiitthh  tthhee  ssuurrrroouunnddiinngg  nneeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd..  
  
AA  ccoonncceeppttuuaall  llaayyoouutt  iiss  sshhoowwnn  bbeellooww  ffoorr  aa  ttyyppiiccaall  rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  wweellll  
ssiittee..      
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                        FFiigguurree  1111::    CCoonncceeppttuuaall  WWeellll  SSiittee  RReeppllaacceemmeenntt  LLaayyoouutt  
  
  
IInn  aaddddiittiioonn,,  aa  ccoonncceeppttuuaall  ssiittee  ppllaann  iiss  iilllluussttrraatteedd  ffoorr  tthhee  ccoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn  
wwiitthh  tthhee  EEAAPPOOAA..  
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II..  WWaatteerr  DDeemmaannddss  
  
TThhee  ssyysstteemm  wwaatteerr  ddeemmaannddss  wwiillll  iinnccrreeaassee  sslliigghhttllyy  aass  aa  rreessuulltt  ooff  tthhee  
ccoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn  wwiitthh  tthhee  EEAAPPOOAA..    IItt  iiss  eessttiimmaatteedd  tthhaatt  tthhee  EEAAPPOOAA  wwiillll  
iinnccrreeaassee  tthhee  ppeeaakk  hhoouurr  mmuunniicciippaall  ddeemmaanndd  bbyy  aapppprrooxxiimmaatteellyy  220055  ggppmm..      
  
TThhee  rreemmaaiinnddeerr  ooff  tthhee  pprroojjeecctt  sshhoouulldd  nnoott  eeffffeecctt  tthhee  ssyysstteemm  wwaatteerr  
ddeemmaannddss  ssiinnccee  iitt  pprriimmaarriillyy  iinnvvoollvveess  tthhee  ddrriilllliinngg  ooff  nneeww  wweellllss  ttoo  rreeppllaaccee  
tthhee  eexxiissttiinngg  ffoouurr  wwaatteerr  ssuuppppllyy  wweellllss..    HHoowweevveerr  iitt  wwiillll  bbee  iimmppoorrttaanntt  ttoo  
ccoommpplleettee  wweellllss  tthhaatt  hhaavvee  aa  mmiinniimmuumm  ccoommbbiinneedd  ccaappaacciittyy  ooff  44,,440000  ggppmm  
oorr  11,,110000  ggppmm  ppeerr  wweellll  ssoo  tthhaatt  tthhee  ccuurrrreenntt  ssuuppppllyy  ccaappaacciittyy  iiss  nnoott  
rreedduucceedd..  
  

JJ..  MMaajjoorr  CCoommppoonneennttss  &&  UUsseeffuull  LLiiffee  
  
TThhee  mmaajjoorr  pprroojjeecctt  ccoommppoonneennttss  aanndd  tthheeiirr  aassssoocciiaatteedd  uusseeffuull  lliiffee  aarree  
oouuttlliinneedd  bbeellooww::  
  
  

IItteemm  CCoommppoonneenntt  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  
UUsseeffuull  LLiiffee  

((yyeeaarrss))  
11  WWeellll CCaassiinngg 5500  yyeeaarrss  
22  VVeerrttiiccaall TTuurrbbiinnee PPuummpp 1100  yyeeaarrss  
33  VVeerrttiiccaall  HHoolllloowwsshhaafftt  

MMoottoorr 
1100  yyeeaarrss  

44  SStteeeell PPiippiinngg 5500  yyeeaarrss  
55  VVaallvveess 1155  yyeeaarrss  
66  FFllooww MMeetteerrss 1100  yyeeaarrss  
77  PPrreessssuurree TTaannkk 5500  yyeeaarrss  
88  EElleeccttrriiccaall GGeeaarr 2255  yyeeaarrss  
99  VVaarriiaabbllee SSppeeeedd DDrriivvee 1155  yyeeaarrss  
1100  PPLLCC 1100  yyeeaarrss  

  
KK..  DDeettaaiilleedd  CCoosstt  BBrreeaakkddoowwnn  

  
BBeellooww  iiss  aa  ddeettaaiilleedd  ccoosstt  bbrreeaakkddoowwnn  ooff  tthhee  sseelleecctteedd  pprroojjeecctt::  
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TThhee  ttoottaall  pprroojjeecctt  ccoosstt  wwiitthhoouutt  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  iiss  $$1166,,551100,,338811..5500..    IIff  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  
bbeeccoommeess  nneecceessssaarryy  aass  aa  rreessuulltt  ooff  nnoott  bbeeiinngg  aabbllee  ttoo  ccoommpplleettee  aa  wweellll  tthhaatt  
aavvooiiddss  ccoonnttaammiinnaannttss  tthheenn  tthhee  ccoosstt  wwoouulldd  iinnccrreeaassee  bbeettwweeeenn  $$22,,447733,,885500..0000  
ttoo  $$1122,,009999,,115500..0000..  
  
AAllll  ccoossttss  aarree  eessttiimmaatteedd  ttoo  bbee  eelliiggiibbllee  ccoossttss..      
  
TThhee  aannnnuuaall  iinnccrreeaassee  iinn  ooppeerraattiioonnss  aanndd  mmaaiinntteennaannccee  ccoossttss  iiss  $$00..0000  iiff  wweellllss  
ccaann  bbee  ccoommpplleetteedd  tthhaatt  ddoo  nnoott  rreeqquuiirree  ttrreeaattmmeenntt..    HHoowweevveerr,,  iiff  ttrreeaattmmeenntt  
ccaannnnoott  bbee  aavvooiiddeedd,,  tthheenn  tthhee  OO&&MM  ccoosstt  iinnccrreeaassee  ccoouulldd  bbee  iinn  tthhee  rraannggee  ooff  
$$7799,,880000..0000  ttoo  $$337744,,551100..0000..  
  
  
  

Selected Proiect Cost Esuimate 

11,,m hmlk:,-c · ~ lA-.t lA-i,tA,;,,, Amount 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization. and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 $ 130,000.00 
2 36" Conductor Casing 50 LF $ 950.00 $ 47,500.00 
3 18'" dia. Pilot Hole Construction 900 LF $ 90.00 $ 81,000.00 
4 Formation Sampling 6 EA $ 17,500.00 $ 105,000.00 
5 Ream Pilot 34" & 28" Hole 900 LF $ 90.00 $ 81,000.00 
6 16" 1.0. x 5116" HSLA Blank. Casing 420 LF $ 205.00 $ 86,100.00 
7 16" 1.0. x 5116" HSLA Perforated Casing 460 LF $ 295.00 $ 135,700.00 
8 20' Compression Section 1 LS $ 10,400.00 $ 10,400.00 
9 4" Gravel Feed Tube 450 LF $ 15.00 $ 6,750.00 
10 3" Sounding Tube 465 LF $ 14.00 $ 6,510.00 
11 Gravel Envelope (8x16 Color ado Silica Sand) 440 LF $ 80.00 $ 35,200.00 
12 Cement Seal 440 LF $ 102.00 $ 44,880.00 
13 Swabbing & Air Lifting 80 HRS $ 375.00 $ 30,000.00 
14 Pumping & Surging 72 HRS $ 350.00 $ 25,200.00 
15 Production Testing 24 HRS $ 350.00 $ 8,400.00 
16 Well Video 1 LS $ 2,680.00 $ 2,680.00 
17 Well Site Earthwork. and Paved Drive Approach 1 LS $ 171,330.00 $ 171,330.00 
18 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 70,960.00 $ 70,960.00 
19 Concrete Pump Foundation for Deep Well 1 EA $ 12,100.00 $ 12,100.00 
20 Vertical Hollow Shaft Electric Motor 1 EA $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 
21 Deep Well Vertical Turbine Pump Assembly 1 EA $ 120,000.00 $ 120,000.00 

22 Pump Discharge Piping and Appunenances LS $ 180,000.00 $ 180,000.00 

23 Hydropneumatic Tank. and Concrete Footings LS $ 90,000.00 $ 90,000.00 

24 PVC Conveyance Piping and Appunenances from Well Site 
1,300 LF $ 150.00 $ 195,000.00 

to LPUO Distribution System 
25 Liquid Chlorine Injection System including-Building and $ 89,550.00 
26 Electrical Shade Structure and Concreif' oun~ on _ $ 35,000.00 
27 \Jens;,eGroundCover 1::::.: r, $ 38,950.00 
28 Painting System ...... $ 10,000.00 
29 Chain Link. Fencing with Drive and Per :gpnel Gates\..a,4 $ 40,000.00 
30 Well Site Electrical and Controls • • $ 350,000.00 
31 Stan-U and Performance T estin $ 10,000.00 

Well Replacement Subtotal Cost: , 2.2!1!1.210. Oil 

Rcy;,,,tC~"· $ 229,921.00 
Casing Hammer Test \.Jell: $ 205,000.00 

Land Acquisition: $ 100,000.00 
Labor Compliance: $ 15,000.00 

Permitting and Compliance: $ 5,000.00 
Construction Surveying & Staking: $ 15,000.00 

Bid Advenisement & Legal: $ 10,000.00 
Engineering Design: $ 60,000.00 

Construction Inspection & Administration: $ 125,000.00 
To/4/Eslim.m,PeF Well.· $ 3,064,131.00 

To/4/ Eslim.m, IOI' Four Wells.· $ 12,256,524.00 
El Adobe Conso/itklion Project· $ 3,703,857.50 

/J;sfrict Improvement:,: $ 550,000.00 

To/4/ Project Eslim.m, wo TrtMtmenl· $ 16,510,381.50 

To/4/Pr eel Eslim.,te w TrtMtmenl· $ 24,355,674.00 
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VVII..  SSEECCTTIIOONN  66  ––  PPRROOPPOOSSEEDD  SSCCHHEEDDUULLEE  
 

The project schedule includes the planning and engineering design phase, the execution 
of the funding agreement, the bid process, the execution of contract agreements, and 
construction. 
 
The planning and engineering design phase has been estimated to involve approximately 
twenty-four (24) months and includes time for a hydrogeologic study, land acquisition for 
well sites, construction of four casing hammer test wells, geotechnical work, preparation 
of plans, specifications, and estimates, and the preparation of environmental documents.  
 
Upon execution of the project funding agreement, the District would administer the 
bidding process which would take approximately two (2) months and then award and 
execute contracts which would involve approximately two (2) more months. 
 
The construction phase is estimated to involve approximately eighteen (18) months to 
drill and equip four municipal water wells, install connections to the existing distribution 
system, install a District SCADA system, and map the District system. 
 
The overall project is estimated to involve approximately four years.  See the attached 
project schedule under Appendix E for the selected project. 
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APPENDIX A 
Schematic Map of System’s Existing Facilities 
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Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Drinking Water 

Mr. Rolando Marquez, Chief Operator 
Lamont Public Ulility District 
8624 Segrue Road 
Lamont, CA 93241 

RE: Compliam;e Order No. 03_ 12_17R_001 

May 15, 2017 
System No. 1510012 

Arsenic Maximum Contaminant Level Violation 

Dear Mr. Marquez: 

Enclosed is a Complfance Order issued to the Lamont Public Utility District (hereinafter ·water 
System") public waler system. 

The Water System will be billed at the State Water Resources Control Board's (hereinafter "Stale 
Boarcl0

) hourly rate for the lime spent on issuing this compliance order. California Health and Safety 
Code, Section 116577, provides that a public water system must reimbur.;e the Slate Board for actual 
costs incurred by the Slate Board for specified enforcement actions, Including but not limited to. 
preparing, issuing and monitoring compliance with a compliance order. The Water System will receive 
a bill sent from the State Board in August of the ne><t fiscal year. This bill will contain fees for any 
enforcement time spent on the Water System for the current fiscal year. 

Any person who is aggrieved by a citation, order or decision Issued by the Deputy Director of the 
Division of Drinking Water under Artlcle 8 (commencing with Health and Safety Code, Section 116625) 
or Article 9 (commencing with Health and Safely Code, Section 116650), of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act (Chapter 4, Part 12, Division 104, of the Health and Safety Code) may file a petition with the Stale 
Water Soard for reconsideration of the citation, order or decision. Appendix 1 to the enclosed citation 
contains the relevant statutory provisions for filing a petition for reconsideration. (Health and Safety 
Code. Section 116701 ). 

Petitions must be received by the Stale Board within 30 days of the Issuance of the citation, order or 
decision by the Deputy Director. The date of issuance is the dale when the Division of Drinking Water 
mails a copy of lhe citation, order or decision. If the 30th day falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or state 
holiday, the pelltlon is due the following business day. Petitions must be received by 5:00 p.m. 

Information regarding filing petitions may be found at: 

http:/lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking water/programs/petilions/index.shtml 



Mr. Maiquez/ Lamont PUO May 15, 2017 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jason Cunningham of my sfaff at (559) 
447-3484 or me al (559) 447-3300. 

TAW/LR 
Enclosures 
Certified Mail No. 7011 2070 0000 4896 3582 
cc: Kem County Environmental Health Department 

Sincerely, l -&; 
J'r,tlt.lf./{d · tc ,l,-a=e-=?l--~-- . 
Tricia A. Wathen, P.E. 
Senior Sanitary Engineer, Vlsalia District 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA BRANCH 
DRINKING WATER FIELD OPERATIONS 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER 

7 Name of Public Water System: Lamoni Public Utility District 

8 Water System No: 1510012 

9 

10 Attention: Mr. Rolando Marquez. Chief Operator 

11 8624 Segrue Road 

12 Lamont. CA 93241 

13 

14 Issued: May 15, 2017 

15 

16 

17 

13 

19 

20 

COMPLIANCE ORDER FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

ARSENIC MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, TITLE 22, SECTION 64431 

21 The California Health and Safety Code (hereinafter "CHSC"), Section 116655 authorizes the 

22 Stale Water Resources Control Board (hereinafter •stale Board") to issue a compliance order to 

23 a public water system when the State Board determines that the public waler system has 

24 violated or Is violating the California Safe Drinking Water Act (hereinafter "California SDWA"), 

25 (CHSC, Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 4, commencing with Section 116270), or any regulallon, 

26 standard, permit. or order issued or adopled !hereunder, 

27 



Compliance Order No. 03_12_17R_001 

The State Soard, acting by and through its Division of Drlnklng Water (hereinafter •Division") 

2 and the Deputy Director for the Division, hereby issues lhis compliance order pursuant to 

3 Section 116655 of the CHSC to the Lamont Publfc Utility District (hereinafter 'Water System"} 

4 for vlo!atlon of CHSC, Section 116555(aX1) and California Code of Regulations (hereinafter 

5 "CCR'), Tille 22, Section 64431 Maximum Contaminant Levels - Inorganic Chemicals (Arsenic}. 

6 

1 A copy of Iha applicable statutes and regulations are included in Appendix 1, which is attached 

s hereto and Incorporated by reference. 

9 

10 STATEMENT OF FACTS 

11 The Water System is classified as a community water system with a population of approximately 

12 19,057 persons, served through 3,151 service connections. The Water System operates under 

13 Domestic Water Supply Permit No. 03-91-007 issued by the Division on January 31, 1991. 

14 

1 s The Water System utilizes eight groundwater wells as its source of domestic water. Tille 22, 

16 CCR, Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 4, establishes primary drinking water standards and 

17 monitoring and reporting requirements for inorganic constituents. Community and non transient 

18 non community waler systems must comply with the maximum contaminant level for arsenic of 

19 0.010 mg/L, as established In TIiie 22 CCR Section 64431. Compliance with the arsenic MCL is 

20 based on a "running annual average· (RAA) of the quarterly monitoring samples, computed 

21 each quarter, unless the concenlrallon of any one sample causes the annual average to exceed 

22 the MCL. 

23 

24 Samples collected from the Water System from January 2016 through January 2017, detected 

25 arsenic concentrations from 0,009 through 0.013 milligrams per Liter (mg/L) in Well No. 19. The 

26 Water System's Well No. 12 has been in noncompliance with the arsenic MCL since the year 

27 2007 and was issued Compliance Order No. 03-12-080-039 on December 18, 2008 for 

28 ·noncompliance of the arsenic MCL. A blending project was proposed by the Water System and 

2 
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Well No. 19 was constructed for this purpose. Well No. 12 was disconnected from the 

2 distribution system, so that water from Well No. 12 would only flow through a transmission line 

l from Well No. 12 to blend with Well No. 19 at a storage tank on the Well No. 19 site. Well No. 

4 12 continues to exceed the arsenic MCL. 

s 

6 A summary of the Waler System's most recent arsenic monitoring is presented in Table 1 

7 below. All results are as reported lo the Division by the laboratory that performed lhe analysis. 
8 

9 Tb a le 1:Well N 1 o. 2 and Well 0. rsenic Monitor na esu ts N 19A R 
Well No.19 

Samole Quarter Well No.12 (averaae\ 

zt>4 Quarter of 2016 0.011 mg/L 0.010 mg/L 

3<d Quarter of 2016 0.011 mg/L 0.010 mg/L 

4"' Quarter of 2016 0.012 mg/L 0.011 mg/L 

1.i quarter of 2017 0.0.10 mg/L 0.013 mg/L 

1st Quarter 2017 0.011 mg/L 0.011 mg/I. 
Runnina Annual Averaae 

10 

11 The 1" quarter 2016 RAA for both Wells Nos. 12 and 19, calculated as the 4 quarterly sample 

12 results averaged over a four quarter period, is 0.011 mg/L, which exceeds the arsenic MCL of 

13 0.010 mg/L. 

14 

Is Compliance Order No. 03-12-080-039 was issued to lhe Water System on December 18, 2008, 

16 for noncompliance with the arsenic MCL for Well N.21 12. This compliance order replaces and ---17 voids compliance Order No. 03-19-090-018, and its directives. 

18 

19 DETERMINATION 

20 CCR, Title 22, Section 64431, Arsenic Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) states that a public 

21 water system shall comply with the primary arsenic MCL of 0.010 milligrams per liter (mg/L). 

22 

3 
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Compllanee Order No, 03_12_17R_001 

CCR, Title 22, Section 64432(i) states that compliance with the MCL shall be determined by a 

2 running annual average; if any one sample would cause the annual average to exceed the MCL, 

3 the system is immediately in violation. If a system takes more than one sample in a quarter, the 

4 average of all the results for that quarter shall be used \'1/hen calculatlng the running annual 

s average. If a system fails to complete four consecutive quarters of monitoring, the running 

6 annual average shall be based on an average of the available data. 

7 

8 The arsenic RM for Iha water produced from Well Nos. 12 and 19 was 0.011 mg/L during the 

9 1'1 quarter of 2017, which exceeds the arsenic MCL. Therefore, the Division has determined that 

10 the Waler System falled to comply with CCR, Title 22, Section 64431 during the 1" quarter of 

11 2017 and further has determined that said vlolatlon has continued from 2008 and through the 

12 date of this Compliance Order. 

13 

14 DIRECTIVES 

15 The Water System is hereby directed to lake the following actions: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

13 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1. On or before June 1, 2020 comply with CCR, Tille 22, Section 64431 end remain In 

compliance in all future monitoring periods. 

2. On or before July 1, 2017, submit a written response to the Division indicating its 

agreement to comply with the directives of this Order and with the Corrective Action Plan 

addressed herein. 

3. Commencing on the date of service of this Order, notify all persons served by the Water 

System of the failure to meet the arsenic MCL during any calendar quarter that the four­

quarter running annual average exceeds the MCL. This shall be done in conformance 

with CCR. TIiie 22, Sectlons 64463.4(b)&(c) and 64465. Copies of Sections 64463.4 and 

64465 are included in Appendix 1. Appendix 2: Public Notification Template and 

4 
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15 
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Compllance Order No. 03_12_17R_001 

instructions shall be used to (ulfill this directive, unless otherwise approved by the 

Division. 

4. Commencing on the date of service of this Order, submit proof of each public notificalion 

conducted in compliance with Directive No. 3, herein above, wilhin 10 days following 

each such notification, using the form provided as Appendix 2, hereto. 

5. Commencing on the dale of service of this Order collect quarterly samples for arsenic 

from each well, as required by Section 64432(9), and ensure that the analytical results 

are reported to the Division electronically by the analyzing laboratory no later than the 

1 O"' day followlng the month in which the analysis was completed. 

6. Prepare for Division approval a Correc1ive Action Plan idenllfylng improvements to the 

water system designed to correct the water quality problem (violation of the arsenic 

MCL) and ensure that the Water System delivers waler to consumers that meets primary 

drinking water standards. The plan shall include a time schedule for completion of each 

of the· phases of !he project such as design, construction, and startup, and a date as of 

which the Waler System will be in compliance with the arsenic MCL, which date shall be 

no later than June 1, 2020. 

7. On or before July 15, 2017, present the Corrective Action Plan required under Directive 

No. 6, above, to the Division in person at the Division's offices located at 265 W. Bullard, 

Suite 101, Fresno, CA 93704. 

8. Timely perform the Division approved Corrective Action Plan and each and every 

element of said plan according to the time schedule set forth therein. 

5 

I 
' I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
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Compllance Order No. 03 _ 12_ 17R_001 

9. On or befo,a July 10, 2017 and every three months thereafter, submit a report to lhe 

2 Division in the form provided as Appendix 3, hereto, showing actions taken during lhe 

3 previous calendar three months to comply with lhe Corrective Action Plan. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

10. Nol later than ten (10) days following the dale of compliance with the arsenic MCL, 

demonstrate to the Division that the water delivered by Water System complies wlth the 

arsenic MCL. 

11. Notify the Division in writing no late, than five (5) days prlor to Iha deadline /or 

performance of any Directive set forth hereln if Water System anticlpales it will not timely 

meet such performance deadline. 

13 All submittals requlred by this Compliance Order shall be electronically submitted lo the Division 

14 at the following address. The subject line for all electronic submlttals corresponding to this 

15 citation shall Include Iha following information: Water System name and number. citallon 

16 number and title of the document being submitted. 

17 
18 Tricia A. Wathen. P.E., Senior sanitary Engineer 
19 State Water Resources Control Board 
20 Division or Drinking Water, Visalia District 
2L 265 W. Bullard Ave, Suite 101 
22 Fresno, CA 93704 

23 Dwpdist12@waterboards.ca.gov 

24 

25 The Stale Board reserves the right to make such modifications to this Compliance Order as it 

26 may deem necessary to protect public health and safety. Such modifications may be issued as 

27 amendments to this Compliance Order and shall be effective upon issuance. 

28 

6 
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Nothing in this Compliance Order relieves the Water System of its obligation to meet lhe 

2 requirements of Iha California SDWA (CHSC, Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 4, commencing 

3 with Section 116270), or any regulation, standard, pem1it or order issued or adopted thereunder. 

4 

5 PARTIES BOUND 

6 This Compliance Order shall apply to and be binding upon the Water System, Its owners, 

7 shareholders, officers, directors, agents, employees, contractors, successors, and assignees. 

8 

9 SEVERABILITY 

10 The directives of this Compllance Order are severable, and the Water System shall comply with 

11 each and every provision thereof notwithstanding the effectiveness of any provision. 

12 

13 

7 
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FURTHER ENFORCEMENT ACTION 

2 The California SOWA authorizes the State Board to: Issue a citation or order with assessment of 

3 administrative penallles lo a public water system for vlolalion or continued violation of the 

4 requirements of the California SOWA or any regulaUon, pem1il, standard, citation, or order 

5 Issued or adopted thereunder including, but not llmited to, failure to correct a violation idenlifled 

6 in a citation or compliance order. The Callfomla SOWA also aulhorlzes lhe Slate Board lo lake 

7 action to suspend or revoke a permit that has been issued lo a public water system if the public 

8 water system has violated applicable law or regulations or has failed to comply with an order of 

9 the State Board. and lo petition the superior court lo take various enforcement measures 

10 against a public water system Iha! has failed to comply wilh an order of the State Board. The 

11 Stale Board does not waive any further enforcement action by issuance of tl'lis Compliance 

12 Order. 

13 

14 <:::::..-.-, < :::=f:::::35%? • 
15 Carl L. Carlucci, P.E .. Chief 
16 Central California Section 
17 State Water Resources Control Board 
18 Division of Drinking Water 

19 

20 
21 Appendices (5): 
22 1. Applicable Statures and Regulalions 
23 2. Notiflcatlon Template 
24 3. Certification of Completion of Public Notification Form 
25 4. Quarterly Progress Reporllrig Form 
26 5. Arsenic Water Qualily Data 

27 

28 Certified Mail No. 7011 2070 0000 4896 3582 
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APPENDIX 1. Applicable Statutes and Regulations for 
Complfance Order No. 03_12_17R_001 

NOTE: The following language is provided for the c<>nveniance of the teCiplent. &nd cannot oe roliect upon as th,;, 
State of California's repntsentarion of the law. 111a published codas are the only offi<:ial repn,senration of Iha few. 
Regulal/O{ls telsted to cf rinking waler ere In naas 22 and 17 of the Califomi;, Cooe of Regulal/ons. Statutes relatect to 
cltlnk/ng water era in the Hea/lh ~ Safety Code. the Water Code, and other codes. 

California Health and Safety Code (CHSC): 

Section 116271 &tates In relevant part: 
{a) The State Water Resour,;es Control Board succeeds to and Is vested with an of the authority, du~e.s. powers. 
purposes, functions, responstbilitl89, and JurlsdlcUon of the Slate Department of Pub lie Health. Ila predecessors, end 
its di,eclor for purposes of ell of th& following: 

(1) TI,e Etwlronmenlal Laboratory AccredilaUon Acl(Alticle 3(commencing vAth Section 100825) of Chapter 
4 of Part 1 of Oivisloo 101 ). 
(2) Artlcla 3 (commencing with Section 106875) of Chapter 4 of Part 1. 
(3) Artlcle 1 (commencing with Sectlon 115825) ol Chapter 5of Part 10. 
(4) This chapter and the Safe Dtlnkln9 Water State Revolving Fund Law of 1997 (Chapter 4.5 (commencing 
with Secllon 116760)). 
(5) Art!cle 2 (commencing with Sec1ion 116800), Article 3 (commencing v.ith Section 116825). and Article 4 
(commencing with Section 116675) of Chapter 5. 
(6) Chapter 7 (commen6ng with SecUon 116975). 
(7) The Safe Drinking Water. Water Qua Illy and Supply, Flood Control. River and Coastal Protectton Bond 
Act of2006 (OMslon 43 (commencing wilh Section 75001) of the Public Resources Code). 
(8) The Waler Recycling Law (Chapter 7 (commencing with SecUon 13500) of Division 7 of th& Waler Code). 
(9) Chapter 7.3 {commencing with SecUon 13560) of Division 7 c,f the Waler Code. 
{10) The California Safe Drlnklng Wali>r Bond Law of 1976 (Chapter 10.S(commencing with Section 13850) 
or Division 7 of Iha Water Code). 
{11) Wholesale Regional Waler System Security ancl Reliability Act (Division 20.S {commencing with Section 
73500) of the Waler Code). 
(12) Water Security. Clean Drinking Water, Coastal and Beach Protection Act of 2002 (Division 26.S 
{commencing wilh Sectlon 79500) of the Water Code). 

(b) Th& State Water Rasources Control Board shall maintain a drinking water program and carry out the duties, 
responslblliUes, and functions described in lhls sec11on. Statutory reference to •dopartment; ·state department; or 
·dfreclor" regarding a function transforrod to the State Water Resources Control Board shall refer to the State Water 
Resources Control Board. This section does not Impair the aulhorlty of a local health officer to enforce this chapter or 
a county's election not to ontorce this chapter, as provided In Section 116500 ••• 
(k) (1) The State Water Resouroes Control Board shaU appoint a deputy dir~tor who reports to the executive 

director to c,versee lhe Issuance and enforcement of public waler system permits and other duUes as 
approprlale. The deputy director shall have public health expertise. 
(2) The deputy director ls deh1gated the Stats Water Resour,;es Control Board's au1hortly lo provide noUce, 
approve notice conlen1. approve emergency notification plans, and take other actlon pursuan1 lo Article 5 
{commencing wi1h $action 116450). to is.sue, ,anew, reissue, revlse. amend, or deny any public water 
syslem permits puriluant to Artlcla 7 (commencing with SecUon 116525), to suspend Of r,,voke any public 
water system permit pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with Section 116625). and to lssua citatioos, assess 
penalties, or lssua orders pursuant to Article 9 (commencing with Section 116650). Decisions and acflons of 
Iha deputy dirac1or laken pursuant lo Article 5 (commencing with SecUon 118450)or Article 7 (commencing 
with Section 116525) are deemed decisions and acllons taken, but are not subject to reconsideration. by the 
Stale Waif.Ir Resources Control Board, Decisions and actions of 111& deputy director taken pursuant to Article 
& (commoncing with Section 118625) and Artlcia 9(commancing with Sadlon 116650) are deemed 
decisions and acuons taken by the Slate Water-Resources Contro18oard, but any aggrieved person may 
paUUon the State Water Resources Control Board for roconsideration or the d8clslon or acUon. This 
subdivision Is not a limitaUon on the Stal& Waler Resources Control Board's authority to delegate any olher 
powers and duties. 

Section 116555 states In relevant part: 
(a) Any persc,n who owns a public water system shal ensure lhat lhe syslam does all of the following: 

{ 1) Compiles with pMma,y and secondary drinl<log water standards. 
(2) Will not be subjec1 to backflow under oom,el operaUng condiUons. 
{J) Provides a reliable and edequale supply ot pure, wholesome. heellllful, and potable water. 
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Section 118650 Citation stales in relevant part: 
(a) If Iha state board determines that a public water system Is In vlolatlon of lhls chapter or ony regulation, permit, 
standard. citation, or 01de1 issued or adopted thereunder, the state board may issue a citation to lhe public water 
system. The citation shalt be served upon the public water system personally or by certlfled mail. Service shall be 
deemed efl'ectlve as of the date of personal service or Iha dale of receipt of Iha cel!IRed mall. If a person towtlom a 
citation is directed refuses to accept delivery or the certiHed mail, the data of servlce shall be deemed to be the data 
of mailing. 
(b) Each citatlon shall be In writing and shall describe Iha nature of Iha vio!aHon or vlolallons, Including a nsference to 
the statutory provision, standard, order, cilation, permit, or regulation alleged to have beef! vlolaled. 
(c) A cltaUon may specify a date for allmlnaUon or correeUon of the condition consUtutfng Iha violation. 
(d) A citaUon may include Iha assessment of a penally as specified In subdivision (e). 
(e) The stale board may assess a penalty in an amount not to e)(ceed one thousand dollars {$1,000) per day for each 
day lhat a violation occurred, and for each day that a violation conHnues to occur. A separate penally may be 
assessed fur each violaUon and shall be In addlllon to any llablll(y or penally Imposed under any other law. 

Section 1168S5 Orders stales In relevant part 
(a) Whenever the state board detannlnes that any person has violated or I& violating this chapter, or any order, 
pem1it. ll!gUlaUon, or standard l'1Sued or adopted pur.;uant to this chapter, Iha state board may Issue an order doing 
eny of the following: 

(1) Dlrecilng compliance forthwith. 
(2) Directing compliance In accordance wilh a time schedule set by the state board. 
(3) Directing lhat appropriate preventive actton be taken in Iha case of a threatened vloletlon. 

(b) An order Issued pursuant to this section may include, but shaU not ba llmilad lo, any or all or the follov.ing 
requirements: 

(1) That lhe existing ptant, work9, or system be repaired, allered, or added to. 
(2) That purificallon or treatment works be Installed. 
(3) That Iha source of the water supply be changed. 
{4) That no additional service connection be made to the system. 
(5) That lhe water suppty, th& plant, or Iha system be monitored. 
(6) That a report on Iha condlllon and operation of lhe plant, works, system. or waler supply be submitted to 
the state board. 

California Code of Regulations, Title 22 (CCR): 

Seellon 64431. Maximum Contlmlnant Lavel~lnorganlc Chemical& slates 
Public waler syslems·shall comply with the primary MCls in tabla 84431-A as specified In this article. 

Tabla 64431-A 
Maximum Contaminant Lavala 

Inorganic Chemicals 

Cham/cal Maximum Contaminant Love/, m(Jll 
Aluminum 1. 
Antimonv 0.006 
Arsenic 0.010 

Asbestos 7MFL" 
8ari<.Jm 1. 

Benanum 0.004 
Cadmium 0.005 
Chromium 0.05 
Cvanide 0.15 
Fluoride 2.0 

Haxava!enl chromium 0.010 
Mercurv 0.002 
Nickel 0.1 

Nitrate tes nltr=enl 10. 
Nitrote+Nitrile {sum•~ to. 

nl•~anl 
Nitrite (as nirmaanl 1. 

Perchlorate 0.006 
Selenium o.os 
Thallium 0 .002 

• MFL<emllllon fiber.; per ~ter. MCL for fibers excood,ng 10 µm In length. 

2 
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SecUon 64432. Monitoring and Compllance-lnol'{lenlc Chemicals slates 
(a) All public water systems shall monitor to determine compliance wilh Iha nitrate and nllrile MCLs In table 64431-A, 
pursuant lo subsections (d) lhrough (I) and Section 64432.1. All community and nontranslenl•noncommunitywater 
systems shall monitor lo determine compliance with lhe percllJcrale MCL, pursuant to subsecijons (d), (e}, and (I), 
and section 64432.3, All community end nonuanslent-noncommunily water systems shall also monitor to determine 
cornpliance v..ill the other MCLs In table 84431-A, pursuant lo subsections (I>) lhmugh (n) and, for asbestos, section 
64432.2. Moniloting shall b& conducted In 111& year designated by the Slate Board of each coml)llance pertod 
beginnln9 with the compliance period starting January 1. 1993. 
(b) Unless directed oll\erwise by the State Boan!. each community and nontransient,nonC0111munlty water system 
shall inltfata monitoring for an Inorganic chemical Wilhln six months following the effective data of the regulatlan 
establishing the MCL for the chemical and lhe addiUon of the chemical to !able 64431-A. 

(1) If olllerwise performed In acconlance with lhls seclfon, groundwater monitoring for an inorganic chemical 
performed no more lhan lwo years prlor to the effective date of the regulailon establlshlng the MCL may be 
used to satisfy the requirement lor lniliaUng monilorlng within six months following such effective date. 
{2) For routine monitoring required In subsecijon (c), Chromium monitoring mey be used In Deu of haxavalant 
chromium monitoring if 111e chromium results are ress than Iha chromium DLR set forth In table 64432-A. 

(c) Unless more frequent monitoring ls required pursuant to this Chapter, the frequency of monllorlng for the Inorganic 
chemic.als listed in table 64431-A, except for asbestos. nitrate/nlllite. and perchlorate, shall be as follows: 

( t) Each comp!lance period. all community and nontranslent-noncommunily systems using groundwater 
shall monitor once during lM year de,;ignated by Iha State Board. The S1a1e Board will designate Iha year 
based on hlstoIlcat monltortng frequency and laboratory cepacily. All community and n<>ntranslent­
noncomrnunlty syslams using approved surface water shall monitor annualJy. All systems monftoring at 
distributi011 ent,y polnls which have combined surlace ·anc1 groundwater sources shall monitor annuaUy. 
(2) Quarto~y aemples shall be collected and analyzed (or any chemical If analyses of such samples indicate 
a conllnuc,us or per;istant ttand toward higher level• of that ch&mlcal, based on an evaluation of prevlc,us 
data. 

(d) For the l)IJrposes of sections 64432, 64432. t, 64432.2, and 64432.3, detection shall ba defined by the delacUan 
limits for l)IJ,Poses of roporting (OLRs) In table 64432-A. 

Table 64432-A 
Detection limits for Purposes of Reporting (OLRs) fer Regulated Inorganic Chemicals 

Chem/ca/ DetacUon Um/I for Purposes of Reporting (DLR) 
fml'IIU 

Aluminum 0.0!; 
AnUmonv 0.006 
Arsenic 0.002 

Asbestos 0.2 MFL>10um· 
Barium 0.1 

Ban11Uum 0.001 
Cadmium 0.001 
Chroml\Jm O.o1 
Cvanlde 0.1 
Fluoride 0.1 

Hexavalent chromium 0.001 
Mercurv 0.001 
Nickel O.o1 

Niltate ies nlt=en\ 0.4 
Nitrite las nitrooanl 0.4 

Perchlorate 0.004 
Selenium 0.005 
Thallium 0.001 

• MFL=million /iber3 per lita<; OLR for fiber. exceeding 10 um In length. 

(e) Samples shall becC>llected from each waler source or a supplia< may collect a mlnlrnumof one s:imple at every 
entry point to the dlsllibutlon system which Is representaliva of each source after lreatmanl The system shall collect 
each sample al the same sampling slle. unless a change Is approved by the State Board. 
(f) A water system may request approval from lll8 State 8oard to composite samples from ~P to five &ampl!ng Sites. 
provided that Iha number of sites to be composited is less than the ratio of Iha MCL to the DLR. Approval will be 
based on a review or lhree years of hlstorlcal data, well consuucUon and aquifer lnformatlon for groundwater, and 
Intake location, similarity of sources, and watershed characterlstlcs for surface water. Composllfng shall be done in 
Iha !a()Ofatory. 
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State Water Resources Control Board 
D111s1or ,, iJrir--<,r;g i',3t<::r 

May 18, 2018 

System No. 1510012 

Mr. Scott Taylor, General Manager 
Lamont PUD 
8624 Segrue Road 
Lamont, CA 93241 

COMPLIANCE ORDER NO. 03_12_18R_021 
1,2,3-TRICHLOROPROPANE (1,2,3-TCP) MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL VIOLATION 

Enclosed is Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 (hereinafter "Order") issued to the Lamont PUD 
(hereinafter "Water System") public water system. Please note there are legally enforceable 
deadlines associated with this Order starting on page four of the Order. 

The Water System will be billed at the State Water Resources Control Board's (hereinafter "State 
Water Board") hourly rate for the time spent on issuing this Order. California Health and Safety 
Code (hereinafter "CHSC"), Section 116577, provides that a public water system must reimburse 
the State Water Board for actual costs incurred by the State Water Board for specified enforcement 
actions, including but not limited to, preparing, issuing and monitoring compliance with an order. At 
this time, the State Water Board has spent approximately 2 hours on enforcement activities 
associated with this violation. 

The Water System will receive a bill sent from the State Water Board in August of the next fiscal 
year. This bill will contain fees for any enforcement time spent on the Water System for the current 
fiscal year. 

Any person who is aggrieved by a citation, order or decision issued under authority delegated to an 
officer or employee of the state board under Article 8 (commencing with CHSC, Section 116625) or 
Article 9 (commencing with CHSC, Section 116650), of the Safe Drinking Water Act (CHSC, 
Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 4), may file a petition with the State Water Board for reconsideration 
of the citation, order or decision. Appendix 1 to the enclosed Citation contains the relevant statutory 
provisions for filing a petition for reconsideration (CHSC, Section 116701 ). 

Petitions must be received by the State Water Board within 30 days of the issuance of the citation, 
order or decision by the officer or employee of the state board. The date of issuance is the date 
when the Division of Drinking Water mails a copy of the citation, order or decision. If the 30th day 
falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or state holiday, the petition is due the following business day by 5:00 
p.m. 

Information regarding filing petitions may be found at: 

- I \ • • • 



Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Shawn Demmers of my staff at 
(559) 447-3136 or me at (559) 447-3300. 

Sincerely, 

/)•. (1 !,/ r.~ gz l('t !V l- 7 { l{{/[71,t',l"v 

Tricia A. Wathen, P.E. 
Senior Sanitary Engineer, Visalia District 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA BRANCH 
DRINKING WATER FIELD OPERATIONS 

District webpage: nttp.llwww.haterboards.ca qovt1r:nv1nq Naterioroqramsld1stncts1Visalia district.shtml 

Certified Mail No. 7018 0040 0000 3159 7605 

TAW/SD 

Enclosures 

cc: Kern County Environmental Health Department 
Mr. Rolando Marquez, Chief Operator (8624 Segue Road . Lamont, CA 93241 ) 
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Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_18R_021 

STATE OF CALI FORNIA 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER 

7 Name of Public Water System: Lamont PUD 
I 

8 

1

waterSystemNo: 1510012 

9 

10 1 Attention: Mr. Scott Taylor, General Manager 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

I 

I issued: 

8624 Segrue Road 

Lamont, CA 93241 

May 18, 2018 

COMPLIANCE ORDER FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

1,2,3-TCP MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL VIOLATION 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, TITLE 22, SECTION 64444 

1st Quarter 2018 

22 
1 

The California Health and Safety Code (hereinafter "CHSC") , Section 116655 authorizes the 
I 

13 1 State Water Resources Control Board (hereinafter "State Water Board") to issue a compliance 

2--1 order to a public water system when the State Water Board determines that the public water 

25 system has violated or is violating the California Safe Drinking Water Act (hereinafter "California 

26 SOWA"), (CHSC, Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 4 commencing with Section 116270), or any 

27 regulation, standard , permit, or order issued or adopted thereunder. 



Compliance Order No. 03_12_18R_021 

1 The State Water Board, acting by and through its Division of Drinking Water (hereinafter 

2 "Division") and the Deputy Director for the Division, hereby issues Compliance Order No. 

3 03_ 12_ 18R_021 (hereinafter "Order") pursuant to Section 116655 of the CHSC to the Lamont 

-1 I PUD (hereinafter "Water System") for violation of CHSC, Section 116555(a)(1) and California 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1-1 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

I 
I 

Code of Regulations (hereinafter "CCR"), Title 22, Section 64444 Maximum Contaminant Levels 

(here inafter "MCL") - Organic Chemicals. 

A copy of the applicable statutes and regulations are included in Appendix 1, which is attached 

I hereto and incorporated by reference. 
I 
I 

I STATEMENT OF FACTS 

I The Water System is classified as a community public water system with a population of 19,057 

I 
1 
persons served through 3,300 service connections The Lamont PUD operates under Domestic 

I Water Supply Permit No. 03-12-17PA-002 issued by the State Water Board on May 10, 2017. 

I The Water System uti lizes eight groundwater wells as ,ts source of domestic water: Well 05-

Raw, Well 11-Raw, Well 12-Raw, Well 13-Raw, Well 15-Raw, Well 17-Raw, Well 18-

1 Before_GAC_123TCP, and Well 19-Raw. Well 18 has Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) 

I treatment in place for the removal of 1,2,3-TCP. In addition, the Water System was also issued 

I Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 17R_001 on May 15, 2017 for violation of the Arsenic MCL in Well 

12-Raw and Well 19-Raw. 

21 CHSC, Section 116555(a)( 1) requires all public water systems to comply with primary drinking 

23 water standards as defined in CHSC, Section 116275(c). Primary drinking water standards 

24 include maximum levels of contaminants and the monitoring and reporting requirements as 

25 specified in regulations adopted by the State Water Board that pertain to maximum contaminant 

26 levels. 

27 
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Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

The State Water Board received laboratory results for one 1,2,3-TCP sample collected on 
I 

February 20, 2018 from Well 05-Raw. The sample showed a 1,2,3-TCP concentration of 

0.000064 milligrams per liter (hereinafter "mg/L"). A summary of the Water System's most recent 

j 1,2,3-TCP monitoring results are presented in Table 1 below: 

Table 1 - Well 05-Raw 1,2,3-TCP Sample Results (mg/L)_ 

(1 ,2,3-TCP MCL is 0.000005 mg/L) 

. Complian~e Period Sample Date Result Average 

pt Quarter 2018 February 20. 2018 0.000064 
1st Qtr confirmation 2018 0.000064 : 

Running Annual Average (RAA) 0.000009• · 

6 * If any one sample or average of monthly samples would cause the annual average to exceed the 
7 I MCL, the water system is immediately in violation. 

8 

9 ! 1,2,3-TCP results from Well 11-Raw, Well 13-Raw, and Well 17-Raw are also showing detections 

10 I of 1,2,3-TCP. Well 11 -Raw, Well 13-Raw, and Well 17-Raw were sampled for 1,2,3-TCP on 

11 I February 20, 2018. The samples showed 1,2,3-TCP concentrations of 0.000019 mg/L, 0.000024 

12 i mg/L, and 0.000018 mg/L, respectively. The Water System will continue with initial monitoring cf 
I 

13 1 these wells . 

