Chapter 1 Response to Conuments on Dvajfi EIR

1.6 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

Filty five leuers [rom individuals were received during the comment period. This scelion conlaing copics
ol comments received and responses o these comments. Hach comment is numbered in the margin o[ the
comment letter, and the responses to all of the comments follow. The comments are referenced
nmuerically by letter (starting at numbcer 12) and conuuent nuber; the comment letters are numbered in
scyuential order. For example, the first commient in Letter 12 (Timothy A, Aiken) is 12-1.

COMMENT LETTER 12;: TIMOTHY AIKEN, RANCHO SIERRA GOLF COURSE,
NOVEMBER 17, 2003

Comment 12-1

The commenL opposes lhe use of land within the Eastern Agricullural Area for irrigaton with wreated
clMucnt. The comment stawes that the project would adverscly impact the valuc of the ncighborhood and
specifically the golf course. The Final EIR in Inpact 4.1-<4 on page 4-22 notes that the golf course could
be climinated as a result of the project. Impact 4.13-1 of the Final EIR asscsses the displaccment ol
residences resulting from conversion o agriculture. Displaced property owners would be compensated at
fair markel value and displaced resident, when applicable, would be given relocation assislance. The
Final EIR concludes that although displacement of residences in the arca would constitute an impact of
the project, it would not displace substantal numbers ol people 1 be considered a signilicanl impact of
the project. The Final EIR also concludes that loss of one goll course would nol constitute a regionally
significant wopact to recrcation facilitics in the Antclope Valley,  Sinee the proposcd project would
increase agricullure acuvilics within a County-designated Agricullure Opportunity Arca, the projcel
would not significantly alter the character of the region. See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response
and Public Health Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 13: LEE DEAN ALLEN SR., NOVEMBER 10, 2003
Comment 13-1

The comment opposes the project and states that il would desiroy wildlile. The Final EIR explains the
nced for the project 1n Scetion 1.4 and cvaluates four alternatives to miniinize potential ctfeets. Scetion
4.4 evaluales the project’s polential ellects lo wildlile, The Final EIR commits District No. 14 o
numerous mitigation measares that would minumze impacts 0 wildlife, including providing
compensation lands for high quality habitats clivinated by the projeet.

Comrment 13-2

The comment states that the project would canse financial and medical harm to the people in the area.
Displaced businesses and residents would be compensated al fair imarket value and appropriate relocation
assistance will be paid. Sinec the proposed project would incrcase agricultural activities within a County-
designaled Agricullure Opportunily Area, the project would nol signilicantly aller the characler ol the
region. See Hastern Agricullural Area Master Response and Public Health Master Response.
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Comment 13-3

The comment slales thal the project is oo close o the Eastside Elementary School. The Eastside
Elcmentary School 13 located over one mile south of the closest potential reuse arca.  The use of
disinfecled lerliary el{luent [or irrigation would not pose a public health impacl (o the school or closer
land uses, Sce Public Health Master Response,

Comment 13-4

The comment stales that the project would result in health problems. The Tinal EIR discusscs potential
public health impacts and concludes that the project would not result in impacts to public health. See
Public Health Master Response.

Comment 13-5

The comment slales thal the project will impact quality of drinking waler wells in the area. Application
ol irrigalion waler would nol be allowed within 100 [eel ol drinking water wells. See Public Health
Master Response and Groundwater Protection Master Responsc.

Comment 13-6

The conmuent states that airbome toxing will create public health impacts.  Scce Public Health Master
Response.

Comment 13-7

The comment states thal the project is adversely impacting residents since the luure value of (heir
properlies i$ uncerlain. Project planning often results in uncertainty, However, such planning is legally
requircd by CEQA,

Comment 13-8

The conment slates that the project is wrong and requests that il be changed. The Final EIR explains Lhe
nced for the project in Scetion 1.4 and evaluates four alternatives to minunize potential cffects, District
No. 14 has developed the LWRP 2020 Plan (o accommodale projected wasle waler Jows with the least
impact o the region while cowplying with Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
(RWQCB-LR) requirements. No other alternatives would meet the project objectives,

COMMENT LETTER 14: MARIANNE ALLEN, NOYEMBER 12, 2003
Comment 14-1

The comment expresses unwillingness 10 leave their properly. Displaced properly owners will be
compensated at fair market value and appropriate relocation costs paid. District No. 14 will atteiapt to
acquire the necessary land Irom willing sellers. However, in order Lo acquire the necessary acreage
required o implement the agricullure portion of the project, District No, 14 may need o exercise ils
power of cminent domain,  Ag noted on page 3-18 of the Final EIR, use of cminent domain would be a
last resort 1l no other opuons are available o District No. 14, The Final EIR acknowledges thal usc of
ewinent domain authority could result in the displacewent of residences currently residing in the ared.
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Comment 14-2

The commenl states that drinking wells would be conlaminaled and hay would not be usable by livestock.
Application of reeyeled water would not be allowed within 100 fect of drinking water wells. Use of
recycled water would nol allect livestock that consume the [odder crops. Recycled waler is used
throughout the State of California and other places to irrigate fodder crops. The recommended projeet
cntails producing disinfeeted tertiary, Sce Public Health Master Response and Groundwater Protection
Masler Responsc.

Comment 14-3

The conmnent expresses concern over airborne oxing, The Final EIR discusses public health immpacts in
Scction 4.13. The project would comply with California Department of Health Services regulations for
recycled waler use. See Public Health Master Response.

Comment 14-4

The comment cxpresses opposition to being removed frown property.  Distriet No. 14 will attewupt to
acquire properly [rom willing sellers. The Final EIR explains the need lor the project on page 1-3.
Chapter 5 cvaluates project alternatives, District No. 14 will corupensate property owners at fair market
value. See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 15: T. ALPAY, OCTOBER 12, 2003
Comment 15-1

The comment states that the area closer (o the LWRP at 50" Siree( East would require less displacement

of residents.  As noted in Chapter 5 of the Final EIR, this arca was tound to contain soils not suitable tor
agricullure. See Haslermn Agricultural Area Master Response.

Comment 15-2

The comment ¢xpresses opposition to the project and to being displaced from property.  Sce Eastern
Agriculwral Area Mastler Response.

COMMENT LETTER 16: WALTER BIERYLA AND KATILY BIERYLA, OCTOBER 31, 2003

Comment 16-1

The comument discusses the value of a property. Reeycled waler has been used in various locations [or
many years withoul decreasing property values, See Easiern Agriculiural Area Masler Response.

Comment 16-2

The commient states that use of reeveled wastewater would afteet health of amimals and people and would
decrease properly values. Recycled waler has been used in various localions [or many years without
decreasing propertly values. See Public Health Masler Response. See Properly Acquisition Masler
Responsc,
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COMMENT LETTER 17: ERLAN CALVERT, NOVEMBER 13, 2003
Comment 17-1

The comuent disapproves of removing residents and cxpresses coneern over  groundwater quality
impactls. District No. 14 will altempt 1o acquire land [rom willing sellers. See Groundwaler Protection
Master Response.

Comment 17-2

The conmunent states thal the photographs in Figures 4.1-11 and 4.1-12 do nol show homes, The
photographs were included in the Final EIR to provide a general description of the area. The text of the
Final EIR (page 4-9) clearly states that there are more hornes within (he Eastern Agriculwural Ared than in
the western agriculoural arca.

Comment 17-3

‘The comment expresses concerns over groundwater qualily impacls. Section 4.3 of the Final EIR
cvaluates potential impacts to groundwater from poorly abandoncd wells, agriculiural activiticg, land
applicauon activities, and storage reservoirs and detention basins. The Final EIR provides mitigation
nicasures to ensurc that groundwatcr is not impacted. The project would need to obtain permits from the
RWQCB-LR pror to initiating agricultural reuse activities. See Groundwater Protection Master
Rcesponsc,

Comment 17-4

The ¢commen( expresses ¢concerns ¢ver airborme contaminants. The applicalion methods would comply
with Department of Health Services requirements.  Sceondary treated cffluent is appliced o altalfa ficlds
in numerous locations in Calilornia. ‘The recommended praject is now @ apply terliary disinlecled
ellluent o agricullure. The Final EIR concludes that compliance with health based regulations would
cnsure that the project would not impact public health, Sce Public Health Master Response,

Comment 17-5

The comment expresses concern over biological rescurces and local residents, Potential impacts to
biological resources are addressed in Section 4.4 of the Final EIR, District No. 14 will attempt to
purchase properly [rom willing scllers and will provide [air market value. Sce Bastern Agricullural Arca
Masler Response,

Comment 17-6

The commient recommiends constructing a tertiary treatment plant, The Final EIR evaluates at equal level
ol detail, two [ull tertiary alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 4). The recomunended project ol the LWRP
2020 Plan involves construction of a [ull lerliary waslewaler treatmenl [acility (Allernatuve 2). Chapler 5
of the Final EIR ¢ompares the castcrn and western agricultural arcas, District No, 14 will atiempt to
purchase property [rom willing scllers o avoid the need lor eminent domain,

Comment 17-7

The comment suggests that Piute Ponds be expanded. Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) has clearly stated
that it opposcs cxpansion of Piutc Ponds. Piutc Ponds arc entirely within EAFB property. EAFB has also
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expressed concemns over increased bird air strike hazards (BASH) related (0 additional water features in
the vicinily ol ils low [light corridor. See comment leller 4. See response 10 commenl 23-3.

Comment 17-8

The commenl recommends providing a moniloring program lor recycled waler users and groundwaler.
The Final EIR commits District No. 14 to implementing a Farmy Managenient Plan that would include
cstablishing & monitoring program. The RWQCB-LR will approve the monitoring prograin to ensurc
compliance with discharge permils. Sce Farm Managemenl Plan Masler Responsc,

Comment 17-9

The commpent states that a well planned project could accomplish (he project objectives. The Final EIR
asscsses potential impacts of the project and provides mitigation measures to avold or reduce thosc
impacts. The advanced planning provided in the LWRP 2020 Plan and (he Final EIR is intended 10 meel
waslewaler realment needs ol Lthe area while prolecting natural resources and addressing public concerns.
COMMENT LETTER 18: LARS CARLSON, NOVEMBER 17, 2003

Comment 18-1

The comment cxpresses congem for pollution, construction and property value wwpacts.  Scc Eastern
Agriculture Area Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 19: TOM CARREON, MARY CARREON, NOVEMBER 15, 2003
Comment 19-1

The comment expresses concern aboul real estale agent scare (actics. District No. 14 ¢ontacted local real
cstate agents to determine whether they had listings of property owners who were motivated o
voluntarily sell the District No. 14. Districl No. 14 never hired any real eslale agent Lo represent il.

Comment 19-2

The comnent requests answers to the questions made at the public hearing. Sce Responscs to comments
PH-1 through PH-89.

Comment 19-3

The comment notes that the RWQCB-LR representative at the Public Hearing was not in favor of the
proposcd projecl.  SGC responscs 1o commnent leter 3.

Comment 19-4

The commenlt expresses concern over polenlial groundwaler conlamination. See Groundwater Protection
Master Response.
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COMMENT LETTER 20: ANNIE CHEN, NOVYEMBER 12, 2003
Comment 20-1

The commient cxpresses coneem over impacts to property values.  Rceyeled water has been used in
various locations lor many years without decreasing property values. The recommended project will not
have any adverse impac(s on property values.

COMMENT LETTER 21: RAYMOND CORBELL, OCTOBER 15, 2003
Comment 21-1

The comment expresses disappointment that the proposed project would negatively affect property
values. Recycled water has been used in various localions for many vears without decreasing property
valucs. The recommended praject will not have any adverse impacts on property valucs.

COMMENT LETTER 22: THERON DAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2003
Comment 22-1

The comment suggests that the wastewater be treated for use by the City of Lancaster rather than for
agriculture. The LWRP 2020 Plan provides [or up 10 26 mgd ol tertiary treated water. The City ol
Lancaster has only commiued o accept 1.5 mgd. No other potential users lor recycled water have been
identified. See Public Health Master Response,

Comment 22-2

The commnent suggests that Districl No. 14 will develop the land for purposes other than agriculuure and
also asks why the Eastern Agriculiural Area was chosen. The Final EIR clearly states the need for the
projeet and the project abjectives in Scetions 1.3 and 1.4, Sce Rastern Agriculoral Arca Master
Response.

COMMENT LETTER 23: WANDA DEAL, DECEMBER 2, 2003
Comment 23-1

The comment identilies that white-laced ibis rookery has been identilied at the Piute Ponds, and was
madc awarc 1o thc “Sanilation Department” during a RWQCB-LR mecting.  We appreciate the
availability of such new information in the review of the project. Previously, the project biologists visited
the Piute Ponds with EAFB biologist Chris Rush in 2000 and later with Calilornia Deparuncent ol Fish
and Game (DFG) biologist Scow Harris in 2003, The presence ol while-faced ibis was nol identified or
discussed during any of Ihese field meelings, and is nol identified in either the current Checklist of Birds,
Fdwards Air Force Base, California, or by the California Natural Diversity Databasc.

The white-laced ibis is a [ederal Species ol Concern and Calilornia Species ol Special Concern, with
prolection status allorded o active rockery sites and not loraging areas. Generally, this species breeds in
freshwater emergent wetlands such as those that ocour throughout the Piute Ponds. Beeause these ponds
would remain virwally unchanged, the proposed project would not alleet the availability of brecding
habitat or habilal qualily [or the while-laced ibis, il present.
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Comment 23-2

The commenl slales that the Drafll EIR does nol mention the existing Signilicant Ecological Area (SEA).
The Dratt EIR docs acknowledge the existing SEA # 50 on page 4-22, and concludes that nonc of the
lacililies Lo be conslrucled as part ol the project would be located within the existing SEA boundaries.
Thig notwithstanding, the Final EIR rccognizes that a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) will be requircd to
construct the storage reservoirs,  If the proposed SEA is in place by the time the CUP application is
submited, District No. 14 will submil a biological asscssment pursuant ke the SCA Technical Advisory
Committee requirements.

Comment 23-3

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate alternatives to the project.  The
commenl suggests that constructed welands could have been developed as an alternalive o agricullure,
or that Apollo Ponds could be expanded. The comment concludes Lhat the Draft EIR appears 0 be a
“decision made” document. The LWRP 2020 Plan identifies a reccommiended project. The project was
developed aller extensive projecl allernative screening (see Chapler 6 ol the LWRP 2020 Plan) that
in¢cluded substantial public input. The Final EIR ¢valuates three alternatives to the recommended project
in addition to the reconmended project at an equal level of detail. In addition, the Final EIR includes in
Chapler 5 descriptions ol program-level allemaltives that were rejected Irom lurther consideration. CEQA
requires that an EIR evaluate altermatives 1o a proposed project that could potentially avoid or rninimize
polential impacts ol the recommended project.

District No. 14 evaluated a constructed wetlands effluent management project alternative in Chapter 6 of
the LWRP 2020 Plan and Chapter 5 of the Final HIR. 'The allernative was rejected because it did not
meel the objeclives ol the projecl. Constructed wetlands meeting the entire 26 mgd capacity would
require a siniilar amount of Tand as the evaporation pond alternative, which would require an arca more
exlensive than the agriculwral operalions recommended by the LWRP 2020 Plan. In addiuon w the
extremely large area required to implement, this alternative was deemed to be infeasible because the
wetlands created via year-round discharge would become dependent on the effluent discharged to them. As
mumnicipal reuse demand increases over the course ol the planning perioekd, recycled walcr could not be diverted
from the wellands due (0 their dependency on waler (0 suslain its size. Furthermore, (he seasonal variation in
evaporalion rates would resull in a wellands’ footprint that would be significantly larger in the winter (due 10
low cvaporation ratces) than during the summer (duc to high cvaporation rates). During the summer months,
ellluent Irom the LWRP would not be sullicient (o suslain the wellands’™ lootprint crealed during the winter
months,

District No. 14 reecived numicrous cominents on the Notice of Preparation {(NOP) of a Draft EIR
regarding the inclusion ol a wetland component in the project. Diswict No, 14 considered including a
wetland component in the recommended project,  However, constructed wetlands were determined to
provide little discharge relief or treatment benefits, and would present significant challenges and risks
including degrading groundwater and incrcased potential for local Bird Air Strike Hazard. EAFB has
heen clear that they will not allow expansion of Plule Ponds. Eslablishing offsile wetlands would require
additional permiits (rom the RWQUCB-LR. Finally, the wellands would likely need Lo be lined (0 prevent
degradation of groundwater it sccondary treated recyeled water were discharged into them. In summary,
constructed wellands would require 0o much land w handle the projected [ull 26 mgd and would
otherwise provide nunimal benefit as a smaller component to the overall project.  Furthermore, they
would posc complex permitting challenges to ensure protection of water quality and biclogical habitat and
may garncr signilicant public and rcgulatory opposition as has becn cxperienced in other parts ol
California. District No. 14 is not opposed to constructed wetlands, and would be willing to discuss
supplying waler 1o local wetland projects. However, as a long Lerm, reliable ellluent management
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solution for the LWRP 2020 Plan, Districl No. 14 has delermined (hat constructed wellands would not
meel project objeclives.

Expansgion of Apollo Park was not considered to be a viable alternative sinee it would not provide
significanl discharge capacily. Al ils currenl Size ol approximalely 25 welled acres, Apollo Park provides
District No. 14 with an average of approximately 0,15 mgd of cffluent management capacity, During the
winter months, when mwianaging cffluent from the LWRP is most challenging, Apolle Park docs not accept
any rceycled walcer,

Comment 23-4

The comnment suggests thal property acquisition in the Easiern Agricultural Area would be lessened by
implementing the storage reservoir location on EAFB. The commient requests that other options on
EAFR are considered and thal comparative costs be provided. The amount of land needed [or the Easlem
Agricullural Area would be similar [or each slorage reservoir localion considered. ‘The slorage reservoirs
arc designed to accommodate winter flows when water demand for agricultural operations 18 minimal.
Chapter 5 of the Final EIR discusses lhe alternalives screening process conducled Lo idenuly
rccommicnded and alternate locations for storage rescrvoirs. EAFB has made it clcar that cxpansion of
Piute Ponds will not be allowed (See comment letter 4). The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) docs not consider costs o be an cuvironmeutal cllccl of a project. Nonctheless, Chapuer 6 of the
LWRP 2020 Plan includes a comparison of costs lor the (inal project alternatives analyzed in the Final
EIR.

Comment 23-5

‘The commenl suggesls thal modified eflluent management praclices could be used 1o eliminale nuisance
over(llows in the [uture. The commenl suggests thal District No. 14 is obluscaling the issues. The
modificd cffluent management practices currently being applicd to accommodate the current 13 mgd
average [low rale would not avoid overllows resulling [rom increased wastewaler (lows. The Final EIR
clearly identifies that the project objectives are to eliminate unauthorized nuisance overflows on pages
ES-4 and 1-3. District No. 14 has made attempts to negotiate with EAFB a solution to eliminate nuisance
overllows while maintaining somce winter discharge relicl. Al this timc, EAFB has stated that all
overf(lows are considered 10 be nuisance flows. See comment letler 4. The EIR schedule was delayed (or
a year while negolialions wilh EAFB were ongoing. If a cooperative project could he implemented with
EAFB it is likely that District No. 14 could save millions of tax payer dellars and avoid significant project
impacls through eliminaling only nuisance overllows while allowing some winter discharge reliel.

Comment 23-6

The comment states that offsite mitigation should be developed with DFG to nutigate impacts to the
mud(lats. The comment also stalcs that mitigation measurc 4.3-11 requiring negotiation with EAFB is
unrealistic given the failure of past negotiations, and therefore it is not a viable mitigation measure. The
unique character and size of the mudflat created by overflows in vielation of the discharge permit make
finding off gitc mitigation impossible. DFG agrees with the conclusion that the impact is unavoidable
(see comment letter 1). Since EAFB owns the properly, polential selulions (o avoiding impacts will have
Lo include EAFB. Al this lime, EAFR does not consider (hat the project will creale waler qualily impacis.
The Final EIR identifics 4 strueture and proeess to monitor and evaluate potential impacts and then to
provide coordinalion with EAFB (o implement the appropriate solulion.
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Comment 23-7

The comment states thal local experls have nol been included in the process and thal there are errors in
the biological resources section of the Dratt EIR.  District No. 14 has discusscd potential inpacts to
biological resources with numerous local experls including Kimball Garrel, Mike San Miguel and
yourself, The scoping process was conducted twice, providing three public meetings to provide public
input prior to issuing the Draft EIR. At thosc micetings, District No. 14 discussed potential inmpacts to
hiological resources and in particular Piule Ponds. The Tinal CIR provides considerable detail of the
regions natural resources and sensitive habitats, The comment does not specify what errors are in the
biological resources section of the Drall EIR, so no response is possible,

Comment 23-8

The commen! requests thal the Drafl EIR be starled again 1o (ruly evaluate allernatives including using
EAFB property. Chapler 6 of the LWRP 2020 Plan and Chapter 5 of the EIR provides a discussion on Lhe
cight program alternatives that were considered, six of which were rejected ag infeasible. The Final EIR
evaluales [our [inal project allernatives at an equal level ol detail. The recommended project involves
construction of storage reservoirs and implementation of agricultural reuse operations.  The comment
suggests that a solution should be found using EAFB property. EAFB will not allow for overflows or
cxpansion of Piute Ponds thal could provide somc (exibility with the elfluent management allernatives.
Furthermore, constructing siorage reservoirs on EAFB property does nol elimninate the need 10 acquire
properly lor agriculiural ¢perations,

COMMENT LETTER 24: ALEXANDER AND PARALUMAN DEL CAMPO,

NOVEMBER 13, 2003
Comment 24-1
The commient requests @ summiary of the Public Hearing, Table 9-1 summarizes the comments received
during the public hearing. The (ranscripts of the meeling are included in Chapter 1-7 of Volume 2 of the
Final EIR,
COMMENT LETTER 25: FRANCIS W. DRAKE, NOYEMBER 16, 2003
Comment 25-1
The comment supports the proposed LWRP 2020 Plan, since this would improve the area’s air and water
quality. Comment noled.
COMMENT LETTER 26: FRANK ELLING, NOVEMBER 14, 2003
Comment 26-1
The comment slales thal the Dralt EIR is lacking depth and implies that the project will increase the risk
of Valley Fever. The Draft EIR adequately asscesses potential impacts of the project in compliance with
CEQA rcgulations. The Final EIR addresses dust emissions [rom [arming on page 4-149. The Final EIR
concludes, based on the Auainment Plan for dust pollution prepared by the Mojave Desert Air Quality

Management District, that increased farming would not contribute significant Just emissions to the air
basin.
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Valley Fever is a disease common In the southwestern Uniled States thal is caused by (he l[angus
Coccidivides mmitis. The lungus grows In soils and can become airborne when the soil is disturbed.
Infection can occur when a gpore 18 inhaled and can cause serious illness, particularly to clderly or to
people with impaired immune systems. However, most cases resolve on their own with no signilicant
health conscquences.” Residents of the Antelope Valley could be exposed to the spores from numerous
sources including farming, construction, and soil crosion from periods of high wind. The increascd
agriculture resulting rom implementation of the LWRP 2020 Plan would not substandally increase the
risk of exposure to the spores. The area has historically been used for agriculture. Numerous farms are
curren(ly operating in the region,

Comment 26-2

The commenl suggests (hal the project would increase soil erosion in the Antelope Valley. The Final EIR
addresses potential soil erosion from construction aclivities on pages 4-44, 4-47, and 4-62. The Final EIR
commits District No. 14 to mitigation measures that would niinimize soil crosion.

Comment 26-3

The commient statcs that the Draft EIR does not address potential nitrogen contamination, The Final EIR
does evaluate nitrogen application and potential impacts to groundwater on page 4-69. The Final EIR
concludes that with approprialc management (hrough implementation of a Farm Management Plan,
nitregen levels in (he ellTuent would be adjusied according (o (he necessary nutrient reguirements ol the
crops, thereby reducing the need [or [(ertilizers and minimizing the risk of groundwaler conlaminalion,
The Final EIR also commits Tristriet No. 14 o implementing a groundwaier monitoring program that will
provide necessary dala (o assess existing niwogen levels in groundwater and potential conuibutions [rom
District No. 14 operations. Secondary eated elfluent is used by numerous saniltation agencies
througheut the Statc of Californig and other places o grow fodder crops. The Final EIR concludes that
compliance with Calilornia Department of Health Services (DHS) regulations will ensure that no impacts
to public health from the use of recyeled water would result. The recommended project woukd provide
nitrification/denitrification treatment that would substantially reduce the potential for groundwater
contamination. Sce Groundwalcr Prowcclion Master Responsc.

Comment 26-4

The comment suggesls that the use of recycled waler o grow alfalla is harmful (0 livesiock and human
hcalth.  The wse of sccondary-treaicd cttluent 1o irrigate fodder crops is allowed by the DHS.
Furthermore, sin¢e the recommended project will now produce only disinlected lertdary efllluent, Lhe
proposed agricultural operations arc ¢ven more protective of public health, Appendix G of the Final EIR
provides a summary of Title 22 requirements for reeyeled water use. The Final EIR concludes that
compliance with DHS would cnsure protection of public health.

Comment 26-5

The comment suggests that construction of storage reservoirs could increase exposure to Valley Fever
SPOrcs. Scoresponsc to comment 26-1.

U hupefelee.arlarizonacdusindex. hunl
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Comment 26-6

The commenl suggests that the Drall EIR is nol adequale. The Final EIR assesses potential impacts of the
projeet and provides mitigation mcasurcs to mininize those impacts in compliance with CEQA
requirenments.

Comment 26-7

The commment states that District No. 14 fails to confront controversial issucs relating to EAFB, The Final
CIR asscsses polential impacis of Lthe project and provides miligalion measurcs 1o ninimizc Lhosc impacls
in compliance with CEQA requirements. District No. 14 has developed the LWRP 2020 Plan in
coordination with EAFB.

Comment 26-8

The commenl suggests thal the LWRP 2020 Plan would increase the risk ol Valley Fever. See response
Lo conunenl 26-1.

Comment 26-9
The commenl suggests thal erosion would be an impact of the projecl. See response L0 comument 26-2,
Comment 26-10

The comment suggests that the potential for nitrogen contanmination was not assessed in the Draft EIR,
Sce responsce o comment 26-3,

Comment 26-11

The commenl suggests that nitcogen loading in soils is a potential impact of Lthe project. See response 10
comment 26-3.

Comment 26-12

The commenl suggesls thal Valley Fever could increase as a resull of the projecl.  See response Lo
conmmment 26-1,

Comment 26-13
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is inadequate. See responses to comments 26-1 through 26-7,
Comment 26-14

The comment lists powential impacts 10 EAFB. Many of the impacts listed are nol relawed 10 the projecl.
See regponses © comments 26-1 through 26-7,

Comment 26-15

The comment reiterates concerng over Valley Fever. Scc response to comment 26-1,
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COMMENT LETTER 27: JOSHUA AND CHRISTINE EVANS, NOVEMEER 17, 2003
Comment 27-1

The comment asks if money spent recently on improvements will be reimbursed.  District No. 14 will
compensale properly owners at lair market value and where appropriate provide relocation assistance
payments.

Comment 27-2

The comment asks il they will be compensated cnough (o buy a comparable home. District No. 14 will
compensate property owners at fair market value, Mitigation measures 4,13-1 and 4.13-2 commit District
No. 14 10 relocating displaced residents into homes of the appropriate sive lor (the Tamily,

Comment 27-3

The comment asks il the luture appreciation ol home values will be calculaled into the asking price.
District No. 14 will compensate properly owners at [air markel value at Lhe ime of the Lransacton.

Comment 27-4

The comment slales thal fair market value will force them o down grade since other areas have
appreciated more.  District No. 14 will compensate property owners at fair market value and , if
necessary, provide relocation assistance payments to make up the difference between the fair market
valuc ol their housc and comparable housing in the region.

Comment 27-5

The comment asks why earlier notice was not provided. District No. 14 held (wo scoping meetings lor
the project (March 22, 2001 and Tanuary 9, 2003) in addition to the Public Hearing held on October 29,
2003. See Public Nolilication Masler Response.

Comment 27-6

The comwment asks how Distoct No. 14 will compensate for homes. District No. 14 has begun looking for
willing sellers, and will auempt w purchase as much land as possible without displacing residents.
District No. 14 will compensate property owners at fair market value and, where approprate, provide
relocation assistance.

Comment 27-7

The question asks il the "rectaimed” waler is dangerous. The Final EIR addresses public health impacts
in Seclion 4.13. See Public Healih Master Response.

Comment 27-8

The comment asks what the ellects Lo groundwater in the region would be. See Groundwaler Protection
Master Response,
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Comment 27-9

The comment asks il Eastside Elemenlary School would be aflecled. The Easlside Elemenlary School is
located over one mile south ot the closcst potential reuse arca. The use of disinteeted tertiary treared
ellluent for irrigation would nol pose a public health impacl Lo the school or closer land uses. See Public
Hcealth Master Response

Comment 27-10

The comment asks il airborne contaminants would pose a concern.  The Tinal EIR addresses windblown
contaminants in Section 4.13 (Public Health) and 4.8 (Air Quality). The Final EIR concludes that the
project would cornply with DHS standards (or reuse of lreated effluenl.  See Public Health Masier
Response.

Comment 27-11

‘The commenl asks whal ellecls the project would have on wildlife. "The Final EIR assesses impacls 1o
wildlifc in the region in Scction 4.4, The Final EIR provides mitigation measurcs to minimize potential
adverse ellecls.

Comment 27-12
The cotnment provides alternatives for evaluation in¢luding the following:

1) construcicd wellands

2) enlarged Nebeker Ranch

3y fox airport/Palindale Plant 42

4y municipal rcusc

5y ciy of LA World Airporl cast of PlanL 42

6) east of the Antelope Valley beyond 240" Street

Chapter 5 of the Final EIR asscsses alternatives to the project. Constructed wetlands were considered as a
potential ef(luent management allernalive (page 5-6), bul were rejecled since wellands alone would not
achieve the objectives of the project within the allotted tiwwe frame, See Response to Comument 23-3, The
Final EIR assesses the western agricultural area around Nebeker Ranch at an equal level of detail. The
other four allemative localions mentioned in the comment are o [ar [rom the LWRP and arc a
subsiantially higher in elevalion relalive (0 the LWRP. Capilal and operational costs would make Lhese
allernalives cost prohibilive.

COMMENT LETTER 28: DONNA FERRELL

Comment 28-1

The commenl expresses concerns over how the homeowners would manage [inancially il removed [rom
their home, District No, 14 has begun looking for willing scllers, and will attempt to purchase as much

land as possible withoul displacing residents. District No. 14 will compensale properly owncrs al [air
warket value and, when necessary, provide relocation assistance.
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COMMENT LETTER 29: RONALD AND DONALD FERRELIL, NOVEMBER 14, 2003
Comment 29-1

The commient cxpregses conecrns about being displaced unwillingly by District No. 14, Dastrict No. 14
will allempl Lo acquire property [rom willing sellers and avoid impacling as many homes as possible. The
Final EIR explains the need [or the project on page 1-3. Chapier 5 provides a summary ol the project
alternatives ovaluated. District No. 14 will compensate property owners at fair market value,

Comment 29-2

The comment suggests that the LWRP 2020 Plan should include higher levels of treatment. The Final
EIR evaluates four alternatives al an equal level of detail, two ol which would provide [ull Lertiary
treatmient for the projected flows at the vear 20200 The other two alternatives would provide tull
secondary and partial lerliary realment, which is adequale (0 meel the California Department of Heallh
Services (DHS) standards [or irrigaling fodder crops. As 4 resull of public inpul, the recommended
project, Alternative 2, would provide full tertiary diginfected cffluent.  Sec Groundwater Protection
Masler Response and Public Health Masler Response.

Comment 29-3

The comment expresses unwillingness to move, District No. 14 will attempt to purchase property from
willing scllers. Disirict No. 14 will compensale properly owners al [air markel valuc.

COMMENT LETTER 30: BARBARA FIRSICK, OCTOBER 21, 2003

Comment 30-1

The comment expresses unwillingness © nove, District No. 14 will attempt t© acyuite property from
willing sellers and avoid impaciing as many homes as possible. The Final EIR explains the need lor Lhe

project on page 1-3. Chapler 5 provides a summary ol the project allernatives evalualed. District No. 14
will compensate property owners at fair market valuce,

Comment 30-2

The cotmnent expresses concerns over tupacts to groundwater quality, air quality. and local water wells.
See Groundwater Protection Master Response and Public Health Master Response.,

Comment 30-3

The comment also asks why the Eastern Agricullural Area was chosen. See Basiern Agriculiural Area
Masler Response.

Comment 30-4
The comment expresses unwillingness (0 leave properly. Diswrict No. 14 will altempt 1o purchase

properly [rom willing sellers. Disirict No. 14 will compensale property owners al lair markel value and,
when necessary, provide relocation assistance,
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COMMENT LETTER 31: BARBARA FIRSICK, NOVEMBER 10, 2003
Comment 31-1

The comment expregses unwillingness o move,  Digtrict No. 14 will aticmpt to acquire property from
willing sellers and avoid impacting as many homes as possible. The Final EIR explains the need [or the
project on page 1-3, Chapter 5 provides a summary of the project allernatives evaluated. District No. 14
will compensate property owners at fair market valuc.

Comment 31-2

The comment expresses concerns over impacts to groundwater quality, aic quality. and local water wells,
See Groundwaler Protection Master Response and Public Health Master Response.,

Comment 31-3

The commen! also asks why the Easlern Agricullural Area was chosen. See Eastern Agricullural Area
Master Regponse.

Comment 31-4

The commient states thal more waler conservation should be encouraged. Waler conservalion, as il
portaing to this projeet, 1s discussed in Chapter 5 of the LWRP 2020 Plan, Decvelopment and
implementation of water conservation programis are the responsibility of the local water purveyors, The
local water purveyor that scrves Lhic majorily of the residents within the Disirict No. 14 scrvice arca is Los
Angeles County Walerworks District No. 40,

The major water purveyor within District No. 147s service area, Los Angeles Counly Walerworks District
No. 40, is gignatory to the California Urban Water Conservation Council's September 1991 Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California. 'This MOU covers al least
75 percent of the water commeclions within District No. 147s sewer service area and helps minimize water
consumption within this arca.  The planned facilitics and tining of the Stage VI cxpansion will be
reevalualed in 2010 Lo respond o any changes in wastewalter (low projections or other laclors allecting the
recommended project.  As recycled water reuse projects increase, or wastewater generation rates decrease
dramatically within District No, 14's service arga, implementation of the recommended project components
will be adjusted acecordingly .

Comment 31-5

The commenl suggesis thal municipal landscape irrigalion wilh recycled waler should be pursued. The
LWRFP 2020 Plan provides for up to 26 mgd of tertiary treatcd water. The City of Lancastcr has
committed o accept up 10 1.5 mgd lor a proposed nwunicipal reuse project. Na other potential users ol
recycled waler have been 1dentilied.

Commcent 31-6

The comment agrees with establishing constructed wetlands, Sce Response Lo comment 23-3.

Comment 31-7

The comment suggests that the Western Agricultural Area is better suited than the Eastern Agricultural
Arca. Thc Final FIR cvaluates the Western Agricultural Arca at an cqual level of detail. Chapter 5 of the
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Final EIR describes the allernalives evalualed (© meel Ihe projecl objectives including (he comparison of
the Eastern and Weslern Agricullural Areas. See Baslem Agricullural Area Master Response.

Comment 31-8

The commenl suggesls thal beller Lrealment should be provided. The Final EIR evaluales [our
altornatives, two of which would provide full tertiary treatment and disinfection for the entire 26 mgd
flow project by the year 2020, This Ievel of treatment would be aceeptable for municipal rcusc on golf
courscs and roadway medians, among other uscs. The irrigation of [odder crops with sceondary (realed
disinfected recycled water would comply with DHS regulations, Providing a higher level of treatment for
the irrigation of fodder crops iy not necessary 1o protect public health and natural resources. However, s
requested by many in the Antelope Valley community, District No. 14 is now proposing a higher level of
treatinent [or the LWRP’s reclaimed waler, disinlecled lertiary.

Comment 31-9

The conmuent cxpresses unwillingness to leave property,  Disiriet No, 14 will attempt to purchasc
properly [rom willing sellers. District No. 14 will compensate property owners at [air markel value and,
when neeessary, provide relocation assistance.

COMMENT LETTER 32: BARBARA FIRSICK, NOVEMBER 13, 2003
Comment 32-1

The comment expresses unwillingness (0 move, District No. 14 will auempt 0 acquire property [rom
willing sellers and avoid impacting as many homes as possible. The Final EIR explains (he need [or the
projeet on page 1-3. Chapter 5 provides a swmmary of the project alternatives evaluated. District No. 14
will compensale properly owners at [air market value.

Comment 32-2

The comment expresses coneerns over impacts to groundwater quality, air quality, and local water wells,
See Groundwaler Prolection Masler Response and Public Health Master Response.

Comment 32-3

The comment alse asks why the Eastern Agricultural Area was chosen. See Eastern Agricultural Area
Masler Responsc.

Comment 32-4

The commenl stales 1hal more waler conservation should he encouraged. Waler conservation, as il
pertaing to this projeet, 18 discusgsed in Chapter 5 of the LWRP 2020 Plan. Development and
implementation of water Conservalion programns are the responsibility of the local waler purveyors. The
local water purveyor that scrves the mgjority of the residents within the District No, 14 service arca is Los
Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40,

The major waler purveyor within District No. 14’s scrvice arca, Los Angeles Counly Watcrworks District
No. 40, is signatory to the California Urban Water Conservation Council's September 1991 Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU ) Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California. This MOU covers at least
75 pereent of the water connections within District No. 1478 sewer scrvicee arca and helps minimize water
consumplion within this area. The plarmed (acililies and iming of the Siage VI expansion will he
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regvalualed in 2070 10 respond w any changes in waslewater (low projeclions or other faclors alfecting the
recommended praject.  As recycled waler reuse projecls increase, or wastewaler generation rales decrease
dramatically within District No. 14's serviee arca, implemientation of the recommiended project comnponents
will be adjusted accordingly.

Comment 32-5

The comment suggests that municipal landscape irmigation with recycled water should be pursucd. The
LWRP 2020 Plan provides [or up o 26 mgd of eriary treated water. The Cily of Lancasler has
committed to accept up to 1.5 med for a proposed municipal reuse project., No other potential users of
recycled waler have been identified.

Comment 32-6
The commenl agrees wilh establishing constructed wetlands. See Response (o comment 23-3.
Comment 32-7

The comment suggests that the Western Agricultural Arca is better suited than the Eagtern Agricultural
Area. The Final EIR evaluales the Westlern Agricullural Area al an equal level of detail. Chapter 5 ol the
Final EIR describes the alternatives cvaluated to micet the project objectives including the comparison of
the Eastern and Western Agricultural Areas. See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response.,

Comment 32-8

The comment suggests that better (reatment should be provided. The Final EIR evaluales [our
allernatives, (wo of which would provide (ull ertiary wreaument and disinflection [or the entire 26 mgd
flow project by the year 2020, Thig Tevel of treatment would be aceeptable for municipal reuse on golf
courses and roadway medians, among other uses. [he irrigaton of [odder crops wilh secondary trealed
disinlecled recycled waler would comply with DHS regulations. Providing a higher level ol reaiment for
the wrrigation of fodder crops is not neccssary to protect public health and natural resources, However, as
requesled by many in the Antelope Valley community, District No. 14 is now proposing & higher level ol
treatment for the LW RP’s reclaimed water, disinfected tertiary.,

Comment 32-9

The comment cxpresses unwillingness (0 leave property. Diswict No. 14 will attenpt (o purchase
properly rom willing sellers. District No. 14 will compensate property owners at fair marke( value and,
when necessary, provide relocalion assistance.

COMMENT LETTER 33: BARBARA FIRSICK, NOVEMBER 17, 2003
Comment 33-1

The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and should be redrafted and recirculated,  District
No. 14 docs not agree with the comment, The Draft EIR provides a clear description of the project and
projeet allernatives. The Draft EIR identifics poleniial impacts of the projeet pursuant 1o CEQA standards
and commits District No. 14 to mieasures that mitigate the impacts where possible. Based on comments
received during the public review period, the recommended project has been changed to provide
disinfected, full tertiary treatment.
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Comment 33-2

The commenl slates the projecl area of impact is unclear, particularly since Districl No. 14 possesses
cinent domain authority. The comment suggests that the entire Antelope Valley could he impacted.
The LWRP 2020 Plan eslablishes thal [uture ellluent management [or the LWRP will be primarily
conducted through reeyeling cffluent for agriculture irrigation pursuant to the health based restrictions
and guidanec of the California DHS and the RWQCB-LR. The Draft EIR identifics a preferred Tocation
[or agriculiure thal encompasses a larger arca than actually needed in order Lo provide [exibilily 1o locale
willing sellers and avoid the need for eminent domain, The LWRP 2020 Plan clearly indicates the size of
agriculturg] land needed o accornmodate projected 2020 MMows for each allernalive. The Draft EIR
clearly identifics an impact asscssment arca within Agriculmural Study Arcas that encompass potential
locations [or future [arming operalions. Due (0 the large amount of land required lo conduct the
agricultural operations, the Drafi EIR recognizes thal the exact lands 1o be used have noL yel been
identificd, but docs identify upacts to environmental resources that would be common for lands within
the Agricullural Study Areas.

The LWRP 2020 Plan recognizes the possibility that in the future, a farming entity outside of the
assessmient area could become available that would present a viable alternative location to conduct
agricullurc. In this sensce, the LWRP 2020 Plan nolcs that District No. 14 would consider [arming oulside
the area assessed. Such an action would likely require additional environmental analysis pursuant (o
CEQA requirements. The Drafl EIR does not indicale thal (he use of eminent domain could be used (or
propertics outside the Agricultural Study Arcas.  In fact, the use of cminent domain would not be
appropriate [or areas oulside of the clearly identilied Agricullural Study Areas withoul conducling
additional environmental review pursuant Lo CEQA.

Comment 33-3

The comment slates the Drall EIR lails o identily the siructures and land Largeted lor acquisilion. See
response to coment 30-11 above. Due to the large amount of land required to ¢onduct the agricultural
operations, the Draft EIR recognizes that the exact lands to be used have not yet been identified, but does
identily impacts o cnvironmental resources thal would be common for lands within clearly identilicd
Agriculwral Study Areas. The photographs included in Figures 4.1-11 and 4.1-12 provide Lypical views
in the Easlern Agricullural Area and were not meant 1o provide a comprehensive catalog of land uses.
The Draft EIR clearly notes on page 4-21 that more residenees exist within the Eastern Agriculfural Arca
than in Lhe Weslern Agricullural Area. It is the inlent of District No. 14 1o purchase [arm land, such as
that shown in the figurcs, from willing scllers to the ¢xtent available,

Comment 33-4

The comment states the Drall EIR [ails o provide evidencee Lhal the project would not disproporlionalcly
impact low income residents. Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines states that. “economic or social
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.,” Nonetheless, the EIR
discusses cnvironmental justice issucs on page 4-194, acknowledging that certain populations would be
alfecled more Ihan others hased on proximily (o the agricultural areas and concluding thal the effect
would be less than significant. Miligation measure 4.13-2 of the Final EIR commils District No. 14 10
providing appropriate replacciuent housing for low-incotne residents that arc displaced. The Final EIR
evaluales Lhe [easible ellluenl managemenl allernalives, which are generally limiled by cosls and
hydrology te arcas relatively necar the LWRP,  As such, cach alternative would utilize land relatively near
the LWRP in unincorporatcd Los Angeles County north of the City of Lancaster boundarics. Each
allernalive location would allect communilics of similar cconomic slalus. These arcas arc rural in naturc
with average household incomes similar to other rural areas in the Antelope Valley. The areas are not
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disproportionalely populaled by minorily groups. The [ollowing lable summarizes Census 2000 data for
the region.

Census Avcrage
Lracl Household Caucasian | Hispanic Black Other
Income
Eastern 9009 $50,316 69% 24% 0% 8%
Agricullural Arca
Weslern 90072 $352,055 T4 15% 2% a%
Agricultural Arca
Antelope Valley - $50,472 736 15% 7% 5%

Source: Census 2000 data for census tracks 9009 and 9002 providad by Scuathern California Association of Governments;
Census 2000 dala Tor en l]rL, f\nlt.lupc Villey pmwd(,d by
PO . ., = {

The Draft EIR acknowledges that residents may be displaced, but does not provide an exact nuiiber since
District No. 14 will ook for willing sellers prior to any use of eminent domain, if it is necessary at all.
The identification of residents within the Eastern Agricultural Arca was provided to show the gencral
population density in the area, nol the individuals that would necessarily he allected by the project.

Comment 33-5

The commient states that the process of eminent domain is not adequately deseribed sinee exact propertics
are nol identilied. The Drall EIR adequalely provides information available at the lime ol the publicalion.
The exact localion ol properties Lo be acquired will depend on the results ol the search [or willing sellers
within the Agricultural Study Arca. Although District No. 14 has begun identifying willing sellers to
assisl in cvalualing availahilily ol properly, the Drall CIR acknowledges thal cxact properlics have nol
been identified. The required acreage for each altecnative is clearly identified in Chapter 3 of the Draft
EIR. The recommended project is also identified in the Final EIR as Allernative 2 requiring 4,630 acres
of tarm land. The Draft EIR docs not provide the final approval for condenming any property. It cminent
domain proceedings are needed in the futare, it will be Districl No. 14°¢ burden (o show Lhe need [or
individual properties. "The Drall EIR discloses 1o Lhe public pursuant o CEQA requirements that the
implementation of the LWRP 2020 Plan would require the acquisition of propertics that may include
displacemenl ol residents. Districl No. 14 will allempl 1o purchase property [rom willing sellers and will
provide lair markel value. The use of eminent domain authority would be subject 0 separate approval.
See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response.

Comment 33-6

The comment states that sensitive receplors thal could be subject w airborne pathogens are not identilied.
The Draft EIR discusses the polential for airborne pathogens on page 4-170. The Draft EIR implies that
lacal residents comprise the sensitive receptors in the Agricultural Study Arcas. The Draft EIR concludes
that compliance with Califomia DHS requiremenlts for use ol recycled waler would be [ully proteclive ol
public health. The miligation measure 4.11-1 commils Districl No. 14 1o ensuring Lhat Calilornia DHS
requircinents for minimizing off-site drift arc provided for in the Farm Management Plan, Furthermore,
the recommended project entails producing disinlecled tertiary elfluent which is routinely used
througheut the state. See Public Health Master Response.

Comment 33-7

The conument states that nothing in the record shows that polenaal impact [rom airborne pathogens would
be miligated. The Drafl EIR provides in Appendix G the California DHS-sponsored regulations in Tile
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22 of 1the California Code of Regulalions thal permils cerlain Lypes of uses of recycled waler. The use
proposed in the LWRP 2020 Plan is clearly included on the list ol allowed practices. The Calilornia DHS
has developed these regulations to be protective of public bealth, Each alternative evaluated in the Draft
EIR would disinlect the el{luent prior o reuse, thereby subslantally reducing or eliminating pathogens in
the efflucnt. The recommiended project would provide substantially greater treatment than 1s required for
fodder crop imgation to be protective of public health as required by the California DHS.  Sce Public
[Icalth Mastcr Responsc.

Comment 33-8§

The comnment stales thal there is a disagreement arnong experls regarding public bealth elTects of the use
of sccondary cftfluent. The Draft EIR concludes that compliance with Calitornia DHS and RWQCB-LR
requirements [or waler reuse would be protective ol public health since those agencies are experls in he
lield with the specilic responsibility [or protecting public health. Irrigation with secondary wreated water
is routincly donc by scveral wastewater troatment agenceics 1n closed basing in California.  (Sce Public
Health Masler Response lor a list ol several on-going irrigalion projects using secondary ellluent in
California). Nonctheless, the recommiended projoct would provide tertiary treated watcr.

Comment 33-9

The commenl states (hat potential impacts ol retention basing in the Agriculural Siudy Arcas have not
been addressed. Tail water ponds may be required il Nood irrigalion is needed, but would generally nol
be used wilh center-pivol application methods, The Praject Description on page 3-13 of (he Final EIR has
been revised te reflect this, The usc of retention baging could promote infiltration.  This issuc was not
addressed in the Dralt EIR. In response o public comment on this issue, the Final EIR includes a new
miligalion measure. See response o commenl 3-11 and page 4-67 ol the Final EIR.

Comment 33-10

The comment sugges(s thal the use ol designated prime larmland [or [odder crops irrigated wilh recycled
water may not be the best use of prime farnland. The Draft EIR identifies designated prime farmland in
the region in Figure 4.1-14. The designation of Prime Farwland does not liwit the type of farming that is
allowed. Allalla has historically been a prineipal crop Lor the region. Much ol the potential Tarmland in
the region is not in production due primarily (0 the lack of walter. The LWRP 2020 Plan would help the
regional economy by increasing agricullural production.

Comment 33-11

The commenl suggests that the allernatives analysis conlained in the Dralt EIR does not meel CEQA
standards. Chapter 5 of the Final EIR deseribes the alternatives sereening proecss conducted by District
No. 14, supporting the identification of feasible altcrnatives that meet the projceet objectives.  Although
some ol these allernatves avoided signilicant impacits caused by the recommended project, the Final EIR
describes why they did not ineet the project objectives and were rejected from further consideration. This
meets the alternatives analysis requirements of Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. The
alternatives analysis summarizes for the public the rcasoning for choosing the alternatives that were
assessed in Chapter 4 ol the Final EIR.

The Final EIR assesses [our allernalives al an equal level ol delail. The Final EIR also assesses Lhe
Eastern and Western Agricultural Arcas at an cqual Tevel of detail.  The recommended projeet would
utilize the Easlern Agricullural Area only a$ noted on page 3-11 ol the Final EIR. Allernatives 3 and 4
would utilize both arcas since the acrcage requircinents arc significantly greater.

LWRP 2020 Plan Final EIR 1-104 May 2004



Chapter 1 Response to Conuments on Drajfi EIR

Comment 33-12

The commenl suggests thal the allernatives analysis contlained in the Drall EIR does not meel CEQA
standards and provides additional suggested alternatives.  Sce response to comment 33-11 above. The
[irst suggested alternative (expansion ol Apollo Park) would not provide sullicient discharge capacity 1o
be reasonably congidercd.  Currently, Apolle Park accepts 0.16 migd fromn the LWRP Antclope Valley
Tertiary Treatment Plant (AVTTP), Apollo Park lake would have to be ