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1.5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Eleven letters from agencies and organizations were received during the comment period.  This section 

contains copies of comments received and responses to these comments.  Each comment is numbered in 

the margin of the comment letter, and the responses to all of the comments follow.  The comments are 

referenced numerically by letter and comment number; the comment letters are numbered in sequential 

order.  For example, the first comment in Letter 1 (Department of Fish and Game) is 1-1.   

COMMENT LETTER 1:  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
NOVEMBER 12, 2003 

Comment 1-1 

The comment concurs with the impact to Mohave ground squirrel (MGS), but would require a greater 
land compensation ratio than specified in the Draft EIR if MGS were identified.  On page 4-108, the Final 
EIR describes the habitat value for MGS in the impact areas to be relatively low as assessed by a leading 
MGS expert, Phil Leitner, PhD.  A California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) representative (Scott 
Harris) assessed the recommended storage reservoir area on March 20, 2003, as requiring 1/2:1 to 1:1 
replacement ratio.  This ratio was included in the Draft EIR.  If MGS are identified or assumed to be 
located in an impact area (shown in Figures 4.4-6a and 4.4-6b of the Final EIR), District No. 14 will 
determine, in cooperation with DFG, an appropriate ratio to compensate for the affected habitat prior to 
applying for an incidental take permit.   

Comment 1-2 

The comment notes that potential impacts to desert tortoise would require consultation with DFG as well 
as United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  The Final EIR identifies mitigation measures that 
would adequately ensure that the project would not impact desert tortoise.  These mitigation measures 
would ensure compliance with both the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the California ESA.  

Comment 1-3 

The comment requests clarification on burrowing owl surveys.  Habitat suitability for burrowing owl was 
determined in the project area using a combination of general and focused field reconnaissance surveys.  
Field surveys conducted between 2001 and 2003 followed a modified habitat assessment protocol, based 
on the guidelines identified in the 1995 memorandum issued by the DFG, “Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation.”  If implemented literally, walking the entire project area at 100-foot intervals, the DFG 
habitat assessment guidelines would require walking up to 1,320 linear miles of transects, which is clearly 
infeasible.  Additionally, the project biologists recognized that the implementation of such comprehensive 
surveys could not establish burrowing owl absence over such a large area of suitable habitat.  The 
recommendation to conduct focused burrowing owl surveys over the 25 square mile study area is noted. 

To briefly summarize the burrowing owl survey methodology, surveys of the 25-square mile project area 
identified three general land use categories:  actively farmed agricultural lands, formerly cultivated fallow 
lands, and native saltbush scrub vegetation.  Because access to private (agricultural) lands was not 
available during the field reconnaissance, burrowing owl surveys were conducted by driving major roads 
that surrounded each quarter section (1/4 square mile area).  Walking surveys and more intensive 
reconnaissance-level surveys were conducted in natural and remote areas that provided at least moderate 
quality habitat for burrowing owl and other special status species.  Where such habitat was available, 
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however, surveys were not intended to establish burrowing owl absence, but to establish habitat 
suitability for this species.  Survey access was available to all portions of the project area, thus a thorough 
determination of current and historic land use and habitat suitability was possible through the 
reconnaissance surveys. 

Based on these findings, the project biologists identified that suitable burrowing owl habitat was present 
throughout the project area; both in natural and disturbed areas as noted on page 4-91 of the Final EIR.  
Five non-nesting burrowing owls were identified during surveys, all in disturbed and/or modified 
habitats:  two perched on an agricultural standpipe near 50th St. East and Ave. F, and three others near the 
intersection of Avenue D and 50th St. East, seeking cover under a discarded piece of sheet metal.  Surveys 
identified very few natural burrowing owl nest sites in the project area, with owl activity concentrated 
near trash sites and disturbed and/or agricultural areas that are prevalent throughout the project area. 

Comment 1-4 

The comment that the loss of breeding, foraging, and wintering burrowing owl habitat in the Antelope 
Valley should be considered a direct and cumulatively significant adverse impact under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is noted.  The project is located adjacent to substantial amounts of 
undeveloped open space at the Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) that will not likely be developed in the 
future.  The project also provides habitat mitigation for impacts to special status plants and wildlife, such 
as alkali mariposa lily and potentially MGS (mitigation measure 4.4-1 and 4.4-6) that will serve equally 
to compensate for habitat losses for burrowing owl.   

Comment 1-5 

The comment states that migratory birds are protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA).  The comment is noted and is recognized on page 4-98 of the Final EIR.   

Comment 1-6 

The comment states that construction activities should avoid the migratory bird nesting season if possible.  
If this is not possible, the comment recommends conducting pre-construction surveys and establishing 
suitable buffer areas around active bird nests.  Based on this comment, Impact 4.4-3 and mitigation 
measure 4.4-3 shall be revised as follows to provide protections to common bird species that are protected 
under the MBTA during project implementation.  

Impact 4.4-3:  The construction of storage reservoirs for Alternatives 1 and 2 and the 
conversion of previously undeveloped areas in the eastern and western agricultural areas for 
each alternative would cause the loss of potential habitat for burrowing owls, loggerhead 
shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, and California horned lark, as well as more common migratory 
birds that are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3:  If project activities cannot avoid the breeding bird season (generally 
March 1 – August 31), District No. 14 shall conduct focused preconstruction breeding bird surveys to 
include burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, California horned lark, as well as 
other species protected under the MBTA, in all areas that may provide suitable nesting habitat.  For 
activities that occur outside the breeding bird season (generally September 1 through February 28) 
such surveys would not be required.   

No more than two weeks before construction, a survey for burrows and burrowing owls would be 
conducted by a qualified ornithologist.  Surveys would conform to the protocol described by the 
California Burrowing Owl Consortium (1993) which includes up to four surveys on different dates if 
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there are suitable burrows present.  Surveys would include areas within 500 feet of the construction 
area that provide potential burrowing owl nesting habitat (access permitting).  Simultaneous with the 
owl surveys, an assessment of the construction area would also be conducted to determine the nesting 
status of loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, and California horned lark, and other birds protected 
by the MTBA. 

If any of the above species are identified, occupied nests or burrows would not be disturbed during 
the nesting season (February 1 through August 31 for owls and other raptors; March 1 through 
August 31 for other species), including a minimum 250-foot buffer zone around any occupied burrow 
or nest 150 feet for other non-special status passerine birds, and up to 500 feet for raptors.  During the 
non-nesting season, District No. 14 would encourage owls to relocate from the Stage V construction 
disturbance area to off-site habitat area through the use of one-way doors on burrows.  No relocation 
measures are required for loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, or California horned lark during the 
non-breeding season.  

Comment 1-7 

This comment suggests field survey and construction avoidance methods for nesting birds, some of which 
have been incorporated into mitigation measure 4.4-3.  As revised, mitigation measure 4.4-3 provides 
sufficient buffer distance to avoid the “take” of protected nesting birds. 

Comment 1-8 

The comment states that Hoover’s eriastrum should be included in sensitive species surveys, and that 
mitigation ratios for sensitive plants should be approved by DFG staff.  The Final EIR summarizes the 
results of a sensitive plant survey of the proposed storage reservoir area, conducted following DFG 
protocols.  The survey report (included as Appendix I in the Final EIR) did not locate any Hoover’s 
eriastrum.  The draft Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California, prepared 
by the USFWS identified the nearest Hoover’s eriastrum population in the vicinity of the City of 
Bakersfield.  DFG’s California Natural Diversity Database similarly, does not report any occurrences of 
this species in the project area (as of January 3, 2004).  These sources document no populations of this 
species in Ventura County or Los Angeles County.  Additionally, Hoover’s eriastrum was delisted by the 
federal government on October 7, 2003 and this species has no State status.  The California Native Plant 
Society considers this species as a List 4 species (Plants of limited distribution), which means that 
impacts to this species would be below the CEQA threshold of significance. 

Comment 1-9 

A DFG representative (Scott Harris) assessed the proposed storage reservoir location north of the LWRP 
on March 20, 2003, as requiring 1/2:1 to 1:1 replacement ratio for impacts to sensitive plant areas based 
on habitat quality.  This ratio was included in the Draft EIR in mitigation measure 4.4-1.  Focused surveys 
were conducted throughout the areas with known or suspected potential to support special status plant 
populations.  If additional plant populations are identified during later support surveys District No. 14 
would survey findings with the DFG plant ecologist and identify a suitable avoidance or replacement 
strategy for habitat impacts.   

Comment 1-10 

The comment states that the mudflat habitat would be considered a sensitive habitat under CEQA, and 
that the affected wetland acreage has not been quantified.  On page 4-113, the Final EIR estimates that the 
size of the mudflat habitat ranges from 100 to 2,000 acres depending on overflow from Piute Ponds.  
During some rain events, the entire lakebed is covered with over a foot of water.  The State of California 
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clearly has jurisdiction over the mudflat habitat created by naturally occurring flows following rain 
events, but not over artificial, effluent-induced overflows (see response to comment 1-11).  The Final EIR 
concludes that the significance of the elimination of the artificial habitat would be associated with the 
effects to migratory shorebirds that currently utilize that habitat during periods of artificial overflow.  

Comment 1-11 

The comment states that a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) is required for any direct or indirect 
impact to a lake or streambed.  The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately characterize 
impacts to the mudflat areas as being subject to an SAA.  Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
Code requires that projects affecting natural flows within a jurisdictional creek must first obtain a SAA 
from DFG.   

1602.  (a) An entity may not substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially 
change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit 
or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement 
where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake, unless all of the following occur:…    

The Final EIR finds that natural flows would not be affected by the elimination of the effluent induced 
overflows.  Therefore, Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code would not apply and an SAA would not 
be required by the project. 

Comment 1-12 

The comment questions whether an alternative could be developed in which the mudflat habitat enhanced 
by artificial overflows could be maintained without impinging on the EAFB mission.  This suggested 
alternative would be District No. 14’s preferred alternative.  District No. 14 has conducted numerous 
discussions with EAFB.  The schedule of completion of the LWRP 2020 Plan and Draft EIR was delayed 
for over a year while these discussions were conducted.  The LWRP 2020 Plan has been developed 
without a feasible project alternative primarily involving EAFB as a means of complying with the 
Regional Water Quality Board Order.  DFG also questions whether EAFB needs the entire Rosamond 
Dry Lake for emergency landing, and whether eliminating mudflat habitat conforms with EAFB’s 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan goals and commitments for the Base.  EAFB staff 
contend that the overflows impact the Base’s mission and that elimination of overflows is consistent with 
the natural resources management goals of the Base.  (See comment letter 4 and responses) 

Comment 1-13 

The comment states that DFG can not approve a SAA when significant unavoidable impacts to wildlife 
would likely result.  As identified in response to Comment 1-11, above, Section 1602 of the Fish and 
Game Code does not apply and an SAA would not be required by the project.   

Comment 1-14 

The comment requests that every effort be made to avoid the significant impact to the effluent induced 
mudflat habitat.  The proposed cessation of artificial flows from Piute Ponds would not eliminate natural 
flows onto Rosamond Dry Lake or cause a reduction in flows from historic levels.  Overland flows 
created by storm flows periodically inundate the lakebed and create mudflat habitat, as observed in winter 
2003.  The margins of the flooded areas in Rosamond Dry Lake create mudflat habitats that may be used 
for foraging by wading shorebirds at a time that is consistent with peak shorebird use periods.  A 
reduction or cessation of artificial flows from the effluent management facility (Piute Ponds) would not 
eliminate the presence of mudflat habitat at Rosamond Dry Lake.  Rather, the availability of mudflat 
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habitat at Rosamond Dry Lake would be reduced to historic levels prior to the start of artificial flows from 
the effluent management facility.   

Comment 1-15 

The comment requests that the Final EIR evaluate potential water quality impacts to Piute Ponds resulting 
from the elimination of effluent induced overflows.  Impact 4.3-8 on page 4-75 of the Final EIR addresses 
the potential impact to water quality from elimination of effluent induced overflows.  The Final EIR 
provides mitigation measures (4.3-10 and 4.3-11) to ensure that water quality would not be adversely 
affected.  These mitigation measures commit District No. 14 to conducting a water quality assessment of 
the ponds to determine the extent to which the water quality could decrease below receiving water 
limitations of the LWRP Waste Discharge Requirements.  These limitations are developed to be 
protective of biological resources.  EAFB contends that naturally occurring overflows would be adequate 
to maintain adequate water quality.  (See comment letter 4)  Should the assessment conclude that 
naturally occurring overflows would not be sufficient to meet the discharge permit limitations, mitigation 
measure 4.3-11 commits District No. 14 to negotiating with EAFB an appropriate means of protecting 
Piute Ponds by either through controlled flushing flows or through implementation of a mutually-
approved circulation system, subject to additional CEQA and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
review. 

Comment 1-16 

The comment requests that the Draft EIR be modified to reflect the concerns identified by DFG, and is 
noted. 

COMMENT LETTER 2:  DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Comment 2-1 
 
The comment describes the State of California guidelines and regulations regarding safety of dams and 
specifies the restrictions and requirements applicable to the effluent storage reservoirs proposed under the 
LWRP 2020 Plan.  If the storage reservoir design proposed by District No. 14 is non-jurisdictional in 
berm height, District No. 14 will comply with Section 6025.5 of the California Water Code.  If the berm 
design is jurisdictional, District No. 14 will comply with the requirements of the Division of Safety of 
Dams prior to construction of the storage reservoirs. 

COMMENT LETTER 3:  REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN 
REGION, NOVEMBER 18, 2003 

Comment 3-1 
 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient in numerous areas requiring supplemental information.  
The Final EIR has been revised to reflect comments received during the public review process.  See 
Master Responses.  The following responses address specific comments. 
 
Comment 3-2 

The comment states that a sentence in the Draft EIR misrepresents Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) Order No. R6V-2002-053.  The sentence on page ES-4 has been revised as follows: 
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The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (RWQCB-LR) has mandated that 
the threatened nuisance condition created by effluent induced overflows to Rosamond Dry Lake 
be eliminated by August 25, 2005. 

Comment 3-3 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the potential to degrade groundwater from 
continued use of the oxidation ponds under Alternatives 1 and 3.  The comment states that it is impossible 
to compare alternatives without evaluating this impact.  The Draft EIR incorporated all available 
information on the groundwater quality in the vicinity of the oxidation ponds and found no evidence of 
groundwater degradation attributable to the oxidation ponds.  On-going groundwater monitoring has 
occurred since the storage reservoirs were constructed in 1988.  The Final EIR mentions on page 4-66 that 
recent groundwater investigations conducted in the vicinity of the existing oxidation ponds show no 
evidence that the oxidation ponds have degraded the groundwater.  Reports of these investigations were 
sent to the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (RWQCB-LR) as part of the 
application for the current Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs).  The Final EIR states that the 
RWQCB-LR has required District No. 14 to expand the monitoring program to obtain more data.  
Implementation of this additional monitoring is a condition of the existing WDRs and is being 
implemented by District No. 14.   

The Final EIR assumes that the use of the existing oxidation ponds under Alternatives 1 and 3 would not 
degrade groundwater, since no evidence of degradation has been identified in the area since monitoring 
wells were constructed in 1988, and since the RWQCB-LR recently issued WDRs for the LWRP.  Future 
use of the oxidation ponds are permitted under the existing WDRs.  This notwithstanding, the comment is 
correct in pointing out that if future use of the oxidation ponds resulted in degraded groundwater quality, 
it would be considered a significant impact of the LWRP 2020 Plan.  As such, the impact statement 4.3-4 
has been revised as follows: 

Impact 4.3-4:  Effluent water infiltrating into the groundwater from storage reservoirs or 
oxidation ponds could degrade groundwater quality. 

Implementation of Alternatives 2 or 4 of the LWRP 2020 Plan would remove these ponds from service, 
thereby eliminating the potential impact.  An additional mitigation measure have been added to the Final 
EIR for Alternatives 1 and 3 as follows: 

Alternatives 1 and 3 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b:  If groundwater monitoring finds that infiltration from the oxidation 
ponds has significantly degraded groundwater, District No. 14 will coordinate with the RWQCB-
LR to identify the most appropriate method of remediating the condition and preventing further 
degradation.   

Comment 3-4  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not contain sufficient information to justify groundwater 
quality impacts and does not quantify the potential transport of nitrogen and any other contaminants to the 
groundwater from the use of storage reservoirs or land application, therefore there is no basis for the 
conclusion that Alternatives 1 and 2 would pose less of an impact than Alternatives 3 and 4.  The 
comment states further that the Anti-Degradation Policy should not be seen as a threshold of significance 
since the policy provides criteria that allows the RWQCB-LR to permit degradation under certain 
circumstances.  See Groundwater Protection Master Response.   
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The Final EIR identifies the potential impact to groundwater quality from the use of storage reservoirs on 
page 4-65.  Further, the Final EIR clearly identifies significance thresholds as being a violation of water 
quality standards or WDRs, or the substantial degradation of water quality (pages 4-61 and 4-62).  The 
Final EIR does not quantify what a substantial degradation would be, since any degradation could be 
considered unacceptable under certain circumstances.  The Final EIR concludes that the construction of a 
synthetic liner approved by the RWQCB-LR (Alternative 1) or compacted native soil (Alternative 2) 
would be sufficient to avoid substantial degradation and therefore avoid a significant impact of the 
project.  District No. 14 will submit an application to the RWQCB-LR to construct the effluent storage 
reservoirs.  The application will contain specific permeability standards and projected water quality 
degradation as required by the RWQCB-LR and as supported by an Anti-Degradation Analysis. 

On page 4-67, the Final EIR states that violation of the Anti-Degradation Policy would be a significant 
impact of the project.  The Final EIR does not state that any degradation of groundwater would be a 
violation of the policy.  Approval by the RWQCB-LR of the storage reservoir design and permeability 
standards would ensure that the policy is not violated and that no significant impact would result. 

Comment 3-5  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify measures to avoid the significant impact of 
eliminating the periodic mudflat habitat.  The comment suggests that retaining some overflow could 
sustain some habitat and reduce the level of significance of the impact without causing a nuisance 
condition that would be in violation of the WDRs.  District No. 14 concurs with this comment.  A 
negotiated agreement with Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) to allow these overflows without causing a 
nuisance would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.  At this time, EAFB has not agreed to 
authorize any effluent-induced overflows onto Rosamond Dry Lake.  EAFB does not agree that the 
temporary mudflat provided by the effluent-induced overflow is a sensitive habitat or that its elimination 
would constitute a significant impact.  See response to comment letter 4.  Therefore, District No. 14 can 
not avoid this identified impact at this time. 

Comment 3-6  

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate impacts to groundwater from the storage 
reservoirs.  The comment asks why impacts to groundwater from land application were deemed to be 
significant whereas impacts from the storage reservoirs were not.  See Groundwater Protection Master 
Response. 

The Final EIR identifies infiltration from storage reservoirs as a potential impact of the project and 
identifies the threshold of significance of this impact as a violation of water quality standards or WDRs, 
or the substantial degradation of water quality.  The Final EIR does not establish numeric thresholds of 
significance for each constituent of concern.  The Final EIR commits District No. 14 to design and 
construct storage reservoirs that would be adequately protective of groundwater quality as approved by 
the RWQCB-LR.  Numerous treated wastewater impoundments are permitted by the RWQCB-LR in the 
region.  However, for the long-term land application operations proposed under Alternatives 3 and 4, the 
permeability of agricultural soils clearly would not be adequate to protect groundwater quality over a 
long-term application period.  Therefore, the Final EIR assumes that the resulting degradation could 
potentially be substantial.  Therefore, the potential impact was seen as significant for Alternatives 3 and 4.  
See Groundwater Protection Master Response. 

Comment 3-7  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not establish a desired water quality within Piute Ponds.  The 
comment also states that District No. 14 does not propose higher levels of treatment as a potential 
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mitigation measure to protect Piute Ponds water quality.  On page 4-75, the Final EIR acknowledges that 
water quality could be affected by the elimination of flushing flows through Piute Ponds.  On page 4-75, 
the Final EIR states that the threshold of significance for this potential impact would be the violation of 
the receiving water limitations contained in the WDR.  The Final EIR on page 4-77 states that the toxicity 
of each constituent of concern is difficult to predict.  Therefore, no numeric thresholds for specific 
constituents are provided.   

In mitigation measure 4.3-11, the Final EIR acknowledges that installation of a recirculation system 
would require additional analysis to comply with CEQA and NEPA requirements prior to 
implementation. 

The Final EIR states on page 4-77 that improved treatment would not eliminate the potential for the 
impact since concentrations of total dissolved solids (TDS) and other potentially deleterious constituents 
would increase during evaporation regardless of the influent concentrations.   

Comment 3-8  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately characterize the potential health risk 
associated with wind drift of sprinkler-applied recycled water.  The comment asks for more information 
on the potential public health effects caused by wind.  The comment further suggests that flood irrigation 
could mitigate the impact.  See Public Health Master Response.  The Final EIR discusses the potential 
risk of exposure from the use of recycled water on page 4-170.  The Final EIR concludes that the 
sprinkler-application methods allowed by the California Department of Health Services would not result 
in adverse health impacts since the effluent will be disinfected and applied close to the ground.  The 
application method would be reviewed and approved by the RWQCB-LR prior to issuance of the Water 
Recycling Requirements permit.  District No. 14 agrees with the comment that flood irrigation could 
avoid this potential impact.  However, flood irrigation would increase the potential for groundwater 
degradation due to the uneven water application method required under this irrigation technique.   

Comment 3-9  

The comment points out that the monitoring results for nitrogen provided in Tables 2-7 and 2-8 are not 
equivalent since one is shown as milligrams per liter of nitrogen (mg/L – N) and the other milligrams per 
liter (mg/L).  The tables provide monitoring results submitted to the RWQCB-LR pursuant to the 
requirements in the WDRs.   

Comment 3-10  

The comment states that a sentence on page 3-11 should include a reference to land application.  The 
comment also states that Figure 3-6 does not identify groundwater impacts.  The sentence on page 3-11 
has been changed as follows: 

The increased effluent management capacity needed will be met primarily with increased 
agricultural operations and storage reservoirs under Alternatives 1 and 2, and primarily with 
increased agricultural operations and land application under Alternatives 3 and 4.   

The objective of Figure 3-6 is to provide a flow chart of the treatment process in the Project Description 
section.  The LWRP is not designed to allow for substantial percolation of effluent into the groundwater.   
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Comment 3-11  

The comment states that the potential effects of tail water ponds and retention basins have not been 
assessed in the Draft EIR.  On page 4-67, the Final EIR does identify that retention basins and tail water 
ponds could contribute to groundwater degradation associated with agricultural reuse.  Use of center 
pivots would eliminate the need for tail water ponds.  However, to ensure that retention basins do not 
result in substantial infiltration, the following mitigation measure is added to the Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-6b:  District No. 14 shall provide liners to agricultural retention basins 
to prevent substantial infiltration of applied water or, with RWQCB-LR approval, manage these 
basins to minimize infiltration to ensure protection of groundwater.  

Comment 3-12  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate or provide a time period for the temporary land 
application to be conducted under Alternatives 1 and 2.  On page 3-15 the Final EIR indicates that land 
application would be necessary under Alternatives 1 and 2 for an interim period.  This period is 
anticipated to be approximately 1 to 2 years.  On page 4-70, the Final EIR states that short-term land 
application operations proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2 would not result in a substantial degradation 
of groundwater quality since the depth to groundwater is large and the application would be temporary.   

However, as a result of comments received regarding this potential impact, District No. 14 has removed 
this interim land application component from Alternatives 1 and 2.  Although all reasonable efforts are 
being made to have facilities in place to meet the RWQCB-LR deadline, all Stage V effluent management 
facilities will not be completed in time.  The process of acquiring land for agricultural operations and 
storage reservoirs is anticipated to last through the summer of 2005 due to the significant number of 
parcels that will be involved and the necessary legal requirements that must be complied with for public 
acquisition of land.  The pump station and pipeline to the proposed agricultural reuse sites east of the 
LWRP is scheduled for completion in the summer of 2006, while the Stage V storage reservoirs are 
scheduled for completion in early 2007.  District No. 14 will manage effluent from the LWRP by 
delivering recycled water to the existing effluent management sites (Piute Ponds, Impoundment Areas, 
Apollo Park, Nebeker Ranch, and existing storage reservoirs), and applying recycled water at defined 
irrigation rates on the Stage V agricultural reuse sites as they are established.  During the winter months, 
when evaporation rates and reuse demand are low, District No. 14 will continue its present practice of 
controlled effluent discharge to Piute Ponds in a manner that does not create a threatened nuisance 
condition for EAFB.  Although the Stage V storage reservoirs are expected to be complete in early 2007, 
the CAS and tertiary treatment facilities are not scheduled for completion until the summer of 2008.  
Using the Stage V reservoirs for storing oxidation pond effluent from early 2007 to the summer of 2008 
may not be acceptable to the RWQCB-LR.  After the summer of 2008, tertiary effluent will be available 
for agricultural and municipal reuse operations and surplus effluent will be stored in the Stage V 
reservoirs during the winter months.  As these facilities become operational, effluent-induced overflows 
onto Rosamond Dry Lake will be greatly reduced.  All effluent overflows onto Rosamond Dry Lake will 
be eliminated after April 2009.  District No. 14 is working with the RWQCB-LR and EAFB to ensure that 
continuation of controlled effluent overflows during this period does not create a threatened nuisance 
condition.  

Comment 3-13  

The comment states that the Draft EIR is not justified in claiming that Alternatives 1 and 2 are 
environmentally superior to Alternatives 3 and 4 based on potential impacts to groundwater quality.  See 
Groundwater Protection Master Response.  See response to comment 3-5 above. 
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Comment 3-14  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the potential impacts to groundwater from 
nitrates.  The comment also asks how salt in the soil would be managed.  The Final EIR indicates that 
nitrates and TDS are potential contaminants of concern resulting from the proposed project.  Substantial 
degradation of groundwater from nitrates or TDS is seen as a potentially significant impact of the project.  
District No. 14 proposes to apply recycled water at agronomic rates to avoid over-application of effluent 
that could result in substantial degradation.  On page 4-67, the Final EIR acknowledges that salt flushing 
practices to push salts out of the root zone and further into the vadose zone would be utilized if needed.  
On page 4-70 the Final EIR discusses how periodic flushing coupled with drying would minimize 
percolation to the groundwater of flushed salts.  The Final EIR commits District No. 14 to implementing a 
Farm Management Plan that will outline specific standard operating procedures to effectively manage the 
farm operations and prevent substantially degradation of groundwater.  The recommended project 
(Alternative 2) would include providing nitrification/denitrification treatment that would substantially 
reduce the potential for nitrate contamination.  See Farm Management Plan Master Response. 

Comment 3-15  

The comment states that District No. 14 can not state that a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for storm water discharges is applicable while at the same time acknowledging 
that an NPDES discharge permit is not required for the LWRP effluent since Amargosa Creek is not a 
waters of the United States.  District No. 14 considers that the storm water discharge requirements 
established by the California State Water Resources Board (SWRCB) for the State of California under the 
State-wide storm water permits apply to all areas of the state, even those areas not associated with waters 
of the United States.  Therefore, District No. 14 complies with NPDES permit requirements for storm 
water discharges. 

Comment 3-16  

The comment states that the Final EIR should provide permeability levels for the proposed storage 
reservoirs and establish levels of degradation of groundwater that are acceptable.  CEQA requires that an 
EIR identify potential impacts and evaluate their significance.  The Final EIR identifies potential impacts 
to groundwater quality and clearly establishes thresholds of significance.  The Final EIR concludes that 
construction of low-permeability reservoirs would avoid substantial degradation of groundwater quality 
from storage reservoirs.  The numeric permeability goals requested in the comment would be included in 
the application for WDRs.  The RWQCB-LR as a responsible agency would evaluate the proposed 
permeability thresholds and determine whether to issue WDRs.  If the application for WDRs is not 
approved by the RWQCB-LR, the project would not be implemented and District No. 14 would risk 
violation of Regional Board Order No. R6V-2002-053.  See Groundwater Protection Master Response.  
See response to Comment 3-5 above.   

Comment 3-17  

The comment states that the RWQCB-LR has requested additional information to determine whether the 
existing operations at the LWRP have impacted groundwater.  The Final EIR acknowledges this 
statement on page 4-66. 

Comment 3-18  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify the total nitrogen to be applied.  The comment 
states that impacts from nitrogen loading need to be assessed in the Final EIR.  The Final EIR discusses 
nitrogen loading on page 4-69.  The Final EIR identifies nitrogen loading as a potentially significant 
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impact of the project.  Mitigation measure 4.3-5 requires District No. 14 to implement a Farm 
Management Plan to manage application of recycled water.  Mitigation measure 4.3-6 requires that 
District No. 14 implement a monitoring program to identify potential water quality effects of the farming 
operations.  The mitigation measure requires that District No. 14 modify treatment if necessary to avoid 
nitrogen pollution.  The recommended project would include providing nitrification/denitirification that 
would substantially reduce the potential for nitrate contamination.  See Groundwater Protection Master 
Response. 

Comment 3-19  

The comment states that the impact to water quality of Piute Ponds can not be identified or mitigated 
without determining flushing flow volume requirements.  See response to comment 3-6 above.  The Final 
EIR assumes that the elimination of overflows could result in degraded water quality.  The Final EIR 
concludes that this impact would be considered significant if the receiving water limitations listed in the 
WDRs were exceeded.  Mitigation measure 4.3-10 requires District No. 14 to conduct a study to 
determine operational procedures to avoid violating the WDRs for receiving water. 

Comment 3-20  

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate measures to avoid impacting periodic mudflat 
habitat.  See response to comment 3-4. 

Comment 3-21  

The comment requests that District No. 14 “explore the validity of the assumption” that biosolids will be 
disposed of at the San Joaquin Composting Facility.  The Final EIR states on page 4-158 that new 
disposal locations could be explored by District No. 14 as regulations and options change in the future.  
However, at this time the LWRP 2020 Plan proposes no changes to its current biosolids management 
program, which involves hauling of stockpiled biosolids to San Joaquin Composting Facility in Kern 
County. 

COMMENT LETTER 4:  UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, AIR FORCE FLIGHT TEST 
CENTER, EDWARDS AIR FORCE BASE, NOVEMBER 14, 2003 

Comment 4-1 

The comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly identifies a mudflat habitat on Rosamond Dry Lake and 
that the Air Force Flight Test Center, Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) disagrees with the conclusion that 
the project would result in a loss of shorebird habitat.  The Final EIR provides detailed discussion on this 
issue on pages 4-113 through 4-116.  District No. 14 acknowledges that the EAFB does not agree with the 
conclusions of the Final EIR regarding the periodic mudflat habitat.  Other responsible agencies disagree 
with the EAFB on this issue. (See Comment Letter 1 in which the California Department of Fish and 
Game (DFG) agrees with the identification of the habitat in the Draft EIR.)  CEQA acknowledges that 
disagreements among experts sometimes occur and that the lead agency must provide substantial 
evidence in the record to support the conclusions of the Final EIR.  CEQA Section 15151 concludes that 
the record should provide adequate analysis in a “good faith effort at full disclosure.”  As noted in the 
comment letter from DFG, it is not unreasonable to presume that a periodic habitat is indeed created 
during periods of overflow and that the habitat does provide some value to migratory and local species 
beyond what is provided by the natural flow of Amargosa Creek and other contributing washes 
surrounding the dry lake.   
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Comment 4-2 

The comment states that the LWRP 2020 Plan would not result in impacts to migratory birds.  The 
comment states that EAFB does not intend to permit continued overflow in order to sustain an artificial 
condition that constitutes a nuisance condition.  As discussed on pages 4-113 through 4-116, information 
from qualified biologists concludes that the artificial habitat created by the overflow provides a unique 
habitat to shorebirds not found elsewhere in the Piute Ponds complex during certain times of the year.  
The biologists’ conclusion is not conditioned by how the habitat has come to be, but only that it seems to 
be the reality on the ground at present.  The elimination of the overflow would eliminate the artificially 
created condition.  This assessment is shared by the DFG (see Comment Letter 1).  The Final EIR 
concludes that this would result in a significant impact that is unavoidable since similar habitat during 
those overflow periods is not reproducible elsewhere.  Therefore, approval of the project would require 
adoption of overriding considerations by District No. 14’s Board of Directors.   

Comment 4-3 

The comment states that the LWRP 2020 Plan relies on year-round discharges to the impoundment areas, 
a condition that has not been agreed to by EAFB.  Page 3-17 of the Final EIR describes that no discharges 
into the impoundment areas would be allowed from April 15 through October 31 as is currently the case.  
The LWRP 2020 Plan assumes that operations of the impoundment areas would remain consistent with 
existing conditions.  District No. 14 requests approval to fill the impoundment areas each year. 

Comment 4-4 

The comment states that the May 6, 1981, Letter of Agreement (LOA) between District No. 14 and EAFB 
describes the Piute Ponds complex as comprising 200 acres.  The comment states that EAFB stands by 
the original agreement allowing 200 acres of habitat.  The Final EIR characterizes the existing habitat at 
approximately 400 acres.  The Final EIR further commits District No. 14 to maintaining this habitat such 
that there would be no net loss of wetland habitat.  District No. 14 understands that this increased size of 
the ponds has not been agreed to in an official letter of agreement by EAFB. 

Comment 4-5 

The comment states that providing periodic flushing of the ponds will only require mitigation when and if 
this becomes an issue.  The Final EIR commits District No. 14 to studying whether the project would 
degrade water quality in the ponds.  If this becomes an issue, the Final EIR commits District No. 14 to 
implementing a plan in coordination with EAFB to protect natural resources of the region. 

Comment 4-6 

The comment states that page 1-3 of the LWRP 2020 Plan incorrectly states that the impoundment areas 
are used for duck hunting by local duck hunting clubs.  The Final EIR reflects the correct information on 
page 4-11.  The LWRP 2020 Plan has been revised to reflect this information.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 

Comment 4-7 

The comment states that a sentence of the LWRP 2020 Plan is misleading.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 

Comment 4-8 

The comment addresses a statement on page 3-6 of the LWRP 2020 Plan. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
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Comment 4-9 

The comment addresses the discussion on Bird Air Strike Hazards (BASH) in the LWRP 2020 Plan.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment provides a map, which depicts  
the VR-1206 low flight corridor.  The Final EIR on page 4-168 acknowledges the existence of a low 
flight corridor over the project area and describes the potential BASH related to low flight.  The Final EIR 
concludes that the project would reduce local bird usage of the area and therefore would be beneficial 
with respect to BASH.  In addition, the discussion in the Final EIR comparing alternative storage 
reservoir study areas on page 5-18, as well as the summary in Table 5-3, has been changed to reflect this 
comment. 

Comment 4-10 

The comment states that the operational changes referred to on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR would be 
terminated with implementation of the LWRP 2020 Plan.  The Final EIR and LWRP 2020 Plan assume 
that unauthorized nuisance effluent overflows will be entirely eliminated with implementation of the 
project recommended by LWRP 2020 Plan . 

Comment 4-11 

The comment states that District No. 14 is not committed to maintaining the wildlife and recreational uses 
of the impoundment areas.  Page 3-17 of the Final EIR describes that the impoundment areas dry up 
during the summer.  This condition will continue under the LWRP 2020 Plan, in compliance with the 
1991 Memorandum of Agreement. 

Comment 4-12 

The comment states that discharge to Piute Ponds should be stopped when the holding capacity of the 
ponds has been reached, including during storm events.  District No. 14 will discharge an adequate 
volume of effluent to Piute Ponds to maintain its existing area and habitat in compliance with all 
regulations, including the WDRs for the LWRP. 

Comment 4-13 

The comment suggests that all mention of the snowy plover as a sensitive species be removed from the 
Draft EIR.  Table 4.4-2 of the Final EIR summarizes the status of the snowy plover for both the coastal 
and inland populations based on information obtained from the California Natural Diversity Database.  
The inland populations of snowy plover are considered by DFG to be a California Species of Special 
Concern. 

Comment 4-14 

The comment disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that elimination of effluent induced overflows 
would result in a significant impact to mudflat habitat.  See responses to comments 4-1 and 4-2.  The 
comment also states that overflows must be eliminated.  One objective of the LWRP 2020 Plan is to 
eliminate unauthorized nuisance overflows onto Rosamond Dry Lake.  As such, the District No. 14 Board 
of Directors will adopt overriding considerations concerning the significant impact identified in the Final 
EIR for reduction of mudflat habitat.  See response to comment 3-12. 
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Comment 4-15 

The comment disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that elimination of effluent induced overflows 
would result in a significant impact to mudflat habitat.  See responses to comments 4-1 and 4-2.  The 
comment also states that overflows must be eliminated.  One objective of the LWRP 2020 Plan is to 
eliminate unauthorized nuisance overflows onto Rosamond Dry Lake.  As such, the District No. 14 Board 
of Directors will adopt overriding considerations concerning the significant impact identified in the Final 
EIR for reduction of mudflat habitat.  See response to comment 3-12. 

Comment 4-16 

The comment requests that detailed information on EAFB biological resources be eliminated from the 
document since they do not relate to the project.  Section 4.4 of the Final EIR beginning on page 4-79 
describes the biological setting of the “Assessment Area” shown in Figure 3-1.  The only portion of the 
“Assessment Area” within EAFB described in the Final EIR relates to the Piute Pond complex and 
effluent induced overflow area which is clearly within a potential impact area of the proposed project.   

Comment 4-17 

The comment states that additional comments will be submitted on the Draft EIR.  See responses to 
comments 4-1 through 4-14. 

Comment 4-18 

The comment states that the project would not impact the Piute Ponds area and therefore would not 
require a finding of overriding considerations.  See responses to comments 4-1 and 4-2. 

Comment 4-19 

The comment suggests coordination with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) regarding a 
highway improvement project planned within the eastern agricultural study area.  District No. 14 is aware 
of the proposed Caltrans project, which will not be implemented for at least 10 years.  Caltrans has agreed 
to coordinate this highway improvement activity with District No. 14.    

Comment 4-20 

The comment suggests that the impoundment areas are not maintained for wetland habitat.  See response 
to comment 4-11. 

Comment 4-21 

The comment states that the May 6, 1981, agreement between District No. 14, DFG, and EAFB is a Letter 
of Agreement (LOA), not a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).  The Final EIR has been revised to 
reflect the LOA. 

Comment 4-22 

The comment states that the original commitment by EAFB was for 200 acres of habitat.  See response to 
comment 4-4. 

Comment 4-23 

The comment states that committing 95 million gallons per year to the impoundment areas has not been 
agreed to by EAFB.  See response to comment 4-3. 
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Comment 4-24 

The comment states that discharge to Piute Ponds should be stopped when the holding capacity of the 
ponds has been reached, including during storm events.  See response to comment 4-12. 

Comment 4-25 

The comment corrects a draft version of the EIR which was corrected in the Draft EIR published on 
September 30, 2003.  No response is necessary. 

Comment 4-26 

This comment suggests removal of the description of the mudflat habitat.  District No. 14 disagrees that 
this description is inaccurate.  See response to comment 4-1. 

Comment 4-27 

The comment was made on an earlier draft of the EIR requesting that the word “wetland” be replaced by 
“marsh-like.”  The Draft EIR published on September 30, 2003, was modified to reflect this global 
comment where applicable. 

Comment 4-28 

The comment suggests removal of reference to snowy plover.  See response to comment 4-13. 

Comment 4-29 

The comment requests that the Final EIR clearly state that the Piute Ponds complexes are not considered 
to be jurisdictional wetlands subject to the Clean Water Act.  This is clearly expressed on page 4-93 of the 
Final EIR. 

Comment 4-30 

The comment suggests that the impact to fringe-toed lizard be removed.  This impact remains in the Final 
EIR based on evaluation of the literature for the area.  The Final EIR concludes that the project would not 
significantly affect fringe-toed lizard habitat.  

Comment 4-31 

The comment disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that elimination of effluent induced overflows 
would result in a significant impact to mudflat habitat.  See responses to comments 4-1 and 4-2. 

Comment 4-32 

The comment corrects a draft version of the EIR which was corrected in the Draft EIR published on 
September 30, 2003.  No response is necessary. 

Comment 4-33 

The comment corrects a draft version of the EIR which was corrected in the Draft EIR published on 
September 30, 2003.  No response is necessary. 
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Comment 4-34 

The comment was made on an earlier draft of the EIR requesting that the word “wetland” be replaced by 
“marsh-like.”  The Draft EIR published on September 30, 2003, was modified to reflect this global 
comment where applicable. 

Comment 4-35 

The comment requests that the Final EIR evaluate BASH.  The Final EIR discusses BASH on page 4-168, 
concluding that the elimination of effluent induced overflows would reduce the hazard from existing 
conditions. 

Comment 4-36 

The comment was made on a draft version of the EIR which was corrected in the Draft EIR published on 
September 30, 2003.  No response is necessary. 

COMMENT LETTER 5:  COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
NOVEMBER 18, 2003 

Comment 5-1 

The comment requests that the LWRP 2020 Plan include more recycled water reuse projects including 
municipal irrigation.  See response to Comment 6-1. 

COMMENT LETTER 6:  CITY OF LANCASTER, NOVEMBER 18, 2003 

Comment 6-1 

The comment requests that the LWRP 2020 Plan include more recycled water reuse projects including 
groundwater recharge and municipal irrigation.  The LWRP 2020 Plan evaluated a "Groundwater 
Recharge" effluent management alternative and found it to be infeasible at this time.  However, the 
LWRP 2020 Plan recommended project proposes to reuse effluent for agricultural irrigation as well as 
providing up to 1.5 million gallons per day (mgd) to the City of Lancaster for its proposed municipal 
reuse project.  District No. 14 welcomes opportunities to increase recycled water use in the Antelope 
Valley.  At this time, none of the water suppliers in the area other than the City of Lancaster have 
requested using recycled water to reduce demand on potable water.  The City of Lancaster’s proposed 
project will provide effluent management for approximately five percent of the total projected influent by 
the year 2020.  No other potential users have been identified to utilize the remaining effluent.  For this 
reason, District No. 14 has proposed to conduct agricultural reuse operations.  This notwithstanding, 
District No. 14 will continue to look for additional recycled water reuse projects in the region.   

At this time, no potential users of tertiary-treated water have been identified other than 1.5 mgd by the 
City of Lancaster.  District No. 14 welcomes developing partnerships to productively use recycled water 
produced by the LWRP.  The LWRP 2020 Plan proposes to reuse most of the effluent produced by the 
LWRP through agricultural operations that will be in compliance with the State Water Resources Control 
Board policies and guidelines as well as the Department of Health Services requirements promulgated in 
the California Code of Regulations, Title 22. 
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The recommended project, which was changed because of comments received on the Draft EIR, now 
provides for complete disinfected tertiary effluent being produced by the LWRP.  This change should 
facilitate the development of more reuse projects in the Antelope Valley. 

COMMENT LETTER 7:  CITY OF PALMDALE, NOVEMBER 7, 2003 

Comment 7-1 

The City of Palmdale has no comments.  No response is necessary. 

COMMENT LETTER 8:  QUARTZ HILL WATER DISTRICT, NOVEMBER 14, 2003 

Comment 8-1 

The comment requests that the LWRP 2020 Plan include more recycled water reuse projects including 
municipal irrigation.  See response to comment 6-1.  In addition  District No. 14 in the past has and 
presently is working with other agencies within the Antelope Valley to develop a comprehensive recycled 
water plan. 

The recommended project, which was changed because of comments received on the Draft EIR, now 
provides for complete disinfected tertiary effluent being produced by the LWRP.  This change should 
facilitate the development of more reuse projects in the Antelope Valley. 

COMMENT LETTER 9:  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS, 
NOVEMBER 13, 2003 

Comment 9-1 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) policies or regional plans applicable to the project.  SCAG population projections and regional 
management plans are specifically discussed in Section 4.13 of the Final EIR.  The Final EIR does not 
reiterate the policies of each agency with jurisdiction in the region, which would include the cities of 
Lancaster and Palmdale, and the County of Los Angeles.  The Final EIR does evaluate the potential 
effects of the project with respect to these agencies’ policies and regional management plans.  The Final 
EIR on page 4-200 discusses the relationship of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, the 2001 
Regional Transportation Plan, as well as the local Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and other land 
use plans applicable to the region.  Table 4.13-6 summarizes how potential impacts to environmental 
resources resulting from growth are mitigated through adherence with regional agency policies including 
SCAG’s regional plans.  The Final EIR identifies the project’s consistency with SCAG growth forecasts.  
See responses to comments 9-5 through 9-11. 

Comment 9-2 

The comment requests a minimum of 45 days to review the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR was circulated on 
September 2, 2003, through November 18, 2003, providing over 45 days for review.  See Public 
Notification Master Response. 

Comment 9-3 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address SCAG policies applicable to the project.  See 
response to comments 9-1. 
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Comment 9-4 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address relationships of the project to SCAG’s regional 
plans.  See response to comments 9-1. 

Comment 9-5 

The comment provides the SCAG 2001 growth forecasts for the subregion, the City of Lancaster and the 
City of Palmdale.  The growth SCAG 2001 forecasts are slightly greater than the SCAG 2000 forecasts 
for the City of Lancaster shown in Table 4.13-2.  However, the population projections for the District No. 
14 service area utilize the SCAG 2001 forecasts and are consistent with the most recent SCAG 
projections.  Therefore, the LWRP 2020 Plan is consistent with SCAG Policy 3.01.  The project 
description in the Final EIR provides consistency with Policy 3.03 by notifying SCAG of the timing, 
financing, and location of the proposed public facilities. 

Comment 9-6 

The comment provides the SCAG policies regarding secondary effects of growth.  The Final EIR 
addresses the secondary effects of growth in Section 4.13.  Table 4.13-6 summarizes potential impacts to 
environmental resources and identifies regional mitigation strategies.  Chapter 5 of the Final EIR 
describes the site screening process conducted to identify facility locations that would minimize 
environmental effects.  Section 4.4 evaluates the project’s effects to biological resources including 
wetland and sensitive species and provides mitigation measures where feasible to minimize impacts.  
Chapter 4.12 evaluates the project’s potential to impact cultural resources.  Chapter 4.2 evaluates 
potential geologic hazards and commits District No. 14 to implementing designs that are protective of 
public safety.  The Final EIR identifies mitigation measures to minimize impacts to environmental 
resources.  Therefore, the Final EIR is consistent with the polices 3.18, 3.20, 3.21, 3.22, and 3.23. 

Comment 9-7 

The comment describes SCAG’s social equity policies.  The Final EIR discusses the project’s relationship 
with social equity in Impact 4.13-2.  The Final EIR concludes that the location of the facilities was 
adequately screened to minimize disproportionate impacts to local communities. 

Comment 9-8 

The comment provides policies associated with the Regional Transportation Plan.  The LWRP 2020 Plan 
does not propose transportation facilities or impact proposed transportation facilities.  Therefore the 
LWRP 2020 Plan and LWRP 2020 Plan EIR are consistent with the highlighted SCAG policies. 

Comment 9-9 

The comment provides core SCAG policies concerning air quality protection.  Section 4.8 evaluates 
impacts of the project to air quality.  Section 4.13 discusses the project’s relationship and consistency 
with the AQMP prepared by the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District.  Therefore, the Final 
EIR is consistent with the SCAG core polices on air quality. 

Comment 9-10 

The comment provides SCAG’s policy on water reclamation.  The LWRP 2020 Plan proposes to reuse 
treated effluent for agriculture and municipal reclamation projects and is therefore consistent with the 
identified SCAG policy. 
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Comment 9-11 

The comment states that identified impacts should be mitigated.  The Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR provides a table listing identified impacts and mitigation measures needed to minimize adverse 
effects of the project. 

COMMENT LETTER 10:  LOS ANGELES AUDUBON SOCIETY, NOVEMBER 19, 2003 

Comment 10-1 

The comment requests that constructed wetlands be included as a project alternative.  As discussed in 
Chapter 6 of the LWRP 2020 Plan and Section 5.3 of the Final EIR, a constructed wetland alternative was 
considered but rejected since it did not meet the project objectives.  After careful consideration, the 
LWRP 2020 Plan concluded that constructed wetlands would not avoid any impacts of the project, nor 
would it assist in meeting the fundamental objectives of the project.  District No. 14 is not opposed to 
providing water to constructed wetlands in the area.  However, it is not an objective of the project nor a 
mandate of District No. 14 to enhance wetland habitat.  The LWRP 2020 Plan would not affect the 
existing size and management of Piute Ponds that would necessitate implementing replacement habitat.  
The reduction of the periodic mudflat habitat on Rosamond Dry Lake would not be mitigated by the 
construction of an up-land wetland.  The amount of land required to provide constructed wetlands would 
not be an efficient use of land compared with storage reservoirs and agricultural operations and would not 
avoid potential impacts of land applying recycled water.  

COMMENT LETTER 11:  OFFICE OF POLICY AND RESEARCH, STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE, NOVEMBER 14, 2003 

Comment 11-1 

The comment from the State Clearinghouse notes that the review period officially ended on 
November 13, 2003, 45 days after it began on September 30, 2003.  No response is necessary. 

COMMENT LETTER 11A:  SUNDALE MUTUAL WATER COMPANY, JANUARY 21, 2004 

Comment 11A-1 

The comment objects to land spreading of effluent near Sundale Mutual Water District wells.  The interim 
period of land spreading described as necessary for both Alternatives 1 and 2 (recommended project) in 
the Draft EIR has been removed from the project description in the Final EIR.  See page 3-17 of the Final 
EIR.  Instead of land spreading in the interim period before the storage reservoirs are complete, District 
No. 14 will negotiate with EAFB and the RWQCB-LR to authorize controlled overflows onto Rosamond 
Dry Lake.  District No. 14 is working with the RWQCB-LR and EAFB to ensure that continuation of 
controlled effluent overflows during this period does not create a threatened nuisance condition.  
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