1..i 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

10 

21 

, , 
-'-_.) 

2-1 

0ETERMINA TION 

I CCR, Title 22, Section 64444, Maximum Contaminant Levels - Organic Chemicals states that 

I public water systems shall comply with the primary MCLs established in table 64444-A (see 

I Appendix 1). The MCL for 1,2,3-TCP is 0.000005 mg/L. 

, CCR, Title 22, Section 64445. 1 (c)(S)(B) Repeat Monitoring and Compliance - Organic 

Chemicals states that water systems serving more than 3,300 persons shall sample monthly for 

1 six months and shall submit the results to the State Board as specified in section 64469 If the 

average concentration of the initial finding , confirmation sample{s) , and six subsequent monthly 

samples does not exceed the MCL shown in table 64444-A the water supplier may reduce the 

sampling frequency to once every three months If the running annual average or the average 

3 



Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 1 BR_021 

concentration of the initial finding , confirmation sample(s) , and six subsequent monthly samples 

2 
1 

exceeds the MCL shown in table 64444-A, the water system shall be deemed to be in violation 

3 : of section 64444. 

• 

5 

6 

I CCR, Title 22, Section 64445.1 (c)(5)(C) Repeat Monitoring and Compl!ance - Organic 

1 
Chemicals states that if any sample would cause the running annual average to exceed the MCL, 

7 I the water system is immediately in violation. If a system takes more than one sample in a quarter, 

I the average of all the results for that quarter shall be us.ed when calculating the running annual 
I 

I average. If a system fails to complete four consecutive quarters of monitoring , the running annual 

s 

9 

10 

11 

I average shall be based on an average of the available data. I 
I 

12 

13 

I The 1,2,3-TCP RAA from Well 05-Raw is 0 .000009 mg/L. Therefore, the State Water Board has 

l determined that the Water System has failed to comply with primary drinking water standards 
1 

I 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

1 pursuant to CHSC, Section 116555(a)(1) and the 1,2,3-TCP MCL pursuant to CCR, Title 22, 

1 Section 64444 during the 1st Quarter 2018. 
I 
I 

Furthermore, this Order will extencl to the Water System ·s additional source(s) in the event a 

I compliance determination, made by the State Water Board, finds the Water System 's additional 

I source(s) fail to comply with primary drinking water standards pursuant to CHSC, Section 

116555(a)(1) and the 1,2,3-TCP MCL pursuant to CCR, Title 22, Section 64444. 

22 DIRECTIVES 

23 
1 
To ensure that the water supplied by the Water System is at all times safe, who lesome, healthful, 

2-i and potable, the Water System is hereby directed to take the following actions. 

26 1. On or before May 18, 2021 , comply with CCR, Title 22, Section 64444. 

27 

4 



Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

2. Quarterly sampling for 1,2,3-TCP from Well 05-Raw shall begin with the 2nd quarter of 

2 2018 and shall continue every three months thereafter. The Water System shall ensure 

3 that the laboratory, which conducts the analysis, submits the analytical results 

4 I electronically by State Water Board approved method no later than the 10th day following 

5 J the month in which the analysis was completed. 

6 

7 3. Monthly sampling for 1,2,3-TCP from Well 11-Raw, Well 13-Raw, and Well 17-Raw shall 

8 continue until six months have been completed or a compliance determination is made 

9 by the State Water Board that the 1,2,3-TCP MCL is in violation. 

10 

11 4. By May 31, 2018, public notification to the customers of the Water System shall be 

12 conducted and shall continue every three months until the State Water Board determines 

13 that the 1,2,3-TCP contamination is resolved. Public Notification shall be conducted in 1 

1--1 conformance with CCR, Title 22, Sections 64463.4 and 64465. Appendix 2: Notification 

15 Template shall be used to fulfill th is directive, unless otherwise approved by the State 

16 Water Board. 

17 

18 5. Complete Appendix 3: Certification of Completion of Notification Form. Submit it together 

19 with a copy of the public notification conducted in compliance with the public notification 

20 requirement listed above to the State Water Board within 10 days following each 

2 1 notification. 

22 

) ' _J 

2--l 

25 

26 

27 

6. Prepare for State Water Board approval, a Corrective Action Plan, identifying 

improvements to the water system designed to correct the water quality .problems 

identified as an exceedance of the· 1,2,3-TCP MCL and ensure that the Water System 

delivers water to consumers that meets primary drinking water standards. The plan shall 

include a time schedule for completion of each of the phases of the project such as 

5 
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design, construction, and startup, and a date as of which the Water System will be in 

compliance with the 1,2,3-TCP MCL, which date shall be no later than May 18, 2021 . 

..i 7. On or before June 20, 2018, submit and present the Corrective Action Plan required 

5 under Directive No. 6 above, to the State Water Board's office located at 265 W Bullard 

6 Avenue, Fresno, CA 93704. 

7 

8 8. Perform the State Water Board approved Corrective Action Plan, and each and every 

9 element of said plan, according to the time schedule set forth therein. 
10 

11 

12 

13 

9. On or before June 20, 2018, the Water System shall submit a plan to the State Water 

Board of how the use of Well 05 will be minimized to reduce 1,2,3-TCP exposure from 

water produced at this well. 

1 s 10. On or before May 31, 2018, and every month thereafter, the Water System must record 

16 the monthly production at all of their sources, and submit a running report of the monthly 

17 production from each source to the State Water Board. 

18 

19 11. On or before June 30, 2018, and every three months thereafter, submit a report to the 

20 State Water Board in the form provided as Appendix 4 showing actions taken during the 

21 previous quarter (calendar three months) to comply with the Corrective Action Plan. 

l2 

25 

16 

17 

28 

12. This Order and its directives shall become effective for any additional Water System 

source(s) in the event that the State Water Board determines that other sources are in 

violation of the 1,2,3-TCP MCL. The Water System should take into account that the 

likelihood of this occurring is highly possible and include any additional sources in the 

Corrective Action Plan with an appropriate timeline. 

6 
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13. Not later than ten (10) days following May 18, 2021 , demonstrate to the State Water 

Board that the water delivered by the Water System complies with the 1,2,3-TCP MCL. 

-1 14. Notify the State Water Board in writing no later than five (5) days prior to the deadline for 

5 performance of any Directive set forth herein if the Water System anticipates it will not 

6 timely meet such performance deadline. 

7 

8 15. By June 8, 2018, complete and return to the State Water Board the "Notification of 

9 Receipt" form attached to this Order as Appendix 5. Completion of this form confirms 

l O that the Water System has received this Order and understands that it contains legally 

11 enforceable directives with due dates. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 
21 
22 

I All submittals, with exception of analytical results, required by this Order shall be electronically 

I submitted to the State Water Board at the following address. The subject line for all electronic 

i submittals corresponding to this Order shall include the follow!ng information: Water System I 
name and number, compliance order number and title of the document being submitted. 

I 

Tricia A Wathen, P.E ., Senior Sanitary Engineer 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Drinking Water, Visalia District 
265 W. Bullard Ave, Suite 101 
Fresno, CA 93704 

Dwpdist12@waterboards.ca.qov 

25 The State Water Board reserves the right to make modifications to this Order as it may deem 

26 1 necessary to protect public health and safety Such modifications may be issued as 

n amendments to this Order and shall be effective upon issuance. 

28 
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Nothing in this Order relieves the Water System of its obligation to meet the requ irements of the 

2 California SOWA (CHSC, Division 104, Part 12, Chapter 4 , commencing with Section 116270), 

3 or any regulation, standard, permit or order issued or adopted thereunder 

-I 

5 PARTIES BOUND 

6 This Order shall apply to and be binding upon the Water System, its owners, shareholders, 

7 1 officers, directors, agents, employees, contractors , successors, and assignees. 

8 

9 SEVERABILITY 
I 

Io The directives of this Order are severable, and the Water System shall comply with each and 

I I I every provision thereof notwithstanding the effectiveness of any provision. 

8 
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11 
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16 
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22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

30 

Compliance Order No: 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

FURTHER ENFORCEMENT ACTION 

The California SOWA authorizes the State Water Board to: issue a citation or order with 
I 
assessment of administrative penalties to a public water system for violation or continued 

I violation of the requirements of the California SOWA or any regulation, permit, standard, citation, 
I 
I or order issued or adopted thereunder including, but not limited to, failure to correct a violation 

identified in a citation or compliance order. The California SOWA also authorizes the State Water 

I Board to take action to suspend or revoke a permit that has been issued to a public water system 

1 if the public water system has violated applicable law or regulations or has failed to comply with 

' an order of the State Water Board, and to petition the superior court to take various enforcement 

I measures against a public water system that has failed to comply with an order of the State 

I Water Board. The State Water Board does not waive any further enforcement action by issuance 

I of this Order. 

Carl L. Carlucci , P.E., Chief 
Central California Section 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Drinking Water 

Append ices (5) 
1. Applicable Statutes and Regulations 
2. Notification Template 
3. Certification of Completion of Public Notification 
4 . Quarterly Progress Report 
5 Notification of Receipt 

Date 

31 Certified Mail No. 7018 0040 0000 3159 7605 
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APPENDIX 1. APPLICABLE STATUTES AND REGULATIONS FOR 
Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

1,2,3-TCP Maximum Contaminant Level Violation 

NOTE. The following language is provided for the convenience of the recipient, and cannot be relied upon as 
the State of California 's representation of the law. The published codes are the only official representation of 
the law. Regulations related to drinking water are in Titles 22 and 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 
Statutes related to drinking water are in the Health & Safety Code, the Water Code, and other codes. 

Californ ia Health and Safety Code (CHSC): 

Section 116271 . Transition of CDPH duties to State Boar<l states in relevant part: 
(a) The state board succeeds to and is vested with all of the authority, duties, powers, purposes, functions, 

responsibilities, and jurisdiction of the State Department of Public Health, its predecessors, and its director for purposes 
of all of the following: 

(1) The Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Act (Article 3 (commencing with Section 100825) of Chapter 4 
of Part 1 of Division 101). 
(2) Article 3 (commencing with Section 106875) of Chapter 4 of Part 1. 
(3) Article 1 (commencing with Section 11 5825) of Chapter 5 of Part 10. 
(4) This chapter and the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Law of 1997 (Chapter 4.5 (commencing 
with Section 116760)). 
(5) Article 2 (commencing with Section 116800), Article 3 (commencing with Section 116825), and Article 4 
(commencing with Section 116875) of Chapter 5. 
(6) Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 11 6975). 
(7) The Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Bond Act 
of 2006 (Division 43 (commencing with Section 75001) of the Public Resources Code) . 
(8) The Water Recycling Law (Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 13500) of Division 7 of the Water Code) 
(9) Chapter 7.3 (commencing with Section 13560) of Division 7 of the Water Code. 
(10) The California Safe Drinking Water Bond Law of 1976 (Chapter 10.5 (commencing with Section 13850) of 
Division 7 of the Water Code). 
(1 1) Wholesale Regional Water System Security and Reliability Act (Division 20.5 (commencing with Section 
73500) of the Water Code). 
(12) Water Security, Clean Drinking Water, Coastal and Beach Protection Act of 2002 (Division 26.5 
(commencing with Section 79500) of the Water Code). 

(b) The state board shall maintain a drinking water program and carry out the duties, responsibilities, and functions 
described in this section. Statutory reference to "department," "state department," or ·'director" regarding a function 
transferred to the state board shall refer to the state board. This section does not impair the authority of a local health 
officer to enforce this chapter or a county's election not to enforce this chapter, as provided in Section 116500 ... 

(k) 
(1) The state board shall appoint a deputy director who reports to the executive director to oversee the 

issuance and enforcement of public water system permits and other duties as appropriate. The deputy director shall 
have public health expertise. 

(2) The deputy director is delegated the state board's authority to provide notice, approve notice content, 
approve emergency notification plans, and take other action pursuant to Article 5 (commencing with Section 116450), to 
issue, renew, reissue, revise, amend, or deny any public water system permits pursuant to Article 7 (commencing with 
Section 116525), to suspend or revoke any public water system permit pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with Section 
116625), and to issue citations, assess penalties, or issue orders pursuant to Article 9 (commencing with Section 
116650). Decisions and actions of the deputy director taken pursuant to Article 5 (commencing with Section 116450) or 
Article 7 (commencing with Section 11 6525) are deemed decisions and actions taken by the state board, but are not 
subject to reconsideration by the state board except as provided in Section 116540. Decisions and actions of the deputy 
director taken pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with Section 116625) and Article 9 (commencing with Section 116650) 
are deemed decisions and actions taken by the state board, but any aggrieved person may petition the state board for 
reconsideration of the decision or action. This subdivision is not a limitation on the state board's authority to delegate 
any other powers and duties. 

Section 116275. Definitions states in re levant part: 
(c) ''Primary drinking water standards" means: 

(1) Maximum levels of contaminants that, in the judgment of the state board, may have an adverse effect on the 
health of persons. 

(2) Specific treatment techniques adopted by the state board in lieu of maximum contaminant levels pursuant 
to subdivision U) of Section 116365. 

(3) The monitoring and reporting requirements as specified in regulations adopted by the state board that 
pertain to maximum contaminant levels. 



Appendix 1. Applicable Statutes And Regulations 
Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

Section 116555. Operational requirements states in relevant part: 
(a) Any person who owns a public water system shall ensure that the system does all of the following 

(1) Complies with primary and secondary drinking water standards. 
(2) Will not be subject to backflow under normal operating conditions. 
(3) Provides a reliable and adequate supply of pure, wholesome, healthful, and potable water. 

Section 116577. Enforcement fee states: 
(a) Each public water system shall reimburse the state board for actual costs incurred by the state board for any of 

the following enforcement activities related to that water system: 
(1) Preparing, issuing, and monitoring compliance with, an order or a citation. 
(2) Preparing and issuing public notification. 
(3) Conducting a hearing pursuant to Section 116625. 

(b) The state board shall submit an invoice for these enforcement costs to the public water system that requires 
payment before September 1 of the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the costs were incurred. The invoice 
shall indicate the total hours expended, the reasons for the expenditure, and the hourly cost rate of the state board. The 
costs set forth in the invoice shall not exceed the total actual costs to the state board of enforcement activities specified 
in this section. 

(c) Notwithstanding the reimbursement of enforcement costs of the local primacy agency pursuant to subdivision 
(a) of Section 116595 by a public water system under the jurisdiction of the local primacy agency, a public water system 
shall also reimburse enforcement costs, if any, incurred by the state board pursuant to this section. 

(d) "Enforcement costs," as used in this section, does not include "litigation costs" pursuant to Section 116585. 
(e) The state board shall not be entitled to enforcement costs pursuant to this section if a court determines that 

enforcement activities were in error. 
(f) Payment of the invoice shall be made within 90 days of the date of the invoice. Failure to pay the invoice within 

90 days shall result in a 10-percent late penalty that shall be paid in addition to the invoiced amount. 
(g) The state board may, at its sole discretion, waive payment by a public water system of all or any part of the 

invoice or penalty. 

Section 116625. Revocation and suspension of permits states: 
(a) The state board, after providing notice to the permittee and opportunity for a hearing, may suspend or revoke 

any permit issued pursuant to this chapter if the state board determines pursuant to the hearing that the permittee is not 
complying with the permit, this chapter, or any regulation, standard, or order issued or adopted thereunder, or that the 
permittee has made a false statement or representation on any application, record, or report maintained or submitted 
for purposes of compliance with this chapter. If the permittee does not request a hearing within the period specified in 
the notice, the state board may suspend or revoke the permit without a hearing. If the permittee submits a timely 
request for a hearing, the hearing shall be before the state board or a member of the state board, in accordance with 
Section 183 of the Water Code and the rules for adjudicative proceedings adopted under Section 185 of the Water 
Code. If the permit at issue has been temporarily suspended pursuant to subdivision (b), the notice shall be provided 
within 15 days of the effective date of the temporary suspension order. The commencement of the hearing under this 
subdivision shall be as soon as practicable, but no later than 60 days after the effective date of the temporary 
suspension order, unless the state board grants an extension of the 60 day period upon request of the permittee. 

(b) The state board may terr,porarily suspend any permit issued pursuant to this chapter before any hearing when 
the action is necessary to prevent an imminent or substantial danger to health. The state board shall notify the 
permittee of the temporary suspension and the effective date of the temporary suspension and, at the same time, notify 
the permittee that a hearing has been scheduled. The hearing shall be held as soon as possible, but not later than 15 
days after the effective date of the temporary suspension unless the state board grants an extension of the 15 day 
period upon request of the permittee, and shall deal only with the issue of whether the temporary suspension shall 
remain in place pending a hearing under subdivision (a). The hearing shall be conducted under the rules for 
adjudicative proceedings adopted by the state board under Section 185 of the Water Code. The temporary suspension 
shall remain in effect until the hearing under this subdivision is completed and the state board has made a final 
determination on the temporary suspension , which shall be made within 15 days after the completion of the hearing 
unless the state board grants an extension of the 15 day period upon request of the permittee. If the determination is 
not transmitted within 15 days after the hearing is completed, or any extension of this period requested by the 
permittee, the temporary suspension shall be of no further effect. Dissolution of the temporary suspension does not 
deprive the state board of jurisdiction to proceed with a hearing on the merits under subdivision (a) 

Section 116650. Citations states: 
(a) If the state board determines that a public water system is in violation of this chapter or any regulation , permit, 

standard, citation, or order issued or adopted thereunder, the state board may issue a citation to the public water 
system. The citation shall be served upon the public water system personally or by certified mail. Service shall be 
deemed effective as of the date of personal service or the date of receipt of the certified mail If a person to whom a 
citation is directed refuses to accept delivery of the certified mail, the date of service shall be deemed to be the date of 
mailing. 
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(b) Each citation shall be in writing and shall describe the nature of the violation or violations, including a reference 
to the statutory provision, standard, order, citation, permit, or regulation alleged to have been violated. 

(c) A citation may specify a date for elimination or correction of the condition constituting the violation. 
(d) A citation may include the assessment of a penalty as specified in subdivision (e). 
(e) The state board may assess a penalty in an amount not to exceed one thousand dollars ($1,000) per day for 

each day that a violation occurred, and for each day that a violation continues to occur. A separate penalty may be 
assessed for each violation and shall be in addition to any liability or penalty imposed under any other law. 

Section 116655. Orders states: 
(a) Whenever the state board determines that any person has violated or is violating this chapter, or any order, permit. 

regulation, or standard issued or adopted pursuant to this chapter, the state board may issue an order doing any 
of the following: 
(1) Directing compliance forthwith. 
(2) Directing compliance in accordance with a time schedule set by the state board. 
(3) Directing that appropriate preventive action be taken in the case of a threatened violation. 

(b) An order issued pursuant to this section may include, but shall not be limited to, any or all of the following 
requirements: 
(1) That the existing plant, works , or system be repaired, altered, or added to. 
(2) That purification or treatment works be installed. 
(3) That the source of the water supply be changed. 
(4) That no additional seNice connection be made to the system. 
(5) That the water supply, the plant, or the system be monitored. 
(6) That a report on the condition and operation of the plant, works, system. or water supply be submitted to the 
state board. 

Section 116701. Petitions to Orders and Decisions states: 
(a) 

(1) Within 30 days of issuance of an order or decision under authority delegated to an officer or employee of 
the state board under Article 8 (commencing with Section 116625) or Article 9 (commencing with Section 116650), an 
aggrieved person may petition the state board for reconsideration. 

(2) Within 30 days of issuance of an order or decision under authority delegated to an officer or employee of 
the state board under Section 116540, the applicant may petition the state board for reconsideration. 

(3) Within 30 days of final action by an officer or employee of the state board acting under delegated authority, 
the owner of a laboratory that was the subject of the final action may petition the state board for reconsideration of any 
of the following actions: 

(A) Denial of an application for certification or accreditation under Section 100855. 
(B) Issuance of an order directing compliance under Section 100875. 
(C) Issuance of a citation under Section 100880. 
(D) Assessment of a penalty under subdivision (e) of Section 100880. 

(b) The petition shall include the name and address of the petitioner, a copy of the order or decision for which the 
petitioner seeks reconsideration, identification of the reason the petitioner alleges the issuance of the order was 
inappropriate or improper, the specific action the petitioner requests, and other information as the state board may 
prescribe. The petition shall be accompanied by a statement of points and authorities of the legal issues raised by the 
petition. 

(c} The evidence before the state board shall consist of the record before the officer or employee who issued the 
order or decision and any other relevant evidence that, in the judgment of the state board, should be considered to 
implement the policies of this chapter. The state board may, in its discretion, hold a hearing for receipt of additional 
evidence. 

(d) The state board may refuse to reconsider the order or decision if the petition fails to raise substantial issues that 
are appropriate for review. may deny the petition upon a determination that the issuance of the order or decision was 
appropriate and proper, may set aside or modify the order or decision, or take other appropriate action. The state 
board's action pursuant to this subdivision shall constitute the state board's completion of its reconsideration. 

(e) The state board, upon notice and hearing, if a hearing is held, may stay in whole or in part the effect of the order 
or decision subject to the petition for reconsideration. 

(f) If an order or decision is subject to reconsideration under this section. the filing of a petition for reconsideration is 
an administrative remedy that must be exhausted before filing a petition for writ of mandate under Section 100920.5 or 
116700. 
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California Code of Regulations, Title 22 (CCR): 

Section 64444. Maximum Contaminant Levels--Organic Chemicals states: 
The MCLs for the primary drinking water chemicals shown in table 64444-A shall not be exceeded in the water supplied 
to the public. 

M . ax1mum C on amman eves 
Table 64444-A 

t L 1 0 

Chemical 
(a) Volatile OrQanic Chemicals (VOCs) 
Benzene 
Carbon Tetrachloride 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
1 , 1-Dichloroethane 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
1 1-Dichloroethvlene 
cis-1,2-Dichloroethvlene 
trans-1,2-Dichloroethvlene 
Dichloromethane 
1,2-Dichloropropane 
1,3-Dichloropropene 
Ethvlbenzene 
Methvl-tert-butvl ether 
Monochlorobenzene 
Stvrene 
1, 1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tetrachloroethvlene 
Toluene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
1 , 1 , 1-T richloroethane 
1, 1,2-Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
1, 1,2-Trichloro-1 ,2,2-Trifluoroethane 
Vinvl Chloride 
Xylenes 

. Ch raanic em,ca s 
Maximum 
Contaminant 
Level, mg/L 

0.001 
0.0005 

0.6 
0.005 
0.005 
0.0005 
0.006 
0.006 
0.01 
0.005 
0.005 
0.0005 

0.3 
0.013 
0.07 
0.1 

0.001 
0.005 
0.15 

0.005 
0.200 
0.005 
0.005 
0.15 
1.2 

0.0005 
1. 750• 

Table 64444-A (continued) 
M . C . L I O . Ch ax,mum ontammant eves raanic em1ca s 

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Chemical Level, ma/L 
(bl Svnthetic Oraanic Chemicals (SOCsl 
Alachlor 0.002 
Atrazine 0.001 
Bentazon 0.018 
Benzo(a)ovrene 0.0002 
Carbofuran 0.018 
Chlordane 0.0001 
2,4-D 0.07 
Dalapon 0.2 
Dibromochloropropane 0.0002 
Di/2-ethvlhexvlladioate 0.4 
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.004 
Dinoseb 0.007 
Diauat 0.02 
Endothall 0.1 
Endrin 0.002 
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Ethylene Dibromide 
Glvohosate 
Heotachlor 
Heptachlor Epoxide 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorocvclooentadiene 
Lindane 
Methoxychlor 
Molinate 
Oxamvl 
Pentachlorophenol 
Picloram 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
Simazine 
Thiobencarb 
Toxaphene 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 
2,3,7,8-TCDD {Dioxin) 
2,4,5-TP {Silvex) 

Section 64445. Init ial Sampling - Organic Chemicals states 
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0.00005 
0.7 

0.00001 
0.00001 

0.001 
0.05 

0.0002 
0.03 
0.02 
0.05 

0.001 
0.5 

0.0005 
0.004 
0.07 

0.003 
0.000005 
3 X 10-8 

0.05 

(a) Each community and nontransient-noncommunity water system shall collect four quarterly samples during the 
year designated by the State Board of each compliance period beginning with the compliance period starting January 1, 
1993, from each water source at a site prior to any treatment and test for all applicable organic chemicals listed in table 
64444-A. The State Board will designate the year based on historical monitoring frequency and laboratory capacity. For 
surface sources, the samples shall be taken at each water intake. For groundwater sources, the samples shall be taken 
at each well head. Where multiple intakes or wells draw from the same water supply, the State Board will consider 
sampling of representative sources as a means of complying with this section. Selection of representative sources shall 
be based on evidence which includes a hydrogeological survey and sampling results. Wells shall be allowed to flow for 
a minimum of 15 minutes before sampling to insure that the samples reflect the water quality of the source. In place of 
water source samples, a supplier may collect samples at sites located at the entry points to the distribution system. The 
samples shall be representative of each source after treatment. The system shall collect each sample at the same 
sampling site, unless a change is approved by the State Board. 

(b) For any organic chemical added to table 64444-A, the water system shall initiate the quarterly monitoring for 
that chemical in January of the calendar year after the effective date of the MCL. 

(c) A water system may request approval from the State Board to composite samples from up to five sampling 
sites, provided that the number of the sites to be composited is less than the ratio of the MCL to the DLR in §64445.1 
Approval will be based on a review of three years of historical data. well construction and aquifer information for 
groundwater, and intake location, similarity of sources. and watershed characteristics for surface water. Compositing 
shall be done in the laboratory and analyses shall be conducted within 14 days of sample collection. 

(1) Systems serving more than 3,300 persons shall composite only from sampling sites within a single system. 
Systems serving 3,300 persons or less may composite among different systems up to the 5-sample limit. 

(2) If any organic chemical is detected in the composite sample, a follow-up sample shall be analyzed within 
14 days from each sampling site included in the composite for the contaminants which were detected. The water 
supplier shall report the results to the State Board within 14 days of the follow-up sample collection . If available, 
duplicates of the original sample taken from each sampling site used in the composite may be used instead of 
resampling. 

(d) A water system may apply to the State Board for a monitoring waiver for one or more of the organic chemicals 
on table 64444-A in accordance with the following: 

(1) A source may be eligible for a waiver if it can be documented that the chemical has not been previously 
used, manufactured, transported, stored, or disposed of within the watershed or zone of influence and therefore, that 
the source can be designated nonvulnerable. 

(2) If previous use of the chemical locally is unknown or the chemical is known to have been used previously 
and the source cannot be designated nonvulnerable pursuant to Paragraph (d)(1 ). it may still be eligible for a waiver 
based on a review related to susceptibility to contamination. The application to the State Board for a waiver based on 
susceptibility shall include the following : 

(A) previous monitoring results; 
{B) user population characteristics: 
(C) proximity to sources of contamination; 
(D) surrounding land uses: 
(E) degree of protection of the water source; 
(F) environmental persistence and transport of the chemical in water, soil and air­
(G) elevated nitrate levels at the water supply source, and 
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(H) historical system operation and maintenance data including previous State Board inspection 

(3) To apply for a monitoring waiver for VOCs, the water system shall have completed the initial four quarters 
of monitoring pursuant to subsection (a) or three consecutive years of monitoring with no voes detected. If granted a 
waiver for VOC monitoring, a system using groundwater shall collect a minimum of one sample from every sampling 
site every six years and a system using surface water shall not be required to monitor for the term of the waiver. The 
term of a voe waiver shall not exceed three years. 

(4) To obtain a monitoring waiver for one or more of the SOCs, the water system may apply before doing the 
initial round of monitoring or shall have completed three consecutive years of annual monitoring with no detection of the 
SOC(s) listed. If the system is granted a waiver for monitoring for one or more SOC(s), no monitoring for the waived 
SOC(s) shall be required for the term of the waiver, which shall not exceed three years. 

(e) For water sources designated by a water supplier as standby sources, the water supplier shall sample each 
source for any organic chemical added to table 64444-A once within the three-year period beginning in January of the 
calendar year after the effective date of the MCL. 

(f) Water quality data collected prior to January 1, 1988, for VOCs, or January 1, 1990, for socs, and/or data 
collected in a manner inconsistent with this section shall not be used in the determination of compliance with the 
monitoring requirements for organic chemicals. 

(g) MTBE data (i.e., a single sample) collected in a manner consistent with this section after January 1, 1998 in 
which no MTBE is detected, along with a designation of nonvulnerability pursuant to subsection (d), may be used to 
satisfy the initial monitoring requirements in subsection (a). If the requirements are satisfied in this way by a water 
system, the system shall begin annual monitoring pursuant to section 64445.1 (b)(1 ). 

(h) Water quality data collected in compliance with the monitoring requirements of this section by a wholesaler 
agency providing water to a public water system shall be acceptable for use by that system for compliance with the 
monitoring requirements of this section. 

(i) Results obtained from groundwater monitoring performed for an organic chemical in accordance with this section 
and not more than two calendar years prior to the effective date of a regulation establishing the MCL for that organic 
chemical may be substituted to partially satisfy the initial monitoring requirements required by this section for that 
organic chemical. Requests to substitute groundwater monitoring results shall be made in accordance with the 
following: 

1. Requests shall be made in writing by the water system to the State Board; and 
2. If the State Board approves the request then results from a given calendar quarter will only be eligible to 

substitute for a single required initial monitoring result during that same quarter of initial monitoring. (e.g. the second 
quarter of 2016 may be substituted for the second quarter of 2018). 

3. No more than three of the four quarterly samples as required by section 64445(a) or (b) may be substituted. 

Section 64445.1. Repeat Monitoring and Compliance - Organic Chemicals. 
(a) For the purposes of this article, detection shall be defined by the detection limits for purposes of reporting 

(DLRs) in table 64445.1 -A: 

Table 64445.1 -A 
Detection Limits for Purposes of Reporting (DLRs) 

for Regulated Organic Chemicals 

Detection Limit for 
Purposes of 

Chemical Reporting 
(DLR)(mo/L) 

(a) All VOCs, except as listed 0.0005 
Methvl-tert-butvl ether 0.003 
T richlorofluoromethane 0.005 
1, 1,2-Trichloro-1 ,2,2-Trifluoroethane 0.01 

(bl SOCs 
Alachlor 0.001 
Atrazine 0.0005 
Bentazon 0.002 
Benzo(a)pvrene 0.0001 
Carbofuran 0.005 
Chlordane 0.0001 
2,4-D 0.01 
Dalapon 0.01 
Dibromochloropropane (DBCP) 0.00001 
Di(2-ethvlhexvl)adipate 0.005 
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Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Dinoseb 
Diquat 
Endothall 
Endrin 
Ethylene dibromide (EDS) 
Glvohosate 
Heotachlor 
Heotachlor eooxide 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorocvclooentadiene 
Lindane 
Methoxychlor 
Molinate 
Oxamvl 
Pentachloroohenol 
Picloram 
Polvchlorinated biohenvls (PCBs) 
(as decachlorobiohenvl) 
Simazine 
Thiobencarb 
Toxaohene 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 
2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dioxin) 
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 
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0.003 
0.002 
0.004 
0.045 

0.0001 
0.00002 

0.025 
0.00001 
0.00001 
0.0005 
0.001 

0.0002 
0.01 

0.002 
0.02 

0.0002 
0.001 

0.0005 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 

0.000005 
5 X 10-9 
0.001 

(b) When organic chemicals are not detected pursuant to table 64445.1-A. 
(1) A water system which has not detected any of the VOCs on table 64444-A during the initial four quarters of 

monitoring, shall collect and analyze one sample annually. After a minimum of three years of annual sampling with no 
detection of a VOC in table 64444-A, a system using groundwater may reduce the monitoring frequency to one sample 
during each compliance period. A system using surface water shall continue monitoring annually. 

(2) A system serving more than 3,300 persons which has not detected an SOC on table 64444-A during the 
initial four quarters of monitoring shall collect a minimum of two quarterly samples for that SOC in one year during the 
year designated by the State Board of each subsequent compliance period. The year will be designated on the basis of 
historical monitoring frequency and laboratory capacity. 

(3) A system serving 3,300 persons or less which has not detected an SOC on table 64444-A during the initial 
four quarters of monitoring shall collect a minimum of one sample for that SOC during the year designated by the State 
Board of each subsequent compliance period. The year will be designated on the basis of historical monitoring 
frequency and laboratory capacity. 

(c) When organic chemicals are detected pursuant to table 64445.1-A. 
(1) Prior to proceeding with the requirements of paragraphs (2) through (7). the water supplier may first confirm 

the analytical result, as follows: Within seven days from the notification of an initial finding from a laboratory reporting 
the presence of one or more organic chemicals in a water sample, the water supplier shall collect one or two additional 
sample(s) to confirm the initial finding. Confirmation of the initial finding shall be shown by the presence of the organic 
chemical in either the first or second additional sample, and the detected level of the contaminant for compliance 
purposes shall be the average of the initial and confirmation sample(s). The initial finding shall be disregarded if two 
additional samples do not show the presence of the organic chemical. 

(2) If one or both of the related organic chemicals heptachlor and heptachlor epoxide are detected, subsequent 
monitoring shall analyze for both chemicals until there has been no detection of either chemical for one compliance 
period. 

(3) A groundwater sampling site at which one or more of the following chemicals has been detected shall be 
monitored quarterly for vinyl chloride: trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1, 1, 1-trichloroethane, 
cis-1,2-dichloroethylene, trans-1 ,2-dichloroethylene, or 1, 1-dichloroethylene. If vinyl chloride is not detected in the first 
quarterly sample, the sampling site shall be monitored once for vinyl chloride during each compliance period. 

(4) If the detected level of organic chemicals for any sampling site does not exceed any shown in table 64444-
A, the water source shall be resampled every three months and the samples analyzed for the detected chemicals. After 
one year of sampling an approved surface water system or two quarters of sampling a groundwater system, the State 
Board will consider allowing the water supplier to reduce the sampling to once per year upon request, based on a 
review of previous sampling data. Systems shall monitor during the quarter(s) which previously yielded the highest 
analytical results. 

(5) If the detected level of an organic chemical for any sampling site exceeds that listed in table 64444-A, the 
water supplier shall report this information to the State Board within 48 hours of receipt of the result Unless use of the 
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contaminated source is discontinued, the water supplier shall resample the contaminated source and compliance shall 
be determined as follows: 

(A) Water systems serving more than 3,300 persons shall sample monthly for six months and shall 
submit the results to the State Board as specified in section 64469. If the average concentration of the initial finding , 
confirmation sample(s), and six subsequent monthly samples does not exceed the MCL shown in table 64444-A the 
water supplier may reduce the sampling frequency to once every three months. If the running annual average or the 
average concentration of the initial finding, confirmation sample(s), and six subsequent monthly samples exceeds the 
MCL shown in table 64444-A, the water system shall be deemed to be in violation of section 64444. 

(B) Water systems serving 3,300 persons or less shall sample quarterly for a minimum of one year 
and shall submit the results to the State Board as specified in section 64469. If the running annual average 
concentration does not exceed the MCL in table 64444-A, the water supplier may reduce the sampling frequency to 
once every year during the quarter that previously yielded the highest analytical result. Quarterly monitoring shall 
resume if any reduced frequency sample result exceeds the MCL. If the running annual average concentration exceeds 
the MCL in table 64444-A, the water system shall be deemed to be in violation of section 64444. 

(C) If any sample would cause the running annual average to exceed the MCL, the water system is 
immediately in violation. If a system takes more than one sample in a quarter, the average of all the results for that 
quarter shall be used when calculating the running annual average. If a system fails to complete four consecutive 
quarters of monitoring, the running annual average shall be based on an average of the available data . 

(6) If any resample, other than those taken in accordance with paragraph (5), of a water sampling site shows 
that the concentration of any organic chemical exceeds a MCL shown in table 64444-A, the water supplier shall 
proceed in accordance with paragraphs (1) and (4), or paragraph (5). 

(7) If an organic chemical is detected and the concentration exceeds ten times the MCL, the water supplier 
shall notify the State Board within 48 hours of the receipt of the results and the contaminated site shall be resampled 
within 48 hours to confirm the result. The water supplier shall notify the State Board of the result of the confirmation 
sample(s) within 24 hours of the receipt of the confirmation result(s). 

(A) If the average concentration of the original and confirmation sample(s) is less than or equal to ten times the 
MCL, the water supplier shall proceed in accordance with paragraph (5). 

(B) If the average concentration of the original and confirmation samples exceeds ten times the MCL, use of 
the contaminated water source shall immediately be discontinued, if directed by the State Board. Such a water source 
shall not be returned to service without written approval from the State Board. 

Section 64445.2. Sampling of Treated Water Sources states 
(a) Each water supplier utilizing treatment to comply with any MCL for an organic chemical listed in table 64444-A 

shall collect monthly samples of the treated water at a site prior to the distribution system. If the treated water exceeds 
the MCL, the water supplier shall resample the treated water to confirm the result and report the result to the State 
Board within 48 hours of the confirmation. 

(b) The State Board will consider requiring more frequent monitoring based on an evaluation of (1) the treatment 
process used, (2) the treatment effectiveness and efficiency, and (3) the concentration of the organic chemical in the 
water source. 

Section 64463. General Public Notification Requirements states: 
(a) Each public (community, nontransient-noncommunity and transient-noncommunity) water system shall give 

public notice to persons served by the water system pursuant to this article. 
(b) Each water system required to give public notice shall submit the notice to the State Board , in English , for 

approval prior to distribution or posting, unless otherwise directed by the State Board. 
(c) Each wholesaler shall give public notice to the owner or operator of each of its retailer systems. A retailer is 

responsible for providing public notice to the persons it serves. If the retailer arranges for the wholesaler to provide the 
notification, the retailer shall notify the State Board prior to the notice being given. 

(d) Each water system that has a violation of any of the regulatory requirements specified in section 64463.1 (a), 
64463.4(a). or 64463.7(a) in a portion of the distribution system that is physically or hydraulically isolated from other 
parts of the distribution system may limit distribution of the notice to only persons served by that portion of the system 
that is out of compliance, if the State Board has granted written approval on the basis of a review of the water system 
and the data leading to the violation or occurrence for which notice is being given. 

(e) Each water system shall give new customers public notice of any acute violation as specified in section 
64463.1 (a) that occurred within the previous thirty days, any continuing violation, the existence of a variance or 
exemption, and/or any other ongoing occurrence that the State Board has determined poses a potential risk of adverse 
effects on human health [based on a review of estimated exposures and toxicological data associated with the 
contaminant(s)] and requires a public notice. Notice to new customers shall be given as follows: 

(1) Community water systems shall give a copy of the most recent public notice prior to or at the time seNice 
begins; and 

(2) Noncommunity water systems shall post the most recent public notice in conspicuous locations for as long 
as the violation, variance, exemption , or other occurrence continues. 
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(a) A water system shall give public notice pursuant to this section if any of the following occurs: 
(1) Any violation of the MCL, MRDL, and treatment technique requirements, except. 

(A) Where a Tier 1 public notice is required under section 64463.1 ; or 
(B) Where the State Board determines that a Tier 1 public notice is required, based on 
potential health impacts and persistence of the violations; 

(2) All violations of the monitoring and testing procedure requirements in sections 64421 through 
64426.1 , article 3 (Primary Standards - Bacteriological Quality), for which the State Board determines 
that a Tier 2 rather than a Tier 3 public notice is required, based on potential health impacts and 
persistence of the violations; 
(3) Other violations of the monitoring and testing procedure requirements in this chapter, and 
chapters 15.5, 17 and 17.5, for which the State Board determines that a Tier 2 rather than a Tier 3 
public notice is required, based on potential health impacts and persistence of the violations; or 
(4) Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of any variance or exemption in place. 

(b) A water system shall give the notice as soon as possible within 30 days after it learns of a violation or 
occurrence specified in subsection (a), except that the water system may request an extension of up to 60 
days for providing the notice. This ex1ension would be subject to the State Board's written approval based on 
the violation or occurrence having been resolved and the State Board's determination that public health and 
welfare would in no way be adversely affected. In addition, the water system shall: 

(1) Maintain posted notices in place for as long as the violation or occurrence continues, but in no 
case less than seven days; 
(2) Repeat the notice every three months as long as the violation or occurrence continues. Subject to 
the State Board's written approval based on its determination that public health would in no way be 
adversely affected, the water system may be allowed to notice less frequently but in no case less 
than once per year. No allowance for reduced frequency of notice shall be given in the case of a total 
coliform MCL violation or violation of a Chapter 17 treatment technique requirement; and 
(3) For turbidity violations pursuant lo sections 64652.5(c)(2) and 64653(c), (d) and (f), as applicable, 
a water system shall consult with the State Board as soon as possible within 24 hours after the water 
system learns of the violation to determine whether a Tier 1 public notice is required. If consultation 
does not take place within 24 hours, the water system shall give Tier 1 public notice within 48 hours 
after learning of the violation. 

(c) A water system shall deliver the notice, in a manner designed to reach persons served, within the required 
time period as follows: 

(1) Unless otherwise directed by the State Board in writing based on its assessment of the violation or 
occurrence and the potential for adverse effects on public health and welfare, community water 
systems shall give public notice by; 

(A) Mail or direct delivery to each customer receiving a bill including those that provide their 
drinking water to others (e.g., schools or school systems, apartment building owners, or 
large private employers). and other service connections to which water is delivered by the 
water system; and 
(B) Use of one or more of the following methods to reach persons not likely to be reached by 
a mailing or direct delivery (renters, university students, nursing home patients, prison 
inmates, etc.): 

1. Publication in a local newspaper; 
2. Posting in conspicuous public places served by the water system, or on the 
Internet; or 
3. Delivery to community organizations. 

(2) Unless otherwise directed by the State Board in writing based on its assessment of the violation or 
occurrence and the potential for adverse effects on public health and welfare, noncommunity water 
systems shall give the public notice by: 

(A) Posting in conspicuous locations throughout the area served by the water system; and 
(B) Using one or more of the following methods to reach persons not likely to be reached by 
a public posting: 

1. Publication in a local newspaper or newsletter distributed to customers; 
2. E-mail message to employees or students. 
3. Posting on the Internet or intranet; or 
4. Direct delivery to each customer. 

Section 64465 (Public Notice Content and Format) states in relevant part: 
(a) Each public notice given pursuant to this article, except Tier 3 public notices for variances and exemptions 
pursuant to subsection (b). shall contain the following: 

(1) A description of the violation or occurrence, including the contaminant(s) of concern. and (as 
applicable) the contaminant level(s), 
(2) The date(s) of the violation or occurrence; 
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Appendix 1. Applicable Statutes And Regu lations 
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(3) Any potential adverse health effects from the violation or occurrence , including the appropriate 
standard health effects language from appendices 64465-A through G; 
(4) The population at risk, including subpopulations particularly vulnerable if exposed to the 
contaminant in drinking water; 
(5) Whether alternative water supplies should be used; 
(6) What actions consumers should take, including when they should seek medical help, if known; 
(7) What the water system is doing to correct the violation or occurrence; 
(8) When the water system expects to return to compliance or resolve the occurrence: 
(9) The name, business address, and phone number of the water system owner, operator, or 
designee of the water system as a source of additional information concerning the public notice; 
(10) A statement to encourage the public notice recipient to distribute the public notice to other 
persons served, using the following standard language: - Please share this information with all the 
other people who drink this water, especially those who may not have received this public notice 
directly {for example, people in apartments, nursing homes, schools, and businesses) . You can do 
this by posting this public notice in a public place or distributing copies by hand or mail; and 
(11) For a water system with a monitoring and testing procedure violation, this language shall be 
included: "We are required to monitor your drinking water for specific contaminants on a regular 
basis. Results of regular monitoring are an indicator of whether or not your drinking water meets 
health standards. During [compliance period dates], we ['did not monitor or test' or 'did not complete 
all monitoring or testing'] for [contaminant{s)], and therefore, cannot be sure of the quality of your 
drinking water during that time." .. . 

(c) A public water system providing notice pursuant to this article shall comply with the following multilingual-
related requirements: 

(2) For a Tier 2 or Tier 3 public notice: 
(A) The notice shall contain information in Spanish regarding the importance of the notice, or 
contain a telephone number or address where .Spanish-speaking residents may contact the 
public water system to obtain a translated copy of the notice or assistance in Spanish; and 
(8) When a non-English speaking group other than Spanish-speaking exceeds 1,000 
residents or 10 percent of the residents served by the public water system, the notice shall 
include: 

1. Information in the appropriate language(s) regarding the importance of the 
notice; or 
2. A telephone number or address where such residents may contact the public 
water system to obtain a translated copy of the notice or assistance in the 
appropriate language; and 

(3) For a public water system subject to the Dymally-Alatorre Bi lingual Services Act, Chapter 17.5, 
Division 7, of the Government Code (commencing with section 7290), meeting the requirements of 
this Article may not ensure compliance with the Dyma\ly-Alatorre Bilingual Services Act. 

(d) Each public notice given pursuant to this article shall : 
( 1) Be displayed such that it catches people's attention when printed or posted and be formatted in 
such a way that the message in the publ ic notice can be understood at the eighth-grade level; 
(2) Not contain technical language beyond an eighth-grade level or print smaller than 12 point; and 
(3) Not contain language that minimizes or contradicts the information being given in the public 
notice. 

Appendix 64465-D. Health Effects Language - Inorganic Contaminants. 

Contaminant Health Effects Lanquaqe 

1,2,3-TCP Some people who drink water containing 1,2,3-trichloropropane in excess of the MCL over many 
vears mav have an increased risk of aettina cancer. 

Section 64469 (Reporting Requirements) states in relevant part: 
(d) Within 10 days of giving initial or repeat public notice pursuant to Article 18 of this Chapter, except for 

notice given under section 64463.7(d), each water system shall submit ,a certification to the State Board 
that it has done so, along with a representative copy of each type of public notice given. 

Section 64481 (Content of the Consumer Confidence Report) states in relevant part: 
(g) For the year covered by the report, the Consumer Confidence Report shall note any violations of paragraphs (1) 
through (7) and give related information, including any potential adverse health effects, and the steps the system has 
taken to correct the violation. 

(1) Monitoring and reporting of compliance data. 
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APPENDIX 2. NOTIFICATION TEMPLATE 
IMeO J.At:JT.JNFQRMATION ,ABOUT ¥O+UR DRINKING 'WATER 

Este informe contiene informacion muy importante sabre su agua potable. 
Por favor hable con alguien que lo pueda traducir. 

Lamont PUD Has levels of 1,2,3-TCP 
Above Drinking Water Standards 

Our water system recently failed a drinking water standard, Although this is not an emergency, as our 
customers, you have a right to know what you should do, what happened, and what we are doing to correct 
this situation. 

We routinely monitor for the presence of drinking water contaminants. Testing results we received on 
_________ [Insert date(s) or month, year] show that our system exceeds the standard, or 
maximum contaminant level (MCL), for 1,2,3-trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP), The standard for 1,2,3-TCP is 
0,000005 mg/L (milligrams per liter) which is equiv~lent to 0.005 ug/L (micrograms per liter)_ The average 
level of 1,2,3-TCP over the last year was ______ mg/LOR _____ ug/L Important-confirm 
t'iat the correct units are raported 

What should I do? 
• You do not need to use an alternative (e.g. , bottled) water supply. 
• This is not an immediate risk. If it had been, you would have been notified immediately. However, 

some people who drink water containing 1, 2, 3-trichloropropane in excess of the MCL over many 
years may have an increased risk of getting cancer. 

• If you have other health issues concerning the consumption of this water, you may wish to consult 
your doctor. 

What happened? What is being done? 
What happened? What is being done? _______________________ _ 
[Describe corrective action] ___________________________ _ 

We anticipate resolving the problem within [estimated time frame] __________ _ 

For more information, please contact: 
[Name of Contact] 
[Phone Number] or 
(Mai ling Address ! 

Please share this information with all the other people who drink this water, especially those who may not 
have received this notice directly (for example, people in apartments, nursing homes, schools, and 
businesses). You can do this by posting this public notice in a public place or distributing copies by hand 
or mail. 

Secondary Notification Requirements 
Upon receipt of notification from a person operating a public water system, the following notification must be given 
within 10 days [Health and Safety Code Section 116450(9)): 
• SCHOOLS: Must notify school employees, students, and parents (if the students are minors), 
• RESIDENTIAL RENTAL PROPERTY OWNERS OR MANAGERS (including nursing homes and care facilities), 

Must notify tenants. 
• BUSINESS PROPERTY OWNERS, MANAGERS, OR OPERATORS. Must notify employees of businesses 

located on the property. 

This notice is being sent to you by Lamont PUD in compliance with the California Domestic Water Quality 
and Monitoring Regulations as a means of keeping the public informed 

State Water System ID: 1510012 Date distributed: ---------



APPENDIX 3 
CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION OF PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 

Compliance Order Number: 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

Name of Water System: Lamont PUD 

System Number: 1510012 
Attach a copy of the public notice distributed to the water system's customers. 

This form, when completed and sent to dwpdist12@wat2rboards.ca.gov for the Division of Drinking Water, 
Visalia District 12, 265 W. Bullard Avenue, Suite 101 , Fresno, CA 93704 serves as certification that public 
notification to water users was completed as required by Title 22, California Code of Regulations, 
Sections 64463-64465. 

Public notification for failure to comply with the 1,2,3-TCP MCL was conducted on: 

Notification was made on ______________________ (date). 

For the following monitoring period: 1st 2nd 3rd 4 th quarter(s) of _____ (year). 
(Circle appropriate quarter(s)) 

To summarize report delivery used and good-faith efforts taken, please check all items below that apply 
and fill-in where appropriate: 

For Community and non-transient non-community public water systems 

D The notice was distributed by mail or direct delivery to each customer on: _________ _ 

One or more of the following methods were used to reach persons not likely to be reached by a mailing or 
direct delivery or persons served by a transient public water system (renters, nursing home patients, 
prison inmates , etc.): 
D Posted the notice at the following conspicuous locations served by the water system. (If needed, 

please attach a list of locations). ________________________ _ 

D Publication of the notice in a local newspaper or newsletter of general circulation (attach a copy of the 
published notice, including name of newspaper and date published). 

D Posted the notice on the Internet at www. _________________ _ _ 

D Other method used to notify customers. _________________ _ 

I hereby certify that the above information is factual. 

Certified by: Printed Name _ _____________ Title _ ________ _ 

Signature __________________________ _ 

Date ____________________________ _ 

Disclosure: Be advised that the California Health and Safety Code, Sections 116725 and 116730 state that any 
person who knowingly makes any false statement on any report or document submitted for the purpose of compliance 
with the Safe Drinking Water Act may be liable for, respectively, a civil penalty not to exceed five thousand dollars 
($5,000) for each separate violation or, for continuing violations, for each day that violation continues, or be punished 
by a fine of not more than $25,000 for each day of violation, or by imprisonment in the county jail not to exceed one 
year. or by both the fine and imprisonment 



APPENDIX 4: QUARTERLY PROGRESS REPORT 

Water System: Lamont PUD Water System No: 1510012 

Compliance Order No: 03_12 - 18R_021 Violation: 1,2,3-TCP MCL 

Calendar Quarter: Date: 

This form should be prepared and signed by Water System personnel with appropriate authority to 
implement the directives of the Compliance Order and the Corrective Action Plan. Please attach additional 
sheets as necessary. The quarterly progress report must be submitted by the 10th day of each subsequent 
quarter, to the Division of Drinking Water, Visalia District 12 Office to the following email address: 
dwpdist12cwwaterboards ca.gov titled appropriately. 

Summary of Compliance Plan: 

Tasks completed in the reportinq Quarter: 

Tasks remaining to complete: 

Anticipated compliance date: 

Printed Name Signature 

Title Date 



APPENDIX 5 - NOTIFICATION OF RECEIPT 

Compliance Order Number: 03_ 12_ 18R_021 

Name of Water System: Lamont PUD 

System Number: 1510012 

Certification 

I certify that I am an authorized representative of the Lamont PUD and that Compliance Order No. 

03 _ 12_ 18R_ 021 was received on ________ . Further I certify that the Order has been 

reviewed by the appropriate management staff of the Lamont PUD and it is clearly understood that 

Compliance Order No. 03_ 12_ 18R_021 contains legally enforceable directives with specific due dates. 

Signature of Water System Representative Date 

THIS FORM MUST BE COMPLETED AND RETURNED TO THE STATE WATER BOARD, 
DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER, NO LATER THAN June 8, 2018 

Disclosure: Be advised that the California Health and Safety Code, Sections 116725 and 116730 state 
that any person who knowingly makes any false statement on any report or document submitted for the 
purpose of compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act may be liable for, respectively, a civil penalty not 
to exceed five thousand dollars ($5,000) for each separate violation or, for continuing violations, for each 
day that violation continues, or be punished by a fine of not more than $25,000 for each day of violation, or 
by imprisonment in the county jail not to exceed one year, or by both the fine and imprisonment. 
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APPENDIX C 
Schematic Maps of Proposed Facilities 
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Lamont Public Utility District 
Well Head Treatment 

Alternative No. 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

CAPITAL COST $ 12,099,150 

OPERATING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ 43,110 $ 44,403 $ 45,735 $ 47,107 $ 48,521 $ 49,976 $ 51,476 $ 53,020 $ 54,610 $ 56,249 $ 57,936 $ 59,674 $ 61,465 $ 63,308 $ 65,208 $ 67,164 $ 69,179 $ 71,254 $ 73,392 $ 75,594 
Meter Maintenance $ 10,200 $ 11,146 $ 12,179 $ 13,308 $ 14,542 $ 15,891 
Analyzer/Probe Maintenance $ 3,500 $ 3,605 $ 3,713 $ 3,825 $ 3,939 $ 4,057 $ 4,179 $ 4,305 $ 4,434 $ 4,567 $ 4,704 $ 4,845 $ 4,990 $ 5,140 $ 5,294 $ 5,453 $ 5,616 $ 5,785 $ 5,959 $ 6,137 
Valve Replacement $ 16,933 $ 22,757 
Treatment System O&M $ 305,900 $ 315,077 $ 324,529 $ 334,265 $ 344,293 $ 354,622 $ 365,261 $ 376,218 $ 387,505 $ 399,130 $ 411,104 $ 423,437 $ 436,140 $ 449,224 $ 462,701 $ 476,582 $ 490,880 $ 505,606 $ 520,774 $ 536,398 
Receptor Changeout $ 6,000 $ 6,555 $ 7,164 $ 7,830 $ 8,550 $ 9,345 
Total Annual Operating Cost $ 352,510 $ 363,085 $ 390,178 $ 385,197 $ 396,753 $ 426,357 $ 420,915 $ 433,543 $ 465,892 $ 476,879 $ 473,744 $ 509,094 $ 502,595 $ 517,673 $ 556,295 $ 549,199 $ 565,675 $ 607,881 $ 600,125 $ 640,885 
Caoital Recoverv ra5 6.5% I 20yrs. $ 1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $ 1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $1,098,075 $ 1,098,075 $1,098,075 $ 1,098,075 $ 1,098,075 $1,098,075 $ 1,098,075 $ 1,098,075 $1,098,075 
Total Annual Costs $ 1,450,585 $1,461,161 $1,488,253 $1,483,272 $ 1,494,828 $1,524,432 $ 1,518,991 $1,531,618 $1,563,967 $1,574,954 $1,571,819 $ 1,607,170 $1,600,670 $1,615,748 $1,654,370 $ 1,647,274 $1,663,750 $1,705,957 $1,698,200 $ 1,738,961 
Average Monthly Cost $ 120,882 $ 121,763 $ 124,021 $ 123,606 $ 124,569 $ 127,036 $ 126,583 $ 127,635 $ 130,331 $ 131,246 $ 130,985 $ 133,931 $ 133,389 $ 134,646 $ 137,864 $ 137,273 $ 138,646 $ 142,163 $ 141,517 $ 144,913 
Eauivilant Averaae Monthly Cost $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 $ 131,685 
Present Worth of Oo. Costs av 6.5% $ 352,510 $ 340,925 $ 344,004 $ 318,885 $ 308,405 $ 311,190 $ 288,468 $ 278,988 $ 281,507 $ 270,559 $ 252,376 $ 254,655 $ 236,060 $ 228,302 $ 230,362 $ 213,543 $ 206,525 $ 208,389 $ 193,174 $ 193,704 
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ 5,312,530 
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 17,411,680 

Lamont Public Utility District 
Centralized Treatment 

Alternative No. 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

CAPITAL COST $ 11,161,053 

OPERATING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ 44,110 $ 45,433 $ 46,796 $ 48,200 $ 49,646 $ 51,136 $ 52,670 $ 54,250 $ 55,877 $ 57,554 $ 59,280 $ 61,059 $ 62,890 $ 64,777 $ 66,720 $ 68,722 $ 70,784 $ 72,907 $ 75,094 $ 77,347 
Meter Maintenance $ 2,550 $ 2,786 $ 3,045 $ 3,327 $ 3,635 $ 3,973 
Analyzer/Probe Maintenance $ 3,500 $ 3,605 $ 3,713 $ 3,825 $ 3,939 $ 4,057 $ 4,179 $ 4,305 $ 4,434 $ 4,567 $ 4,704 $ 4,845 $ 4,990 $ 5,140 $ 5,294 $ 5,453 $ 5,616 $ 5,785 $ 5,959 $ 6,137 
Valve Replacement $ 14,874 $ 19,931 
Treatment System O&M $ 253,800 $ 261,414 $ 269,256 $ 277,334 $ 285,654 $ 294,224 $ 303,050 $ 312,142 $ 321,506 $ 331,151 $ 341,086 $ 351,319 $ 361,858 $ 372,714 $ 383,895 $ 395,412 $ 407,274 $ 419,493 $ 432,078 $ 445,040 
Receptor Changeout $ 5,450 $ 5,970 $ 6,525 $ 7,130 $ 7,790 $ 8,515 
Total Annual Operating Cost $ 301,410 $ 310,452 $ 327,766 $ 329,359 $ 339,240 $ 358,173 $ 359,899 $ 370,696 $ 391,387 $ 408,146 $ 405,070 $ 427,679 $ 429,739 $ 442,631 $ 467,335 $ 469,587 $ 483,675 $ 510,673 $ 513,130 $ 548,455 
Caoital Recoverv @ 6.5% I 20vrs. $ 1,012,937 $1,012,937 $1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 $ 1,012,937 
Total Annual Costs $ 1,314,347 $1,323,389 $1,340,703 $1,342,296 $1,352,177 $ 1,371,110 $1,372,836 $1,383,633 $1,404,324 $ 1,421,083 $1,418,007 $1,440,616 $1,442,675 $1,455,568 $ 1,480,272 $ 1,482,524 $ 1,496,611 $ 1,523,610 $ 1,526,067 $ 1,561,392 
Average Monthly Cost $ 109,529 $ 110,282 $ 111,725 $ 111,858 $ 112,681 $ 114,259 $ 114,403 $ 115,303 $ 117,027 $ 118,424 $ 118,167 $ 120,051 $ 120,223 $ 121,297 $ 123,356 $ 123,544 $ 124,718 $ 126,967 $ 127,172 $ 130,116 
Eauivilant Average Monthly Cost $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 $ 118,584 
Present Worth of Oo. Costs (@ 6.5% $ 301,410 $ 291,505 $ 288,978 $ 272,659 $ 263,699 $ 261,423 $ 246,651 $ 238,545 $ 236,488 $ 231,563 $ 215,791 $ 213,930 $ 201,841 $ 195,208 $ 193,523 $ 182,588 $ 176,587 $ 175,065 $ 165,171 $ 165,767 
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ 4,518,394 
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 15,679,446 



Lamont Public Utility District 
Well Replacement 

Alternative No. 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

CAPITAL COST $ 12,256,524 

OPERA TING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Meter Maintenance $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Valve Replacement $ - $ -
Treatment System O&M $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Receptor Changeout $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Annual Operating Cost $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Capital Recovery @ 6.5% / 20yrs. $ 1,112,358 $1,112,358 $ 1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $ 1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $ 1,112,358 $ 1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 
Total Annual Costs $ 1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 $1,112,358 
Average Monthly Cost $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 
Equivilant Average Monthly Cost $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 $ 92,696 
Present Worth of Op. Costs @ 6.5% $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ -
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 12,256,524 

Lamont Public Utility District 
Well Replacement with TCP Treatment on One Well 

Alternative No. 4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

CAPITAL COST $ 14,730,374 

OPERATING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ 8,250 $ 8,498 $ 8,752 $ 9,015 $ 9,285 $ 9,564 $ 9,851 $ 10,146 $ 10,451 $ 10,764 $ 11,087 $ 11,420 $ 11,763 $ 12,115 $ 12,479 $ 12,853 $ 13,239 $ 13,636 $ 14,045 $ 14,466 
Meter Maintenance $ 930 $ 1,015 $ 1,110 $ 1,213 $ 1,325 $ 1,448 
Valve Replacement $ 4,035 $ 5,420 
Treatment System O&M $ 65,700 $ 67,671 $ 69,701 $ 71,792 $ 73,946 $ 76,164 $ 78,449 $ 80,803 $ 83,227 $ 85,724 $ 88,295 $ 90,944 $ 93,672 $ 96,483 $ 99,377 $ 102,358 $ 105,429 $ 108,592 $ 111,850 $ 115,205 
Receptor Changeout $ 2,735 $ 2,985 $ 3,262 $ 3,565 $ 3,895 $ 4,256 
Total Annual Operating Cost $ 73,950 $ 76,169 $ 82,119 $ 80,807 $ 83,231 $ 89,728 $ 88,300 $ 90,949 $ 98,050 $ 100,523 $ 99,383 $ 107,142 $ 105,435 $ 108,598 $ 117,076 $ 115,212 $ 118,668 $ 127,932 $ 125,895 $ 135,092 
Capital Recoverv @. 6.5% / 20vrs. $ 1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 $1,336,876 
Total Annual Costs $ 1,410,826 $1,413,044 $1,418,994 $1,417,683 $1,420,107 $1,426,604 $ 1,425,176 $1,427,825 $1,434,925 $ 1,437,399 $1,436,258 $ 1,444,018 $ 1,442,311 $ 1,445,474 $ 1,453,952 $1,452,087 $1,455,544 $1,464,808 $ 1,462,771 $1,471,967 
Average Monthly Cost $ 117,569 $ 117,754 $ 118,250 $ 118,140 $ 118,342 $ 118,884 $ 118,765 $ 118,985 $ 119,577 $ 119,783 $ 119,688 $ 120,335 $ 120,193 $ 120,456 $ 121,163 $ 121,007 $ 121,295 $ 122,067 $ 121,898 $ 122,664 
Equivilant Average Monthly Cost $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 $ 119,847 
Present Worth of Op. Costs @ 6.5% $ 73,950 $ 71,520 $ 72,401 $ 66,896 $ 64,698 $ 65,491 $ 60,515 $ 58,526 $ 59,245 $ 57,032 $ 52,944 $ 53,594 $ 49,521 $ 47,894 $ 48,481 $ 44,797 $ 43,325 $ 43,857 $ 40,524 $ 40,831 
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ 1,116,041 
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 15,846,415 

Lamont Public Utility District 
Well Replacement with TCP Treatment on Two Wells 

Alternative No. 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

CAPITAL COST $ 17,204,224 

OPERATING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ 16,500 $ 16,995 $ 17,505 $ 18,030 $ 18,571 $ 19,128 $ 19,702 $ 20,293 $ 20,902 $ 21,529 $ 22,175 $ 22,840 $ 23,525 $ 24,231 $ 24,958 $ 25,706 $ 26,478 $ 27,272 $ 28,090 $ 28,933 
Meter Maintenance $ 1,860 $ 2,030 $ 2,220 $ 2,426 $ 2,650 $ 2,896 
Valve Replacement $ 8,070 $ 10,840 
Treatment System O&M $ 131,400 $ 135,342 $ 139,402 $ 143,584 $ 147,892 $ 152,329 $ 156,898 $ 161,605 $ 166,454 $ 171,447 $ 176,591 $ 181,888 $ 187,345 $ 192,965 $ 198,754 $ 204,717 $ 210,858 $ 217,184 $ 223,700 $ 230,411 
Receptor Changeout $ 5,470 $ 5,970 $ 6,524 $ 7,130 $ 7,790 $ 8,512 
Total Annual Operating Cost $ 147,900 $ 152,337 $ 164,237 $ 161,614 $ 166,463 $ 179,457 $ 176,600 $ 181,898 $ 196,099 $ 201,046 $ 198,765 $ 214,284 $ 210,870 $ 217,196 $ 234,152 $ 230,423 $ 237,336 $ 255,864 $ 251,790 $ 270,184 
Capital Recovery @ 6.5% / 20yrs. $ 1,561,393 $1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $1,561,393 $1,561,393 $1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 $1,561,393 $ 1,561,393 
Total Annual Costs $ 1,709,293 $1,713,730 $1,725,630 $ 1,723,008 $ 1,727,856 $ 1,740,850 $1,737,994 $ 1,743,292 $1,757,493 $ 1,762,439 $ 1,760,159 $1,775,678 $1,772,263 $ 1,778,589 $1,795,545 $1,791,817 $ 1,798,729 $1,817,258 $1,813,183 $ 1,831,577 
Average Monthly Cost $ 142,441 $ 142,811 $ 143,803 $ 143,584 $ 143,988 $ 145,071 $ 144,833 $ 145,274 $ 146,458 $ 146,870 $ 146,680 $ 147,973 $ 147,689 $ 148,216 $ 149,629 $ 149,318 $ 149,894 $ 151,438 $ 151,099 $ 152,631 
Equivilant Average Monthly Cost $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 $ 146,997 
Present Worth of Op. Costs@ 6.5% $ 147,900 $ 143,039 $ 144,801 $ 133,792 $ 129,395 $ 130,982 $ 121,030 $ 117,053 $ 118,489 $ 114,064 $ 105,887 $ 107,188 $ 99,042 $ 95,787 $ 96,962 $ 89,595 $ 86,650 $ 87,713 $ 81,049 $ 81,661 
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ 2,232,081 
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 19,436,305 

Lamont Public Utilitv District 
Well Replacement with TCP Treatment on Three Wells 

Alternative No. 6 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 I 11 I 12 I 13 I 14 I 15 I 16 I 17 I 18 I 19 I 20 
I 2020 I 2021 I 2022 I 2023 I 2024 I 2025 I 2026 I 2027 I 2028 I 2029 I 2030 I 2031 I 2032 2033 I 2034 I 2035 I 2036 I 2037 I 2038 I 2039 

CAPITAL COST I$ 1 s, n2,s14 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 



OPERATING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ 24,750 $25,492.50 $ 26,257.28 $27,044.99 $ 27,856.34 $28,692.03 $ 29,552.79 $ 30,439.38 $ 31,352.56 $32,293.14 $33,261.93 $ 34,259.79 $ 35,287.58 $ 36,346.21 $ 37,436.60 $ 38,559.69 $ 39,716.48 $40,907.98 $42,135.22 $ 43,399.27 
Meter Maintenance $ 2,790 $ 3,045 $ 3,330 $ 3,639 $ 3,975 $ 4,344 
Valve Replacement $ 12,105 $ 16,260 
Treatment System O&M $ 197,100 $ 203,013 $ 209,103 $ 215,376 $ 221,838 $ 228,493 $ 235,348 $ 242,408 $ 249,680 $ 257,171 $ 264,886 $ 272,832 $ 281,017 $ 289,448 $ 298,131 $ 307,075 $ 316,288 $ 325,776 $ 335,550 $ 345,616 
Receptor Changeout $ 8,205 $ 8,955 $ 9,786 $ 10,695 $ 11,685 $ 12,768 
Total Annual Operating Cost $ 221,850 $ 228,506 $ 246,356 $ 242,421 $ 249,694 $ 269,185 $ 264,901 $ 272,848 $ 294,149 $ 301,569 $ 298,148 $ 321,426 $ 316,305 $ 325,794 $ 351,228 $ 345,635 $ 356,004 $ 383,796 $ 377,685 $ 405,275 
Capital Recoverv @ 6.5% I 20vrs. $ 1,794,497 $1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $1,794,497 $1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $1,794,497 $1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $1,794,497 $1,794,497 $1,794,497 $1,794,497 $1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 $ 1,794,497 
Total Annual Costs $ 2,016,347 $2,023,002 $2,040,852 $ 2,036,918 $ 2,044,191 $2,063,682 $2,059,397 $ 2,067,344 $2,088,646 $2,096,066 $2,092,644 $2,115,923 $2,110,802 $ 2,120,291 $2,145,725 $2,140,132 $ 2,150,501 $ 2,178,293 $2,172,181 $2,199,772 
Average Monthly Cost $ 168,029 $ 168,584 $ 170,071 $ 169,743 $ 170,349 $ 171,973 $ 171,616 $ 172,279 $ 174,054 $ 174,672 $ 174,387 $ 176,327 $ 175,900 $ 176,691 $ 178,810 $ 178,344 $ 179,208 $ 181,524 $ 181,015 $ 183,314 
Equivilant Average Monthly Cost $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 $ 174,863 
Present Worth of Op. Costs@ 6.5% $ 221,850 $ 214,559 $ 217,202 $ 200,688 $ 194,093 $ 196,473 $ 181,545 $ 175,579 $ 177,734 $ 171,096 $ 158,831 $ 160,781 $ 148,563 $ 143,681 $ 145,444 $ 134,392 $ 129,975 $ 131,570 $ 121,573 $ 122,492 
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ 3,348,122 
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 23,120,796 

Lamont Public Utility District 
Well Replacement with Treatment on Four Wells 

Alternative No.'1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

CAPITAL COST $ 24,355,674 

OPERATING COSTS 
Energy Cost $ 43,110 $44,403.30 $45,735.40 $47,107.46 $48,520.68 $49,976.31 $51,475.59 $ 53,019.86 $54,610.46 $56,248.77 $ 57,936.24 $59,674.32 $ 61,464.55 $63,308.49 $ 65,207.74 $67,163.98 $ 69,178.89 $ 71,254.26 $ 73,391.89 $ 75,593.65 
Meter Maintenance $ 10,200 $ 11,146 $ 12,179 $ 13,308 $ 14,542 $ 15,891 
Analyzer/Probe Maintenance $ 3,500 $ 3,605 $ 3,713 $ 3,825 $ 3,939 $ 4,057 $ 4,179 $ 4,305 $ 4,434 $ 4,567 $ 4,704 $ 4,845 $ 4,990 $ 5,140 $ 5,294 $ 5,453 $ 5,616 $ 5,785 $ 5,959 $ 6,137 
Valve Replacement $ 16,933 $ 22,757 
Treatment System O&M $ 305,900 $ 315,077 $ 324,529 $ 334,265 $ 344,293 $ 354,622 $ 365,261 $ 376,218 $ 387,505 $ 399,130 $ 411,104 $ 423,437 $ 436,140 $ 449,224 $ 462,701 $ 476,582 $ 490,880 $ 505,606 $ 520,774 $ 536,398 
Receptor Changeout $ 6,000 $ 6,555 $ 7,164 $ 7,830 $ 8,550 $ 9,345 
Total Annual Operating Cost $ 352,510 $ 363,085 $ 390,178 $ 385,197 $ 396,753 $ 426,357 $ 420,915 $ 433,543 $ 465,892 $ 476,879 $ 473,744 $ 509,094 $ 502,595 $ 517,673 $ 556,295 $ 549,199 $ 565,675 $ 607,881 $ 600,125 $ 640,885 
Capital Recovery @ 6.5% / 20yrs. $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 $2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 $2,210,433 $2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 $2,210,433 $2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 $ 2,210,433 $2,210,433 
Total Annual Costs $ 2,562,943 $ 2,573,518 $2,600,611 $2,595,630 $2,607,186 $2,636,790 $2,631,349 $ 2,643,976 $2,676,325 $2,687,312 $2,684,177 $ 2,719,527 $ 2,713,028 $2,728,106 $ 2,766,728 $ 2,759,632 $2,776,108 $ 2,818,314 $2,810,558 $ 2,851,319 
Average Monthly Cost $ 213,579 $ 214,460 $ 216,718 $ 216,303 $ 217,266 $ 219,732 $ 219,279 $ 220,331 $ 223,027 $ 223,943 $ 223,681 $ 226,627 $ 226,086 $ 227,342 $ 230,561 $ 229,969 $ 231,342 $ 234,860 $ 234,213 $ 237,610 
Equivilant Average Monthly Cost $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 $ 224,382 
Present Worth of Op. Costs@ 6.5% $ 352,510 $ 340,925 $ 344,004 $ 318,885 $ 308,405 $ 311,190 $ 288,468 $ 278,988 $ 281,507 $ 270,559 $ 252,376 $ 254,655 $ 236,060 $ 228,302 $ 230,362 $ 213,543 $ 206,525 $ 208,389 $ 193,174 $ 193,704 
Present Worth of Op. Costs $ 5,312,530 
Present Worth of Capital + Op. Costs $ 29,668,204 



)U DEE JASPAR & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSUL TING CIVIL ENGINEERS 

~ 2730 Unicom Road, BLDG A 

JO Bakersfield,CA 93308 
PHONE (661) 393-4796 
FAX(661)393-4799 

Well #51,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment (Series) 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Site Demolition 1 LS $ 40,000.00 
3 Modify Existing Well Discharge Piping 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
4 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well to Treatment System 200 LF $ 80.00 
5 TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
6 GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
7 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 4 EA $ 190,000.00 
8 GAC Vessel Influent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 120,000.00 
9 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
10 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 75,000.00 
11 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 200,000.00 
12 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 1 LS $ 100,000.00 
13 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Storage Tank 200 LF $ 80.00 
14 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
15 Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 50,000.00 
16 Site Painting 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
17 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
18 Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 20,000.00 

19 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 100,000.00 

20 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

1,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Land Acquisition: 

Labor Compliance: 
Permitting and Compliance: 

Construction Surveying & Staking: 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: 

Engineering Design: 
Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 130,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 16,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 760,000.00 
$ 120,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 75,000.00 
$ 200,000.00 
$ 100,000.00 
$ 16,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 20,000.00 

$ 100,000.00 

$ 10,000.00 

$ 1,957,000.00 

$ 195,700.00 

$ 150,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 

$ 5,000.00 
$ 8,000.00 

$ 5,000.00 
$ 52,000.00 
$ 86,150.00 

$ 2,473,850.00 



:u DEE JASPAR & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
""!!!!!!!!!"'~~--' CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS 

JO
> 2730 Unicorn Road, BLDG A 

Bakmfield, CA 93308 
PHONE (661) 393-4796 
FAX (661) 393-4799 

Well #111,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment (Series) 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Site Demolition 1 LS $ 40,000.00 
3 Modify Existing Well Discharge Piping 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
4 Furnish & Install 1 O" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well to Treatment System 200 LF $ 80.00 
5 TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
6 GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
7 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 4 EA $ 190,000.00 
8 GAC Vessel Influent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 120,000.00 
9 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
10 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 75,000.00 
11 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 200,000.00 
12 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 1 LS $ 100,000.00 
13 Furnish & Install 1 O" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Storage Tank 200 LF $ 80.00 
14 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
15 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 50,000.00 
16 Site Painting 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
17 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
18 Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 20,000.00 

19 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 100,000.00 

20 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

1,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Land Acquisition: 

Labor Compliance: 
Permitting and Compliance: 

Construction Surveying & Staking: 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: 

Engineering Design: 
Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 130,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 16,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 760,000.00 
$ 120,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 75,000.00 
$ 200,000.00 
$ 100,000.00 
$ 16,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 20,000.00 

$ 100,000.00 

$ 10,000.00 

$ 1,957,000.00 

$ 195,700.00 

$ 150,000.00 

$ 15,000.00 

$ 5,000.00 

$ 8,000.00 

$ 5,000.00 

$ 52,000.00 

$ 86,150.00 

$ 2,473,850.00 



:u DEE JASPAR & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
~ _ CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS 

JO
,,."!!!!! .. , ~~.,I 2730 Unicom Road, BLDG A 

Bakersfield, CA 93308 
PHONE (661) 393-4796 
FAX (661) 393-4799 

Well #131,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment (Series) 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Site Demolition 1 LS $ 40,000.00 
3 Modify Existing Well Discharge Piping 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
4 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well to Treatment System 200 LF $ 50.00 
5 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 60 LF $ 650.00 
6 TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
7 GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
8 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 4 EA $ 190,000.00 
9 GAC Vessel lnfiuent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 120,000.00 
10 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
11 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 75,000.00 
12 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 200,000.00 
13 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 1 LS $ 100,000.00 
14 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Distribution System 200 LF $ 50.00 
15 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 60 LF $ 650.00 
16 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
17 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 50,000.00 
18 Site Painting 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
19 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
20 Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 20,000.00 

21 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 100,000.00 

22 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

1,2,3-TCP Well Head Treatment Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Land Acquisition: 

Labor Compliance: 
Permitting and Compliance: 

Construction Surveying & Staking: 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: 

Engineering Design: 
Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 130,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 39,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 760,000.00 
$ 120,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 75,000.00 
$ 200,000.00 
$ 100,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 39,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 20,000.00 

$ 100,000.00 

$ 10,000.00 

$ 2,023,000.00 

$ 202,300.00 

$ 150,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 
$ 12,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 
$ 70,000.00 
$ 86,150.00 

$ 2,568,450.00 



Item No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Item No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Item No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Lamont Public Utility District 
1,2,3-TCP Treatment Project 

O&M Cost Estimate (Series) 
1,2,3-TCP Treatment System Project 

Item Descri12tion Quanti1Y Unit 
Welf No. 5 

Media Replacement - 40,000 lbs LS 1 
District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 
Energy Cost Increase LS 1 
Flow Meter Calibration every 3 year~ EA 1 
Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 8 
Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 20 
Receptor Changeout every 3rd Changeou1 LS 4 
Additional Water Quality Testing LS 1 

1,2,3-TCP Treatment System Project 
Item Descri12tion Quanti1Y Unit 

Well No. 11 
Media Replacement - 40,000 lbs LS 1 
District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 
Energy Cost Increase LS 1 
Flow Meter Calibration every 3 year~ EA 1 
Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 8 
Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 20 
Receptor Changeout every 3rd Changeou1 LS 4 
Additional Water Qual ity Testing LS 1 

1,2,3-TCP Treatment System Project 
Item Descri12tion Quanti1Y Unit 

Welf No. 13 
Media Replacement - 40,000 lbs LS 1 
District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 
Energy Cost Increase LS 1 
Flow Meter Calibration every 3 year~ EA 1 
Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 8 
Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 20 
Receptor Changeout every 3rd Changeou1 LS 4 
Additional Water Quality Testing LS 1 

Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

$60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 
$8,250.00 $ 8,250.00 
$850.00 $ 850.00 
$150.00 $ 1,200.00 
$150.00 $ 3,000.00 
$500.00 $ 2,000.00 

$2,500.00 $ 2,500.00 
Subtotal: $ 79,800.00 

Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

$60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 
$8,250.00 $ 8,250.00 
$850.00 $ 850.00 
$150.00 $ 1,200.00 
$150.00 $ 3,000.00 
$500.00 $ 2,000.00 

$2,500.00 $ 2,500.00 
Subtotal: $ 79,800.00 

Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

$60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 
$8,250.00 $ 8,250.00 
$850.00 $ 850.00 
$150.00 $ 1,200.00 
$150.00 $ 3,000.00 
$500.00 $ 2,000.00 

$2,500.00 $ 2,500.00 
Subtotal: $ 79,800.00 



1

-:)• DEEJASPAR&ASSOCIATES,INC. 
CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS 

[JO 
2730 Unicorn Road, BLDG A 
Bakersfield, CA 93308 
PHONE (661) 393-4796 
FAX (661) 393-4799 

Well #11 & #13 Centralized 1,2,3-TCP Treatment 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Traffic Control Plan 1 LS $ 50,000.00 
3 Furnish & Install 1 O" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well #11 3,100 LF $ 50.00 
4 Sawcut and Remove Existing AC Pavement 6,200 LF $ 3.50 
5 Class II Aggregate Base Restoration 540 CY $ 130.00 
6 Asphalt Pavement Restoration 525 TONS $ 75.00 
7 Paint Striping Replacement 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
8 Crossings 3 EA $ 10,000.00 
9 Air Release Valves 6 EA $ 7,500.00 
10 Modify Existing Well #13 Discharge Piping 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
11 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Well #13 200 LF $ 50.00 
12 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 60 LF $ 650.00 
13 TCP Site Earthwork and Subgrade Preparation 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
14 GAC Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 125,000.00 
15 GAC Vessel Purchase & Installation 6 EA $ 190,000.00 
16 GAC Vessel Influent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 180,000.00 
17 GAC Vessel Effluent Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 175,000.00 
18 GAC Vessel Backwash Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 110,000.00 
19 Backwash Tank, Piping, and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 200,000.00 
20 Backwash Drain Line to Sewer System 1 LS $ 100,000.00 
21 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe from Treatment to Well #1< 200 LF $ 50.00 
22 Furnish & Install Bore & Jack Cased Crossing at Hall Rd 60 LF $ 650.00 
23 Furnish & Install Backwash Connection to Distribution System 1 LS $ 15,000.00 
24 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 50,000.00 
25 Site Painting 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
26 Site Fencing and Drive Gates 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
27 Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 20,000.00 
28 Add Booster Pump and Piping at Well #13 1 LS $ 150,000.00 

29 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 300,000.00 

30 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

Centralized 1,2,3-TCP Treatment Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Land Acquisition: 

Labor Compliance: 
Permitting and Compliance: 

Construction Surveying & Staking: 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: 

Engineering Design: 
Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 130,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 155,000.00 
$ 21,700.00 
$ 70,200.00 
$ 39,375.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 45,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 39,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 125,000.00 
$ 1,140,000.00 
$ 180,000.00 
$ 175,000.00 
$ 110,000.00 
$ 200,000.00 
$ 100,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 39,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 20,000.00 
$ 150,000.00 

$ 300,000.00 

$ 10,000.00 

$ 3,309,275.00 

$ 330,927.50 

$ 150,000.00 
$ 25,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 

$ 5,000.00 

$ 105,000.00 
$ 142,500.00 

$ 4,087,702.50 



Item No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Lamont Public Utility District 
1,2,3-TCP Treatment Project 

O&M Cost Estimate (Series) 
1,2,3-TCP Centralized Treatment System Project 

Item DescriQtion Quantity Unit Unit Cost 
Well No. 11 and 13 

Media Replacement - 60,000 lbs LS 1 $72,000.00 
District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 $2,000.00 
Energy Cost Increase LS 1 $17,500.00 
Flow Meter Calibration every 3 years EA 3 $850.00 
Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 12 $150.00 
Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 30 $150.00 
Receptor Changeout every 3rd Changeout LS 6 $500.00 
Additional Water Quality Testing LS 1 $3,500.00 

Subtotal: 

Annualized Cost 

$ 72,000.00 
$ 2,000.00 
$ 17,500.00 
$ 850.00 
$ 1,800.00 
$ 4 ,500.00 
$ 3,000.00 
$ 3,500.00 
$ 105,150.00 
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2730 Urucorn Road, BLDG A 
Bakersfield, CA 93308 
PHONE (661) 393-4796 
FAX (661) 39J.4799 

Well #12 & #19 Arsenic Treatment 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 200,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Traffic Control Plan 1 LS $ 40,000.00 

3 
PVC Drain Line and Appurtenances, including connection to Existing 
Sewer Main 1 LS $ 105,000.00 

4 
Influent, Effluent, Backwash Waste & Backwash Supply Piping, Valves, 
Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 350,000.00 

5 
System Backwash Supply and Reclaim/Well Bypass Piping, Valves, 
Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 300,000.00 

6 
Reclaim Booster Pump Assembly, Concrete Foundations, 
Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 100,000.00 

7 Blending Line and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 125,000.00 
8 Treatment System Concrete Foundation and Anchor Bolts 1 LS $ 80,000.00 

9 
Skid Mounted LayneOx Water Treatment System including Piping, 
Valves, Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 1,500,000.00 

10 
Chlorine and Ferric Chloride FRP Storage Building including Epoxy 
Coated Foundation, Drain, A/C, Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 150,000.00 

11 
Sulfuric Acid FRP Storage Building including Epoxy Coated Foundation, 
A/C, Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 85,000.00 
Double-walled 550 Gal. Sulfuric Acid Chemical Storage Tank including 

12 Duplex Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & 
Connections 1 LS $ 30,000.00 

13 Double-walled 550 Gal. Chlorine Storage Tank including Duplex 
Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & Connections 1 LS $ 30,000.00 

14 Double-walled 150 Gal. Ferric Chloride Storage Tank including Duplex 
Chemical Feed Pumps, Containment, Appurtenances, & Connections 1 LS $ 25,000.00 

15 
Concrete Ringwall Foundation, Aggregate Base, and Oiled Sand 
Cushion 1 LS $ 30,000.00 

16 
32' Diameter x 16' Tall AWWA D103 Bolted Steel Storage Tank, 
Appurtenances, and Connections 1 LS $ 150,000.00 

17 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 50,000.00 

18 Site Painting 1 LS $ 30,000.00 
19 Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 40,000.00 
20 Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 350,000.00 
21 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

Centralized Arsenic Treatment Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Land Acquisition: 

Pilot Testing: 
Labor Compliance: 

Permitting and Compliance: 
Construction Surveying & Staking: 

Bid Advertisement & Legal: 
Engineering Design: 

Construction Inspection & Administration: 
Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 200,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 

$ 105,000.00 

$ 350,000.00 

$ 300,000.00 

$ 100,000.00 
$ 125,000.00 
$ 80,000.00 

$ 1,500,000.00 

$ 150,000.00 

$ 85,000.00 

$ 30,000.00 

$ 30,000.00 

$ 25,000.00 

$ 30,000.00 

$ 150,000.00 

$ 50,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 
$ 350,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 

$ 3,780,000.00 

$ 378,000.00 

$ -
$ 100,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 

$ 5,000.00 

$ 15,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 
$ 105,000.00 
$ 165,000.00 

$ 4,583,000.00 



Item No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

Lamont Public Utility District 
Arsenic Treatment Project 

O&M Cost Estimate 
Arsenic Treatment System Project 

Item DescriQtion Quantity Unit 
Well No. 12 and 19 

Media Replacement every 10 years LS 1 
District Costs for Media Replacement LS 1 
Energy Cost Increase due to Filters LS 1 
Energy Cost for Backwashing LS 1 
pH Adjustment LS 1 
Ferric Chloride Dosing LS 1 
Chlorine Dosing LS 1 
Backwash Waste Sludge Disposal LS 1 
Flow Meter Calibration every 3 years EA 6 
Pressure Gauge Replacement every 1 yr EA 12 
Valve Replacement every 10 years EA 24 
Analyzer Maintenance LS 1 
Additional Water Quality Testing LS 1 

Unit Cost Annualized Cost 

$10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
$2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 

$10,360.00 $ 10,360.00 
$8,000.00 $ 8,000.00 

$30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
$5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 

$30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
$25,000.00 $ 25,000.00 

$850.00 $ 850.00 
$150.00 $ 1,800.00 
$150.00 $ 3,600.00 

$3,500.00 $ 3,500.00 
$5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 

Subtotal: $ 135,110.00 
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Well Replacement Well 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 
2 36" Conductor Casing 50 LF $ 950.00 
3 18" dia. Pilot Hole Construction 900 LF $ 90.00 
4 Formation Sampling 6 EA $ 17,500.00 
5 Ream Pilot 34" & 28" Hole 900 LF $ 90.00 
6 16" I.D. x 5/16" HSLA Blank Casing 420 LF $ 205.00 
7 16" I.D. x 5/16" HSLA Perforated Casing 460 LF $ 295.00 
8 20' Compression Section 1 LS $ 10,400.00 
9 4" Gravel Feed Tube 450 LF $ 15.00 
10 3" Sounding Tube 465 LF $ 14.00 
11 Gravel Envelope (8x16 Colorado Silica Sand) 440 LF $ 8000 
12 Cement Seal 440 LF $ 102.00 
13 Swabbing & Air Lifting 80 HRS $ 375.00 
14 Pumping & Surging 72 HRS $ 350.00 
15 Production Testing 24 HRS $ 350.00 
16 Well Video 1 LS $ 2,680.00 
17 Well Site Earthwork and Paved Drive Approach 1 LS $ 171,330.00 
18 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 70,960.00 
19 Concrete Pump Foundation for Deep Well 1 EA $ 12,100.00 
20 Vertical Hollow Shaft Electric Motor 1 EA $ 50,000.00 
21 Deep Well Vertical Turbine Pump Assembly 1 EA $ 120,000.00 

22 Pump Discharge Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 180,000.00 

23 Hydropneumatic Tank and Concrete Footings 1 LS $ 90,000.00 

24 
PVC Conveyance Piping and Appurtenances from Well Site 

1,300 LF $ 150.00 
to LPUD Distribution System 

25 Liquid Chlorine Injection System including Building and 1 LS $ 89,550.00 
26 Electrical Shade Structure and Concrete Foundation 1 LS $ 35,000.00 
27 Well Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 38,950.00 
28 Painting System 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
29 Chain Link Fencing with Drive and Personnel Gates 800 LF $ 50.00 
30 Well Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 350,000.00 
31 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

Well Replacement Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Casing Hammer Test Well: 

Land Acquisition: 
Labor Compliance: 

Permitting and Compliance: 
Construction Surveying & Staking: 

Bid Advertisement & Legal: 
Engineering Design: 

Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 130,000.00 
$ 47,500.00 
$ 81,000.00 
$ 105,000.00 
$ 81,000.00 
$ 86,100.00 
$ 135,700.00 
$ 10,400.00 
$ 6,750.00 
$ 6,510.00 
$ 35,200.00 
$ 44,880.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 25,200.00 
$ 8,400.00 
$ 2,680.00 
$ 171,330.00 
$ 70,960.00 
$ 12,100.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 120,000.00 

$ 180,000.00 

$ 90,000 00 

$ 195,000.00 

$ 89,550.00 
$ 35,000.00 
$ 38,950.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 
$ 350,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 

$ 2,299,210.00 

$ 229,921.00 

$ 205,000.00 

$ 100,000.00 

$ 15,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 

$ 15,000.00 

$ 10,000.00 

$ 60,000.00 
$ 125,000.00 

$ 3,064,131.00 
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El Adobe Property Owner's Association (EAPOA) Consolidation 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 150,000.00 
2 Implement Utility Locating and Traffic Control Plan 1 LS $ 50,000.00 
3 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe Transmission Main 10,300 LF $ 65.00 
4 Sawcut and Remove Existing AC Pavement 6,200 LF $ 3.50 
5 Class II Aggregate Base Restoration 540 CY $ 130.00 
6 Asphalt Pavement Restoration 525 TONS $ 75.00 
7 Paint Striping Replacement 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
8 Road Crossings 3 EA $ 50,000.00 
9 Air Release Valves 6 EA $ 7,500.00 
10 Furnish & Install 1 O" Gate Valves 8 EA $ 2,500.00 
11 Furnish & Install 4" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 500 LF $ 50.00 
12 Furnish & Install 6" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 1,000 LF $ 60.00 
13 Furnish & Install 8" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 13,200 LF $ 70.00 
14 Furnish & Install 10" C900 DR18 PVC Pipe 1,000 LF $ 80.00 
15 Furnish & Install 4" Gate Valves 2 EA $ 400.00 
16 Furnish & Install 6" Gate Valves 1 EA $ 800.00 
17 Furnish & Install 8" Gate Valves 25 EA $ 1,500.00 
18 Furnish & Install 10" Gate Valves 3 EA $ 2,500.00 
19 Furnish & Install Fire Hydrant Assemblies 24 EA $ 6,000.00 
20 Furnish & Install 1" Service Connection 81 EA $ 950.00 
21 Demolish Existing 25,000 and 44,000 Gallon Tanks 1 LS $ 25,000.00 
22 Abandon Existing Water Distribution System Piping 1 LS $ 25,000.00 
23 Abandon Existing Well Site #1 and #2 1 LS $ 55,000.00 
24 Acceptance and Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

EAPOA Consolidation Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Land Acquisition: 

Labor Compliance: 
Permitting and Compliance: 

Construction Surveying & Staking: 
Bid Advertisement & Legal: 

Engineering Design: 
Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Project Estimate: 

Amount 

$ 150,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 669,500.00 
$ 21,700.00 
$ 70,200.00 
$ 39,375.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 150,000.00 
$ 45,000.00 
$ 20,000.00 
$ 25,000.00 
$ 60,000.00 
$ 924,000.00 
$ 80,000.00 
$ 800.00 
$ 800.00 
$ 37,500.00 
$ 7,500.00 
$ 144,000.00 
$ 76,950.00 
$ 25,000.00 
$ 25,000.00 
$ 55,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 

$ 2,697,325.00 

$ 269,732.50 

$ -
$ 25,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 

$ 20,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 
$ 105,000.00 
$ 142,500.00 

$ 3,274,557.50 
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Selected Project Cost Esttimate 

Item Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price 

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, and Clean Up 1 LS $ 130,000.00 
2 36" Conductor Casing 50 LF $ 950.00 
3 18" dia. Pilot Hole Construction 900 LF $ 90.00 
4 Formation Sampling 6 EA $ 17,500.00 
5 Ream Pilot 34" & 28" Hole 900 LF $ 90.00 
6 16" 1.0. x 5/16" HSLA Blank Casing 420 LF $ 205.00 
7 16" 1.0. x 5/16" HSLA Perforated Casing 460 LF $ 295.00 
8 20' Compression Section 1 LS $ 10,400.00 
9 4" Gravel Feed Tube 450 LF $ 15.00 
10 3" Sounding Tube 465 LF $ 14.00 
11 Gravel Envelope (8x16 Colorado Silica Sand) 440 LF $ 80.00 
12 Cement Seal 440 LF $ 102.00 
13 Swabbing & Air Lifting 80 HRS $ 375.00 
14 Pumping & Surging 72 HRS $ 350.00 
15 Production Testing 24 HRS $ 350.00 
16 Well Video 1 LS $ 2,680.00 
17 Well Site Earthwork and Paved Drive Approach 1 LS $ 171,330.00 
18 Well Site Drain Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 70,960.00 
19 Concrete Pump Foundation for Deep Well 1 EA $ 12,100.00 
20 Vertical Hollow Shaft Electric Motor 1 EA $ 50,000.00 
21 Deep Well Vertical Turbine Pump Assembly 1 EA $ 120,000.00 

22 Pump Discharge Piping and Appurtenances 1 LS $ 180,000.00 

23 Hydropneumatic Tank and Concrete Footings 1 LS $ 90,000.00 

24 
PVC Conveyance Piping and Appurtenances from Well Site to 

1,300 LF $ 150.00 
LPUD Distribution System 

25 Liquid Chlorine Injection System including Building and 1 LS $ 89,550.00 
26 Electrical Shade Structure and Concrete Foundation 1 LS $ 35,000.00 
27 Well Site Ground Cover 1 LS $ 38,950.00 
28 Painting System 1 LS $ 10,000.00 
29 Chain Link Fencing with Drive and Personnel Gates 800 LF $ 50.00 
30 Well Site Electrical and Controls 1 LS $ 350,000.00 
31 Start-Up and Performance Testing 1 LS $ 10,000.00 

Well Replacement Subtotal Cost: 

Project Contingency: 
Casing Hammer Test Well: 

Land Acquisition: 
Labor Compliance: 

Permitting and Compliance: 
Construction Surveying & Staking: 

Bid Advertisement & Legal: 
Engineering Design: 

Construction Inspection & Administration: 

Total Estimate Per Well: 

Total Estimate for Four Wells: 
El Adobe Consolidation Project: 

District Improvements: 

Total Project Estimate wlo Treatment: 

Total Project Estimate wl Treatment: 

Amount 

$ 130,000.00 
$ 47,500.00 
$ 81,000.00 
$ 105,000.00 
$ 81,000.00 
$ 86,100.00 
$ 135,700.00 
$ 10,400.00 
$ 6,750.00 
$ 6,510.00 
$ 35,200.00 
$ 44,880.00 
$ 30,000.00 
$ 25,200.00 
$ 8,400.00 
$ 2,680.00 
$ 171,330.00 
$ 70,960.00 
$ 12,100.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 120,000.00 

$ 180,000.00 

$ 90,000.00 

$ 195,000.00 

$ 89,550.00 
$ 35,000.00 
$ 38,950.00 
$ 10,000.00 
$ 40,000.00 
$ 350,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 

$ 2,299,210.00 

$ 229,921.00 

$ 205,000.00 

$ 100,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 5,000.00 
$ 15,000.00 
$ 10,000.00 

$ 60,000.00 
$ 125,000.00 

$ 3,064,131.00 

$ 12,256,524.00 
$ 3,703,857.50 
$ 550,000.00 

$ 16,510,381.50 

$ 24,355,674.00 



 

49 Dee Jaspar & Associates, Inc. 

 

 
APPENDIX E 

Proposed Project Schedule 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ID Task Name Duration Start Finish

1 LPUD Water System Improvement Project 1023 days Wed 7/1/20 Fri 5/31/24

2 Planning and Engineering Design 501 days? Mon 6/1/20 Mon 5/2/22

3 Land Acquisition & Preparation for Test Wells 120 days Wed 7/1/20 Tue 12/15/20

4 Planning FA Issued 1 day Mon 6/1/20 Mon 6/1/20

5 Construct Well #20 Test Well 30 days Wed 12/16/20 Tue 1/26/21

6 Construct Well #21 Test Well 30 days Wed 1/27/21 Tue 3/9/21

7 Construct Well #22 Test Well 29 days Wed 3/10/21 Mon 4/19/21

8 Construct Well #23 Test Well 30 days Tue 4/20/21 Mon 5/31/21

9 Geotechnical Investigation & Report 30 days Tue 6/1/21 Mon 7/12/21

10 50% Plan Submittal & Review 90 days Tue 7/13/21 Mon 11/15/21

11 Environmental Documents 90 days Tue 11/16/21 Mon 3/21/22

12 Complete 90% Plans, Specs, & Estimate 90 days Tue 11/16/21 Mon 3/21/22

13 Submittal to SWB for Review & Approval 1 day? Tue 3/22/22 Tue 3/22/22

14 Complete 100% Plans, Specs, & Estimate 30 days Tue 3/22/22 Mon 5/2/22

15 Funding Agreement Process 312 days Tue 6/1/21 Wed 8/10/22

16 Final Plan Approval by SWB 30 days Tue 5/3/22 Mon 6/13/22

17 Test Well Engineering Report Submittal to SWB 30 days Tue 6/1/21 Mon 7/12/21

18 Environmental Document Approval by SWB 71 days Tue 3/22/22 Tue 6/28/22

19 Financial Document Approval by SWB 1 day Wed 6/29/22 Wed 6/29/22

20 Estimated Funding Agreement Execution 30 days Thu 6/30/22 Wed 8/10/22

21 Bidding Process 58 days Thu 8/11/22 Mon 10/31/22

22 Advertise for bids 49 days Thu 8/11/22 Tue 10/18/22

23 Job Walk #1 1 day Wed 9/28/22 Wed 9/28/22

24 Job Walk #2 1 day Wed 10/5/22 Wed 10/5/22

25 Bid Opening & Review 10 days Tue 10/18/22 Mon 10/31/22

26 Contract Award 14 days Thu 11/17/22 Tue 12/6/22

27 Notice of Award 1 day Thu 11/17/22 Thu 11/17/22

28 Execute Contracts, Bonds, & Insurance 10 days Fri 11/18/22 Thu 12/1/22

29 Notice to Proceed 3 days Fri 12/2/22 Tue 12/6/22

30 Construction 388 days? Wed 12/7/22 Fri 5/31/24

31 Submittal Process 30 days Wed 12/7/22 Tue 1/17/23

32 Material Procurement 90 days Wed 1/18/23 Tue 5/23/23

33 Drill Wells #20 and #21 60 days Wed 5/24/23 Tue 8/15/23

34 Develop Wells #20 and #21 15 days Wed 8/16/23 Tue 9/5/23

35 Drill Well #22 and #23 60 days Wed 8/16/23 Tue 11/7/23

36 Develop Well #22 and #23 15 days Wed 11/8/23 Tue 11/28/23

37 Install Underground Conveyance Pipelines 60 days Tue 11/14/23 Mon 2/5/24

38 Site Underground Work at Well #20 10 days Wed 9/6/23 Tue 9/19/23

39 Site Underground Work at Well #21 10 days Wed 9/6/23 Tue 9/19/23

40 Site Underground Work at Well #22 10 days Wed 11/29/23 Tue 12/12/23

41 Site Underground Work at Well #23 10 days Wed 11/29/23 Tue 12/12/23

42 Site Grading at Well #20 5 days Wed 9/20/23 Tue 9/26/23

43 Site Grading at Well #21 5 days Wed 9/20/23 Tue 9/26/23

44 Site Grading at Well #22 5 days Wed 12/13/23 Tue 12/19/23

45 Site Grading at Well #23 5 days Wed 12/13/23 Tue 12/19/23

46 Install Site Fencing at Well #20 5 days Wed 9/27/23 Tue 10/3/23

47 Install Site Fencing at Well #21 5 days Wed 9/27/23 Tue 10/3/23

48 Install Site Fencing at Well #22 5 days Wed 12/20/23 Tue 12/26/23

49 Install Site Fencing at Well #23 5 days Wed 12/20/23 Tue 12/26/23

LPUD Water System Improvement Project

6/1 5/2
Planning and Engineering Design

Land Acquisition & Preparation for Test Wells

6/1

Construct Well #20 Test Well

Construct Well #21 Test Well

Construct Well #22 Test Well

Construct Well #23 Test Well

Geotechnical Investigation & Report

50% Plan Submittal & Review

Environmental Documents

Complete 90% Plans, Specs, & Estimate

3/22

Complete 100% Plans, Specs, & Estimate

8/10
Funding Agreement Process

6/13

7/12

6/28
Environmental Document Approval by SWB

6/29

8/10

8/11 10/31
Bidding Process

Advertise for bids

9/28

10/5

Bid Opening & Review

12/6
Contract Award

11/17

Execute Contracts, Bonds, & Insurance

12/6

12/7 5/31
Construction

Submittal Process

Material Procurement

Develop Wells #20 and #21

Drill Well #22 and #23

Develop Well #22 and #23

Install Underground Conveyance Pipelines

Site Underground Work at Well #20

Site Underground Work at Well #21

Site Underground Work at Well #22

Site Underground Work at Well #23

Site Grading at Well #20

Site Grading at Well #21

Site Grading at Well #22

Site Grading at Well #23

Install Site Fencing at Well #20

Install Site Fencing at Well #21

Install Site Fencing at Well #22

Install Site Fencing at Well #23
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish

50 Concrete Foundations at Well #20 10 days Wed 10/4/23 Tue 10/17/23

51 Concrete Foundations at Well #21 10 days Wed 10/4/23 Tue 10/17/23

52 Concrete Foundations at Well #22 10 days Wed 12/27/23 Tue 1/9/24

53 Concrete Foundations at Well #23 10 days Wed 12/27/23 Tue 1/9/24

54 Install Pump & Motor at Well #20 4 days Wed 10/18/23 Mon 10/23/23

55 Install Pump & Motor at Well #21 4 days Tue 10/24/23 Fri 10/27/23

56 Install Pump & Motor at Well #22 4 days Wed 1/10/24 Mon 1/15/24

57 Install Pump & Motor at Well #23 4 days Wed 1/10/24 Mon 1/15/24

58 Install HPT at Well #20 2 days Tue 10/24/23 Wed 10/25/23

59 Install HPT at Well #21 2 days Wed 10/18/23 Thu 10/19/23

60 Install HPT at Well #22 2 days Wed 1/10/24 Thu 1/11/24

61 Install HPT at Well #23 2 days Wed 1/10/24 Thu 1/11/24

62 Install Discharge Piping at Well #20 14 days Thu 10/26/23 Tue 11/14/23

63 Install Discharge Piping at Well #21 14 days Fri 10/20/23 Wed 11/8/23

64 Install Discharge Piping at Well #22 14 days Fri 1/12/24 Wed 1/31/24

65 Install Discharge Piping at Well #23 14 days Fri 1/12/24 Wed 1/31/24

66 Install Chlorination & Building at Well #20 10 days Wed 10/18/23 Tue 10/31/23

67 Install Chlorination & Building at Well #21 10 days Wed 11/1/23 Tue 11/14/23

68 Install Chlorination & Building at Well #22 10 days Wed 1/10/24 Tue 1/23/24

69 Install Chlorination & Building at Well #23 10 days Wed 1/10/24 Tue 1/23/24

70 Install Emergency Generator at Well #20 5 days Wed 11/15/23 Tue 11/21/23

71 Install Emergency Generator at Well #21 5 days Thu 11/9/23 Wed 11/15/23

72 Install Emergency Generator at Well #22 5 days Thu 2/1/24 Wed 2/7/24

73 Install Emergency Generator at Well #23 5 days Thu 2/1/24 Wed 2/7/24

74 Install Electrical & Controls at Well #20 15 days Wed 11/22/23 Tue 12/12/23

75 Install Electrical & Controls at Well #21 15 days Thu 11/16/23 Wed 12/6/23

76 Install Electrical & Controls at Well #22 15 days Thu 2/8/24 Wed 2/28/24

77 Install Electrical & Controls at Well #23 15 days Thu 2/8/24 Wed 2/28/24

78 Install Site Ground Cover at Well #20 5 days Wed 12/13/23 Tue 12/19/23

79 Install Site Ground Cover at Well #21 5 days Thu 12/7/23 Wed 12/13/23

80 Install Site Ground Cover at Well #22 5 days Thu 2/29/24 Wed 3/6/24

81 Install Site Ground Cover at Well #23 5 days Thu 2/29/24 Wed 3/6/24

82 Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #20 5 days Wed 12/20/23 Tue 12/26/23

83 Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #21 5 days Wed 12/27/23 Tue 1/2/24

84 Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #22 5 days Thu 3/7/24 Wed 3/13/24

85 Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #23 5 days Thu 3/7/24 Wed 3/13/24

86 PG&E Construction Schedule 1 day? Thu 2/29/24 Thu 2/29/24

87 PG&E Power & Meter Set 50 days Fri 3/1/24 Thu 5/9/24

88 Start‐up & Testing at Well #20 10 days Fri 5/10/24 Thu 5/23/24

89 Start‐up & Testing at Well #21 10 days Fri 5/10/24 Thu 5/23/24

90 Start‐up & Testing at Well #22 10 days Fri 5/10/24 Thu 5/23/24

91 Start‐up & Testing at Well #23 10 days Fri 5/10/24 Thu 5/23/24

92 Site Painting at Well #20 5 days Fri 5/24/24 Thu 5/30/24

93 Site Painting at Well #21 5 days Fri 5/24/24 Thu 5/30/24

94 Site Painting at Well #22 5 days Fri 5/24/24 Thu 5/30/24

95 Site Painting at Well #23 5 days Fri 5/24/24 Thu 5/30/24

96 Furnish & Install SCADA System 104 days Mon 1/1/24 Thu 5/23/24

97 Survey & Mapping of District Facilities 261 days Mon 1/2/23 Sun 12/31/23

98 Project Completion 6 days Fri 5/24/24 Fri 5/31/24

Concrete Foundations at Well #20

Concrete Foundations at Well #21

Concrete Foundations at Well #22

Concrete Foundations at Well #23

Install Pump & Motor at Well #20

Install Pump & Motor at Well #21

Install Pump & Motor at Well #22

Install Pump & Motor at Well #23

Install HPT at Well #20

Install HPT at Well #21

Install HPT at Well #22

Install HPT at Well #23

Install Discharge Piping at Well #20

Install Discharge Piping at Well #21

Install Discharge Piping at Well #22

Install Discharge Piping at Well #23

Install Chlorination & Building at Well #20

Install Chlorination & Building at Well #21

Install Chlorination & Building at Well #22

Install Chlorination & Building at Well #23

Install Emergency Generator at Well #20

Install Emergency Generator at Well #21

Install Emergency Generator at Well #22

Install Emergency Generator at Well #23

Install Electrical & Controls at Well #20

Install Electrical & Controls at Well #21

Install Electrical & Controls at Well #22

Install Electrical & Controls at Well #23

Install Site Ground Cover at Well #20

Install Site Ground Cover at Well #21

Install Site Ground Cover at Well #22

Install Site Ground Cover at Well #23

Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #20

Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #21

Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #22

Complete Miscellaneous Items at Well #23

2/29

PG&E Power & Meter Set

Start-up & Testing at Well #20

Start-up & Testing at Well #21

Start-up & Testing at Well #22

Start-up & Testing at Well #23

Site Painting at Well #20

Site Painting at Well #21

Site Painting at Well #22

Site Painting at Well #23

Furnish & Install SCADA System

Survey & Mapping of District Facilities

5/31
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APPENDIX F 
Supplemental Information Form 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Financial Assistance 

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FORM 
CONSOLIDATION PROJECTS 

Excluding the applicant. one supplemental information form must be filled out for each 
public water system (PWS) involved in the consolidation project. The following information 
must be returned with the completed DWSRF application. Please refer to the Guidelines for 
Consolidation Projects for additional information on the roles and responsibilities of each PWS. 

PWS Information: 

PWS Name: 

PWS Number: 

Physical Address: 

Mailing Address: 

Primary Contact Information: 

Contact Name: 

Phone Number: 

Email Address: 

This PWS is involved in the consolidation project as a: 

~ Restructured water system (will remain a PWS after the consolidation) 

0 Consolidating water system (will cease to operate as a PWS) 

Problem Description 

Attach documentation of problem (e.g., water quality testing results from a certified lab). 

This PWS is classified as a: 

181 Community Water System 

D Non-transient, Non-community Water System 

0 Transient, Non-community Water System 

0 Not currently classified as a water system 

State Water Resources Control Board 1212014 



Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 12 
Guidance for Consolidation Projects 

This PWS has the following ownership type(s) (check all that apply): 

~ Public 

D Municipality 

D County Agency 

~ Special District 

D State Agency 

D Irrigation District 

D Private 

D Corporation (includes Nonprofit Mutual 
Water Company) 

(Federal Tax ID No. _____ ___J 

D Partnership 

D Limited Partnership 

D General Partnership 

D Limited Liability Company 

D Revocable Family Trust 

D Sole Proprietorship 

D Other (please describe): __________________ _ 

Applicant is in contact with this PWS regarding the consolidation project. 

~ Yes D No 

Applicant has contacted the Division to inform them of this PWS's participation in the 
consolidation project. 

~ Yes D No 

If this is a planning project, the following must be attached to this information form: 

D Documentation showing the PWS's commitment to the consolidation planning 
project, and authorization for Applicant to act on behalf of the PWS with respect to 
the planning project 

D Documentation supporting the PWS's ownership type identified above 

D A map delineating the PWS's service area boundaries and its physical proximity to the 
service areas of Applicant and other PWS's participating in this project 

D For a publicly owned water system, please submit its three most recent years of audited 
financial statements. For a privately owned water system, please submit its last three years 
of federal income tax returns (all schedules). For either, please submit debt documents of 
the system. 

If this is a construction project, the following must be attached to this information form 

D Documentation showing the PWS's commitment to the consolidation construction 
project and authorization for Applicant to act on behalf of the PWS with respect to the 
project 

State Water Resources Control Board 
08/25/2014 

Page 2 of 3 



Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 13 
Guidance for Consolidation Projects 

D Draft Consolidation and Water Service Agreement(s) identifying the terms of consolidation 
and water service 

D Documentation supporting the PWS's ownership type identified above 

D For a publicly owned water system, please submit its three most recent years of audited 
financial statements. For a privately owned water system, please submit its last three years 
of federal income tax returns (all schedules). For either, please submit debt documents of 
the system. 

D A map delineating the PWS's service area boundaries and its physical proximity to the 
service areas of Applicant and other PWSs participating in this project 

CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that I am the Applicant's authorized representative and that the information 
provided on this Supplemental Information Form is accurate to the best of my knowledge. 

l/-2&J-1'1 
Date 

State Water Resources Control Board 
08/25/2014 

Authorized Representative's Signature 

/4r~~ M S/4.~s-
Authorized Representative's Name 

"J),sh-,d £/?'J,h .c~ 

Authorized Representative's Title 

Page 3 of 3 
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APPENDIX G 
Permit List 
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PROJECT PERMITS 

 
 
1. Well Drilling Permits 

 
2. Well Abandonment Permits 

 
3. County Encroachment Permit 
 
4. Air Quality Pollution Control District Dust Control Permit 
 
5. Air Quality Pollution Control District Authority to Construct & Operate Permits for  

Generators 
 
6. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
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Water Supply Improvement Project  INITIAL STUDY 
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AIR QUALITY and GHG IMPACT ANALYSES 
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SETTING AND METEOROLOGY  
 

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) includes San Joaquin County, Stanislaus County, Madera 

County, Fresno County, Kings County, Tulare County, and a portion of Kern County. Lamont is 

at the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) in South 

Kern County and is located 9 miles south-southeast of downtown Bakersfield. Lamont is a small, 

rural community. The community is located at the base of the Tehachapi Mountain range. The 

mountains surrounding the SJVAB restrict air movement through and out of the basin, and as a 

result, impede the dispersion of pollutants from the basin. 

 

Lamont is primarily an agricultural community. In addition to being itself a farm community it is 

surrounded on all sides by agricultural lands where operational pesticide use greatly impacts the 

city’s air quality. Lamont is also directly downwind from one of the largest oil and gas refineries 

in Kern County. These factors contribute to the City of Lamont and its residents, experiencing 

some of the worst PM-2.5 levels in the nation. There is no government agency-sponsored monitor 

in Lamont for PM-2.5. The closest PM-2.5 monitor is in southwest Bakersfield. 

 

Away from the cooling effects of the Pacific Ocean, the climate of Kern County can be 

characterized as hot in summer and cold in winter, compared with the coastal basins where the 

climate is moderated by the adjacent ocean. The SVJAB has an “inland Mediterranean” climate 

averaging over 260 sunny days per year. The valley floor is characterized by hot summers and 

mild humid winters. Summer high temperatures often exceed 100°F while the average daily low 

temperature in the winter is 45°F. Temperatures below freezing are rare. Summer winds in the 

SJVAB usually originate at the north end of the San Joaquin Valley and flow in a south-

southeasterly direction while winter winds originate from the south and flow in a north-

northwesterly direction. Winds in the winter months tend to be variable and light; often less than 

10 mph. Precipitation in the San Joaquin Valley is strongly influenced by the position of the semi-

permanent subtropical high-pressure zone located off the Pacific Coast. Most precipitation occurs 

in the winter months, with some occurring in late summer and fall. Average annual rainfall for the 

entire San Joaquin Valley is 9.25 inches on the valley floor. 

 

ASSEMBLY BILL 617 
 

Assembly Bill 617 (AB 617) was signed into law in 2017 by then-Gov. Jerry Brown and was 

meant to involve community members in developing new, innovative actions that go beyond 

existing state and regional regulations and programs to reduce air pollution in disproportionately 

burdened communities. AB 617 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and air 

districts to develop and implement additional emissions reporting, monitoring, reduction plans and 

measures in an effort to reduce air pollution exposure in identified communities. The program also 

calls for a committee of local community members to be assembled to come up with ways to 

reduce the identified pollution using grant funding provided by the state. The committee is to be 

comprised of residents, business owners, environmental justice advocates, local government 

officials and air regulators.   

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bakersfield,_California
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Since 20 of the 30 most disadvantaged communities in California are in the San Joaquin Valley, 

this process is expected to bring additional clean air resources and strategies to many Valley 

communities. 

 

Lamont and nearby Arvin were recently identified as being located in a geographic area that is "a 

trap for air pollution." An environmental analysis found that Arvin and Lamont have a higher 

pollution burden than 95 percent of the state's 8,000 census tracts. 

 

The sources of pollution are both regional and local. Pollution from larger cities like Bakersfield 

and Fresno and even as far away as Sacramento are known to contribute to sink down through the 

valley and collect in Arvin and Lamont. But the communities also have 38 stationary sources of 

emissions that contribute to pollution, including pesticides, agriculture operations and oil and gas 

activity. The AB 617 program will hopefully bring more resources to the Valley Air District’s 

longstanding efforts to develop and implement regulatory and incentive-based clean air strategies 

throughout the San Joaquin Valley. 
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AIR QUALITY SETTING 
 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (AAQS) 
 

National AAQS were established in 1971 for six pollution species with states retaining the option 

to add other pollutants, require more stringent compliance, or to include different exposure periods.  

The initial attainment deadline of 1977 was extended several times in air quality problem areas 

like Southern California.  In 2003, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted a rule, 

which extended and established a new attainment deadline for ozone for the year 2021.  Because 

the State of California had established AAQS several years before the federal action and because 

of unique air quality problems introduced by the restrictive dispersion meteorology, there is 

considerable difference between state and national clean air standards.  Those standards currently 

in effect in California are shown in Table 1.  Sources and health effects of various pollutants are 

shown in Table 2. 

 

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 required that the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) review all national AAQS in light of currently known health effects.  

EPA was charged with modifying existing standards or promulgating new ones where appropriate.  

EPA subsequently developed standards for chronic ozone exposure (8+ hours per day) and for 

very small diameter particulate matter (called "PM-2.5").  New national AAQS were adopted in 

1997 for these pollutants. 

 

Planning and enforcement of the federal standards for PM-2.5 and for ozone (8-hour) were 

challenged by trucking and manufacturing organizations.  In a unanimous decision, the U.S. 

Supreme Court ruled that EPA did not require specific congressional authorization to adopt 

national clean air standards.  The Court also ruled that health-based standards did not require 

preparation of a cost-benefit analysis.  The Court did find, however, that there was some 

inconsistency between existing and "new" standards in their required attainment schedules.  Such 

attainment-planning schedule inconsistencies centered mainly on the 8-hour ozone standard.  EPA 

subsequently agreed to downgrade the attainment designation for a large number of communities 

to “non-attainment” for the 8-hour ozone standard.   

 

In response to continuing evidence that ozone exposure at levels just meeting federal clean air 

standards is demonstrably unhealthful, EPA had proposed a further strengthening of the 8-hour 

standard.  A new 8-hour ozone standard was adopted in 2015 after extensive analysis and public 

input. The adopted national 8-hour ozone standard is 0.07 ppm which matches the current 

California standard. It will require three years of ambient data collection, then 2 years of non-

attainment findings and planning protocol adoption, then several years of plan development and 

approval.  Final air quality plans for the new standard are likely to be adopted around 2022.   
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Table 1 

 
 

  

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Averaging Callfornla Standards 1 Natlonal Standards 2 

Pollutant 
Time Concentration 3 Method 1 Primary 3.> Secondary "·" Method ' 

I Hour 0.09 ppm (ISO µg,;,,·' ) -
Ozone(03)' 

U"raviole-t Same es Ul tre•.1i~ e f 

8 Hour 0.070 pprn t:137 1,1g:'nr°') 
Pho;ometry 

0.070 wn (137 µg:nr') 
Primar/ Standard Photometry 

Respirable 24 Hour 50 µgfrn1 150 ~IQ•'rll1 
lnenial Se~ration 

Particulate 
Gra·~irnetric or Sanie .:.s and ·~ra\•im.e1ric 

Matter (PM1 0)
9 Annu.JI 

20 1Jgrrn3 
B.:ta Attenu~fon Primar1 Standard Analysi:s, 

Arithmetic M: ,m -
Fine 

24 Hour 35 ~91m> 
S .::inie ,:.s - - Primar1 Standard Inertial Separation Particulate 

Matter 
and Gravimeiric 

Annual 
12 ~9fm' 

Grtwirneb·ic; or 
12.0 µgiml 15 µg/m·' ,4.nal)'Si:S. 

(PM2.5)9 Arithn1et ic M~an S;ta Att~nuafon 

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg:m'); J S ppin (40 1nglm')) -
Carbon Non-Oisj)@f'SiV& No-r-.Ois~ rsiv• 

Monoxide 8 Hour ~.o ~ m (10 mgl in' ) Infrared Photon-.;tty 9 ppm (1 O ,r,;ifm' ) - lnfoued PhotomE1:r1' 
(CO) (NDIR; (NDIR) 

8 Hour 
{Lske- Tsho-e.) 0 ppm (7 rrg/m-..) - -

Nitrogen ·1 Hour 0.18 ppm (S$9 µgim' i 100 pp!> (1 e-3 ~g:m ' ) -
Dio xide Gas Pl\ :1s.e Gas P'oase 

(N0 z)'0 AnOIJi.I 
o.030 pr,11 (57 µg,in.' l 

Chemi'umil• s,ce,nc& 
o.os3 wn i100 µg:n,·11 Same S.i' Ch&ni luminescenoe 

Arithn1etic Mean Primary Standard 

1 Hour o.25 ppm (655 µg,in.' J 75 ppb (196 l1Qitn1) -
0.5 ~1"11 Uitrtrvi olet 

3 Hour - - Flouresc:nc:; Sulfur Dioxide UI1rsviole-: (I30G~g.'m' J 
(SOt)'

1 FtuQ-l'noenoe 0.14 ppm 
~i:edrophotometry 

24 Hour o.04 ppm (105 µg,in.' J - {Pararosaniline 
(fer ce;rtaL1 area.st Method\ 

An nual - 0.030 ppm -Arithmetic Mean (fer cem:iL1 area.sf 

30 03f A-,1ar~;,a 1.5 1,,1gkn:" - -

Lead12·' ; C::i~ nd ar Ouarter 
1.5 µg/m·i High Vo lume 

- Atcmi~ .A.bi orption (fer ce,m:iL1 areas)1~ 
t-.ampler a.nd Atomic 

Same ss Absorp1ion 
Rolling ~ Month Primar/ Standard 

A,•ar~ga - 0.15 µg r'm' 

Vis ibility Be~a Attenuation arKI 
Reducing 8 Hour See footnote ·14 Transmitte.nc• No 
Particles 14 through Filt,e;r Ta~ 

Sulfates 2' Hour 251-1grm' lcn Chron1.::togr.::phy 
Nation a l 

Hydrogen 
1 Hour 0.03 PP•• (42 µglm' ) 

U11raviole; 
Sulfide Ftuoresc:ence Standards 
Viny l 

2' Hour 0.01 ppm (26 1->3/m 1; 
Gas 

Cll lorlde1
~ Chrorn:,togr~phy 

See footnotes on next page .. . 

.1-ti l' mot•e iulb1·w :11iuu J>le:t'it' l':dl ~\.KH-.f10 :~( (!>16) 322-2.990 C :dil'or n in Air Re-su1u-.:es llo11n l (514/16) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

 
 

  

1. c:::..lifomia stan,fard:. for l'l7on-:. ca.rb(in nlonoxid~ (accpt S-hour I .ake rahl~ }, su lfilr d ioxide (1 and 2·1 honr), nitrogen d ioxi,k, and 
pank ul:tli.: lllillh.:r (1-'(Vl 10. l'M2 . .5. aml visibility rc1h1ci11g partid .. •s ). ~m.: vah1t::. lhal mi.: 1101 IO he ..:xcccd...:d . /\II olhL'TS ;m.: 11ot h> h...: 
cc111.ah:1l m i.:X~'i.:\)(kd. ( :tli fomia mnhicnl air q11.alily slandan l.,; an; Uistccl in lhi.: T:i.hk nl' S1:1111l:ml-; iu S~t·liun i 0200 l) f Ti1k 1 i of the 
California Code of Reg1~atioJ1S. 

2. National smndards (other tban ozone. particulate n,,ner, and clto,e ba5ed e>n annual aritluuetic mean) are. nN ,e> be exceeded more tbau 
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Table 2 

Health Effects of Major Criteria Pollutants 

 

Pollutants Sources Primary Effects 

Carbon Monoxide 

(CO) 
• Incomplete combustion of fuels and other 

carbon-containing substances, such as motor 

exhaust. 

• Natural events, such as decomposition of 

organic matter. 

• Reduced tolerance for exercise. 

• Impairment of mental function. 

• Impairment of fetal development. 

• Death at high levels of exposure. 

• Aggravation of some heart diseases (angina). 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

(NO2) 
• Motor vehicle exhaust. 

• High temperature stationary combustion. 

• Atmospheric reactions. 

• Aggravation of respiratory illness. 

• Reduced visibility. 

• Reduced plant growth. 

• Formation of acid rain. 

Ozone 

(O3) 
• Atmospheric reaction of organic gases with 

nitrogen oxides in sunlight. 

• Aggravation of respiratory and 

cardiovascular diseases. 

• Irritation of eyes. 

• Impairment of cardiopulmonary function. 

• Plant leaf injury. 

Lead (Pb) • Contaminated soil. • Impairment of blood function and nerve 

construction. 

• Behavioral and hearing problems in children. 

Respirable Particulate 

Matter 

(PM-10) 

• Stationary combustion of solid fuels. 

• Construction activities. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Atmospheric chemical reactions. 

• Reduced lung function. 

• Aggravation of the effects of gaseous 

pollutants. 

• Aggravation of respiratory and cardio 

respiratory diseases. 

• Increased cough and chest discomfort. 

• Soiling. 

• Reduced visibility. 

Fine Particulate Matter 

(PM-2.5) 
• Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, 

equipment, and industrial sources. 

• Residential and agricultural burning. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Also, formed from photochemical reactions 

of other pollutants, including NOx, sulfur 

oxides, and organics. 

• Increases respiratory disease. 

• Lung damage. 

• Cancer and premature death. 

• Reduces visibility and results in surface 

soiling. 

Sulfur Dioxide 

(SO2) 
• Combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. 

• Smelting of sulfur-bearing metal ores. 

• Industrial processes. 

• Aggravation of respiratory diseases (asthma, 

emphysema). 

• Reduced lung function. 

• Irritation of eyes. 

• Reduced visibility. 

• Plant injury. 

• Deterioration of metals, textiles, leather, 

finishes, coatings, etc. 

 
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2002. 
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BASELINE AIR MONITORING 
 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) operates a regional monitoring 

network that measures the ambient concentration of criteria pollutants.  Only ozone has a 

monitoring station near Lamont (in Arvin at 19405 Buena Vista Boulevard). Currently, particulate 

data is only available in Bakersfield. Table 3 summarizes the monitoring history from the 

Bakersfield and Arvin monitoring stations for the last three years. From these data one can infer 

that baseline air quality levels for particulates near the project site are occasionally unhealthful.  

As part of AB 617 a more local particulate monitoring station for Lamont and Arvin will be 

installed which will more accurately provide local particulate data. 
 

a. Photochemical smog (ozone) levels occasionally exceed standards.  The 8-hour state ozone 

standard has been exceeded an average of 16 percent of all days in the past three years near 

the project site and the 8-hour federal was violated 8 percent during the same period. The 

1-hour state standard has been violated less than 4 percent of all days in the last three years.   

 

b. Respirable dust (PM-10) levels frequently exceed the state standard. Of all measurement 

days, on average 17 days have have shown exceedances of the state standard, the less 

stringent federal PM-10 standard was only violated once for the same time period.  The 17 

measurement days correlate to 108 estimated days for 2019.  

 

c. The federal ultra-fine particulate (PM-2.5) standard of 35 g/m3 is also occasionally 

exceeded in Bakersfield.  From available data 10 days in 2019 and 51 days in 2020 have 

exceeded the 35 g/m3 standard..   

 

Plans are in place to focus on particulates which would provide an improvement trend within the 

reasonably near future. 
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Table 3 

Air Quality Monitoring Summary (2018-2020) 

(Measured Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded)  

 

Pollutant/Standard 2018 2019 2020 

Ozone    

1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 15 3 22 

8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 65 37 70 

8- Hour > 0.075 ppm (F) 34 14 38 

Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.113 0.108 0.133 

Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.100 0.086 0.104 

Nitrogen Dioxide     

1-Hour > 0.18 ppm (S) 0 0 0 

Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.057 0.064 0.065 

Respirable Particulates (PM-10)     

24-Hour > 50 g/m3 (S) measured 13 17 18 

24-Hour > 150 g/m3 (F) measured 0 0 1 

Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (g/m3) 136. 116. 193. 

Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)     

24-Hour > 35 g/m3  (F) measured 9 3 17 

Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (g/m3) 100.9 83.7 158.6 

 

S=State Standard 

F=Federal Standard 

Ozone: Arvin-Di Giorgio at 19405 Buena Vista Blvd 

Nitrogen Dioxide: Bakersfield Municipal Airport 

PM-10: Bakersfield-5558 California Avenue 

PM-2.5: Bakersfield-410 E Planz Road 
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AIR QUALITY PLANNING 
 

Fugitive dust emissions generated by construction activities are regulated by the SJVAPCD. 

Construction activities must comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations, including 

SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII. Regulation VIII consists of several individual rules that require 

implementation of best available mitigation measures to limit construction dust emissions.  

 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has been determined by ARB and EPA to be in attainment of 

federal PM-10 standards. Regulation VIII has been accepted by ARB and EPA to maintain 

attainment of PM-10 standards in the Air Basin. In developing the 2007 Maintenance Plan, the 

SJVAPCD evaluated the potential PM-10 emissions that could occur under all sources within the 

Air Basin and developed rules and procedures to reduce future emissions sufficiently to maintain 

the existing attainment status. The basin is non-attainment for PM-2.5 and ozone. The full 

attainment status is shown in Table 4. 

 

 
 

Table 4 

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Attainment Status1 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 

Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone – 1 Hour Nonattainment/Extreme Nonattainment/Severe 

Ozone – 8 Hour Nonattainment/Extreme Nonattainment 

PM-10* Attainment Nonattainment 

PM 2.5  Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Lead Particulates No Designation Attainment 
*On September 25, 2008, EPA redesignated the San Joaquin Valley to attainment for the PM10 National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) and approved the PM10 Maintenance Plan. 

 

 

  

 
1 https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm 

 

https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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AIR QUALITY IMPACT 
 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Air quality impacts are considered “significant” if they cause clean air standards to be violated 

where they are currently met, or if they “substantially” contribute to an existing violation of 

standards.  Any substantial emissions of air contaminants for which there is no safe exposure, or 

nuisance emissions such as dust or odors, would also be considered a significant impact. 

 

Appendix G of the California CEQA Guidelines offers the following four tests of air quality impact 

significance.  A project would have a potentially significant impact if it: 

 

a. Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

 

b. Results in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard. 

 

c. Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

 

d. Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District developed a CEQA Implementation 

Document that assigns an emissions level that it recommends should be considered as creating a 

potentially significant air quality impact. Construction projects are considered to have an air 

quality impact if they cause the following annual emissions to be exceeded (tons/year): 

 

   CO  - 100 

   NOx  -    10 

   ROG  -    10 

   SOx  -    27 

   PM-10 -      15 

   PM-2.5 -    15 

 

The project is not expected to generate any operational air quality emissions.  

 

Significance could also derive from emissions of odors or hazardous air pollutants. There are no 

odors associated with the drilling of wells and installation of the associated conveyance systems. 
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FEDERAL THRESHOLDS 
 

NEPA guidelines do not encourage designation of impacts as (in)significant.  However, Section 

176(c) of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 prohibits federal participation in projects that 

would impede implementation of the state implementation plan (SIP) for federal non-attainment 

pollutants.  “Participation” includes project funding as well as granting any federal permits.  If the 

project-related emissions from construction and operations are less than specified “de minimis” 

levels, no further SIP consistency demonstration is required. Based upon the current attainment 

status shown in Table 4 the following emissions levels are presumed evidence of SIP conformity:2 

 

   Ozone VOX or NOx  10 tons/year 

   Carbon Monoxide  100 tons/year 

   PM-10    100 tons/year 

PM-2.5    70 tons/year 

   NOx    100 tons/year 

 

These de minimis thresholds are less stringent than the SJVAPCD CEQA thresholds.  If project 

air quality impacts in the basin are less-than-significant under CEQA, they are automatically in 

conformance under NEPA. 

 

 
  

 
2 https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de-minimis-tables 

 

https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de-minimis-tables
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AIR QUALITY IMPACT 
  

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY IMPACTS 
 

CalEEMod was developed by the SCAQMD to provide a model by which to calculate both 

construction emissions and operational emissions from a variety of land use projects.  It calculates 

both the daily maximum and annual average emissions for criteria pollutants as well as total or 

annual greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

 

The proposed project consists of four replacement wells at different locations. The project also 

includes extension of new water lines and demolition of the existing wells and installation of new 

water meters. The primary composition of the proposed project is as follows: 

 

Well 13 Replacement Site: An approximate 1.6-acre site  

Well 11 Replacement Site: An approximate 1.0-acre site 

Well 5 Replacement Site:  An approximate 0.27-acre site 

Fourth Potential Well Site:  An approximate 1.0-acre site 

 

LPUD will drill the test wells using a casing hammer drill at each location and will be drilled to 

an approximate depth of 900 feet. Once drilled, each well will be equipped with vertical turbine 

pumps, motors, discharge piping, electrical and controls, and connections installed to the existing 

distribution system.   

  

In conjunction with replacement of the wells the following actions will be completed: properly 

abandon EAPOA Wells 1 and 2; demolish the existing EAPOA 25,000- and 44,000-gallon water 

storage tanks (steel storage tanks); demolish and remove existing booster pump stations at Well 1 

and 2; and install water meters at the existing 81 water connections. 

 

It is assumed that a working crew of 4 persons will conduct well drilling at each well location.  

The test wells should be completed within 30 working days.  Depending on the well viability, a 

production well drilling rig will then be brought onto the property and will be drilled.  This will 

require about 40 working days of continuous drilling to complete.  Once a production well has 

been completed, the well will be equipped and the pipeline connecting to the LPUD water 

distribution system will be installed. 

 

A new 10-inch (10”) water transmission line is proposed to be installed along Di Giorgio Road 

which will require excavation and installation of approximately 11,000 feet of pipeline. Assuming 

200 feet of line installation per day for a single pipeline installation crew the 11,000 feet of 10” 

pipeline installation will require about 55 working days. 

 

At the intersection of Di Giorgio Road and Alderwood Street an 8” diameter water distribution 

line will connect into the 10” transmission line and a new looped distribution line will be installed 

within the residential area.  This new water line will be approximately 20,000 feet in length. The 

pipeline crew will each require about six employees to complete about 200 feet of pipeline 
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installation per day.  This is estimated to require an estimated 100 working days to complete 

installation. 

 

Estimated construction emissions were modeled using CalEEMod2016.3.2 to identify maximum 

emissions for each pollutant during project construction.  

 
CalEEMod Construction Activity Equipment Fleet and Workdays 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For drilling, some equipment would operate 24 hours a day and was modeled accordingly. 

Although installation of the water meters at the existing 81 water connections is part of this project 

it is assumed this activity will be accomplished with hand tools and therefore was not included. 

 

Utilizing this indicated equipment fleet and durations the following annual construction emissions 

are calculated by CalEEMod and are listed below. 

 

 

Construction Activity Emissions  

Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year) 

Maximal Construction Emissions ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 

Construction 2022 0.14 1.26 1.28 <0.01 0.29 0.18 

Construction 2023 0.07 0.53 0.67 <0.01 0.05 0.03 

NEPA Threshold 10 100 100 100 100 70 

JQVAPCD Regional Emissions Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Source: CalEEMod output in appendix 

 

Annual construction activity emissions are estimated be below CEQA and NEPA thresholds 

without the need for added mitigation. There are no standards for daily emissions. 

 

Demo or Abandon Existing Wells 

(2 months) 

 

1 Concrete Saw 

1 Dozer 

2 Loader/Backhoes 

Test Wells Drilling 

(30 days) 

1Drill Rig 

1 Pump 

Production Well Drilling and Casing  

(40 days) 

 

1Drill Rig 

1 Pump 

1 Loader/Backhoe 

Equipping Production Wells 

(20 weeks) 

 

1 Crane 

1 Welder 

1 Loader/Backhoe 

1 Generator Set 

1 Forklift 

Trench and Install Pipeline 

(8 months) 

1 Concrete Saw 

1 Trencher 

1 Forklift 

1 Loader/Backhoe 

I I I 

I I I 

I I 
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Emissions will be well below significance thresholds.  Locally, the mobile nature of these sources, 

the minimal surrounding receptor density and the regional spread of emissions from off-site 

construction vehicles would minimize the exposure to any individual receiver of any project-

related construction emissions.  These emissions, therefore have a less than significant individual 

impact, but would be added cumulatively to a large volume of non-project mobile source emissions 

within the Kern County area. 

 
OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 
 

A water storage and distribution project will not have any associated operational impacts. The 

project will not generate any additional trips over existing conditions although electrical 

consumption for pumping may be minutely increased.  Electrical consumption has no single 

uniquely related air pollution emissions source because power is supplied to and drawn from a 

regional grid.  Electrical power is generated regionally by a combination of non-combustion 

(nuclear, hydroelectric, solar, wind, geothermal, etc.) and fossil fuel combustion sources. There is 

no direct nexus between consumption and the type of power source or the air basin where the 

source is located. Operational air pollution emissions from electrical generation are therefore not 

attributable on a project-specific basis. 

 
 

ODOR 
 

Project operations (storage and conveyance) are essentially a closed system with negligible odor 

potential. 
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CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS MINIMIZATION 
 

Construction activities are not anticipated to cause emissions to exceed CEQA or NEPA 

thresholds. Nevertheless, emissions minimization through enhanced dust control measures is 

required to comply with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII related to dust control.  

 

Regulation VIII Control Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10  

 

• All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for 

construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, 

chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative 

ground cover.  

• All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized 

of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.  

• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut & fill, and 

demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing 

application of water or by presoaking.  

• With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfaces of the 

building shall be wetted during demolition.  

• When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively wetted 

to limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of 

the container shall be maintained.  

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from 

adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is 

expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit 

the visible dust emissions.) (Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.)  

• Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of 

outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions 

utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.  

• Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more 

feet from the site and at the end of each workday.  

• An owner/operator of any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day, or 20 or more vehicle 

trips per day by vehicles with three or more axles shall implement measures to prevent 

carryout and trackout.  
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Recommended Enhanced Additional Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10  

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off all trucks and equipment leaving 

the site.  

• Install wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas.  

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph.  

• Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one time.  

 

Recommended for Heavy Duty Equipment (scrapers, graders, trenchers, earth movers, etc.)  

• Use alternative fueled or catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment.  

• Minimize idling time (e.g., 5 minutes maximum). 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment in 

use. 

• Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents (provided they are not 

run via a portable generator set).  

• Curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentrations; this may 

include ceasing of construction activity during the peak-hour of vehicular traffic on 

adjacent roadways. 

• Implement activity management (e.g. rescheduling activities to reduce short-term impacts).  
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

“Greenhouse gases” (so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the earth) 

emitted by human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as 

“global warming.” These greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the temperature of the 

earth’s atmosphere by transparency to short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to 

outgoing terrestrial long wavelength heat radiation in some parts of the infrared spectrum. The 

principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water 

vapor.  For purposes of planning and regulation, Section 15364.5 of the California Code of 

Regulations defines GHGs to include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, 

perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride.  Fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-

road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of GHG 

emissions, accounting for approximately half of GHG emissions globally.  Industrial and 

commercial sources are the second largest contributors of GHG emissions with about one-fourth 

of total emissions.  

 

California has passed several bills and the Governor has signed at least three executive orders 

regarding greenhouse gases.  GHG statues and executive orders (EO) include AB 32, SB 1368, 

EO S-03-05, EO S-20-06 and EO S-01-07. 

 

AB 32 is one of the most significant pieces of environmental legislation that California has 

adopted.  Among other things, it is designed to maintain California’s reputation as a “national and 

international leader on energy conservation and environmental stewardship.”  It will have wide-

ranging effects on California businesses and lifestyles as well as far reaching effects on other states 

and countries.  A unique aspect of AB 32, beyond its broad and wide-ranging mandatory provisions 

and dramatic GHG reductions are the short time frames within which it must be implemented.  

Major components of the AB 32 include: 

 

• Requires the monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions beginning with sources or 

categories of sources that contribute the most to statewide emissions. 

• Requires immediate “early action” control programs on the most readily controlled GHG 

sources. 

• Mandates that by 2020, California’s GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels. 

• Forces an overall reduction of GHG gases in California by 25-40%, from business as usual 

practices by 2020. 

• Dictates that any local initiatives must complement efforts to achieve and maintain federal 

and state ambient air quality standards and to reduce toxic air contaminants. 

 

Statewide, the framework for developing the implementing regulations for AB 32 is under way.  

Maximum GHG reductions are expected to derive from increased vehicle fuel efficiency, from 

greater use of renewable energy and from increased structural energy efficiency. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 
 

In response to the requirements of SB97, the State Resources Agency developed guidelines for the 

treatment of GHG emissions under CEQA.  These new guidelines became state laws as part of 

Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations in March, 2010.  The CEQA Appendix G guidelines 

were modified to include GHG as a required analysis element.  A project would have a potentially 

significant impact if it: 

 

• Generates GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment, or, 

 

• Conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted to reduce GHG emissions. 

 

Section 15064.4 of the Code specifies how significance of GHG emissions is to be evaluated3.  

The process is broken down into quantification of project-related GHG emissions, making a 

determination of significance, and specification of any appropriate mitigation if impacts are found 

to be potentially significant.  At each of these steps, the new GHG guidelines afford the lead agency 

with substantial flexibility. 

 

Emissions identification may be quantitative, qualitative, or based on performance standards.  

CEQA guidelines allow the lead agency to “select the model or methodology it considers most 

appropriate”. The most common practice for transportation/combustion GHG emissions 

quantification is to use a computer model such as CalEEMod, as was used in the ensuing analysis. 

 

In the Final Staff Report Addressing GHG Emissions Impacts under CEQA, the SJVAPCD notes 

that ARB staff derived a proposed hybrid threshold consisting of a quantitative threshold of 7,000 

metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year (MTCO2E/year) for operational emissions (excluding 

transportation), and performance standards for construction and transportation emissions (CARB).  

 

ARB concludes in its draft proposal that the 7,000 MTCO2e/year benchmark can be used to 

effectively mitigate industrial projects with significant GHG emissions. To date, ARB has not 

finalized its draft proposed threshold, nor has ARB scheduled additional workshops to seek public 

input on establishing a significance threshold for assessing significance of project specific GHG 

emission impacts on global climate change. However, in the absence of any other guidance, this 

7,000 MT per year recommendation has been used as a guideline for this analysis. 

 

 

  

  

  

 
3 https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/1c/1c6e4716-42eb-4a2d-ac42-1353a6283a47.pdf 

 

https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/1c/1c6e4716-42eb-4a2d-ac42-1353a6283a47.pdf
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PROJECT RELATED GHG EMISSIONS GENERATION 
 
Construction Activity GHG Emissions 
 

During project construction, the CalEEMod2016.3.2 computer model predicts that the 

construction activities will generate 252.8 MT CO2e emissions in 2022 and 96.7 MT CO2e in 2023. 

This is less than the adopted threshold for use by this project. GHG impacts from construction are 

considered less-than-significant. 

 
 

CONSISTENCY WITH EXISTING AIR QUALITY PLANS 
 
In December 2009 the SJVAPCD issued a final staff report addressing greenhouse gas 

emissions under CEQA. That only language directly related to this project states that the lead 

agency should identify GHG emissions based on available information to calculate, model or 

estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions. 

 

With regard to consistency with existing air quality plans, it was determined that because the 

proposed project would not generate population, residences, or substantial employment, it 

would neither conflict with nor interfere with the County’s adopted growth forecast. 

Furthermore, as shown in this report, the proposed project’s contribution to regional air 

emissions in the San Joaquin Valley would be very small and are only one time construction 

emissions. When compliance with applicable rules, such as the SJVAPCD’s required 

emissions controls is considered, the proposed project’s regional contribution to cumulative 

air quality impacts would be almost negligible.    
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CALEEMOD2016.3.2  COMPUTER MODEL OUTPUT 
 

 

• ANNUAL EMISSIONS 

 

 



Project Characteristics - Lamont

Land Use - wells and distribution lines

Construction Phase - Demo and Abandon: 2 months, Test Well: 30 days, Production Well: 40 days, Equip Well: 20 weeks, Pipeline: 8 months

Off-road Equipment - Demo Existing Wells: 1 concret saw, 1 dozer, 2 loader/backhoes

Off-road Equipment - Test Well: 1 drill rig, 1 pump

Off-road Equipment - Production Wells: drill rig, pump, loader/backhoe

Off-road Equipment - Equip: 1 crane, 1 forklift, 1 gen set, 1 loader/backhoe, 1 welder

Off-road Equipment - Pipeline: 1 concrete saw, 1 trencher, 1 forklift, 1 loader/backhoe

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

User Defined Industrial 1.00 User Defined Unit 4.00 0.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

3

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.7 32

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2023Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Lamont Public Utilities District New Wells
Kern-San Joaquin County, Annual
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 40.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 40.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 30.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 100.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/28/2022 3/28/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/17/2022 7/14/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/28/2023 8/11/2023

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/8/2022 5/20/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/3/2023 1/1/2023

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 20.00 4.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Bore/Drill Rigs

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Concrete/Industrial Saws

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Trenchers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Forklifts

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Bore/Drill Rigs

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Pumps

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 0.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Test Wells

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Pipeline Install

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Pipeline Install

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Pipeline Install

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Pipeline Install

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Production Wells

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Production Wells

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Demo and Well Abandonment

tblOffRoadEquipment PhaseName Test Wells

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 4.00

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 9/20/2021 11:24 AMPage 3 of 29
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROGNOxCOSO2Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2NBio- CO2Total CO2CH4N2OCO2e

Yeartons/yrMT/yr

20220.14141.25701.28472.9000e-
003

0.23120.05900.29020.11970.05640.17610.0000251.4339251.43390.05400.0000252.7827

20230.06600.53390.66801.1000e-
003

0.02010.03090.05105.3200e-
003

0.02910.03440.000096.310596.31050.01740.000096.7444

Maximum0.14141.25701.28472.9000e-
003

0.23120.05900.29020.11970.05640.17610.0000251.4339251.43390.05400.0000252.7827

Unmitigated Construction

ROGNOxCOSO2Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2NBio- CO2Total CO2CH4N2OCO2e

Yeartons/yrMT/yr

20220.14140.78521.28472.9000e-
003

0.10970.05900.16880.05540.05640.11180.0000251.4336251.43360.05400.0000252.7824

20230.06600.33990.66801.1000e-
003

0.02010.03090.05105.3200e-
003

0.02910.03440.000096.310496.31040.01740.000096.7443

Maximum0.14140.78521.28472.9000e-
003

0.10970.05900.16880.05540.05640.11180.0000251.4336251.43360.05400.0000252.7824

Mitigated Construction

ROGNOxCOSO2Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2NBio-CO2Total CO2CH4N20CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.0037.180.000.0048.350.0035.6051.450.0030.560.000.000.000.000.000.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2Date: 9/20/2021 11:24 AM Page 4 of 29
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 2-1-2022 4-30-2022 0.4577 0.3451

2 5-1-2022 7-31-2022 0.4382 0.0790

3 8-1-2022 10-31-2022 0.3304 0.3304

4 11-1-2022 1-31-2023 0.2483 0.2215

5 2-1-2023 4-30-2023 0.2386 0.1616

6 5-1-2023 7-31-2023 0.2465 0.1669

7 8-1-2023 9-30-2023 0.0295 0.0200

Highest 0.4577 0.3451
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase NamePhase TypeStart DateEnd DateNum Days 
Week

Num DaysPhase Description

1Demo and Well AbandonmentDemolition2/1/20223/28/2022540

2Test WellsGrading4/1/20225/12/2022530

3Production WellsGrading5/20/20227/14/2022540

4Well EquippingBuilding Construction8/1/202212/16/20225100

5Pipeline InstallTrenching1/1/20238/11/20235160

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2Date: 9/20/2021 11:24 AM Page 7 of 29
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Well Equipping Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29

Demo and Well Abandonment Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Test Wells Bore/Drill Rigs 1 24.00 221 0.50

Production Wells Pumps 1 24.00 84 0.74

Well Equipping Forklifts 1 8.00 89 0.20

Pipeline Install Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 6.00 81 0.73

Demo and Well Abandonment Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Pipeline Install Trenchers 1 6.00 78 0.50

Well Equipping Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Production Wells Bore/Drill Rigs 1 24.00 221 0.50

Production Wells Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Pipeline Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Pipeline Install Forklifts 1 6.00 89 0.20

Well Equipping Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37

Well Equipping Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Demo and Well Abandonment Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Test Wells Pumps 1 10.00 84 0.74

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Well Equipping 9 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Test Wells 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Demo and Well 
Abandonment

6 15.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Production Wells 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Pipeline Install 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demo and Well Abandonment - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0305 0.2989 0.2345 4.2000e-
004

0.0150 0.0150 0.0140 0.0140 0.0000 36.6898 36.6898 8.9800e-
003

0.0000 36.9142

Total 0.0305 0.2989 0.2345 4.2000e-
004

0.0150 0.0150 0.0140 0.0140 0.0000 36.6898 36.6898 8.9800e-
003

0.0000 36.9142

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area
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3.2 Demo and Well Abandonment - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Total 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0305 0.2989 0.2345 4.2000e-
004

0.0150 0.0150 0.0140 0.0140 0.0000 36.6897 36.6897 8.9700e-
003

0.0000 36.9141

Total 0.0305 0.2989 0.2345 4.2000e-
004

0.0150 0.0150 0.0140 0.0140 0.0000 36.6897 36.6897 8.9700e-
003

0.0000 36.9141

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demo and Well Abandonment - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Total 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Test Wells - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0983 0.0000 0.0983 0.0505 0.0000 0.0505 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0167 0.1577 0.1618 5.5000e-
004

6.1900e-
003

6.1900e-
003

5.9300e-
003

5.9300e-
003

0.0000 47.8922 47.8922 0.0126 0.0000 48.2073

Total 0.0167 0.1577 0.1618 5.5000e-
004

0.0983 6.1900e-
003

0.1045 0.0505 5.9300e-
003

0.0564 0.0000 47.8922 47.8922 0.0126 0.0000 48.2073

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Test Wells - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0400e-
003

6.9000e-
004

7.0300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8400e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.3814 2.3814 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3827

Total 1.0400e-
003

6.9000e-
004

7.0300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8400e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.3814 2.3814 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3827

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0442 0.0000 0.0442 0.0227 0.0000 0.0227 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0167 0.1618 5.5000e-
004

6.1900e-
003

6.1900e-
003

5.9300e-
003

5.9300e-
003

0.0000 47.8922 47.8922 0.0126 0.0000 48.2072

Total 0.0167 0.1618 5.5000e-
004

0.0442 6.1900e-
003

0.0504 0.0227 5.9300e-
003

0.0287 0.0000 47.8922 47.8922 0.0126 0.0000 48.2072

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Test Wells - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0400e-
003

6.9000e-
004

7.0300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8400e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.3814 2.3814 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3827

Total 1.0400e-
003

6.9000e-
004

7.0300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8400e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.3814 2.3814 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3827

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Production Wells - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1226 0.0000 0.1226 0.0664 0.0000 0.0664 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0379 0.3476 0.3911 1.0200e-
003

0.0155 0.0155 0.0150 0.0150 0.0000 89.1041 89.1041 0.0196 0.0000 89.5937

Total 0.0379 0.3476 0.3911 1.0200e-
003

0.1226 0.0155 0.1381 0.0664 0.0150 0.0814 0.0000 89.1041 89.1041 0.0196 0.0000 89.5937

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Production Wells - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Total 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0552 0.0000 0.0552 0.0299 0.0000 0.0299 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0379 0.0335 0.3911 1.0200e-
003

0.0155 0.0155 0.0150 0.0150 0.0000 89.1040 89.1040 0.0196 0.0000 89.5936

Total 0.0379 0.0335 0.3911 1.0200e-
003

0.0552 0.0155 0.0707 0.0299 0.0150 0.0449 0.0000 89.1040 89.1040 0.0196 0.0000 89.5936

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Production Wells - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Total 1.3800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.7600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 3.1752 3.1752 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.1769

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Well Equipping - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0526 0.4502 0.4715 8.1000e-
004

0.0223 0.0223 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 69.0160 69.0160 0.0126 0.0000 69.3312

Total 0.0526 0.4502 0.4715 8.1000e-
004

0.0223 0.0223 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 69.0160 69.0160 0.0126 0.0000 69.3312

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Well Equipping - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0526 0.4502 0.4715 8.1000e-
004

0.0223 0.0223 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 69.0159 69.0159 0.0126 0.0000 69.3311

Total 0.0526 0.4502 0.4715 8.1000e-
004

0.0223 0.0223 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 69.0159 69.0159 0.0126 0.0000 69.3311

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Well Equipping - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Pipeline Install - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0591 0.5295 0.6222 9.2000e-
004

0.0308 0.0308 0.0289 0.0289 0.0000 80.0136 80.0136 0.0170 0.0000 80.4395

Total 0.0591 0.5295 0.6222 9.2000e-
004

0.0308 0.0308 0.0289 0.0289 0.0000 80.0136 80.0136 0.0170 0.0000 80.4395

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Pipeline Install - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.8800e-
003

4.3900e-
003

0.0458 1.8000e-
004

0.0201 1.2000e-
004

0.0202 5.3200e-
003

1.1000e-
004

5.4400e-
003

0.0000 16.2969 16.2969 3.2000e-
004

0.0000 16.3050

Total 6.8800e-
003

4.3900e-
003

0.0458 1.8000e-
004

0.0201 1.2000e-
004

0.0202 5.3200e-
003

1.1000e-
004

5.4400e-
003

0.0000 16.2969 16.2969 3.2000e-
004

0.0000 16.3050

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0591 0.3355 0.6222 9.2000e-
004

0.0308 0.0308 0.0289 0.0289 0.0000 80.0135 80.0135 0.0170 0.0000 80.4394

Total 0.0591 0.3355 0.6222 9.2000e-
004

0.0308 0.0308 0.0289 0.0289 0.0000 80.0135 80.0135 0.0170 0.0000 80.4394

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.6 Pipeline Install - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.8800e-
003

4.3900e-
003

0.0458 1.8000e-
004

0.0201 1.2000e-
004

0.0202 5.3200e-
003

1.1000e-
004

5.4400e-
003

0.0000 16.2969 16.2969 3.2000e-
004

0.0000 16.3050

Total 6.8800e-
003

4.3900e-
003

0.0458 1.8000e-
004

0.0201 1.2000e-
004

0.0202 5.3200e-
003

1.1000e-
004

5.4400e-
003

0.0000 16.2969 16.2969 3.2000e-
004

0.0000 16.3050

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

User Defined Industrial 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

User Defined Industrial 0.487920 0.030073 0.170877 0.112061 0.016651 0.005572 0.019337 0.146855 0.001612 0.001610 0.005760 0.000912 0.000759

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

7.0 Water Detail
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

User Defined 
Industrial

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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PO BOX 37 

O’Neals, CA 93645 USA 

1.909.838.1333 

 

 

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.                                                                                                                                     www.jacobs.com  

 

February 2, 2022 

 

Tom Dodson and Associates 

Attention: Tom Dodson 

2150 N. Arrowhead Avenue 

San Bernardino, CA 92405 

 

SUBJECT: 2022 Biological Resources Assessment 

For the Lamont Public Utilities District  

Water Supply Improvement Project 

 

Dear Mr. Dodson, 

The Lamont Public Utilities District (District) is proposing to improve the water supply with the 

development of four new wells and constructing a 10” diameter water pipeline within the existing 

disturbed road right-of-way of Di Giorogio Road to the El Adobe Property Owners Association 

(EAPOA) (Project).  The proposed project is located within the unincorporated community of Lamont, 

Kern County, California. 

In accordance with the CEQA-Plus process (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]), a 

Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) was prepared for the District’s Project by Jacobs 

Engineering Group, Inc. (Jacobs) on September 28, 2021 and December 10, 2021.  The purpose of 

the BRA was to address potential effects of the proposed Project on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) designated Critical Habitats and/or any species currently listed or formally proposed for 

listing as endangered or threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and/or the 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA), as well as species designated as sensitive by the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  

This BRA also addresses resources protected under the: Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 

and Management Act, the Protection of Wetlands – Executive Order 11990, Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

In addition to the BRA, Jacobs conducted a jurisdictional waters assessment of the Project Area.  

The purpose of this assessment was to determine the presence and extent of any State and/or 

federal jurisdictional waters within the Project Area potentially subject to regulation by the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Section 401 of the CWA and Porter Cologne Water Quality 

Control Act, and CDFW under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (FGC), 

respectively.  

Note: According to protocol and standard practices, the results of the BRA surveys would typically 

remain valid for the period of one year, or until December 2022.  After that time, if the site has not 

been disturbed in the interim, updated surveys may be required. 

  

JACOBS~ 

http://www.jacobs.com/


Tom Dodson & Associates 
Lamont PUC Water Supply Improvements 
BRA 
February 2, 2022 

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.  Page 2 of 8 

 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Area, the Lamont Public Utilities District (LPUD), is located in the southern San Joaquin 

Valley, about five miles southeast of downtown Bakersfield, Kern County, California (Figure 1).  The 

Project area is mapped on the USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle “Lamont” and “Weed Patch” within 

Sections 1, 6 and 7, Township 31 South, Range 28 and 29 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project being considered at this time is the drilling, testing, and equipping of four new wells at 

the locations identified above, and the extension of a water line to the EAPOA and installation of a 

loop distribution system within the EAPOA property boundary as shown on Figures 2 and 3.  The 

LPUD will drill the test wells using a casing hammer drill at each location.  The test well will be drilled 

to an approximate depth of 900 feet with systematic tests to determine an actual production zone of 

groundwater without substantial contamination.  Assuming adequate water quality meeting drinking 

water standards, a production well will be constructed with continued water quality monitoring.  Once 

drilled, each well will be equipped with vertical turbine pumps, motors, discharge piping, electrical 

and controls, and connections installed to the existing distribution system.  If needed, well head 

treatment may be added to one or more of the wells.   The LPUD will install a supervisory control 

and data acquisition (SCADA) system for remote monitoring and control of the District facilities.  

To supply the EAPOA project area, a 10” diameter water transmission line will be installed within the 

existing disturbed road right-of-way of Di Giorogio Road.  This will encompass installing 

approximately 11,000 feet of pipeline in this alignment.  At the intersection of Di Giorgio Road and 

Alderwood Street an 8” diameter water distribution line will connect into the 10” transmission line and 

a new looped distribution line will be installed within the residential area.  This new water line will be 

approximately 20,000 feet in length.  The proposed EAPOA community water distribution line is 

shown on Figure 3.  In conjunction with replacement of the existing EAPOA water system the 

following actions will be completed: properly abandon EAPOA Wells 1 and 2; demolish the existing 

EAPOA 25,000- and 44,000-gallon water storage tanks (steel storage tanks); demolish and remove 

existing booster pump stations at Well 1 and 2; and install water meters at the existing 81 water 

connections. 

Well Replacement Locations:  

Well 13 Replacement Site: An approximate 1.6-acre site located at the northwest corner of 

San Diego Street and Hall Road, APN 186-080-05. 

Well 11 Replacement Site: An approximate 1.0-acre site located at the northwest corner of 

APN 187-030-04 also being the south side of DiGiorgio Road approximately a quarter-mile 

west of Weedpatch Highway.   

Well 5 Replacement Site:  An approximate 0.27-acre site located at the southeast corner of 

Maxey Drive and Weedpatch Highway, APN 188-290-32.   

Fourth Potential Well Site:  An approximate 1.0-acre site located east of Habecker Road and 

north of the extension of Segrue Road, at the southeast corner of APN 188-250-30 

In addition to the well replacement project, the District is considering the consolidation of the El 

Adobe Property Owners Association (EAPOA) as part of the District’s for water potable service.  The 

EAPOA is a small community of approximately 250 residents located approximately two miles west 
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of Lamont.  To serve this area a new 10-inch (10”) water transmission line is proposed to be installed 

along Di Giorgio Road.   

The proposed well sites and pipelines are depicted on Figures 2 and 3.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Project Area is within the Lamont area of unincorporated Kern County, which is situated in the 

southern end of the San Joaquin Valley and is bound by the Coast Range to the west, the 

Transverse Range (San Emigdio Mountains) to the south, and the Sierra Nevada (including the 

Tehachapi Mountains) to the east.  The Lamont area is subject to an arid climate, with both seasonal 

and annual variations in temperature and precipitation.  Average annual maximum temperatures 

within this region peak at 98.4 degrees Fahrenheit (° F) in July and fall to an average annual 

minimum temperature of 34.5° F in December.  Average annual precipitation is greatest from 

November through April and reaches a peak in February (1.07 inches).  Precipitation is lowest in the 

months of July and August (0.02 inches).  Annual total precipitation averages 5.64 inches.  The 

topography of the Project Area is relatively flat, with an on-site elevation of approximately 400 feet 

above mean sea level (amsl). 

The primary soil types within the Project Area are Milham sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes and 

Lokern clay, saline-alkali, drained.  Milham sandy loam soils consist of sandy loam, loam and clay 

loams comprised of alluvium derived from igneous and sedimentary rock.  This soil type typically 

occurs on terraces, alluvial fans, plains and fan remnants, is well drained with a medium runoff class 

and is considered prime farmland if irrigated.  Lokern clay soils consist of clay and stratified fine 

sandy loam to sandy clay loam comprised of alluvium derived from granite.  This soil type typically 

occurs on basin floors, is moderately well drained with a very high runoff class and is not considered 

prime farmland. 

The proposed Project is entirely within an existing developed/disturbed environment consisting of 

existing residential dwellings, agricultural fields and paved and unpaved roads (Figure 3).  The 

surrounding land consists of agricultural and residential development and no longer supports any 

native habitats.  Vegetation within the Project Area is either absent (i.e., the proposed solar field and 

pipeline alignment) or dominated by non-native, invasive and ruderal species (see Site Photos). 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 protects plants and wildlife that are listed by the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

as endangered or threatened. Section 9 of the ESA (USA) prohibits the taking of endangered 

wildlife, where taking is defined as any effort to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, 

capture, collect, or attempt to engage in such conduct” (50 CFR 17.3). For plants, this statute 

governs removing, possessing, maliciously damaging, or destroying any endangered plant on 

federal land and removing, cutting, digging up, damaging, or destroying any endangered plant on 

non-federal land in knowing violation of state law (16 United States Code [USC] 1538). Under 

Section 7 of the ESA, federal agencies are required to consult with the USFWS if their actions, 

including permit approvals or funding, could adversely affect an endangered species (including 

plants) or its critical habitat. Through consultation and the issuance of a biological opinion, the 

USFWS may issue an incidental take statement allowing take of the species that is incidental to an 

otherwise authorized activity, provided the action will not jeopardize the continued existence of the 

species. The ESA specifies that the USFWS designate habitat for a species at the time of its listing 
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in which are found the physical or biological features “essential to the conservation of the species,” 

or which may require “special Management consideration or protection...” (16 USC § 1533[a][3].2; 

16 USC § 1532[a]). This designated Critical Habitat is then afforded the same protection under the 

ESA as individuals of the species itself, requiring issuance of an Incidental Take Permit prior to any 

activity that results in “the destruction or adverse modification of habitat determined to be critical” 

(16 USC § 1536[a][2]). 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 implements international treaties between the United 

States and other nations created to protect migratory birds, any of their parts, eggs, and nests from 

activities, such as hunting, pursuing, capturing, killing, selling, and shipping, unless expressly 

authorized in the regulations or by permit. As authorized by the MBTA, the USFWS issues permits to 

qualified applicants for the following types of activities: falconry, raptor propagation, scientific 

collecting, special purposes (rehabilitation, education, migratory game bird propagation, and 

salvage), take of depredating birds, taxidermy, and waterfowl sale and disposal. The regulations 

governing migratory bird permits can be found in 50 CFR Part 13 General Permit Procedures and 

50 CFR part 21 Migratory Bird Permits. The State of California has incorporated the protection of 

birds of prey in Sections 3800, 3513, and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC). 

However, on December 22, 2017 the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) issued a memorandum 

concluding that MBTA’s prohibitions on take apply “[…] only to affirmative actions that have as their 

purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds, their nests, or their eggs” (DOI 2017).  Therefore, 

take of migratory birds or their active nests (i.e., with eggs or young) that is incidental to, and not the 

purpose of, an otherwise lawful activity does not constitute a violation of the MBTA.  Then, on April 

11, 2018, the USFWS issued a guidance memorandum that provided further clarification on their 

interpretation: 

“We interpret the M-Opinion to mean that the MBTA’s prohibitions on take apply when the 

purpose of an action is to take migratory birds, their eggs, or their nests. Conversely, the 

take of birds, eggs or nests occurring as the result of an activity, the purpose of which is not 

to take birds, eggs or nests, is not prohibited by the MBTA” (USFWS 2018). 

Therefore, the MBTA is currently interpreted to prohibit the take of birds, nests or eggs when the 

purpose or intent of the action is to take birds, eggs or nests, not when the take of birds, eggs or 

nests is incidental to but not the intended purpose of an otherwise lawful action. 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Sections 2050 to 2085) establishes the policy of 

the state to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance threatened or endangered species and their 

habitats by protecting “all native species of fishes, amphibians, reptiles, birds, mammals, 

invertebrates, and plants, and their habitats, threatened with extinction and those experiencing a 

significant decline which, if not halted, would lead to a threatened or endangered designation.” 

Animal species are listed by the CDFW as threatened or endangered, and plants are listed as rare, 

threatened, or endangered. However, only those plant species listed as threatened or endangered 

receive protection under the California ESA. 

CESA mandates that state agencies do not approve a Project that would jeopardize the continued 

existence of these species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are available that would avoid a 

jeopardy finding. There are no state agency consultation procedures under the California ESA. For 

Projects that would affect a species that is federally and State listed, compliance with ESA satisfies 
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the California ESA if the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) determines that the 

federal incidental take authorization is consistent with the California ESA under Section 2080.1. For 

Projects that would result in take of a species that is state listed only, the Project sponsor must apply 

for a take permit, in accordance with Section 2081(b). 

Fully Protected Species 

Four sections of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) list 37 fully protected species (CFGC 

Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515). These sections prohibit take or possession "at any time" of 

the species listed, with few exceptions, and state that "no provision of this code or any other law will 

be construed to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to ‘take’ the species,” and that no 

previously issued permits or licenses for take of the species "shall have any force or effect" for 

authorizing take or possession. 

Bird Nesting Protections 

Bird nesting protections (Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, 3513 and 3800) in the CFGC include the 

following: 

• Section 3503 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of 

any bird. 

• Section 3503.5 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of any nests, eggs, or 

birds in the orders Falconiformes (new world vultures, hawks, eagles, ospreys, and falcons, 

among others), and Strigiformes (owls). 

• Section 3511 prohibits the take or possession of Fully protected birds. 

• Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any migratory nongame bird or part thereof, 

as designated in the MBTA. To avoid violation of the take provisions, it is generally required 

that Project-related disturbance at active nesting territories be reduced or eliminated during 

the nesting cycle. 

Section 3800 prohibits the take of any non-game bird (i.e., bird that is naturally occurring in 

California that is not a gamebird, migratory game bird, or fully protected bird). 

Native Plant Protection Act 

The Native Plant Protect Act (NPPA) (1977) (CFGC Sections 1900-1913) was created with the intent 

to “preserve, protect, and enhance rare and endangered plants in this State.” The NPPA is 

administered by CDFW. The Fish and Game Commission has the authority to designate native 

plants as endangered or rare and to protect endangered and rare plants from take. CESA (CFGC 

2050-2116) provided further protection for rare and endangered plant species, but the NPPA 

remains part of the FGC. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES AND HABITATS 

Prior to performing the field survey, available databases and documentation relevant to the Project 

Area were reviewed for documented occurrences of special status species in the Project vicinity 

(approximately 1 mile).  The USFWS threatened and endangered species occurrence data overlay, 

USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation System (IPaC)and the most recent versions of 

the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; Rarefind 5) and California Native Plant Society 

Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI) databases were searched for sensitive species data in the “Lamont” 
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and “Weed Patch” USGS 7.5-Minute Series Quadrangle.  Additionally, the USFWS National Wetland 

Inventory Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Water Program “My Waters” data layers were 

viewed to determine the presence of any previously-documented water resources.  These databases 

contain records of reported occurrences of State- and federally-listed species or otherwise special 

status species and habitats that may occur within the vicinity of the Project site (approximately 

1 mile).   

According to the database queries and literature review, 16 special status species and 1 sensitive 

habitat have been identified as potentially occurring in the Project vicinity.  Of the 16 special status 

species identified, 5 are State and/or federally listed as threatened or endangered. Table 1 

(attached) represents a compiled list of results from the IPaC, CNDDB and CNPS databases of 

listed species that have been documented in the Lamont quad and/or could potentially occur within 

the Project vicinity.  Table 1 also provides an assessment of each species’ potential to occur on site, 

based on the field investigation of the Project area and surveyor’s knowledge of the species and 

local ecology.  Please refer to the attached IPaC List and CNDDB and CNPSEI Results for a 

complete list of all special status species and habitats identified in the database queries. 

No sensitive or listed species are likely to occur withing the Project area. 

Critical Habitat  

The Project Area is not located within or adjacent any USFWS designated Critical Habitat units. 

SURVEY RESULTS 

Jacobs biologist Lisa Patterson conducted a biological resources and jurisdictional waters 

assessment of the Project Area on September 28 and December 10, of 2021.  The survey area 

encompassed the entire proposed Project footprint including the proposed Project’s proposed wells 

and proposed water supply pipelines and well sites where access was available.  The pedestrian 

survey included 100 percent coverage of the proposed pipeline alignments, as well as an 

approximately 200-foot buffer area on either side of the pipeline alignment, where feasible and 

appropriate. 

Wildlife species were detected during field surveys by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other signs.  In 

addition to species observed, expected wildlife usage of the site was determined per known habitat 

preferences of regional wildlife species and knowledge of their relative distributions in the area.  The 

Project Area was assessed for habitat type, structure, species composition/association, condition 

and human disturbances.  The focus of the faunal species survey was to identify potential habitat for 

special status wildlife within the Project area. 

The Project site is completely disturbed, consisting of residences, small ranches, unvegetated fallow 

agricultural land, existing paved and unpaved road, and existing District facilities.  No listed species, 

or other special status species, were observed during survey and no suitable habitat for any of the 

State- or federally-listed species identified in the database queries and literature review exists within 

the proposed Project Impact Area.  The surrounding area is also disturbed, consisting primarily of 

residential development, utility infrastructure and agriculture. 

There are no channels, ditches or other water features occurring within the Project area. 
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EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

The Project will not result in any direct impacts to State- and/or federally-listed species or other 

special status species, including any California Fully Protected species or California rare and 

endangered plant species.  The Project will not result in the loss or adverse modification of USFWS 

designated Critical Habitat.   

There are no canals or other drainage features, man-made, irrigation ditch, or natural features.  

Therefore, there are no Waters of the U.S. (WoUS) or excavated in a tributary and does not drain 

any wetlands.  Therefore, the Project would not require CWA Section 404 permitting.  Further, there 

are not features that would meet the CDFW definition of a lake, river or stream and does not support 

any aquatic resources, stream-dependent wildlife resources or riparian habitat.  Therefore, the 

Project would not require FGC Section 1602 permitting. 

There is habitat within the Project area that is suitable to support nesting birds, including open 

ground-nesting species such as killdeer (Charadrius vociferus).  Most native bird species are 

protected from unlawful take by the MBTA and Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, 3513 and 3800 of the 

CFGC.  In general, impacts to all bird species (common and special status) can be avoided by 

conducting work outside of the nesting season, which is generally February 1st through August 31st.  

However, if all work cannot be conducted outside of nesting season, a Project-specific Nesting Bird 

Management Plan can be prepared to determine suitable avoidance buffers. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

The Project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect any State or Federally listed species.  To 

avoid any potential Project-related effects on these listed species, therefore no species-specific 

avoidance measures are recommended. 

In order to avoid impacts to nesting birds (common and special status) during the nesting season, a 

qualified Avian Biologist should conduct pre‐construction Nesting Bird Surveys (NBS) prior to 

Project‐related disturbance to suitable nesting areas to identify any active nests.  If no active nests 

are found, no further action would be required.  If an active nest is found, the biologist should set 

appropriate no‐work buffers around the nest which would be based upon the nesting species, its 

sensitivity to disturbance, nesting stage and expected types, intensity and duration of disturbance.  

The nest(s) and buffer zones should be field checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor.  The 

approved no‐work buffer zone should be clearly marked in the field, within which no disturbance 

activity should commence until the qualified biologist has determined the young birds have 

successfully fledged and the nest is inactive. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or require any further information. 

Thank you, 

Lisa M. Patterson, Ecologist/Regulatory Specialist/QSP 

National Senior Environmental Manager 

47994 Lily Mine Way | O’Neals, CA | 93645 

Office/Cell: (909) 838-1333 

Email: Lisa.Patterson@jacobs.com  | Website: www.jacobs.com  
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Figure 1 - Regional Vicinity Map 
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Topographic Map of Project Location 
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Aerial Photograph of Site Location 
LPUD Water Supply Improvements Project 
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Table 1:   State and Federally Listed Species Occurrence Potential within the Project Area 

Scientific Name  Common Name  
Federal/ State 
Listing Status 

Habitat Occurrence Potential 

Arizona elegans 
occidentalis 

California glossy 
snake 

None/None 

Inhabits arid scrub, rocky washes, 
grasslands, chaparral. 
Appears to prefer microhabitats of 
open areas and areas with soil 
loose enough for easy burrowing. 

The Project area is developed with residential 
parcel most of which have livestock, small garden 
orchards, and manufactured landscape. There 
are no suitable Habitat for this species in the 
Project area. Occurrence potential is low. 

Athene cunicularia Burrowing owl None/None 

Open, dry annual or perennial 
grasslands, deserts, and scrublands 
characterized by low-growing 
vegetation. Subterranean nester, 
dependent upon burrowing 
mammals, most notably, the 
California ground squirrel. 

There is some marginally suitable habitat for this 
species in the Project Area but no evidence of 
BUOW was found in the survey area and most of 
the Subject Parcel is not suitable to support this 
species. Occurrence potential is low. 

Atriplex tularensis 
Bakersfield 
smallscale 

None/Endangered 
The plants are endemic to the alkali 
soils of the local occasionally 
flooded salt pan. 

The Project area is developed with residential 
parcel most of which have livestock, small garden 
orchards, and manufactured landscape. There is 
no suitable habitat for this species in the Project 
area.  Further, this species was known from only 
a few occurrences, and is potentially extinct.  
Occurrence potential is zero. 

Astragalus hornii var 
hornii 

Horn’s milk-vetch None/Endangered 
Salty flats, lake shores; Elevation: 
60--300 m. Bioregional Distribution: 
Flowering Time: May--Sep 

There are no suitable habitat for this species in 
the Project area. Occurrence potential is zero 

Buteo swainsoni Swainson's hawk None/ Threatened 

Breeds in grasslands with scattered 
trees, juniper-sage flats, riparian 
areas, savannahs, and agricultural 
or ranch lands with groves or lines 
of trees. Requires adjacent suitable 
foraging areas such as grasslands, 
or alfalfa or grain fields supporting 
rodent populations. 

Although there is some suitable foraging habitat 
for this species within the Project area, there is no 
suitable nesting habitat within the Project area. 
Occurrence potential is low. 

JACOBS. 
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Scientific Name  Common Name  
Federal/ State 
Listing Status 

Habitat Occurrence Potential 

Chloropyron mole 
ssp. Hispidum 

Hispid salty bird’s-
beak 

None/None 

Soft bird’s-beak grows in coastal 
salt marshes, commonly in the 
marsh/upland transition zone with 
pickleweed (Salicornia virginica), 
jaumea (Jaumea carnosa), alkali 
heath (Frankenia salina), gumplant 
(Grindelia stricta), and saltgrass 
(Distichlis spicata). Habitats include 
seasonally flooded areas in 
hypersaline or eurysaline 
environments (CDWR 1996). A 
natural hydrologic connection to a 
tidal slough system is an important 
habitat requirement for this species. 
Diked seasonal wetlands which are 
isolated from natural, year round 
tidal cycle hydrology do not appear 
to support this species 

There is no suitable habitat for this species in the 
Project area. Occurrence potential is zero 

Eumops perotis 
californicus  

Western mastiff None/None 

Many open, semi-arid to arid 
habitats, including conifer & 
deciduous woodlands, coastal 
scrub, grasslands, chaparral, etc. 
Roosts in crevices in cliff faces, high 
buildings, trees and tunnels. 

There are no suitable roosting sites for this 
species on the Project area. Occurrence potential 
is low. 

Gambelia sila 
blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard 

Endangered/ 
Endangered 

Resident of sparsely vegetated 
alkali and desert scrub habitats, in 
areas of low topographic relief. 
Seeks cover in mammal burrows, 
under shrubs or structures such as 
fence posts; they do not excavate 
their own burrows. 

No suitable habitat for this species exists within 
the Project area, Occurrence potential is zero. 

Layia leucopappa Comanche Point layia None/None 

An annual wildflower is endemic to 
California, where it is known only 
from the Tehachapi Mountains of 
southern Kern County in the vicinity 
of Tejon Ranch. Its distribution once 
extended onto the floor of the 
Central Valley, but it was eliminated 
from the area as the valley land was 
claimed for agriculture. 

The species is presumed extirpated form the 
area.  Further the Project area is developed with 
residential parcel most of which have livestock, 
small garden orchards, and manufactured 
landscape. There is no suitable habitat for this 
species in the Project area.  Occurrence potential 
is zero. 

JACOBS. 
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Scientific Name  Common Name  
Federal/ State 
Listing Status 

Habitat Occurrence Potential 

Lytta moestan 
Morrison’s blister 
beetle 

None/None 

Information on this species is 
sparse, but some beetles were 
collected on filaree (Erodium 
cicutarium) Range/distribution 
These beetles are found in the 
Central Valley from Contra Costa 
County in the north to Tulare and 
Kern counties in the south. 

The Project area is developed with residential 
parcel most of which have livestock, small garden 
orchards, and manufactured landscape. 
Occurrence potential is low. 

Navarretia setiloba 
Piute Mountains 
navarretia 

None/None 

The plant is endemic to California, 
where it is known from fewer than 
ten occurrences at the southern tip 
of the Sierra Nevada, Tehachapi 
Mountains, San Emigdio Mountains, 
and adjacent southern San Joaquin 
Valley, primarily within Kern County, 
California.  It is named for Piute 
Mountain in the Southern Sierra 
near Lake Isabella, not the Piute 
Mountains of the Mojave Desert, 
which are far outside its range. 
 
It grows in moist depressions in 
grassland, oak woodland, and 
pinyon-juniper woodland habitats, 
from 500–2,100 metres (1,600–
6,900 ft) in elevation 

The project occurs outside the range for this 
specie There is no suitable habitat for this 
species in the Project area. Occurrence potential 
is zero 

Opuntia basilaris var. 
treleasei 

Bakersfield 
Endangered/ 
Endangered 

Sandy soil in the grasslands of Kern 
County. Plants spread to thickets as 
wide as 10 meters.  The type locality 
was given as "Caliente, in the 
Tehachapi Mountains" (Coulter 
1896, p. 434), which is in Kern 
County. Shortly thereafter, Toumey 
(1901) renamed Bakersfield cactus 
as a variety of beavertail cactus 
(Opuntia basilaris), resulting in the 
combination O. basilaris var. 
treleasii. Griffiths and Hare (1906) 
considered Bakersfield cactus a 
distinct species and subdivided it 
into two varieties, O. treleasii var. 
treleasii and var. kernii. 

The Project area is developed with residential 
parcel most of which have livestock, small garden 
orchards, and manufactured landscape. There 
are no sandy open grasslands occurring within 
the Project area.  Occurrence potential is low. 

JACOBS. 
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Scientific Name  Common Name  
Federal/ State 
Listing Status 

Habitat Occurrence Potential 

Taxidea taxus American badger None/None 

Occurs primarily in grasslands, 
parklands, farms, and other treeless 
areas with friable soil and a supply 
of rodent prey [1,6]. They are also 
found in forest glades and 
meadows, marshes, brushy areas, 
hot deserts, and mountain 
meadows. 

The Project area is developed with residential 
parcel most of which have livestock, small garden 
orchards, and manufactured landscape. There 
are no open areas for this species on the Project 
area. Occurrence potential is low. 

Vulpes macrotis 
mutica 

San Joaquin kit fox 
Endangered/ 
Threatened 

Annual grasslands or grassy open 
stages with scattered shrubby 
vegetation. Need loose-textured 
sandy soils for burrowing, and 
suitable prey base. 

The Project area is developed with residential 
parcel most of which have livestock, small garden 
orchards, and manufactured landscape. There 
are no suitable burrowing or foraging habitat 
within the Project area.  Occurrence potential is 
low.   

JACOBS. 
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Photo 1.  Looking 

Well 5 

Replacement Site 

 

Photo 2.  Well 13 

Replacement Site. 
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Photo 3.  Well 11 

Replacement Site. 

 

Photo 4.  Well 4 

Replacement Site.  

No Access, 

however it is a 

developed horse 

property 
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Photo 6.  Looking 
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Street. 
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Photo 7.  Looking 
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Photo 8.  Typical 

View of Proposed 

Water line areas. 
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IPaC resource list

This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical
habitat

(collectively referred to as trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's (USFWS)

jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area
referenced below. The list

may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area,
but that could potentially be

directly or indirectly affected by activities in the project area.
However, determining the likelihood

and extent of effects a project may have on trust resources
typically requires gathering additional

site-specific (e.g., vegetation/species surveys) and
project-specific (e.g., magnitude and timing of

proposed activities) information.

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the USFWS

office(s)
with jurisdiction in the defined project area. Please read the introduction to each section

that
follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI Wetlands) for

additional
information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section.

Location
Kern County, California

Local office

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office

  (916) 414-6600

  (916) 414-6713

Federal Building

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605

Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

U.S. Fish & Wildlife ServiceIPaC

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/
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Endangered species
This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of

project level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species.

Additional areas of influence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of

the species range if the species could be indirectly affected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a

dam upstream of a fish population even if that fish does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly

impact the species by reducing or eliminating water flow downstream). Because species can move,

and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near

the project area. To fully determine any potential effects to species, additional site-specific and

project-specific information is often required.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary

information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area

of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed by any

Federal agency. A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can

only be obtained by requesting an official species list from either the Regulatory Review section in

IPaC (see directions below) or from the local field office directly.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website

and request an official species list by doing the following:

1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.

2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.

3. Log in (if directed to do so).

4. Provide a name and description for your project.

5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species  and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the fisheries division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration (NOAA Fisheries ).

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on this

list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for species under their jurisdiction.

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows

species that are candidates, or proposed, for listing.
See the listing status page for more

information. IPaC only shows
species that are regulated by USFWS (see FAQ).

2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an office of the

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce.

The following species are potentially affected by activities in this location:

Mammals

1

2

https://www.fws.gov/ecological-services/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/consultations/endangered-species-act-consultations
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species-directory/threatened-endangered
https://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/esa.html
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/status/list
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
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Birds

Reptiles

Amphibians

NAME STATUS

San Joaquin Kit Fox Vulpes macrotis mutica

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2873

Endangered

Tipton Kangaroo Rat Dipodomys nitratoides nitratoides

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7247

Endangered

NAME STATUS

California Condor Gymnogyps californianus

There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the

critical habitat is not available.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8193

Endangered

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus

Wherever found

There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the

critical habitat is not available.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6749

Endangered

NAME STATUS

Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard Gambelia silus

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/625

Endangered

Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4482

Threatened

NAME STATUS

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2873
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7247
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8193
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6749
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/625
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4482
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Fishes

Insects

Crustaceans

Flowering Plants

Critical habitats

Potential effects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered

species themselves.

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii

Wherever found

There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the

critical habitat is not available.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

Threatened

NAME STATUS

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

Wherever found

There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the

critical habitat is not available.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Threatened

NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Candidate

NAME STATUS

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi
Wherever found

There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the

critical habitat is not available.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498

Threatened

NAME STATUS

Bakersfield Cactus Opuntia treleasei

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7799

Endangered

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7799
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THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS AT THIS LOCATION.

Migratory birds

THERE ARE NO MIGRATORY BIRDS OF CONSERVATION CONCERN EXPECTED TO OCCUR AT THIS LOCATION.

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds.

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at

any location year round. Implementation
of these measures is particularly important when birds are most likely to

occur in the project area. When birds may
be breeding in the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and

avoiding their destruction is a very
helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to

occur and be breeding in your project
area, view the Probability of Presence Summary.
Additional measures or

permits may be advisable
depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of infrastructure or

bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and other species

that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the
Avian Knowledge Network

(AKN). The AKN data is based
on a growing collection of
survey, banding, and citizen science datasets and is

queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project

intersects,
and that have been identified as warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that

area, an
eagle (Eagle Act requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore

activities or development.

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle

Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to migratory

birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing

appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.

2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.

Additional information can be found using the following links:

Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/

birds-of-conservation-concern.php

Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/

conservation-measures.php

Nationwide conservation measures for birds

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

1

2

.----= 

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/eagle-management.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
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Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your project area. It is
not

representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list of all birds potentially present
in your

project area, please visit the
AKN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially

occurring in my specified location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the

Avian Knowledge Network (AKN).
This data is derived from a growing collection of
survey, banding, and citizen

science datasets
.

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes available. To

learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret them, go the

Probability
of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my project area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating
or

year-round), you may refer to the following resources:
The Cornell Lab of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide,
or

(if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of interest there), the
Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds

guide.
If a bird on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur

in
your project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified.
If "Breeds

elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?

Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range

anywhere within the USA
(including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the

continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because

of the
Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from

certain types
of development or activities (e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, in particular,
to

avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of rangewide concern.
For

more information on conservation measures you can implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird

impacts
and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and
groups of

bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the
Northeast Ocean Data Portal.
The Portal

also offers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to you in your
project review.

Alternately, you may download the bird model results files underlying the portal maps through the
NOAA NCCOS

Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic

Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the year,

including migration.
Models relying on survey data may not include this information.
For additional information on

marine bird tracking data, see the
Diving Bird Study and the
nanotag studies or contact
Caleb Spiegel or Pam

Loring.

0v~· 
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http://avianknowledge.net/index.php/phenology-tool/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/
https://neotropical.birds.cornell.edu/Species-Account/nb/home
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/
mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov
mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov
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What if I have eagles on my list?

If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to
obtain a permit to avoid violating the

Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of
priority

concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for identifying what other birds
may be

in your project area, please see the FAQ "What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially
occurring

in my specified location". Please be aware this report provides the "probability of presence" of birds
within the 10

km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided,
please also look

carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the
"no data" indicator (a

red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey effort is high,
then the probability of

presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In contrast, a low survey effort bar or no
data bar means a lack

of data and, therefore, a lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is not
perfect; it is simply a

starting point for identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your
project area, when they might

be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list
helps you know what to

look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation
measures to avoid

or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, should presence be confirmed. To learn
more about

conservation measures, visit the FAQ "Tell me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or
minimize

impacts to migratory birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.

Facilities

National Wildlife Refuge lands

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a

'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to

discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS AT THIS LOCATION.

Fish hatcheries

THERE ARE NO FISH HATCHERIES AT THIS LOCATION.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 404

of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits/need-a-permit.php
http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
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For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers District.

THERE ARE NO KNOWN WETLANDS AT THIS LOCATION.

Data limitations

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level

information on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high

altitude imagery. Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error

is inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in

revision of the wetland boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,

the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted.

Metadata should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be

occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and

the actual conditions on site.

Data exclusions

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial

imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged

aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.

Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.

These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

Data precautions

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a

different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this

inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish

the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in

activities involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal,

state, or local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may

affect such activities.

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx


Species Element Code Federal Status State Status Global Rank State Rank

Rare Plant 
Rank/CDFW 
SSC or FP

Arizona elegans occidentalis

California glossy snake

ARADB01017 None None G5T2 S2 SSC

Astragalus hornii var. hornii

Horn's milk-vetch

PDFAB0F421 None None GUT1 S1 1B.1

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl

ABNSB10010 None None G4 S3 SSC

Atriplex tularensis

Bakersfield smallscale

PDCHE04240 None Endangered GX SX 1A

Buteo swainsoni

Swainson's hawk

ABNKC19070 None Threatened G5 S3

Chloropyron molle ssp. hispidum

hispid salty bird's-beak

PDSCR0J0D1 None None G2T1 S1 1B.1

Eumops perotis californicus

western mastiff bat

AMACD02011 None None G4G5T4 S3S4 SSC

Gambelia sila

blunt-nosed leopard lizard

ARACF07010 Endangered Endangered G1 S1 FP

Layia leucopappa

Comanche Point layia

PDAST5N0A0 None None G1 S1 1B.1

Lytta moesta

moestan blister beetle

IICOL4C020 None None G2 S2

Lytta morrisoni

Morrison's blister beetle

IICOL4C040 None None G1G2 S1S2

Navarretia setiloba

Piute Mountains navarretia

PDPLM0C0S0 None None G2 S2 1B.1

Opuntia basilaris var. treleasei

Bakersfield cactus

PDCAC0D055 Endangered Endangered G5T1 S1 1B.1

Taxidea taxus

American badger

AMAJF04010 None None G5 S3 SSC

Valley Saltbush Scrub

Valley Saltbush Scrub

CTT36220CA None None G2 S2.1

Vulpes macrotis mutica

San Joaquin kit fox

AMAJA03041 Endangered Threatened G4T2 S2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Between September 2021 and February 2022, at the request of Tom Dodson & Associates, CRM 

TECH performed a cultural resources study on the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the proposed 

Lamont Public Utilities District (LPUD) Water Supply Improvement Project in and near the 

unincorporated community of Lamont, Kern County, California.  The project entails mainly the 

construction of four new water wells to replace four contaminated wells, which will be abandoned 

along with associated equipment such as reservoir tanks and booster stations.  As a part of the project 

proposal, the El Adobe Property Owners Association would be incorporated into the LPUD service 

area, which would require the installation of a total of approximately 30,000 linear feet of pipelines, 

including a 10-inch water transmission main line along Di Giorgio Road and 8-inch distribution lines 

from the main line to individual residences. 

 

The APE for the project encompasses the maximum extent of ground disturbance required during 

construction.  Horizontally, it consists of the rights-of-way for the new water transmission main line 

and the distribution lines as well as the four replacement well sites listed below: 

 

• Well No. 13: approximately 1.6 acres at the northwest corner of San Diego Street and Hall Road 

(Assessor’s Parcel No. [APN] 186-080-05); 

• Well No. 11: approximately 1.0 acre on the south side of Di Giorgio Road and to the west of 

Main Street (a.k.a. Weedpatch Highway/State Route 184; a part of APN 187-030-04); 

• Well No. 5: approximately 0.27 acre at the southeast corner of Maxey Drive and Main Street 

(APN 188-290-32); 

• Fourth potential well site: approximately 1.0 acre located to the east of Habecker Road and north 

of the extension of Segrue Road (a part of APN 188-250-30). 

 

Collectively, the four well sites measure approximately 3.87 acres in total.  The vertical extent of the 

APE, represented by the maximum depth of disturbance, is anticipated to be five to ten feet below 

surface along the pipeline alignments and up to 900 feet at the well sites.  The various portions of the 

noncontiguous APE are scattered across the town of Lamont and to the west of the town, within 

Sections 1-3 and 9-12 of Township 31 South Range 28 East and Sections 6 and 7 of Township 31 

South Range 29 East, Mount Diablo Baseline and Meridian, as depicted in the United States 

Geological Survey Lamont and Weed Patch, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangles.   

 

This technical study is a part of the environmental review process required for the project by the lead 

agency, namely the LPUD, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

As the project may involve federal funding administered by the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB), it is considered a federal “undertaking” subject to Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) as well.  The purpose of the study is to provide the LPUD and the SWRCB 

with the necessary information and analysis to determine whether the undertaking would have an 

adverse effect on any “historic properties,” as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(l), or “historical resources,” 

as defined by Calif. PRC §5020.1(j), that may exist within the APE. 
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In order to accomplish this objective, CRM TECH initiated a cultural resources records search, 

pursued historical and geoarchaeological background research, contacted Native American 

representatives, and carried out a systematic field survey of the entire APE.  Throughout the course of 

these research procedures, no “historic properties” or “historical resources” were encountered within 

the APE, and the extensively disturbed subsurface sediments in the vertical extent of the APE appear 

to be relatively low in sensitivity for potentially significant archaeological remains of prehistoric or 

early historical origin.   

 

Based on these findings, and pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1) and Calif. PRC §21084.1, CRM TECH 

recommends to the LPUD and the SWRCB a conclusion that the proposed undertaking would have 

No Effect on any “historic properties” or “historical resources.”  No further cultural resources 

investigation will be necessary for the undertaking unless project plans undergo such changes as to 

include areas not covered by this study.  However, if buried cultural materials are discovered during 

earth-moving operations associated with the undertaking, all work in the immediate area should be 

halted or diverted until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the find. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Between September 2021 and February 2022, at the request of Tom Dodson & Associates, CRM 

TECH performed a cultural resources study on the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the proposed 

Lamont Public Utilities District (LPUD) Water Supply Improvement Project in and near the 

unincorporated community of Lamont, Kern County, California (Fig. 1).  The project entails mainly 

the construction of four new water wells to replace four contaminated wells, which will be 

abandoned along with associated equipment such as reservoir tanks and booster stations.  As a part 

of the project proposal, the El Adobe Property Owners Association would be incorporated into the 

LPUD service area, which would require the installation of a total of approximately 30,000 linear 

feet of pipelines, including a 10-inch water transmission main line along Di Giorgio Road and 8-inch 

distribution lines from the main line to individual residences. 

 

The APE for the project encompasses the maximum extent of ground disturbance required during 

construction.  Horizontally, it consists of the rights-of-way for the new water transmission main line 

and the distribution lines as well as the four replacement well sites listed below: 

 

• Well No. 13: approximately 1.6 acres at the northwest corner of San Diego Street and Hall Road 

(Assessor’s Parcel No. [APN] 186-080-05); 

• Well No. 11: approximately 1.0 acre on the south side of Di Giorgio Road and to the west of 

Main Street (a.k.a. Weedpatch Highway/State Route 184; a part of APN 187-030-04); 

• Well No. 5: approximately 0.27 acre at the southeast corner of Maxey Drive and Main Street 

(APN 188-290-32); 

 

 
 

Figure 1.  Project vicinity.  (Based on USGS Bakersfield, Calif., 120’x60’ quadrangle [USGS 1971]) 
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Figure 2.  Project location.  (Based on Lamont and Weed Patch, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangles [USGS 1992a; 1992b])  
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Figure 3.  Recent satellite image of the APE.  (Based on Google Earth imagery [Google Earth 2020])  
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• Fourth potential well site: approximately 1.0 acre located to the east of Habecker Road and north 

of the extension of Segrue Road (a part of APN 188-250-30). 

 

Collectively, the four well sites measure approximately 3.87 acres in total.  The vertical extent of the 

APE, represented by the maximum depth of disturbance, is anticipated to be five to ten feet below 

surface along the pipeline alignments and up to 900 feet at the well sites.  The various portions of the 

noncontiguous APE are scattered across the town of Lamont and to the west of the town, within 

Sections 1-3 and 9-12 of Township 31 South Range 28 East and Sections 6 and 7 of Township 31 

South Range 29 East, Mount Diablo Baseline and Meridian, as depicted in the United States 

Geological Survey (USGS) Lamont and Weed Patch, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangles (Figs. 2, 3).   

 

This technical study is a part of the environmental review process required for the project by the lead 

agency, namely the LPUD, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

As the project may involve federal funding administered by the State Water Resources Control 

Board (SWRCB), it is considered a federal “undertaking” subject to Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as well.  The purpose of the study is to provide the LPUD and the 

SWRCB with the necessary information and analysis to determine whether the undertaking would 

have an adverse effect on any “historic properties,” as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(l), or “historical 

resources,” as defined by Calif. PRC §5020.1(j), that may exist within the APE. 

 

In order to accomplish this objective, CRM TECH initiated a cultural resources records search, 

pursued historical and geoarchaeological background research, contacted Native American 

representatives, and carried out a systematic field survey of the entire APE.  The following report is 

a complete account of the methods and results of the various avenues of research and the final 

conclusion of the study.  Personnel who participated in the study are named in the appropriate 

sections, and their qualifications are provided in Appendix 1. 

 

 

SETTING 

 

CURRENT NATURAL SETTING 
 

The Lamont area is located in the San Joaquin Valley, which constitutes the southern end of the 

Great Valley geomorphic province.  The Great Valley province is an alluvial plain, roughly 50 miles 

wide and 400 miles long, lying between the Coast Ranges on the west and the Sierra Nevada on the 

east (Jenkins 1980).  The region features a semi-arid climate, with summer highs occasionally 

reaching over 110ºF and winter lows at times dipping below 30ºF.  Annual precipitation averages 

around 6.5 inches, occurring mostly during winter and spring.  Despite the low rainfall and the 

current dry appearance, the region had featured lakes, sloughs, rivers, and marshland prior to the 

creation of the system of irrigation canals, flood control works, and dam-type reservoirs now in 

place. 

 

Situated mostly in an agrarian setting, the APE consists of four well sites and pipeline alignments 

connecting a group of residences in the El Adobe Property Owners Association to the existing 

LPUD service area, as discussed above.  The Well No. 5 replacement site is currently overgrown 

with dry ruderal grasses, dead vegetation, and low-lying scrub such as jimsonweed (Fig. 4).  Ground  
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Figure 4.  Typical landscapes in the APE.  Clockwise from top left: Well No. 5 replacement site, view to the northeast; 

Well No. 13 replacement site, view to the southwest; pipeline route in the El Adobe Property Owners Association 

residential neighborhood, view to the north along Colene Street; water main line route along Di Giorgio Road, view 

to the west.  (Photographs taken on October 20, 2021) 

 

surface has been disturbed by road intrusion and refuse dumping, especially along the western and 

eastern boundaries.  The existing Well No. 5 to be abandoned is situated adjacent to the southern 

boundary of the replacement site.   

 

Similar to the Well No. 5 site, the fourth potential well site has a relatively thick cover of dry ruderal 

grasses and tumbleweeds, apparently the site of a former agricultural field.  Landscaping waste and 

household refuse has been dumped along the western and northern boundaries.  The Well No. 11 

replacement site consists of a recently plowed and cleared agricultural field, where no vegetation 

was present at the time of this survey.  The Well No. 13 replacement site is currently occupied by a 

recently excavated earthen reservoir in the northern half (Fig. 4).  A wooden fence approximately 

25-30 feet tall surrounds the southern portion of this well site, obstructing vision of much of the 

ground surface there (Fig. 4).   

 

The water transmission main line will extend west along Di Giorgio Road from the Well No. 11 

replacement site to the intersection of Alderwood Street, and the distribution lines will loop through 

various streets in the El Adobe neighborhood to as far south as Buttonwood Avenue (Fig. 3).  The 

neighborhood is rural in character, with DiGiorgio Road serving as the main thoroughfare for the 

community (Fig. 4).  The area along the project alignments retains little vestige of its native 

landscape, and the surface and near-surface soils have been extensive disturbed by past agricultural 

use, road construction, underground utility installation, and nearby development.  Elevations in the 
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APE range around 335 to 350 feet above mean sea level, and the terrain is generally level with a 

slight incline to the northeast.  The existing vegetation consists primarily of introduced landscaping 

plants and invasive weeds. 
 

CULTURAL SETTING 

 

Archaeological Context 
 

The earliest evidence of human occupation in the southern San Joaquin Valley, discovered at the 

Witt locality at Tulare Lake and published by West et al. in 1991, included some of the earliest 

human skeletal materials in North America (Garfinkel 2015:3).  Uranium-thorium testing at the Witt 

locality resulted in uncalibrated dates of 11,379, 11,380, and 15,802 years before the present (B.P.; 

ibid).  The Tulare Lake area has been documented as one of the richest Paleoindian localities in the 

State of California (ibid.). 

 

The cultural history of the region has been summarized into several chronologies, integrating 

available archaeological data from many studies conducted in the southern Sierra Nevada.  The  

prehistory of the greater southern San Joaquin Valley has been the focus of McGuire and Garfinkel 

(1980), whose work has been utilized to create prehistoric phases for the region from 4000 B.C. to 

present times (Moratto 1984:333; Getchell and Atwood 2009:6).  More recently, the following 

general framework proposes three primary periods, based on Garfinkel (2015), although the 

beginning and ending dates of the recognized cultural horizons vary among different parts of the 

region: 

 

• Paleoindian Period (ca. 16,000-8,550 B.P.): Native peoples of this period created fluted 

spearhead bases designed to be hafted to wooden shafts, possibly indicative of hunting now-

extinct megafauna.  The distinctive method of thinning bifaces and spearhead preforms by 

removing long, linear flakes left diagnostic Paleoindian markers at tool-making sites.  Other 

artifacts associated with the Paleoindian toolkit include choppers, cutting tools, retouched flakes, 

and perforators.  Sites from this period are very rare, and most are deeply buried.  

• Archaic Period (ca. 8,550 B.P.-1000 A.D.): Archaic sites are characterized by abundant lithic 

scatters of considerable size with many biface thinning flakes, bifacial preforms broken during 

manufacture, and well-made groundstone bowls and basin metates.  Diverse architectural 

features such as house floors and significant deposits of refuse materials reflect both land- and 

water-associated subsistence activities.  Cultural materials from the Archaic Period include 

temporally diagnostic forms of beads and ornaments manufactured from Haliotis and Olivella 

shells.  Spindle-shaped charmstones are also found.  The Archaic Period can be further broken 

down into lower, middle, and upper phases. 

• Emergent Period (ca. 1000-1776 A.D.): Sites from this period typically contain lithic scatters 

from the manufacture of small arrow points, expedient groundstone tools such as tabular metates 

and unshaped manos, wooden mortars with stone pestles, acorn or mesquite bean granaries, 

ceramic vessels, shell beads suggestive of extensive trading networks, and steatite implements 

such as pipes and arrow shaft straighteners.  The bow and arrow replace the dart and atlatl at 

sites from the Emergent Period.  Specialized sites of local shell bead manufacturing are 

recognized by the presence of bead blanks and manufacturing debris, a pattern that might 

indicate the introduction of monetized systems of exchange. 
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Ethnohistoric Context 

 

The present-day Lamont area is generally considered a part of the traditional homeland of the 

Southern Valley Yokuts.  The name “Yokuts” comes from the Native word yokoch, which translates 

to “people” or “person,” and the language family is of Penutian stock (Silverstein 1978:446; Heizer 

and Elsasser 1980:15-16).  Within the larger Yokuts group were three divisions, 12 major language 

groups, and roughly 50 distinct bands, each with its own name, dialect, and territory (Heizer and 

Elsasser 1980:15-16).  Prior to European contact, population numbers for the entire Yokuts tribal 

group is estimated to have been around 70,000 people (ibid.:16).  The following discussion of the 

culture and history of the Southern Valley Yokuts, one of three main Yokuts divisions, is drawn 

primarily from Wallace (1978), Heizer and Elsasser (1980), and Anderson (2005). 
 

The APE is situated within what would have been the overlapping territories of the Yawelmani and 

Hometwoli bands of the Southern Valley Yokuts (Wallace 1978:448).  Southern Valley Yokuts 

territory spanned the drainage area of the Tulare, Buena Vista, and Kern Lakes as well as the lower 

portions of the Kings, Kaweah, Tule, and Kern Rivers.  The presence of these waterways and their 

surrounding sloughs and marshlands provided food, tool materials, and medicine as well as an 

aquatic travel corridor in what would otherwise have been a semi-desert environment with very little 

precipitation.   

 

The subsistence strategy and material culture of the Southern Valley Yokuts were defined by the 

landscape of the southern San Joaquin Valley.  As mentioned, the environment was marsh-like and 

held an abundance of resources.  Tule reeds that grew along lake and river shores and in sloughs 

were utilized for food, boats, baskets, and shelter.  Salmon and eel were speared or hunted from 

shore or from tule reed boats as they made their runs.  Fish were also trapped in weirs of stones or 

willows and in scoop-shaped baskets.  Waterfowl, including geese, brandt, and more than 20 

varieties of duck, were present in large numbers, especially during seasonal migrations from October 

to April.  Autumn saw the gathering of acorns from oaks in the foothills and was a preferred time to 

hunt rabbits, as their fur was thickening for winter.  Winter weather promoted the gathering of 

basketry material from the bark of shrubs and trees, and wood for arrows before excessive moisture 

was pulled into the stalks or leaves sprouted.   

 

Southern Valley Yokuts homes varied from single-family dwellings made of tule mats placed over a 

wooden frame to communal houses hosting ten families or so.  Sweat lodges were utilized on a daily 

basis, for cleansing the body and for ritual purification.  Basketry was an important skill, and tightly 

woven twined baskets were used as food and water storage vessels as well as traps, winnowing trays, 

seed beaters, and hats.  Other material culture included hunting implements such as nets, traps, 

snares, throwing sticks, and bows and arrows, and ritual items such as feather headdresses, rattles, 

and dice. 

 

Contact with Europeans began as early as 1772, when Pedro Fages passed through the southern San 

Joaquin Valley, followed by Francisco Garcés in 1776, but the missions held little influence other 

than cultural practices brought by runaways fleeing them.  Disruption began in earnest during the 

Mexican period, especially through an 1833 epidemic that killed around 75% of the native 

population.  The annexation and statehood of California brought an influx of American settlers and 

the resulting displacement of the native peoples.  By 1873, after partial removal to the Tejon 

Reservation, the Tule River Reservation was set aside for some of the remaining Native bands, while 
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others eventually were organized onto the Santa Rosa Rancheria in 1934.  Today, many Southern 

Valley Yokuts continue to live in the surrounding area, both on and off the reservations and have 

experienced a revitalization of their cultural and linguistic heritage. 

 

Historic Context 

 

The early Spanish/Mexican explorations did not have much of an impact on the San Joaquin Valley 

beyond the diseases that they introduced to the Native population (Wallace 1978:459).  The first 

American known to have explored the region was Joseph R. Walker, who entered the Kern River 

valley in 1834 and began guiding wagon trains through the area using the Walker Pass, which was 

named in his honor (Southern Sierra Properties n.d.).  In the winter of 1845-1846, he led the 

expedition of artist Edward M. Kern into the area, for whom the Kern River, Kernville, and Kern 

County are named (ibid.). 

 

According to local historical accounts, non-Indian settlement in the vicinity began in the early 1860s.  

Thomas Baker, the first Anglo-American to settle in the area, moved here from Vasalia in 1863 and 

acquired a large parcel of land in what is now Bakersfield with a plan to develop a navigable water 

way from Kern Lake (now dry) to the San Francisco Bay (Darling 1988:8; Gudde 1998:24).  Baker’s 

plan failed to materialize, but his name was bestowed on the newly formed community in 1868, 

when a post office was established.  Like the rest of California’s fertile Central Valley, the 

Bakersfield area experienced rapid early development in its agricultural economy, but relatively 

slow growth, in comparison to its southern neighbors, in terms of urbanization.   

 

The nearby City of Bakersfield was first incorporated in 1873 and became the county seat the next 

year (Darling 1988:8).  Two years later, the city was disincorporated, and was not reincorporated 

until 1898 (ibid.).  Around the turn of the century, oil discoveries on the Kern River and the 

subsequent “oil boom” prompted the Bakersfield area to the forefront of California’s budding 

petroleum industry.  However, agriculture has remained the dominant factor in the area’s economy 

as well as its cultural heritage to the present time.  

 

The community of Lamont, located roughly five miles to the southeast of Bakersfield, was 

established near the end of the 19th century (Lamont School District n.d.).  The area saw a 

population boom as Dust Bowl migrants flocked there in the 1930s looking for work as farm labor 

(ibid.).  Among the notable episodes in Lamont history is the farm labor camp depicted in John 

Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath, located in Weedpatch about a mile to the south (ibid.).  At the time, 

the area was known in particular for its large-scale cultivation of guayule, which served as a 

substitute for rubber during WWII (Bakersfield Californian 2016).  Today the community of Lamont 

remains true to its agricultural roots, with a population of almost exclusively Hispanic heritage 

providing the driving work force. 

 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 

RECORDS SEARCH 

 

The historical/archaeological resources records search for this study was provided by the Southern 

San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC) of the California Historical Resources Information 
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System on October 13, 2021.  Located on the campus of California State University, Bakersfield, the 

SSJVIC is the State of California’s official cultural resource records repository for Kern County.  

During the records search, SSJVIC staff examined maps and records on file for previously identified 

cultural resources and existing cultural resources studies within a half-mile radius of the APE.  

Previously identified cultural resources include properties designated as California Historical 

Landmarks or Points of Historical Interest as well as those listed in the National Register of Historic 

Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, or the California Historical Resources 

Inventory.   

 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

 

Historical background research for this study was conducted by CRM TECH principal investigator/ 

historian Bai “Tom” Tang.  Sources consulted during the research included the published literature 

in local and regional history, U.S. General Land Office (GLO) land survey plat maps dated 1855 

and USGS topographic maps dated 1912-1992, and aerial/satellite photographs taken in 1952-2020.  

The historical maps are accessible at the websites of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management and the 

USGS, while the aerial/satellite photographs are available at the Nationwide Environmental Title 

Research (NETR) Online website and through the Google Earth software. 

 

GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS 

 

As a part of the research procedures, CRM TECH archaeologist Deirdre Encarnación pursued 

geoarchaeological analysis to assess the APE’s potential for the deposition and preservation of 

subsurface cultural deposits from the prehistoric period, which cannot be detected through a standard 

surface archaeological survey.  Sources consulted for this purpose included primarily geologic maps 

and literature pertaining to the surrounding area.  Findings from these sources were used to develop 

a geomorphologic history of the APE and address geoarchaeological sensitivity of the vertical APE. 

 

NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 

 

On September 28, 2021, CRM TECH submitted a written request to the State of California Native 

American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a records search in the commission’s Sacred Lands 

File.  Following the NAHC’s recommendations and previously established consultation protocol, 

CRM TECH further contacted seven Native American representatives in the region in writing on 

November 1, 2021, for additional information on potential Native American cultural resources in the 

vicinity.  Follow-up telephone solicitations were then carried out between November 17, 2021. and 

January 4, 2022.  Correspondence between CRM TECH and the Native American representatives is 

summarized below, and a complete record is attached to this report in Appendix 2. 

 

FIELD SURVEY 

 

On October 20, 2021, CRM TECH archaeologist Nina Gallardo carried out the field survey of the 

APE.  The four well sites were surveyed on foot at an intensive-level by walking a series of parallel 

transects spaced 15-meters (approximately 50 feet) apart.  A reconnaissance-level survey was 

conducted along the pipeline alignments, as they consist entirely of existing public roadways, by 

driving along the project routes and visually inspecting the surrounding land.  In this way, the entire 
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APE was systematically and carefully examined for any evidence of human activities dating to the 

prehistoric or historic period (i.e., 50 years or older).  Visibility of the native ground surface was 

poor at Well No. 5 and the fourth potential well site, where pockets of dense vegetation growth 

obscured the ground, as well as at within the tall fence at Well No. 13 and along paved roads, where 

asphalt covered the ground surface.  Elsewhere, the visibility was good to excellent. 

 

 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

 

RECORDS SEARCH 

 

According to SSJVIC records, the APE had not been surveyed systematically for cultural resources 

prior to this study, and no cultural resources had been recorded within or adjacent to the APE 

boundaries.  Within the half-mile scope of the records search, SSJVIC records identify at least 23 

previous studies carried out between 1974 and 2014 on various tracts of land and linear features.  

These studies resulted in the recordation of 16 cultural resources within the half-mile radius, as listed 

below in Table 1.   

 

Table 1.  Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within the Scope of the Records Search 

Primary No. Description 

15-008459 Historic-period building (no further detail available) 

15-008460 Alice Carpenter residence 

15-008461 Historic-period building (no further detail available) 

15-008465 Historic-period building (Lamont Elementary School?) 

15-008466 Historic-period building (no further detail available) 

15-008467 Historic-period building (no further detail available) 

15-008470 Historic-period building (no further detail available) 

15-008471 Historic-period building (no further detail available) 

15-010024 Circa 1930 bungalow 

15-010025 Lamont Elementary School 

15-013724 Segment of East Side Canal 

15-019115 SCE Big Creek East and West transmission line 

15-020538 Segment of Buena Vista Boulevard 

15-020545 Segment of DiGiorgio Road 

15-020570 Segment of Panama Road 

15-020577 SCE Third Saugus-Magunden transmission line 

 

As Table 1 shows, all of these previously recorded cultural resources date to the historic period.  

Among them are ten buildings or groups of buildings, two power transmission lines, the East Side 

Canal, and segments of three roads, including a segment of Di Giorgio Road located to the east of 

the APE (Site 15-020545).  According to the record forms, Di Giorgio Road was originally 

constructed in circa 1914-1931 (Urbana Preservation & Planning 2019:2).  Despite its age, the road 

was found not to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the California 

Register of Historical Resources when it was recorded in 2019 (ibid.). 

 

Although the segment of Di Giorgio Road previously recorded into the California Historical 

Resources Inventory lies well outside the APE, the segment within the APE is presumed to be an 

extension of Site 15-020545 for the purpose of this study.  None of the other 15 sites were recorded 
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in the immediate vicinity of the APE.  Therefore, none of them require further consideration during 

this study. 

 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

 

Historical maps consulted for this study show no evidence of any settlement or development 

activities in the project vicinity in the 1850s, although two early roads, identified as Old Tejon Road 

and Tulare Valley Road, were noted within a mile to the west and the east of the APE, respectively 

(Fig. 5).  In the early 20th century, the Lamont area demonstrated a typical rural settlement pattern, 

featuring widely spaced grids of roads lined by scattered buildings (Fig. 6).  Among them was the 

forerunner of present-day Di Giorgio Road, which was partially present in the APE by 1910 and 

extended across the area by 1929, known then as Greenfield Road (Fig. 7). 

 

Around 1930, the only notable feature known to be extant in the APE, other than Greenfield Road, 

was a water reservoir at the site of Well No. 11 (Fig. 7).  Between then and the early 1950s, the town 

of Lamont began to take shape with a number of densely populated residential neighborhoods 

established near the APE (Fig. 8; NETR Online 1952).  At least two buildings, presumably 

representing farmsteads, were observed at the sites of Well Nos. 11 and 13 in the 1950s (Fig. 8; 

NETR Online 1952; 1957).  The El Adobe neighborhood was developed much later, during the 

1968-1984 era (NETR Online 1968; 1984).  Both of the buildings in the APE were evidently 

removed sometime between 1984 and 1992, after the removal of the reservoir at Well No. 11 in 

1968-1984 (NETR Online 1968-1992; Google Earth 1992).  Since then, no major changes in land 

use have been observed within the APE (NETR Online 1992-2018; Google Earth 1992-2020). 

 

 
 

Figure 5.  The APE and vicinity in 1855.  (Source: GLO 1855a; 1855b)   
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GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS 

 

The surface sediments in and near the APE 

have been identified as Qf, defined as Recent 

alluvial fan deposits of the Great Valley 

formation (Smith 1964).  These Quarternary-

age deposits consist of sedimentary and 

metasedimentary rocks (ibid.).  Fuller et al. 

(2015) state that the Great Valley formation 

contains Cretaceous and Cenozoic strata up to 

20,000 to 40,000 feet thick, but they also date 

the surface sediments in and around the APE as 

Quarternary in age.  These younger soils were 

formed as floodplain deposits and replenished 

during periodic large-scale flood events (ibid.).   

 

As discussed above, the natural environment 

around the APE featured rivers, lakes, sloughs, 

and marshland until modern flood control 

works essentially put an end to the cyclical 

flooding that helped shape the landscape.  

Generally, in prehistoric times such 

environment would have been a favorable  

 
 

Figure 6.  The APE and vicinity in 1910-1912.  (Source: 

USGS 1912)   

setting for resource procurement but not for long-term habitation.  The records search identified no 

known prehistoric archaeological sites within a half-mile radius.   

 

Furthermore, the entire APE lies upon extensively disturbed ground surface, the pipeline rights-of-

way by road construction and underground utility installation and the well sites by past agricultural 

operations.  Throughout the APE, no substantial remnants of the native landscape survive today (Fig. 

4).  Based on these considerations, the APE appears to be relatively low in sensitivity for intact, 

potentially significant archaeological remains of prehistoric or early historical origin in buried 

deposits.   

 

NATIVE AMERICAN PARTICIPATION 

 

In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the NAHC stated in a letter dated October 29, 2021, that the 

Sacred Lands File identified no Native American cultural resources in the project vicinity but 

recommended that local Native American groups be contacted for further information.  For that 

purpose, the NAHC provided a list of potential contacts in the region (see App. 2).  Upon receiving 

the NAHC’s reply, CRM TECH sought consultation with all seven tribal organizations on the 

referral list (see App. 2).  For some of the tribes, the designated spokesperson on cultural resources 

issues was contacted in lieu of the individuals on the referral list, as recommended in the past by the 

tribal government staff.  The seven tribal representatives contacted are listed below: 

 

• Danelle Gutierrez, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Big Pine Paiute Tribe of Owens Valley; 

• Julio Quair, Chairperson, Chumash Council of Bakersfield; 
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Figure 7.  The APE and vicinity in 1929-1930.  (Source: USGS 1932; 1933)   
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Figure 8.  The APE and vicinity in 1952.  (Source: USGS 1954; 1955)   
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• Mariza Sullivan, Chairperson, Coastal Band of Chumash Nation;  

• Delia Dominguez, Chairperson, Kitanemuk and Yowlumne Tejon Indians; 

• Kenneth Kahn, Chairperson, Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians; 

• Colin Rambo, Cultural Resources Department, the Tejon Indian Tribe; 

• Joey Garfield, Tribal Archaeologist, Tule River Indian Tribe. 

 

As of this time, three of the tribal representatives have responded via telephone, and none of them 

expressed any concerns regarding the APE or the desire to pursue further consultation regarding this 

undertaking (see App. 2).  Among them, Danelle Gutierrez of the Big Pine Paiute Tribe stated that 

the Tribe would not participate in consultation at this time based on the location of the undertaking 

but recommended monitoring by local tribes due to the possibility for inadvertent discoveries during 

ground-disturbing activities.  Both Delia Dominguez of the Kitanemuk and Yowlumne Tejon 

Indians and Colin Rambo of the Tejon Indian Tribe stated that their Tribes had no comments 

regarding this undertaking. 

 

FIELD SURVEY 

 

The field survey did not encounter any feature or artifacts of prehistoric or historical origin at any of 

the four well sites.  None of the features known to have been present at these locations in historic 

times, such as the two buildings once at Well Nos. 11 and 13 and the reservoir at Well No. 11, have 

left any identifiable archaeological remains on the surface.  Three of the four well sites are entirely 

vacant today, while the reservoir and wooden fence at Well No. 13 are clearly the results of very 

recent activities (Fig. 4; Google Earth 2020). 

 

As stated above, all the of the roads containing the proposed pipeline rights-of-way are at least close 

to 50 years old.  The oldest and most prominent among them, Di Giorgio Road, was previously 

recorded elsewhere as Site 15-020545, of which the segment in the APE is considered an extension.  

However, the current appearance and configuration of these roadways reflect the results of repeated 

upgrading and constant maintenance since the initial construction (Fig. 4).  As working components 

of the modern transportation infrastructure, they demonstrate no particular historical character today. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act mandates that federal agencies take into 

account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate any adverse effects on such properties (36 CFR 800.1(a)).  Similarly, CEQA establishes that 

“a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a 

project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC §21084.1).  “Substantial 

adverse change,” according to PRC §5020.1(q), “means demolition, destruction, relocation, or 

alteration such that the significance of an historical resource would be impaired.” 

 

“Historic properties,” as defined by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, include “any 

prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion 

in, the National Register of Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the Interior” (36 CFR 

800.16(l)).  The eligibility for inclusion in the National Register is determined by applying the 
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following criteria, developed by the National Park Service as per provision of the National Historic 

Preservation Act: 
 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is 

present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 

setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and 

(a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

our history; or 

(b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

(c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 

and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  (36 

CFR 60.4) 

 

For CEQA-compliance considerations, the State of California’s Public Resources Code (PRC) 

establishes the definitions and criteria for “historical resources,” which require similar protection to 

what NHPA Section 106 mandates for historic properties.  “Historical resources,” according to PRC 

§5020.1(j), “includes, but is not limited to, any object, building, site, area, place, record, or 

manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, 

engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural 

annals of California.”   

 

More specifically, CEQA guidelines state that the term “historical resources” applies to any such 

resources listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 

Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically 

significant by the lead agency (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(1)-(3)).  Regarding the proper criteria of 

historical significance, CEQA guidelines mandate that “generally a resource shall be considered by 

the lead agency to be ‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the 

California Register of Historical Resources” (Title 14 CCR §15064.5(a)(3)).  A resource may be 

listed in the California Register if it meets any of the following criteria: 
 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage.  

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.  

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  (PRC 

§5024.1(c)). 

 

In summary of the research results presented above, the only features of prehistoric or historical 

origin identified in the APE are the various roadways that are at least close to 50 years of age.  

However, as stated above, none of them exhibit any distinctively historical character.  The minor 

residential streets in the El Adobe neighborhood, while possibly dating as early as 1968, represent a 

class of built-environment features that are ubiquitous today and retain little potential for any historic 

significance.  As such, they require no further consideration under Section 106 or CEQA provisions 

on cultural resources.   
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The oldest road in the APE, Di Giorgio Road, is an extension of Site 15-020545 that was recorded 

further to the east in 2019.  At the time of its recordation, Di Giorgio Road was determined not to be 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historical 

Resources: 

 
Di Giorgio Road has not been found individually eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 as it has 

not been associated with events or patterns of events; not eligible under Criterion B/2 as it has not 

been identified as having an association with an important person; not eligible under Criterion C/3 as 

it has not been identified as embodying the distinctive characteristics of a road and has not been 

identified as being the work of a master or an important and creative individual; and not eligible 

under Criterion D/4 as further study of the road would not appear to yield information which could be 

considered important in local, regional, state, or national history.  (Urbana Preservation & Planning 

2019:2) 

 

The present study has yielded no new information that would warrant revisiting the 2019 evaluation 

of Site 15-020545.  The segment of Di Giorgio Road in the APE, therefore, does not meet the 

definition of a “historic property” under Section 106 or a “historical resource” under CEQA. 

 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act mandates that federal agencies take into 

account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate any adverse effects on such properties (36 CFR 800.1(a)).  Similarly, CEQA establishes that 

“a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a 

project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC §21084.1).  “Substantial 

adverse change,” according to PRC §5020.1(q), “means demolition, destruction, relocation, or 

alteration such that the significance of a historical resource would be impaired.” 
 

In conclusion, the present study identified no “historic properties” or “historical resources” within 

the APE, and the subsurface sediments within the vertical extent of the APE appear to be relatively 

low in sensitivity for intact, potentially significant archaeological remains of prehistoric or early 

historical origin.  Based on these findings, CRM TECH presents the following recommendations to 

the LPUD and the SWRCB: 

 

• No “historic properties” or “historical resources” will be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

• No further cultural resources investigation will be necessary for the undertaking unless project 

plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study. 

• If buried cultural materials are discovered during earth-moving operations associated with the 

undertaking, all work in the immediate area should be halted or diverted until a qualified 

archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the find. 
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APPENDIX 1 

PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS 

 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/HISTORIAN 

Bai “Tom” Tang, M.A. 

 

Education 

 

1988-1993 Graduate Program in Public History/Historic Preservation, University of California, 

Riverside. 

1987 M.A., American History, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut. 

1982 B.A., History, Northwestern University, Xi’an, China. 

 

2000 “Introduction to Section 106 Review,” presented by the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation and the University of Nevada, Reno. 

1994 “Assessing the Significance of Historic Archaeological Sites,” presented by the 

Historic Preservation Program, University of Nevada, Reno. 

 

Professional Experience 

 

2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 

1993-2002 Project Historian/Architectural Historian, CRM TECH, Riverside, California. 

1993-1997 Project Historian, Greenwood and Associates, Pacific Palisades, California. 

1991-1993 Project Historian, Archaeological Research Unit, University of California, Riverside. 

1990 Intern Researcher, California State Office of Historic Preservation, Sacramento. 

1990-1992 Teaching Assistant, History of Modern World, University of California, Riverside. 

1988-1993 Research Assistant, American Social History, University of California, Riverside. 

1985-1988 Research Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University. 

1985-1986 Teaching Assistant, Modern Chinese History, Yale University. 

1982-1985 Lecturer, History, Xi’an Foreign Languages Institute, Xi’an, China. 

 

Cultural Resources Management Reports 

 

Preliminary Analyses and Recommendations Regarding California’s Cultural Resources Inventory 

System (with Special Reference to Condition 14 of NPS 1990 Program Review Report).  California 

State Office of Historic Preservation working paper, Sacramento, September 1990. 

 

Numerous cultural resources management reports with the Archaeological Research Unit, 

Greenwood and Associates, and CRM TECH, since October 1991. 

 

  



21 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR/ARCHAEOLOGIST 

Michael Hogan, Ph.D., RPA (Registered Professional Archaeologist) 

 

Education 

 

1991 Ph.D., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside. 

1981 B.S., Anthropology, University of California, Riverside; with honors. 

1980-1981 Education Abroad Program, Lima, Peru. 

 

2002 “Section 106—National Historic Preservation Act: Federal Law at the Local Level,” 

UCLA Extension Course #888.  

2002 “Recognizing Historic Artifacts,” workshop presented by Richard Norwood, 

Historical Archaeologist. 

2002 “Wending Your Way through the Regulatory Maze,” symposium presented by the 

Association of Environmental Professionals. 

1992 “Southern California Ceramics Workshop,” presented by Jerry Schaefer. 

1992 “Historic Artifact Workshop,” presented by Anne Duffield-Stoll. 

 

Professional Experience 

 

2002- Principal Investigator, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 

1999-2002 Project Archaeologist/Field Director, CRM TECH, Riverside, California. 

1996-1998 Project Director and Ethnographer, Statistical Research, Inc., Redlands, California. 

1992-1998 Assistant Research Anthropologist, University of California, Riverside. 

1992-1995 Project Director, Archaeological Research Unit, U.C. Riverside. 

1993-1994 Adjunct Professor, Riverside Community College, Mt. San Jacinto College, U.C. 

Riverside, Chapman University, and San Bernardino Valley College. 

1991-1992 Crew Chief, Archaeological Research Unit, U.C. Riverside. 

1984-1998 Project Director, Field Director, Crew Chief, and Archaeological Technician for 

various southern California cultural resources management firms. 

 

Research Interests 

 

Cultural Resource Management, Southern Californian Archaeology, Settlement and Exchange 

Patterns, Specialization and Stratification, Culture Change, Native American Culture, Cultural 

Diversity. 

 

Cultural Resources Management Reports 

 

Principal investigator for, author or co-author of, and contributor to numerous cultural resources 

management study reports since 1986.   

 

Memberships 

 

Society for American Archaeology; Society for California Archaeology; Pacific Coast 

Archaeological Society; Coachella Valley Archaeological Society.  
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PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/REPORT WRITER 

Deirdre Encarnación, M.A. 

 

Education 

 

2003 M.A., Anthropology, San Diego State University, California. 

2000 B.A., Anthropology, minor in Biology, with honors; San Diego State University, 

California. 

 

2021 Certificate of Specialization, Kumeyaay Studies, Cuyamaca College, California. 

2001  Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University. 

2000  Archaeological Field School, San Diego State University. 

 

Professional Experience 

 

2004- Project Archaeologist/Report Writer, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 

2001-2003 Part-time Lecturer, San Diego State University, California. 

2001  Research Assistant for Dr. Lynn Gamble, San Diego State University. 

2001  Archaeological Collection Catalog, SDSU Foundation. 

 

Memberships 

 

Society for California Archaeology; Society for Hawaiian Archaeology; California Native Plant 

Society. 

 

 

PROJECT ARCHAEOLOGIST/NATIVE AMERICAN LIAISON 

Nina Gallardo, B.A. 

 

Education 

 

2004 B.A., Anthropology/Law and Society, University of California, Riverside. 

 

Professional Experience 

 

2004- Project Archaeologist, CRM TECH, Riverside/Colton, California. 

 

Cultural Resources Management Reports 

 

Co-author of and contributor to numerous cultural resources management reports since 2004.   
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APPENDIX 2 

 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH 

NATIVE AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES* 
 

 
* Seven local Native American representatives were contacted; a sample letter is included in this report. 



 

 

SACRED LANDS FILE & NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS LIST REQUEST 
 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 Capitol Mall, RM 364 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

(916) 653-4082 

(916) 657-5390 (fax) 

nahc@pacbell.net 

  

 

Project:  Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project (CRM TECH No. 3783) 

County:  Kern  

USGS Quadrangle Name:  Lamont and Weed Patch, Calif.  

Township  31 South    Range  28 East    MD  BM; Section(s):  1, 10, and 12  

Township  31 South    Range  29 East    MD  BM; Section(s):  6 and 7  

Company/Firm/Agency:  CRM TECH   

Contact Person:  Nina Gallardo  

Street Address:  1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B  

City:  Colton, CA   Zip:  92324  

Phone:  (909) 824-6400   Fax:  (909) 824-6405  

Email:  ngallardo@crmtech.us  

Project Description:  The primary component of the project is to make improvements to the existing 

Lamont Public Utilities District (LPUD) facilities, including construction of four new wells and 

extension of water supply to the El Adobe Property Owners Association.  To supply the El Adobe 

neighborhood, approximately 11,000 feet of 10” diameter water transmission line will be installed 

within the existing right-of-way of Di Giorgio Road.  At the intersection of Di Giorgio Road and 

Alderwood Street, an 8” diameter water distribution line will connect to the transmission line and 

a looped distribution line will be installed along residential streets, totaling approximately 20,000 

feet in length.  The Area of Potential Effects (APE) lies in and near the town of Lamont, Kern 

County, California.  
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October 29, 2021 

 

Nina Gallardo 

CRM TECH 

 

Via Email to: ngallardo@crmtech.us    

 

Re: Proposed Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project, Kern County  

 

Dear Ms. Gallardo: 

  

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 

was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project.  The 

results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not 

indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural 

resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.   

 

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources 

in the project area.  This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential 

adverse impact within the proposed project area.  I suggest you contact all of those indicated; 

if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge.  By 

contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to 

consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of 

notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to 

ensure that the project information has been received.   

 

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify 

me.  With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.  

 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email 

address: Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.    

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Andrew Green 

Cultural Resources Analyst 

 

Attachment 

 

 

 
 

CHAIRPERSON 

Laura Miranda  

Luiseño 

 

VICE CHAIRPERSON 

Reginald Pagaling 

Chumash 

 

PARLIAMENTARIAN 

Russell Attebery 

Karuk  

 

COMMISSIONER 

William Mungary 

Paiute/White Mountain 

Apache 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Isaac Bojorquez 

Ohlone-Costanoan 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Sara Dutschke 

Miwok 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Buffy McQuillen 

Yokayo Pomo, Yuki, 

Nomlaki 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Wayne Nelson 

Luiseño 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Stanley Rodriguez 

Kumeyaay 

 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

Christina Snider 

Pomo 

 

NAHC HEADQUARTERS 

1550 Harbor Boulevard  

Suite 100 

West Sacramento, 

California 95691 

(916) 373-3710 

nahc@nahc.ca.gov 

NAHC.ca.gov 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Big Pine Paiute Tribe of Owens 
Valley
Sally Manning, Environmental 
Director
P. O. Box 700 
Big Pine, CA, 93513
Phone: (760) 938 - 2003
s.manning@bigpinepaiute.org

Paiute-Shoshone

Big Pine Paiute Tribe  of the  
Owens Valley
James Rambeau, Chairperson
P. O. Box 700 
Big Pine, CA, 93513
Phone: (760) 938 - 2003
Fax: (760) 938-2942
j.rambeau@bigpinepaiute.org

Paiute-Shoshone

Big Pine Paiute Tribe  of the  
Owens Valley
Danelle Gutierrez, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer
P.O. Box 700 
Big Pine, CA, 93513
Phone: (760) 938 - 2003
Fax: (760) 938-2942
d.gutierrez@bigpinepaiute.org

Paiute-Shoshone

Chumash Council of 
Bakersfield
Julio Quair, Chairperson
729 Texas Street 
Bakersfield, CA, 93307
Phone: (661) 322 - 0121
chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net

Chumash

Coastal Band of the Chumash 
Nation
Mariza Sullivan, Chairperson
P. O. Box 4464 
Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 665 - 0486
cbcntribalchair@gmail.com

Chumash

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon 
Indians
Delia Dominguez, Chairperson
115 Radio Street 
Bakersfield, CA, 93305
Phone: (626) 339 - 6785
2deedominguez@gmail.com

Kitanemuk
Southern Valley 
Yokut

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Indians
Kenneth Kahn, Chairperson
P.O. Box 517 
Santa Ynez, CA, 93460
Phone: (805) 688 - 7997
Fax: (805) 686-9578
kkahn@santaynezchumash.org

Chumash

Tejon Indian Tribe
Octavio Escobedo, Chairperson
P.O. Box 640 
Arvin, CA, 93203
Phone: (661) 834 - 8566
oescobedo@tejonindiantribe-
nsn.gov

Kitanemuk

Tejon Indian Tribe
Colin Rambo, 
P.O. Box 640 
Arvin, CA, 93203
Phone: (661) 834 - 8566
colin.rambo@tejonindiantribe-
nsn.gov

Kitanemuk

Tule River Indian Tribe
Neil Peyron, Chairperson
P.O. Box 589 
Porterville, CA, 93258
Phone: (559) 781 - 4271
Fax: (559) 781-4610
neil.peyron@tulerivertribe-nsn.gov

Yokut

Tule River Indian Tribe
Joey Garfield, Tribal Archaeologist
P. O. Box 589 
Porterville, CA, 93258
Phone: (559) 783 - 8892
Fax: (559) 783-8932
joey.garfield@tulerivertribe-
nsn.gov

Yokut

Tule River Indian Tribe
Kerri Vera, Environmental 
Department
P. O. Box 589 
Porterville, CA, 93258
Phone: (559) 783 - 8892
Fax: (559) 783-8932
kerri.vera@tulerivertribe-nsn.gov

Yokut
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November 1, 2021 

 

RE: Proposed Lamont Public Utilities District Water Supply Improvement Project 

 Four Well Sites and 4.88 Linear Miles of Pipeline Alignments 

 Unincorporated Community of Lamont, Kern County, California 

 CRM TECH Contract #3783 

 

Dear Tribal Representative: 

 

I am writing to bring your attention to an ongoing CEQA-Plus study for the proposed project 

referenced above, which entails improvements to the existing Lamont Public Utilities District (LPUD) 

facilities, including construction of four new wells and installation of 25,000 feet of pipelines within 

existing road rights-of-way to supply domestic water to the El Adobe Property Owners Association.  

The accompanying maps depict the location of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) in and near the 

unincorporated community of Lamont, Kern County, California, and within in Sections 1, 10, and 12, 

T31S R28E, and Sections 6 and 7, T31S R29E, MDBM, based on the USGS Lamont and Weed Patch, 

Calif., 7.5’ quadrangles. 

 

The Native American Heritage Commission reports in a letter dated October 29, 2021, that the results of 

the Sacred Lands File search were negative but recommends that local Native American groups be 

contacted for further information (see attached).  Therefore, as part of the cultural resources study for 

this project, I am writing to request your input on potential Native American cultural resources in or 

near the APE. 

 

Please respond at your earliest convenience if you have any specific knowledge of sacred/religious 

sites or other sites of Native American traditional cultural value in or near the APE, or any other 

information to consider during the cultural resources investigations.  Any information or concerns may 

be forwarded to CRM TECH by telephone, e-mail, facsimile, or standard mail.  Requests for 

documentation or information we cannot provide will be forwarded to our client and/or the lead 

agencies, namely the LPUD and State Water Resources Control Board. 

 

We would also like to clarify that, as the cultural resources consultant for the project, CRM TECH is 

not involved in the AB 52-compliance process or in government-to-government consultations.  The 

purpose of this letter is to seek any information that you may have to help us determine if there are 

cultural resources in or near the project area that we should be aware of and to help us assess the 

sensitivity of the APE.  Thank you for your time and effort in addressing this important matter. 

 

Respectfully,  

 

 

Nina Gallardo 

Project Archaeologist/Native American liaison 

CRM TECH 

Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us 

 

Encl.: NAHC response letter and APE location map 
 



 

 

 

TELEPHONE LOG 

 

Name Tribe/Affiliation Telephone Contacts Note 

Danelle Gutierrez, 

Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer 

Big Pine Paiute 

Tribe of the Owens 

Valley 

2:10 pm, November 17, 2021; 

2:36 pm, January 4, 2022 

Ms. Gutierrez stated that the 

Tribe would not participate in 

consultation at this time based 

on the location of the project.  

She recommended monitoring 

by local tribes due to the 

possibility for inadvertent 

discoveries during ground-

disturbing activities. 

Julio Quair, 

Chairperson 

Chumash Council of 

Bakersfield  

2:16 pm, November 17, 2021; 

2:58 pm, January 4, 2022 

No voicemail available. 

Mariza Sullivan, 

Chairperson 

Coastal Band of 

Chumash Nation 

2:18 pm, November 17, 2021; 

3:00 pm, January 4, 2022 

Left voice messages; no 

response to date. 

Delia Dominguez, 

Chairperson 

Kitanemuk and 

Yowlumne Tejon 

Indians 

3:16 pm, November 17, 2021 Ms. Dominguez stated that the 

Tribe had no concerns or 

comments regarding this 

project. 

Kenneth Kahn, 

Chairperson 

Santa Ynez Band of 

Chumash Indians 

3:22 pm, November 17, 2021; 

3:12 pm, January 4, 2022 

Left messages; no response to 

date.  

Colin Rambo, 

Cultural Resources 

Department 

Tejon Indian Tribe 3:30 pm, November 17, 2021 Mr. Rambo stated that the Tribe 

had no comments regarding this 

project. 

Joey Garfield, Tribal 

Archaeologist 

Tule River Indian 

Tribe 

3:36 pm, November 17, 2021;  

3:16 pm, January 4, 2022 

Left messages; no response to 

date. 
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BEACON #490 (T0602900271) - SIGN UP FOR EMAIL ALERTS 

10920 MAIN ST 
LAMONT, CA 93241 
KERN COUNTY 
LUST CLEANUP SITE .(INFO). 
COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED AS OF 10/ 19/ 1990 - DEFINITION 

PRINTABLE CASE SUMMARY / CSM REPORT 

CLEANUP OVERSIGHT AGENCIES 

KERN COUNTY (LEAD) - CASE #: 640007 

CASEWORKER: BILL SCHEIDE 

CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5F) - CASE #: 5T15000272 

CASEWORKER: JOHN WHITING 
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Regulatory Profile 

CLEANUP STATUS - DEFINITIONS 
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DWR GROUNDWATER SUB-BASIN NAME 

San Joaquin Valley - Kern County (5-022.14) 

POTENTIAL MEDIA OF CONCERN 

SOIL 

PRINTABLE CASE SUMMARY 

DESIGNATED GROUNDWATER BENEFICIAL USE(S). - DEFINITIONS 

MUN, AGR, IND, PROC, WILD, REC_ 1, REC_2 

CALWATER WATERSHED NAME 

South Valley Floor - Kern Delta (557 .10) 
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FILE LOCATION 
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San Joaquin Valley - Kern County (5-022.14) 

-----------------~ 

POTENTIAL MEDIA OF CONCERN 

SOIL 

PRINTABLE CASE SUMMARY 

DESIGNATED GROUNDWATER BENEFICIAL USE(S). - DEFINITIONS 

MUN, AGR, IND, PROC, WILD, REC_ 1, REC_2 

CALWATER WATERSHED NAME 

South Valley Floor - Kern Delta (557 .10) 

f Site History j 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

GEO TRACKER 
~ Tools Reports UST Case Closures How to Use GeoTracker ESI Information ~ 

KERN VALLEY FARM (T0602900222) - SIGN UP FOR EMAIL ALERTS 

WHEELER RIDGE & TEAL RD 
LAMONT, CA 93241 
KERN COUNTY 
LUST CLEANUP SITE .(INFO). 
COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED AS OF 4/24/1997 - DEFINITION 

PRINTABLE CASE SUMMARY / CSM REPORT 

CLEANUP OVERSIGHT AGENCIES 

KERN COUNTY (LEAD) - CASE #: 600037 

CASEWORKER: DOLORES GOUGH 

CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5F) - CASE #: 5T15000223 

CASEWORKER: JOHN WHITING 

Summary Cleanup Action Report Regulatory Activities Environmental Data (ES/) Site Maps I Documents Community Involvement Related Cases 

Regulatory Profile 

CLEANUP STATUS - DEFINITIONS 

COMPLETED - CASE CLOSED AS OF 4/24/1997 - CLEANUP STATUS HISTORY 

POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 

GASOLINE 

FILE LOCATION 

DWR GROUNDWATER SUB-BASIN NAME 

San Joaquin Valley - Kern County (5-022.14) 

-----------------~ 
PRINTABLE CASE SUMMARY 

POTENTIAL MEDIA OF CONCERN 

AQUIFER USED FOR DRINKING WATER SUPPLY 

DESIGNATED GROUNDWATER BENEFICIAL USE(S). - DEFINITIONS 

MUN, AGR, IND, PROC, WILD, REC_ 1, REC_2 

CALWATER WATERSHED NAME 

South Valley Floor - Kern Delta (557 .10) 
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LAMONT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MODERNIZATION (60002971) SIGN UP FOR EMAIL ALERTS 

8201 PALM AVENUE 

LAMONT, CA 93241 

KERN COUNTY 

SITE TYPE: SCHOOL 

Summary Activities Site/Facility Docs Map Related Sites CalEnviroScreen 

Site Information 

CLEANUP STATUS 

ACTIVE AS OF 11/30/2020 

SITE TYPE: SCHOOL 
NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST: NO 

ACRES: 9. 7 ACRES 

APN: 188-140-44-00-8 
CLEANUP OVERSIGHT AGENCIES: 
DTSC - SITE CLEANUP PROGRAM - LEAD AGENCY 

Regulatory Profile 

PAST USE(~) THAT CAUSED CONTAMINATION 
AGRICULTURAL- ROW CROPS 

POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 
ARSENIC 

DOE 
DDT 

LEAD 

Site History 

SCHOOL DISTRICT: 
ENVIROSTOR ID: 
SITE CODE: 

SPECIAL PROGRAM: 
FUNDING: 
ASSEMBLY DISTRICT: 
SENATE DISTRICT: 

PROJECT MANAGER: 

SUPERVISOR: 

OFFICE: 

SCHOOL DISTRICT: 

CENSUS TRACT: 
CALENVIROSCREEN PERCENTILE SCORE: 

LAMONT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

POTENTIAL MEDIA AFFECTED 

SOIL 

LINA HIJAZI 

SHAHIR HADDAD 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

SCHOOLS & 

BROWNFIELDS OUTREACH 

LAMONT ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 

6029006401 

76-80% 

60002971 
104822 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 
, 32 
, 14 

Lamont Elementary School occupies an approximately 9.7-acre site bounded by residential neighborhoods to the north and south, and an adjacent park and public library to the east. The school has a total of 

37 classrooms, which include 19 permanent classrooms and 18 portable classrooms. The school was first constructed in 1936 with additional permanent facilities added in 1938 and 1956. Historical land use 

includes agricultural land use until approximately 1942. 

Modernization project will be conducted at the Lamont elementary school. The Site of this project consists of 2 areas on the existing school campus and is approximately 2.26 acres. The northern area is 

approximately 1.54 acres and the southern area is 0.72 acres. Soil samples were taken from 31 locations at the Site and were analyzed for OCPs (DDD, DDE, DDT, beta-BHC, and heptachlor epoxide), Lead, 

and arsenic (The results are included in the Phase I and Addendum report). The Phase I indicates that OCPs and lead are detected in soil samples but are below DTSC screening levels. Arsenic was detected 

in the four samples analyzed at concentrations ranging from 9.7 to 11 mg/kg, which exceeds the DTSC-SL of 0.11 and the EPA's Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for residential soil (target hazard quotient of 

1.0 and target risk of 1 E-06) of 0.68 mg/kg. However, the maximum detected concentration is below the DTSC's Upper Bound Ambient Level for arsenic of 12 mg/kg. In a letter dated April 14, 2020, DTSC 

determined that the phase I and addendum reports are considered as a PEA equivalent. 
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CLEANUP OVERSIGHT AGENCIES 

KERN COUNTY {LEAD) - CASE #: 640006 
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Introduction 
 
A preliminary engineering evaluation was prepared that evaluated the Lamont Public Utility District 
(District) water supply system with respect to supply sources, water quality, water storage, and water 
system infrastructure.  The recommendation is to replace four aging wells that all have exceedances of 
the MCL for water quality – Well No. 5, 11, 12, and 13.  In order to achieve constructing wells that do 
not require treatment, it was recommended to perform a hydrogeologic study, drill casing hammer test 
wells, and to construct water supply wells based on those preliminary studies.   
 
As a result, the District has prepared this hydrogeologic study to determine the best locations for new 
groundwater supply wells to add to the District’s water system as potable and State permitted sources.  
The District desires to complete wells in the Lamont area each with a 800 gpm to 1,200 gpm capacity.  
The study area is bounded by Hermosa Road to the north, Oswell Road to the west, Stenderup Avenue 
to the south, and Edison Drive to the east. 
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Figure A – Lamont PUD Study Area 

e • E Yl[ll5 

I '." n~E ~m . .Ll: 

0TH V/El..LS 

<!>-•TEST WEI.L~ 

IIIJI Pl HOLE 

I 2020 

NOTfS: 
I ~Elli 5, 1.J. 17, &c a H>.0/E FO~ 1,2.J -lCP 

2. ' SlRICl l::OJij fl"f .kE• = ~ 1 +o. 2 

J 



Hydrogeologic Study  φτφτ 

 

PREPARED BY: 
DEE JASPAR & ASSOCIATES, INC, 2730 UNICORN ROAD, BLDG A, BKFLD, CA 93308 
P: (661) 393‐4796  F: (661) 393‐4799  

4 

 

Approach 
 
The hydrogeologic study involved a review of existing water wells in the area, a review of existing water 
quality information, and a review of previous hydrogeologic studies.  Well Completion Reports were 
obtained by Ken Schmidt & Associates, Inc. for nearby wells in the Lamont area.  These wells have been 
plotted on an area map attached in Appendix A and illustrated in Figure A.  Dee Jaspar & Associates, Inc. 
obtained water quality information for the existing District wells.  Dr. Schmidt also reviewed other water 
supply well information that was available within the Lamont area.   
 
The two major constituents of concern are Arsenic and 1,2,3‐TCP.  The purpose of this report is to 
evaluate the information of these two constituents in the groundwater beneath Lamont and to provide 
recommendations on well locations and the construction of four future wells within the District. 

Findings 
 
The District currently has eight active water supply wells.  The well data is shown in Table 1 and the well 
locations are illustrated in Figure B. 
 

Well 
No. 

Date 
Drilled 

Age  Depth 
Drilled 

Casing 
Diameter 

Casing 
Depth 

Screened 
Interval 

Annular 
Seal 

MCL 
Exceedance 

5  1967  53  755‐ft  16”  750‐ft  400‐750  100‐ft  1,2,3‐TCP2 

11  1967  53  800‐ft  16”  800‐ft  400‐800  100‐ft  1,2,3‐TCP3 

12  1974  46  820‐ft  14”  793‐ft  395‐793  100‐ft  Arsenic4 

13  1972  48  720‐ft  14”  702‐ft  348‐702  50‐ft  1,2,3‐TCP2 

15  1992  28  895‐ft  16”  880‐ft  495‐800  400‐ft  NA 

17  2004  16  800‐ft  16”  725‐ft  400‐705  380‐ft  1,2,3‐TCP1 

18  2005  15  810‐ft  16”  735‐ft  400‐715  375‐ft  1,2,3‐TCP1 

19  2014  6  900‐ft  16”  850‐ft  470‐830  450‐ft  Arsenic 
1GAC Treatment is permanently installed at these well facilities and they are in compliance for 1,2,3‐TCP 
2GAC Treatment is temporarily installed at these well facilities and they are in compliance for 1,2,3‐TCP 
3Well 11 has been inactivated since it has 1,2,3‐TCP above the MCL 
4Well 12 has been inactivated since it has Arsenic at or above the MCL 
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Figure 
B – 

Lamont PUD Water Supply Wells 
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Well #14 and Well #16 are inactive wells that have been abandoned or destroyed.  Well #14 was drilled 
in 1992 to an approximate depth of 948‐ft.  This well was inactivated in 2007 due to a collapsed casing.  
Well #16 was drilled in 1994 to an approximate depth of 900‐ft.  It had a 16” casing to a depth of 870‐ft 
with a screened interval from 550‐ft to 870‐ft.  The annular seal extended from ground surface to a 
depth of 540‐ft.  The well was inactivated in 2008 due to perchlorate levels exceeding the MCL of 6 ppb. 
 
The ground elevation in the area of Lamont is around 400‐ft mean sea level (MSL).  The historic high 
water levels have been around 170‐ft to 260‐ft MSL.  The historic low water levels have been around 60‐
ft to 125‐ft MSL.  Water levels in the area fluctuate depending on the climate, however over the last 
twenty years depth to water measurements have ranged from approximately 150‐ft to approximately 
350‐ft below ground surface.   
 
The shallow groundwater in this area is impacted by Nitrate and 1,2,3‐TCP concentrations that exceed 
the State Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).  The deeper groundwater in this area is impacted by 
Arsenic.   
 
The lowest Arsenic concentrations appear to be in wells that are screened above 715‐ft with a range of 2 
ppb to 6 ppb.  The higher Arsenic concentrations of 11 ppb to 19 ppb were found in wells screened to 
depths of about 780‐ft to 880‐ft.   
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Figure C – Arsenic Contour Map 
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The lowest 1,2,3‐TCP concentrations appear to be in wells that are screened below a depth of 480‐ft.  
The highest 1,2,3‐TCP concentrations are found in wells screened above 480‐ft.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I 2020 



Hydrogeologic Study  φτφτ 

 

PREPARED BY: 
DEE JASPAR & ASSOCIATES, INC, 2730 UNICORN ROAD, BLDG A, BKFLD, CA 93308 
P: (661) 393‐4796  F: (661) 393‐4799  

9 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure D – 1,2,3‐TCP Contour Map 
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Conclusions 
 
The water quality data for wells in the general area of Lamont indicate that wells completed below 
about 480‐ft should be below the MCL for 1,2,3,‐TCP and that wells completed above about 720‐ft 
should be below the MCL for Arsenic.  Geologic logs for this area indicate that the thickness of sand and 
gravel layers between 480‐ft and 720‐ft are sufficient to allow well yields between 800 gpm to 1,200 
gpm and upwards of 1,500 gpm.   
 
The recommended construction, in general, is to perforate between 480‐ft and 720‐ft in depth with an 
annular seal extending from a depth of about 450‐ft up to ground surface.  However, there are other 
extenuating circumstances such as nearby well conduits that need to be considered.  New well sites 
should be constructed a minimum of 1,760‐ft away from existing wells and a casing hammer test well 
shall be constructed prior to designing and drilling a production water well. 
 
A casing hammer test well is an 8‐inch steel casing that is installed to approximately 900‐ft in depth by 
the air rotary and hammer method.  The well hole is drilled below the casing into different formations.  
The casing pipe follows behind the drill bit.  When a water bearing formation is encountered (sand), the 
casing pipe is landed above in a clay layer thus sealing off the water above that formation.  The water 
bearing formation is airlifted and pumped and water samples collected.  This procedure is repeated at 
all water bearing formations from the depth of water to approximately 900‐ft.  This test well method 
allows for much more frequent and accurate water quality samples than any other method and will 
provide the District the best chance at completing wells that do not require any treatment. 
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REPORT ON ARSENIC AND 1,2,3-TCP IN  

GROUNDWATER IN AND NEAR THE LAMONT PUD 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

   Arsenic concentrations near or exceeding the MCL of 10 ppb and 

1,2,3-TCP concentrations exceeding the MCL of 5 parts per trillion 

(ppt) have been common in groundwater in the Lamont vicinity.  The 

purpose of this report is to provide information on the distribu-

tion of these two constituents in groundwater beneath the Lamont 

PUD and recommendations in terms of constructing future PUD wells. 

   

LAMONT PUD WELL DATA 

   Table 1 provides construction data for ten Lamont PUD wells.    

Water from Wells No. 5, 13, 17, and 18 is being treated for 1,2,3-

TCP removal.  Well No. 11 is inactive due to high 1,2,3-TCP concen-

trations.  Wells No. 12, 14, and 16 are inactive due to high arse-

nic concentrations.  Three PUD wells (No. 13, 17, and 18) were per-

forated to depths ranging from 702 to 715 feet (bottom of perfora-

tions).  One PUD Well (No. 5) was perforated to a depth of 750 

feet.  Four other wells (No. 11, 12, 14, and 19) were perforated to 

depths ranging from 793 to 830 feet.  Two other wells (No. 15 and 

16) were perforated to depths ranging from 870 to 850 feet.  Annu-

lar seals were placed from the surface to depths ranging from 375 

to 540 feet for Wells 16, 17, 18, and 19. The only other PUD well 



TABLE 1 - CONSTRUCTION DATA FOR LAMONT PUD WELLS 

Depth Casing Cased Perforated Annular 
Date Dri lled Diameter Depth Interval Seal 

Well No. Dril led (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet) 

5 6/67 755 16 750 400- 750 0 - 100 
1 1 6/67 800 16 800 400- 800 0 - 100 
12 7/14 820 14 793 395- 793 0-100 
13 2/71 720 14 702 348- 702 0 - 50 
14 2/92 970 14 947 350- 794 N.A. 
15 12/92 895 16 880 495- 800 0 - 50 & 

400- 455 
16 8/94 900 16 870 550- 870 0 -540 
1 7 3/04 800 16 725 400- 705 0 - 380 
18 12/05 810 16 7 3 5 400- 715 0 - 375 
19 6/14 900 16 850 470- 830 0 - 450 

!SJ 
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with a deep annular seal was Well No. 15 (from 400 to 455 feet). 

 

DISTRIBUTION OF ARSENIC IN GROUNDWATER 

   Figure 1 shows the distribution of arsenic in well water in 

the Lamont area. The lowest arsenic concentrations (2 to 6 ppb) 

in water have been from Lamont PUD Wells No. 13, 17, and 18, and 

at the Athal Mutual W.C. pilot hole.  All of these wells and the 

pilot hole tapped groundwater above a depth of 715 feet.  In 

contrast, the highest arsenic concentrations (14 to 19 ppb) were 

found in water from Lamont PUD wells No. 14 and 16.  Well 16 was 

perforated to a depth of 870 feet, whereas Well No. 14 was per-

forated to a depth of 784 feet (bottom of perforations).  Moder-

ately high arsenic concentrations (7.5 to 11 ppb) were found in 

water from Lamont PUD Wells No. 15 and 19.  These wells tap 

groundwater above depths ranging from 870 to 880 feet.   

   Additional information on the vertical distribution of arse-

nic in the groundwater was obtained from reverse rotary pilot 

holes for Lamont PUD Well No. 19 and the Athal Mutual W.C. well 

(located about half a mile north of the north boundary of the 

PUD, just east of Weed Patch Highway) and a casing hammer test 

well for the El Adobe POA (located about one quarter mile south 

of Di Giorgio Road and just west of the Weed Patch Highway.  At 

Well No. 19, water samples were collected from six isolated in-  
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FIGURE 1-LOCATIONS OF SELECTED WELLS AND RANGES FOR ARSENIC 
AND 1,2,3-TCP CONCENTRATIONS 



5 

tervals between 472 and 895 feet in depth.  Arsenic concentra-

tions ranged from 4 to 6 ppb in four samples collected from 

above a depth of 675 feet.  Arsenic concentrations ranged from 7 

to 9 ppb in two samples that were collected from between 812 and 

895 feet in depth.   At the Athal Mutual W.C. pilot hole, water 

samples were collected from three isolated intervals between 380 

and 510 feet in depth.  Arsenic concentrations in these inter-

vals ranged from 4 to 6 ppb.  At the El Adobe POA test well, wa-

ter samples were collected from six isolated intervals between 

357 and 900 feet in depth.  Arsenic concentrations in five sam-

ples from above a depth of 660 feet were 2 ppb or less.  The ar-

senic concentrations in the deepest sample (897 to 900 feet) was 

5 ppb. 

   Overall, the lowest arsenic concentrations have been found in 

water samples from above a depth of 720 feet.  The lowest arse-

nic concentrations were found at the El Adobe POA test well.  

The highest arsenic concentrations have been found in water sam-

ples from below a depth of about 800 feet.     

 

DISTRIBUTION OF 1,2,3-TCP IN GROUNDWATER 

   1,2,3-TCP has been found in shallow groundwater throughout 

the Lamont area.  The highest concentrations (1,000 ppb) were 

found in water from Lamont PUD Wells No. 5 and 13.  The lowest 
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concentrations (less than 10 ppt) were found in water from Lamont PUD 

Wells No. 15 and 19. Wells No. 12 , 15 and 19 are the only Lamont PUD 

wells with 1 , 2 , 3-TCP concentrations consistently less than the M::I. of 5 

ppt. Wells No. 12 and 19 are located within a quarter of a mile 

of each other. 

Information on the vertical distribution of 1 , 2 , 3-TCP was ob­

tained at the same well sites as previously discussed for arse­

nic. At Lamont PUD Well No 19 , 1 , 2 , 3 - TCP was not detected in 

samples from six isolated intervals below a depth of 472 feet. 

At the Athal Mutual W.C. pilot hole , 1 , 2 , 3 - TCP concentrations 

ranged from 13 to 20 ppt in two samples from above a depth 461 

feet. The 1 , 2 , 3-TCP concentration in the deepest sample at that 

site (490 to 510 feet ) was less that 5 ppt. At the El Adobe POA 

test well , a 1 , 2 , 3-TCP concentration of 92 ppt was found from 

the shallowest interval (357 to 360 feet in depth). 1 , 2 , 3-TCP 

concentrations in samples from below a depth of 457 feet were 

less than 10 ppt. 1 , 2 , 3 - TCP concentrations exceeding 5 ppt in 

some of the samples from below a depth of 467 feet are attribut­

ed to the influence of one or more well conduits in the vicinity 

of the test well. These are likely abandoned wells that were 

perforated opposite both shallow and deep groundwater and were 

not properly destroyed. 



Overall , 1 , 2 , 3-TCP concentrations are indicated to be less 

than the MCL of 1 0 ppt in most groundwater below a depth of 

about 48 0 feet in the Lamont area (at sites not influenced by 

well conduits ). 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEW WELLS 

It is difficult to develop large capacity wells in the Lamont 

area that produce water that has both arsenic and 1 , 2 , 3 - TCP con­

centrations below the respective MCLs. If only arsenic was the 

concern, new wells could be developed to produce water with ar­

senic concentrations less than the MCL by perforating no deeper 

than about 72 0 feet. If only 1 , 2 , 3 - TCP was the concern , new 

wells could be developed to only be perforated below a depth of 

about 48 0 feet , and to be sealed above the overlying strata. 

The geologic logs for the Lamont PUD Well No. 19 and the El 

Adobe POA test well , indicated t hat the t h ickness of sand and 

gravel layers between about 48 0 and 72 0 feet in depth is suffi ­

cient to allow well yields of about 1 , 5 00 gpm of water that 

would not need to be treated. The type of construction recom­

mended is perforating from about 48 0 to 72 0 feet in depth with 

an annular seal extending from a depth of about 450 feet to the 

surface. However , a problem with such a well at some locations 

(such as at the El Adobe POA test well ) is that 1 , 2 , 3-TCP con-

7 



centrations exceeding the MCL of 5 ppt could be in the pumped 

water due to well conduits in the vicinity. Thus an evaluation 

of well conduits within about one- third of a mile of the pro­

posed new well site should be done. Otherwise, it is more 

straight forward to develop new PUD wells that will produce ar­

senic concentrations less than about 6 ppb. Such wells would 

generally be no deeper than about 720 feet, and probably could 

produce in the range of 1,000 to 1,500 gpm. But treatment for 

1,2,3- TCP may be necessary. 

8 
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P.O. BOX 766 Rotory Grovel Wells 

Lyle E. Williams 
Sc:hofiefd ~ood South of Kimberlin.;, 

Wasco, Colif. 93280 

TELEPHONE 7S8-2771 

JunG 10, 1967 

La111011t Public Utility llistt'ict, 
11()0} K~ in St?'eet, 
Laro::mt, Ga) ifornS.r,.. l{eed i'atch. i, 5 
LOO o - !l 't'op Soil 

8 - ;!' C};iy 
2.5 - J.S Sand 
J.5 - 46 Rocka t..· <'tr:i.vel 
4'3 .• 65 Silt:, Cl tiy 
6 ,5 - i32 !k:n:! 
82 - 90 G:-;;vel 
90 - 135 Clay 

lJ.5 - 160 Or11vel 
160 - 1 ?.5 Cla;,r & GraVl!l 
1.7.5 - 2JO "1 i.y 
23n - 235 t-r~VQl 
23.5 - 21;'1 Clar 
240 - 245 ~ uvc! 
24,5 - 285 C3 IIY 
285 - J?C Gravo, 
)70 - JfiJ r~ tiy 
'.383 - 111.5 r.ravf>l 
415 - 4J6 Cl ar 
4 Ji, - 411,() f:T :l\"C] 
440 - /~ r,; f:J ay 
456 - 4c''.) !"!raveJ 
46) - 472 ~ay 
477. - 4f!5 G:-11ve J 
48'.i - 515 Clay 
515 - 5:'!C r,J uy & •\ocki; 
520 - 5)5 Yellow C'l~y 
535 - ,5AO C1 ny 
580 - 6!10 Gr:i.v!)j 
600 - 6JO ".:J.a,.v 
6J() - t40 fo·av~1 
640 - 675 Ci ay Gravel 
6?5 - ?'lJ Clay 
?JJ - ?42 ~:!lentocl .;,ar.d 
742 - 745 C4y 
74.5 - 7.55 Cc ·ented ~"ind 

100 Feet JO" C~ndnct,,r 
~00 Peet 16~ 5/16 - blank ca,ine 
J.50 Peet 16" 5/16 with 5/16 

,uillecl slots - pel"!'or11t ,<l casi ng --
?.50 l'eet 16" 0. n. 5/16 Wan Y.aieer St.~1 



P.O. !!OX 766 Rotary Grovel Wells 
;ft; . 

TELEPHONE 7S8-217 I if 

Lyle E. Williams 
Schofield Rood South of Klmbodino 

Wosco, Colif. 93280 
June 6. l967 

LaT:lOnt Public lltUit,y District 
110'1) !-!:tin i'itrcet. 
J.aa:ont, Col i.l'ornta. Lamont I ll 

tr.>~ 
0 - l ~ Sano 

18 - 4J Clay 
'(l - 4,5 Sand 
45 - 50 0l'ltvel Clay 
50 - 7.5 Grawl 
75 - 60 Cla,v Grav~l 
80 - l0U Glay 

100 - Zoo Oraval 
200 - 2fJ;- "tock Clay 
2()5 - 21Q (h•a W)l 'locks 
21C - 220 Clay 
220 - 245 CJay Gravel 
245 - 265 Gravo:t 
26!; - 275 =':lay 
275 - 310 Gr-,.i v~l 
310 - JJ.5 Clay 
JJ5 - 345 Cloy Crawl 
J1•5 - 3.5" C'lay 
'.)50 - :)6; Gravel 
363 - 370 Clay 
J7C - hJ.5 ti :-avl! l 
4J.5 - J:90 C:!ay 
49C - i1SJ6 ~!"a vo 1 
496 - 5J5 Gravel & ,ocke 
5.3.5 - ,540 Clay ll:•avel 
.540 - 560 ~and & Gravel 
.560 - 565 Cl l'iY I'.: Gr1.tve1 ce~:ent 
565 - ':f/5 Clay 
575 - 615 Sand & Gravel 
615 - 6611 nravel 
1>64 - 710 ,~lay 
710 - 720 Grav~1 
720 - 725 C,lay Gravel 
725 - 7).5 Ciay 
73.5 - '7.50 G1•avol 
750 - 755 Cls.y & 0ravel 
755 - 7J60 Glay 
,60 - ?65 Gravel 
765 - 7711 Clay * 01•avel 
7,Q - 785 Gr~vel 
78.5 - 800 Y. Clay 

100 :Poet JO" 5/16 C913entcd 
1,00 Feet 16" '5/16 - blank cai;ing 
400 f'eGt l.6" 5/16 with 
5/'32 fflilJe~ slots - perforated caair.g. 

ooo r~et 1.6u c. n. 'J/16 ~tall IC11.ieer steel 

. --· ·•· •-- . 

f , l~l!'IO'IIJ 

.HT .JA3 H ;:)J_1suc; 

... .. ..... . 
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TRIPLICATE 

,."Owner!s Copy 
!REC E: XV [ I) SEP ? 7 19~ -•l"I, 0~ CSLIFOO~IA 

' WELI: -COMPLETION REPORT 
bWR "iE ollLY - po "ix EILJ- 'r 

IJ1_11l1_IL_I 
11.cf<r 10 ln,ttuu,on r~mphlu 

No. 399283 
Poge __ of __ 
Owner's Wtll No. _________ _ 

Dale Work Bci;-,n 8sleSl4 . E111k,I 8-15-94 

_____ s_TA_•.;.e vrac, ttO IOTATION NO. 

I I I I ll]L-1 _.__,_I _._,_._1_,_,II] 
lA1TT\JOE l.ONQrTUOi 

Local rermit Agency Kan, Co. Bllvir01Nutal Health 
p · N EB- 184-94 I' 't D 6-30-94 

I I I I I 
Cffflll "' erml ote 

CEOLOCIC LOG WRLL OWNER 
ORIENTATION ( L) _!_. YEATIC1tl _ ttOFIZOHlAl _ A!KJil.E _ (gfl6UY) Name l1mont i1Il.D. 

om11 TD FIIIST WATER __ (A,) 8!LDW SURFACE Moillog Adu«"' a§Z! 88 81:Y!! 
O!Pnt f:ROU 

OESCI\I Pl'ION Lam2J!!: CA,• !2:iZAl 8UA~ACf 
Ft. Ft. I lk,n,t,.e 111.4.1ert4I, IIT6in ti;.t, «Jl,n. "'· 

QTY 8TATf 2JP ,. 
WELL LOCATION n . en . .,. __ .,_., 

1\ddrc.ss 
en ' ,:c . ,., __ 

City ,:_,i . - .... . - ., __ ., . County ,.,. 
ti£ ; II< . ,. __ _. ' ' .· . 

APN Book .lflL Poge 121 P"""l 
11 C • l'>ft . ,., -- __ ., .,_ .. < .. ' ~ T.,,:0,hip Jt Range -2L S..,tioo u 
• ~n . "'" . ff __ _. - ·-.II ,., --

~ ' ' ' . ., 

:"'" L:ltitude 1 • HOAtH Longitude I I W!;§:t 

160 . Sand ' \ '- •' OCQ. MIN. SEC O&O, -· O(C, 

210 : ,-.5 • "-•raa Sand \ 
l,OCATION SKETCH ACTIVITY(:::.)-

• ''°""' ..I.. !f/EW Wt.LL 
25S · 280 . ,., __ 

IAOOIF!CA1lOH1F16PAJA 
?110 : 34"" • Coarna <tan,l . _ ...... uo :3~ . Claw _ Onw (Sf•tltf) 
360 • ~Qft : S•-" __ ., r., •-
1 80 •AIO • c• ·- __ ., ., __ ,. 

- OESmOY (r;IH(1lb,f 
.1.10 : *410 . ,., __ 

PloC6di.vffWldAtll1~, • Uo!CW"GE0t.OGICLO$,.J 
4~0 • -,.-.&I\ ' .... :. ~'->LA1'NED 11S1!:(S) ' I. MJi . --.:u ' c1 a• __ ., ...... .. ~ {L• 

3' W _ MONrTOA!NO .uo t,: ,1,;, . a._., . WA.UR SIJIIIPLV 4-"" :~ . ,., ... 
' --le 

530 , C£ft . Sa"'d !_,_.... ... """ '. ..,,., ' rt••• 
_ tnigllJICl'I 

cac :-.."' - .,. __ _. 
' - ll'ldll~lltl 

6£" , £CC 
' r, ._ .... aa-.a 

_ "Tii:SJ Wfl.l" 
,:. QC ' .,-,c ' ...... 

- CAtt<IOtCPROJt:C• 
71S : 150 ' Coarse Sand SOUTH 110N 

' Jltwlral~ u, lkJ.:-rll.r. l]i,io,w:c n/ \Vf:U from L.ondmorb _ O'ft4..A (Sp..Uly) . 7.50 : 765 ' Clav .!1Jth dJI R,,ad,, lh,lldlng,. F~nce1. A'itien. tic 
ru, ... sf llf: ACCUMT£ V COMFLEIT. 765 · 800 ' Saud 

800 : 820 ' Claw and Sarut OR .. LfNG UVIUB WATEB. METHOO FLUID 
820 : 85.5 ' Coarse Sand ,___ WATER LEYl!L b HELO OF COMPL~TED Wf,I,l, -
ass , 000 ' Claw DEPTH OF STA1tC 

WATER LEVEL (Ft.) & OAfE MEASUAEO 
' ' £sl1MATE'0 vu:10• (GPM) 3. TESf TYPE 

mTAL llf. l'Tll OF IIORINC 900 {F«I) lESf LENGTH __ (Hta.) TOTAL OAAWDOWN (ft.) 

TOTAL DEPTH Of COMPl.nED"WELL 870 Cf<<I) • /',lay no: b< rtpm(Tff~ti,•e of '1 well', lon,t-1rn,1 yfrld. 

DEPTH CASINC(S) 
OEl'll< ANNULAR MATl::IIIAL 

FROM SURFACE SORE-
TYPE f ✓ \ FROM SURFACE TYP£ HOLE 

oi•. .:e ~r i MATE"RIA\.I INTERNAL GAUGE SLOf SlZE 
CE• SEN• ~ OW<\E'llaR OR WALt IF ANY FILTER PACK (illtfln) li i 11: OAADE MEHT 10,/11( FILL Fl. ,. •1. .. ~ 

_, 1l{JCKNESS (&\d'IN) Fl, lo Fl. ,.:. ) I.:, J (~I 
(1YPEtSfZ£) 

0 
. 

30 42 ,, Steel 30 ,2'0 -o : S7i0 X ' 0 · 550 28 r y 16 ,312 540 , 900 I. 1·111rdaeye 
550 · 870 l n " .. .090 . . . • • . . . 

ATTACIIMENTS VI CERTIFICATIOi, STATEMRNT 

G - G&<,ki,Q!C'-09 
t, the under&fgnecS. <:ffllfy the1 lhls reporl Is compl&te and accurate to the best of my knowfe-dge ~nd betief, 

- Wei Cool!lt(OCl!OI\ o..ao,.t..tn flAME F.P.I. DLI. DlllLLING 00. me. 
~ ~:,slc&J Loi,(o) 

(J{A$0ft. MM, Oft tORf'ORAtlON, {nPlO 611' l'/\1NllD> 

_ $o!ltWa1e, Ch&alkel AMll)o&o• P.O. BOX 1477 SIW!Tn ca.. 93263 
'"'"'"" '- J trti cl· tlrt SU,T( !IP 

- OIi,« 
1-c' 3 • 1'/ 612888 s,g,,..,, ATTAClf' ADDl11CNAL MORMATION. IF IT EXJS7S. 

WI Al.IT .. HTA1M OAT[ Sl(,N{O C$1 \IC£11$l .. 
OWI\IMAE\' -:.o., IF ADOITIONAL SPACE IS NEl;DEO, USE NEXT CONSECUTIVELY tWl.4BEREO FORM 



*The free Adobe Reader may be used to view and complete this form. However, software must be purchased to complete, save, and reuse a saved form. 

File Original with DWR State of California 

Well Completion Report 
Page 1 of ____ Refer to Instruction Pamphlet 

Owner's Well Number #19 No. e0220282 
Date Work Began 05/14/2014 Date Work Ended -"6=/2=-4...,/2=0-1._4..__ __ _ 
Local Permit Agency Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Permit Number WP 15010 Permit Date 4/2/14 ~=~---;;;;;.. 

90 120 Brown Sand 

120 150 Thick Sand City Lamont 
150 180 Clay Sand Latitude 
180 220 Gravel Sand 

220 270 Sand Clay 

270 330 Rocks Sand 

330 350 Sand Rocks Clay 

350 430 Clay Sand 

430 450 Sand 

450 470 Sand Clay 
470 500 Gravel Thick Sand 

500 650 Clay Sand 

650 670 Gravel Sand 

670 900 Sand Clay 

..---......---...,.st'-at_e_W~e-'-11 ~Number/Site Number 

1 I I INI I I I I lwl 
Latitude ~~~Lo~n-g~itu-d~e~____.~ 

® Water Supply 
D Domestic III Public 
D Irrigation D Industrial 

0 Cathodic Protection 
0 Dewatering 
0 Heat Exchange 
0 Injection 
0 Monitoring 
0 Remediation 
0 Sparging 
0 Test Well 

South 
~,-----~iii:-,:-1 t,.,!!iiii!i----------------11 0 Vapor Extraction 

0 Other ___ ~ ___ -;; _i;. _-. _;;_;;1 

··• 
" .I!' ' 

Outside 
Thickness Diameter Fill Description 

Inches Inches 

.375 36 Cement Conductor Seal 
0 .375 16 5/8 Cement Cement Seal 
470 .3125 16 5/8 Louver 0.060 440 Bentonite Bentonite Seal 
830 Copper Bearing .375 16 5/8 450 Filter Pack Premier 6x16 

850 Bentonite Bentonite Seal 

Bakersfield CA ___ 9 __ 33__.0 ..... 8 ____ _ 
City State Zip 

7/17/2014 _;,4 __ 40;;._5...;..3 __ 7 ______ , 
Attach additional information if it exists. Date Si ned C-57 License Number 
DWR 188 REV. 112006 
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NOT ES TO USERS 
Thit m.1p is. tor ll'"...C in 3dm ni!.lering lho N 31ion.11 FloOd lror.u"3r'IOC P((>;ir.1m. II 
UC>Qg not nec11~y Ullfrtily all artta3 ~lljecl tu flooding. pil.rlIculB1ly lrurn loull 
drainage sources ol smalt size. The oommunity map repository shOUld be 
conwtted f0t poutile upoated or aocltional nood l\a%a((I 1r 101matloo. 

To obtai,1 more detailed in'ormat1on i1 a,eas where B1 H Aood EJe 1t11iona 
(BFE!.J and.'« noodways h.lvc been determined. u5ers .1re enoour.1QC)d 10 consu'I 
tn& flood Profiles and nocdway Data and.'or Somrrary ct St1Nwater Cle11ations 
\ilbles: OOlllfillied willlN'I \l)Ei R OOO lnsu,af!CE! S llldy (FIS) ,~rt 1118.I flC(;'UffPl:lfieS 
this FIRM. Users $hou'd be .iwarc 1h,1t BFEs sho...,11 on tho ARr.t repre-s~nl 
romded wt mll+-tuot 11lewal.01n-:. l hl!Mt Ill I.,; a re ifll!l1d1«i Im fl(K.Xi iflXH'.tflt)II 
uttniu 1:-...-- 0 11t," HIid l!IIOllld not IJtt usetl UI il11t !Cllt ,curct1 uf !lot11:l 
ele11.11KH1 ir.fo!'m.'.).ton. Accordingl1, flood e!ev.i~on d.11.1 p«>terit.x:I 1n too FIS 
report d1otid be ufllzed In con).nction ;,,11h rhe FIRM l cr purp:ises ol 
comt-uction anO'c1 ffaodplain m.tnaglilffienl 

C03stal ease A ooa E1eva11ons !.tlO\Om on tri~ 1,-.i.p .ipply only 1.ini:,w:m1 
of o.o· Nofln American VQrt1cal DElum o f 19es INAVD 88J. Use,s of 1h19 
FIRM should be av:ae l hal COEISlal tlood elevations a,e al9o provided in the 
SUmmlf'/ ot SI ,,.....a:er Cle':atKins 1a'cle In tl'e Flood 1nsura11ct Sl!Jdy rt porl 
tor tt.s jum1C.clicn. l:l8'.tlil.Oll8 mown n lhil SLJl""lm:tl"',' of Snwatm l:l1M11tians 
table should be U8Eld kl· con!trucl10f"l and'or floodptair, 1Tli.R&Q&ITl8n t purpose! 
whon they .lJC h~ r i:h.:an tlO elevations sho..,.,i on this FIR'.4. 

Bouoda111:-s of u·.e llooctwayt W\!l"·e oorl)l)Uled at crogs sect,or-s and ir1te1Pl)tatOO 
bctwc«I cwA scc:lions. The lloc•dw.i.~·s wc-ro ~ en hycraulic comidarations 
wt h IMIJil"d to ntqlllr81nf!rlts {It 1h11 Nidkw1:tl l·kmd lnSU'itflC:lt Pmguun. FkJCWt,'1;1,' 
widU~ e.nd OllltH j)ell11)er·~ fl<l:xll'l'liY ~ta ar~ µ,ovid!,J i i Ill& Flood ll~tll!Oil 
Study report 'Ot this joriSidietion. 

Cwtain !l'El.'I! no1 m Spt1r~ Flood Hazard Ar.ms rm•,· hEI p1018Cfed b~ f lood 
control $tnJCIUrt;$. Refer to SetiOl'l 2.4 'Flood Protoo:ion Me.1~ ($- ol 
me FlOOCI 1nsur.1noo SIU(:fy ((1)0lt tor lnl(lm'~Mn on llOoa 00113"0t s:ructures 
fo, nu 1~isdic1Jo..,. 

l ite protection used m lhe preparation ol this map wu Un~.'(Qal Tran£verse 
t.1erCll.tor tUH.1J zone 11. TM hotti:otrt•I a atum ~.u r~A063, c ns1900 
spheroid. Oiflerences m da'.lJm, spheroid, pro;ect:ion or UTM zc r,es uMd .i 
the production ol FIRM!. lor s1dj.lootW. jtrit,dl~ ma~• ~Ul in sl Qhl posl11on:il 
difterenceg in map l ealures acr0&! junschclion boundaries. T hese cltlerences 
Clo 1101 affecl the acx:uracy OI ltMS FlA'.4. 

Flocx l l!W.'ltli111111 <ln tt11s m ap w1+ 111l1trE1oc<11d la the North Amtri::it11 Vsrtit:,il 
Datun OI 19as. Tie.:ie nood elevalion3 must be coi11p0100 kl :.tructure 1:n:l 
ground de','atioos r'<'~ to ~ umc venieal datum. Fo, inlorrT\ltlofl 
reoard11g oon11e1Mf1 tie~n the Nc1!1ona1 GeOClet c ve~I Datum of 19?9 
ar.::l thM t.forth American Ver~ Osrum of 1968, v111 the N<1tiana l Geod111ic 
Sun;c,y website 0.1 htq):'/www.ngs.no.1.1.govi or C0l1tllCt the N,1~on.i1 Gcod-:lie 
Survey at lh8 to110, .1ng ~ es.s: 

t.tGS Informal en Services 
NOAA, N,'NGS12 
t.Jational Geooetie fuvay 
SSMC-3, '9202 
1315 E;¼I- West HigltWd)' 
Silver S;>r ng, MO 20910-.:12a2 

To obtain CUJC'fll c,lc-1.i.tioo, Oc~-.ion. o.ndior loc:.i.i on ,ntorrrution lo, benc h marks 
lill0Wr1 on l'lLII /l~ l . f~HSI COJllilct 11'8 lnlamlllli1111 Sttr.io::tn: &anc h Ill ltM'.( 
r.JaOOnal Geodeli<:: Su,vey at (301) 713-3242, OI' ~1sil its websi~ al 
trttp~· . .iw.-.ngs.noaa.gov.l 

Base map infoona11on 3hown on 1hili FIR\,t \ ' i ll.SI ditrivild from USOA -Farm St,rl.·ICI) 
AgeroJ - Aerial Pholog1aphy riett Office da:ed 2005 and from U.S. Gec1ogical 
Su-vey DigJ.;1l Orthupi1oto Ouadrllr~ pr:XU.:l:!d Ill It 11eale ul 1;12,000 lrom 
photo(raphy daled 1992 orla:er. 

Th is map rellects more detai'ed and up-to-elate • 1rHm c h•nnel confi gura tions 
thw1 ltMe shown ou the prt1vi<Wi FIRM for U1is J~isttit.'llon. The floodplains 
and flooct.va,-s that were transterred lro'TI 1he previOus FIRM ma'/ have beefl 
~ l.16100 to conform to thf)oo new WOOTI channel CQnflgJra:lons. As a 
rttSUI, 1h11 Flood Prof IIIS and Aoodaf,•111y Data la~ 111 me Flood lnsuran::fl 
S.1/dJ,· rcpo,1 (Wh:Ch con.~ a~~\,c t:yctr.:;~•IIC rui.J) mo.y rclcet :.trc o.m 
Ch.Ylnel clstanoes lh<lt d ,lfer lrom what Is Sho'N11 on l~ls. map. 

Corporote 1imit9 shown on this map are basoo on the best doua a•,'ililabte 
at the I me of public.at on. l3ecause ctiang,es d.le to ann•~a~ong Of d1t-ann-exations 
m11y hih'!!: ocnnM 11ftflr tt11~ map w11K fllib!i8hltrl, m~p 1-,:: 1,hould mrmici 
&l)s::rO;)f18.l fl CCfflrtlulity Ollidiilii 10 wmfy ,u"let"lt <:Or;)Orlit,;t lilflil IOc810fll>. 

Please re'er to liie &ep,aralely printed Map I ndex for an over.oiew map of the 
county :.ltO¥.'lllQ the layoul c f map cartels: corrmun IV map rep~ tor; ai:kt"~es: 
3l'ld o. [b:ng of Comm1.m lt'C$ to.blc oontalning N,:rtlon;ij Flood ln$Vroncc F rogr;].m 
Ullt...s tor 11w.;h comr,un ly KS ~ I KS ll listrny ot lhe piH!&l:s 011 which e<ld1 
cornmuntl)' 111 localfld. 

Gon:l'ICI ltl€I FEMA Map Service Center i:ir 1- 800--358- 9616 fi:w rnorm~~on on 
r .'Hilabkt products associated with tflis F IRM. Av.;11lllhle protlJcls m~; incluJ!f 
prc-• ..Ou'Sl·f i$S1JCd Lc,1.1:)f!; of Map Change. :2 Flood lnsur.mcc Stt.~· rcpon. 
and!or d gllal vers.oos ot thiS map. The FEMA Map Sel\llee Cen1e1 rn:ly also be 
,~ by Fa"' at 1-&IO-J~S-9620 8ild 11s: wQb9itQ a t tttti>:!1\•r.w:.ms:cJ1,ma.g,:w,'. 

If you haw• quHllons 1boul this map or qu111tians cooowning the Nal onal 
Flood Insurance Program ii ()llll&r;:1!, plll;:1Mi r.al 1- B77- FEMA M AP ( l -!177-330--26211 
or •,i::R\ the FEl'.1A website at hnp~'f;,,ww.lem&:,(t()v,·. 

,,:,o:l"·r.r.N -

THIS AREA SHOWN AT A 
SCALE OF 1" = 500' 

ON MAP NUMBER 06029C2306 

THIS AREA SHOWN AT A 
SCALE OF 1" = 500' 

ON MAP NUMBER 06029C2307 

LEGEND 

TI.; I~ ...rnu;,t dl.3olli'..' lkiod (100-)«lf fb:11}, lll'SO ._, :r.; UII.' ~ lb:ld,, iS II.:! lb:ld 
:t:ilt ~ a 1~ o:n.inoe: rJf tieng eq~ led or e-,:.oe.,,'.e,;t ., ~ g;,.,en ve;:,,. The 5peo;11 
MoOO ~ ~a 6 tt.e11rea :lutlject toflOOO"'!) by lhie ,~ -.ai w~fbod. ,,.~ 
,;i ~ I t b;,d l1;udrl ,ncludl,> lor,ei; -. At, Ari, lllJ, ii.II.. AS?, V ;:.'Id Vt. l ~ e.­
Hood ae-..i!I.IO'l ,s u-.e ....;i~,-.s,,.,riaoe ek"l'<ltion cl tile 1~ annu;il <:llilrtCe flooo. 

ZON ~ A ND Base fbJd ~ O!!t...-m·ned 

?Otl~ Af S- FloC.:I Eb 11Wn5dl't(.fflli<10.'d. 

ZON, AH ~ ~ ,$ I tu ' fm (usuilY •no• ,;i (Xn!i!,u): ~Mi fiQQrJ 
6t'f.tti0nsd«~. 

f'locd oeolhs ~I IOJ~ (u~ 5tteelft,:,,,,on $10f)lr,g wnln); 
avenge cle;lths det,erm,rw,d. l'o' ¥1!"5. (J a!IJ\/01 fa!l ftoodir,g, Yetio;it,es 
Jlsodc1t'm'thed 

ZONE AR Sped,/,1 l'loXI Mau.rd Ar~ f(ir,"ner)' ~ f'(lm the 1'1'-~ 
ct,.-n- ~ by a fb:Jo:! wn:mt :.~= thilt Will:i w~ 
<IOO.'<tifed. Zone AR ,~ lllill tlle farmer flood Olf'trol ~1':m is 
~ "II rdntJ oo ~ ~ or1 fror-. ti,e t'III ,t1t1\NI ~hitrlU! or 
!lr(•:.U.'f llood. 

,.,_ tc bl ~ecxad 1'1-oin 1% '1YUlal (N,ce lb>d by I f~~ 

r.ao:t pre~ ¥1...., undff rnnstrv~ar,; no ill.., Flood Elr,.llllcrw 
Cctcsn'l-,CO. 

Ola5t31 l\»d Nl'le w,t~ ¥t"OO:, h&¥CI [ ""3'.-e action); oo ti,r,e Hood 
Elevato:rtSd~. ;:~ ..... .r:..= wt!I l'WC!t,, hitur.1 1·~ ·.i= ~); Bilie f locd 

R.OODWAY AREAS IN ZONE AE 

The ~ is tlW! ct1wulo!!I ct I fleam pluS any ldjllar,t flootplain areu ttllt mt.1$1 tie 
;:ept fret of a1aoa:t,rr..-1 10 1:1'111 tM l !Jlo annuli ct.:,ce tlocd .:M'I be Clf'r'ltoe wllllol.1. 
~t\.ol ~.5 ~fl[l(,lll ~~ 

E3 orHER FLOOO AREAS 

?OtlEX 

CJ 
Z()NEX 

Ar,,.a,s cJ CL1'1b ,1,-.-.uill chance flood; areas-$ 1"" -"'lfll!al cnance flood 
.,.'::t,Ao,~dl"rr.,!d ~ t '\o1!n I W;J: t,t wiltl (h~ ,,..,w;~ lhlln 
1 91:,l.0<e m,'e: a.-..:l ¥1!"'5 p-Qterted t.., ~ from I 'll', _,,,......,.i dwl<:.e 
rood. 

OTiiER AREAS 

it.no.~ i:11:\omnino:d I~ be w ~ the C'.2'111 c'YN.14 <htncto ~al. 

~s h ""11ic!\ ~l\atw'ds ... u~ bulpc,sslb'., 

COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM (CBRS) AREAS 

OTHERWISE PROTECTED AREAS {OPAs) 

CIIRS .:.cas aod Ol'/16 i,,enorm.-,. 1oc:atoo ..,;u.ir, or M)l(elttoSOed01 l'lood 11.lt.Jr~ I-leas. 

I"' lr.:.Ull d\11'101 :'loodp:W. !>ouJ'ldlrr 
0.2""-1....,uM.:Mric. flo.:,dp~bour,:b,y 

~ ....r,~ 
• •••••••••••••••• Cllfl.S1l'CI O?Abouncary 

~---~.___ ::i:~\1wi;.::::t;r~::~~~~ «~ 
--513-- ~FloodElevation ~ .,r,d ~ll>e-;~infe(t• 

tELM71 OMe flood ~ ,;alle ~ 1111il'orm •,,tthln 
·~'MioninfeK-

@------@ 
@---------@ 

6000000 "'4 

~pt!~ WOl'1ll :111ta rt"-rcnc«l to !tit Ncfth "'-1'o-1aln 
0-,n (II 1983 {NAO 133) 

~ H oot g,o::I t,(M,; ci,hfcw11"' Slate Pi..Wle (CUOl'ate 
rnt,:m, V uone (~.:l'Sl0Nt; 04-0!o}, 1..-t>crt Convm;;,1 ~ 

!to:n:h .-i..(s«e <'.'.~~ in NW:St!IU-.C,S ill.'Cliur'I OI 
!.ti,; l"hl p;i ... J) 

W.f> AEPOStTOf..1ES 

CITTCT IVE JAYE Of' COi. ~10: 
FLCOC ltJSUF.ANCE R.'.- ~ MAf' 

S8'>ttrr:>tf26.-.:003 
EFFECTIVE OATE(S) o: R8/1SIOH(S) TO THIS PANEL 

rcc oommunty 11',. te'lllk)r) ~;mt toeo1.rityw1c:1 ma~ hg.lW•kltnt c:ommunty 
/olilp Mimry tilb~ ~ in N ~l:,OC Im!. ·.ince Study ~ m' thit jllri$dktll;:n 

- 0 Q!ll(!flT' ln(I ~ f (lnll --.; , ;tn(.e -S ll';al .Ji)le in f>is IJ(l!TYTl(ni'/, r,n,,1'1()1 ~ (II.I 

'Vln1 "' w ff !ho N;;.lir.-1;:it l""(lfl('I 1--.,.."""" ~,,:,o·am /'II 1 a({) ™ WQ 

MAP SCALE 1"• 2000' 
1WI II 2000 

PANEL 2325E 

FIRM 
FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP 

KERN COUNTY, 

CALIFORNIA 

A..'l)INCORPORATEDAREAS 

PANEL 2325 OF 4125 
(SEE MAP INDEX FOR ARM PJ.NEL LAYOUT) 

l':f'PN r ~"llMY ?:c>!\ 
GAKcw.:t t~o.cm-or ~ 

Nola)(, to I.I(.~ ·ho;, Yap Nu..-t,,;w #o::,,,,n t:ai~ ?w-:1 00 
u Jed wtletl plcir!,;r 1'1111) o~; tP-e Comnr!Wt)I Nu111ber 9h:Jo," 
-,;,,'9J~ te,.,....i on ....,,o.rw::e ....,i...i,,.-, b It• •i-Jtd 
= ~ "> 

' 



NOTES TO USERS 
This map /g lor use In admlnlS!eftnrJ 1he National Flood Insurance Prorjram. It 
~ ,-.ot ~ " r••; idQr"\11f-1 all a,~ ~ 10 floocl:r.g, particularly from loc.11I 
~c ~urccs of ~~I ~zc. The community m::ip repository stlould bo 
consuNed lor poa..:.s.~ u~ aled ur aodil oiial flood haza,d tn'urll'.i.licn. 

To oot.uo mQf'e oot?.ik."(! Honna')Qrl in areas whert;;> Base Flood Elevations 
11:SFEs) imdo'or t lood'w• ya have be.in Wnermined, USNS are encou1ag.id to consut 
Iha fklod Pro(ikts arid f lood-N.t'f Data and.'or Surnma1i' of Sli fwallill E!e,;al1oos 
tablet oon1a1noo w1Nn IM Flood lnsurartee SlUCI',' (FIS) r~po,1 tl\lt aeeoq:,ar, es 
th I nm-A. l.lAAffi J\hould b0 a war11 N r or[£ MO....-n on th9 FIRM reprAAAflt 
rouo::lod whola-fooa olo>1atfons. Thooo BFEs aro m1ondod fOf f!ood inS1JrancQ 
rating pi,rposes on'y and Should not be used as lhe sole soorce or lk>Od 
Mo'lvation i -.forma~oo. Accordmgt;, flood e1a·,atior1 dat& prH@111tllld in the FIS 
r~pon shoukl be ulilizcd in conjunction 'N1th tho FIRM for pu,po'.,C$ <:A 
construci on and.'or floodplain management. 

Coas1al Base Flood Eleva1ions stic-i on this rrap .ipply onty l.:lndward 
ot o.o· No1lh Amllll'ical Ve~ Dn.1111 ot 1968 {t~AVO 88). U!ltlrs ot this 
FIRlr.1 :,:huuld bit it',Vilftl Iha! ccastl:II flut:otJ tlt•r,.!ltium, lf!I 11.b.u pro'I' UIN.I ~• 1h11 
Summary et Stlll"-'il.ter Elhallons tab'e In the FloOO lnstWanCe SIUCI,' rep0ft 
lor tiii:: jlnsdiction. [le~alicns shown in the (iummary of S:il~wale1 EIIWa~ons 
111b:t1 slll!Ud ll.i uu:j fur CU1J81ructio11 11.ruJfor fluotJµ'11i1 m11.n11g1tmw1 purposes 
.-.tie,n tt\e;' are hig/'ler than the e,e..,.:dons Sho·,vn on IMS FIRM. 

B01.1nclane:s of 1he UoodwoY5 v:ere oompVled ,u Cl'O$'$ secoor,s and rnierPOtaied 
bolwe-Of\ ct«.!. sections. The t1ooo:t ... .:i1s were ~ed on hydr.lullc consideflliO(I!. 
lfl'ith regwd to ~ 1ernen~ of lh@ N1t10f'lal Flood lnwranc•Jo Program. Aooc!v:1y 
t,•idl.hs and athe< peflir1e11t floodwa1 dala ;}(e pia111ded in lhe Flood h1sut.lll~ 
Stud',' report for this Jurisdiction. 

Ceiia n areas 001 irl S~1al Flood Ha.-:a·d Aieas rra1 be i:r-oiectoo b)' Uood 
con trol s l ructurtts.. neter to Section ?.4 "f lood Protec::IIon W.ea...'UJI'~• ot 
the Flllou l11sura111:v Stu.11 report IOI' inf:mrntlion on flood control structures 
k:li f-'S Jur!Wlellen. 

Tho pro)oction used in tho pmparn11on of 1h s map was Un voroal Tr:ansvCfsll 
MerC.ltOJ (UTMJ zone 11. The hDflzontal d atum wM NAD83. GRS1980 
t>pherOO. l.]11~~ in 001lllf1, si:;herOO, proJecticn or U I r.4 l.:OJf>e5 ~ In 
lhe prodvct1on fJ FIF.Ms for adja~nI jurisdictons ma) res~r, n sigh! w.,itiQnal 
litlcrcnecs in map IC.l~ J : ross jui"...dietion bol.lnoo.ne1;. These diltcrencct 
do not all.let lhe 11ca.ir11cy ot thbi t-lHM. 

Rood eievat ons on this rnlP are re~ to the Nonh Americ,1n Vertical 
Delum ct 1968. l he::,e flood ti ev11lIons niwl l>tl CXJnl)<lred tu struclure !tnd 
ground cl~::llon!. rclcrcncC'd to th:- ~rTM> vcnlcal dalum. For information 
re~ CQn'.'ertJon ~'(W:W'I lhe tJa,1(11"1.ll Geooetlc: V~cal Oaium QI 19;,;i 
end lhe tJonh AnMlrictln V.irtici.1 O..:ttum of 19811, •.'isit: 1h11 Nation,1I Geodl,ific 
Survey ""'Cbslte at ht!p:.:·www.ngs.no.:ia~ov.' or contaet the t l.1t'onal Geodetc 
Survey at tne 1011ow1ng aoctress 

~GS Information sc,vicos 
t<OAA. tJ•NGS 12 
t,;at or181 Geoc'et,e Sur¥~Y 
SSMC-3, ~202 
13I5 l:a111-W11sl Hi(1rNay 
S t,,·eJ $piing, MO 20910-3282 

To nhtain cur1enI .i!@~·atIon, CWC.ription, and.lor location in lcnnal on for bench marks 
:.hov.11 on this m.;p, plrosc conl3Ct the lnfonn.;.11~n Ser.· oes Branch ol ll'le 
t~at onal GoodeX: Suvey at (301) 7 13-3242, or •,1<'..Jt Its web(.l1e .lt 
hltp!fv.'¥i.w.nss.noaa-00Yi'. 

8;11$$ l'njllp il~or,na::ior1 t:JIIJVl'I', 011 ttn, nAMwas ~;,...,.:1 lror11 USDA - Fam, Sr:,¥1~ 
l.gcncy -licrial Pho:o.;,.iphy F~ldOt\x,d.uOO 2005 and ~om U.S. Geologic.ii 
Survey Ulgltal Orthopho:o c.....adrangle£ produced ata scale ot 1 :12,000 trom 
phot~gropt'r/ dale<i 1'Y.12 « 1aler 

This map re~s mo,e OEltale<:! and up- 10 -dale gtream channel contlguratlons 
than lllose shown on 111a prw,,·ious f lHM tor lt1Is jur sdiclion. lhe UooqJl..:tIns 
.:rd ~oodwa','!. lhat wc1c tr;iru;lorrod from tho prCl'I,~ FIRM m::y ha11c bocn 
841sted to eo11lorm to these new ~eam Channel oonl.guratons. M a 
resull, lhri Flood Prolites Nld Flood,~a, Data UIIC'es io 11:fl Aood !nstxBOCl'I 
Study rcoor. (Which conr.i.'ns .i:i!horlf.il,ivc h;drili.l!fc a.l<'.:1 ITl3f rcl«I ncom 
eMnnct e.~&.lri.::es Nt dffler trOM .-.f\31 ~ !.l'tOWn or, tn,t m.1p 

Corponuc limits sho.-.n on fi'l map are based on the tit-st data ava lable 
al 1h11 tirtWtolJ)lt>l:calion.l!ec!lusedlitnges du11 to ;mll!l):11:ionsor d8--;mnexaticns 
lllilf l11r,-v ou,v rred afh,r t:lii, m1p wwi ptj,!;1h;d, rrnt;, UHrl 1houkJ contact 
..ppn:,priaie community c lflolals co \~ -ci.rrier.1 corporate I mit loeallons. 

P,etlSI! 11!fe1 IO thtt !tap<ird~'f pr,nt<!d r.,ap lndH for litn (r.~·11:!W ,nap of lhe 
oounly SMwng the llYout of map pane!s:eommunity map rep,x:Jtory addresses· 
and a Listing ol Cornrmrulies uible conlil11• 1J N11tional f lood ltNll1llO:t Proc-11,un 
dol~s for each oomn-uity .is wi:-11 as a I:stinq of 1hc p,:anc's on which c.:ch 
wmrnonity IS IOeatoo 

Con1ac1 the FEMA N ap Scfvicc C(!n1cr at 1- 800- 358-<:-S16 for inlo rmo.too on 
a~·dable proii.,,cl-"J ae,500,aled with thi~ Fifi!.(. A•roj!able producro m11y nc:lude 
prt1~·i~l l~ l @'Je rJ ot Milp Ctra11g11, a F/OOCJ /n.su;ar,ctJ Stud; 'ltµurt, 
erd'or (lgital ve1!l11011s c1I 1h,s map. The FEMA Ma,> Sef\ice Cent« ma)· also be 
reached tr,' rax at 1-800--358- 96?0 and its v:8bsite at htlpt,'www.msc.lema.gov/. 

If )'OU h.)·..., (IU~ tlons about th IS map Ot ())CSt NI!, 00rl¢ernu'lg the N.ltion.ll 
Flood Insurance Pl'(l!'Jra'TI in general, ple.at-eca!l 1- 8n- FEMA MAP(l-877- 33(,- 2627) 
or 'o'i!=;~ tOO FEMA Vl'ilbslk'I a r hnp~',\w ;-,v.frtma.1)0',','. 

LEGEND 

TM 1,. •rr.wi ct:ll'latlcod c1c,o..,e. rcOOd). a110 ~,, 11 the b• s• flooc:I, k t~ll0od 
Iha! t,11 I l '- ctra cl i:.; ~ ad Or UC:l!ll<'lfd ~ .a.ny ;1'111'1 ~ - Tl',I; Splldal 
flood Huard ,#u, l, the areD subfed tx) lloodt~ bl' the l'!<i. l rw' llill ~!Slot lmd. Wea 
ct ~I.a floocl Htart! lncklCM Zo,,a >., flE.. N I, IC, AA, A99, V r.~ \'£. TII• e .. 
flooo Eleo;atiorlisthev.._~Ma rfi10e e'e'l<at1of1oflhe 1%aYlt~dlancellood. 

ZONE A NO Kase Hood ~lions cetennir.e.1. 

ZOUIE AIE Bue Flood l:Je',T.io:11 detsmll'leC 

ZOmi, AH Axld dl!;,tl,$ of 1 1(1 3 f<Mf {.-.,aly •-i of ~ ).: II.Mo! Axld 
Elt','lt!Ms dtttrnklll!d. 

Flood dl'pthsof t lOJ feiet{o.tWally~tt f.,,; o, ~ g lf'ff*).: 
a...,.age ttetxtis del:ermone<1. h:ir ;,reas rJ: a11t,r.ial fall tloc<lin,g, ~oties 
a bodtt.CYn1ioK,I, 

ZONEAR ~ I l'tOod H.'11...-d Ar<'l'I t(lrrrb1y i:,ro1«1«1 llOr.l tt,e 1 .. anr,<.1)1 
d>.rw:tfb;d ~ .. flrJod ~~ttliJtW;Jl;~'!r'tly 
oe«!ltil'io:d. Zonc,•.l rdiclllcsl.h,lt !Jlck:tm(,, IJoodcortrotsvst,::n ,s 
!)ting resto'ell l.t> pro,.·de p,~ 111:m ttle l"t> a"l'IUiil chMce r:. 
grea-s flooo 

Z0141E A119 NII 10 ~ Pf'OCICUd fr:im l ¾ er,nutl dl.na ib:d by I r.derll 
flooc! prulldion ~_, ,.,~• wratn.di<,n; r,.;i llaa rbad o,..,.OON --UlNf. V ~ I R,x.d tON! ,.ltt', ~ iry tivMd ( ""'M ~ }; no, 81"~ A;,:ld 
Or,'l'dMldttarnklld. 

ZONll Vil C.OOStal flood l.OOf:. ,o<tll .... -.x:-~ tlatanl (""i,,,e actiorl) ; !!;)SC fb:Jd --· PJIII FLOODWAY AREAS [N ZONE AE 

The nooc:t,,.·~ IJ IN dwmtl of • ~;r.i p1u, •ry ~ cert lloodpr.,\i • - t~t 1111,11( :le 
k<;.,pt Ir«: of ~nt SO th.it !JlC 1~ !lrl!H,l,;II ctl,)no: Hood ai, 0C came<I 'IIWitholA 
,::,r.;illtl;II r,crene, In !lood nt~G. 

CI) OTHER fl(XX) AREAS 

CJ 
ZONElt 

ZONf. O 

Ren of 0.2% .,ra,i, t i:t'..,,;:c llood; """ r:1/ 1'1', .-in1.1tl d'l¥.CI llood 
wilh1.-era,,e dt.ilMd lelstti.i l txit or v.··,tt, di'i,na,ge 11rHs IHs ±-1 !x.i~tn mile; iM ,~a ~ ',y ltvl-:s from 1% •nn;,;il di.rJce 

OlliER AREAS 

ArMSa 11,,f....,.,n,,d n, boe <llJ~ IN O.Z'- arua;al <n1;..,. ,.,.,....1,. 

NY>;,, wt,,ct, tb:ld Mr.lms are '61detemned, bJ ~ . 

CDASTAL BARRIER RESOUlCES SYSTEM (CBRS) A.EU;AS 

OTllERWlSE PROTECTED AA£AS (OPAs) 

C8.=t.S ~as and o~ in"'31mall·t ~..,;!J'in o, IICljilo(,1l toSpociill floocl ~ ~as 

l% W1nU1ld'llnce~llinb:aJndlty 
0.2'!.11:,nulct,y.ca11ocdp!M,b6<,ndwy 

-- -- - Hooi::J,,.,wt,,;urw, 
------ ~Ob:u1di,ry 

.. ltOu~ dl'.'ICltAIJ Spec'1c1I ~loo(I ~aro Areas 1:6 otf""11: 
11..)Se l'l:Xl:I ~~liullS, l°lood de;JIM Ot llooa ~IOCftli,S. 

--513-- !lawFltn'I Eie..11nn., .. n ~M.e; 8"W1t1nn h r...i• 

(l:. \l<IIJ !k1w: Flood Eie<o<tion ,.~ wlYro 1.1n·~:m o'Wttlrl zo,,41; 

-.nonln feet" 

@-@ 
@--------@ 

6000000 M 

~pt\lC (l.)(JAJ~ n:.1(,,~ tll llil' NQftr, Amuialo'I 
Datum ol l9l3 (MD !13) 

10Cll>-tT:«• u~'wrsr.l Trent<,._ ~911d tr~ zone 11 

5000-!wl ~ lkxl: Cllforrll S:Ht PIIM cwrd' 'WIC 
~1!1!1,V mo,e(Flr>SZON!040S), LambM ~ Gonlc 

eenth 11'-,rt: (,e,; expllr.tlQn h N1;11:a,i,iU$co:,ed'.qn~ 
tllit fDU'\ ?iir""J 

. M I .S ltwr Mihl 

EFf£CT IVE )A TE Of COl.tffi'WIO:C 
Fl.COO INSUFiA~E R,a."E MAP 

Stpltll':>tf26.2003 
C:ffC:CTl','C DA.TC/5) o- Ac:'11001,1(5) TO THIS P;.t!C:L 

l'or -~y m;i~ rt'l<tion h,w.:o·, J)C'kir IQ w.wit'l'o~o;k m;:,~ r'tf.,. ~ \ht Comm~~V 
M.:rp H~tllloll! locl,l(.,:l in be Flood l~ano,>study rtpOrt. Jor thisjurisd,::tl,.al, 
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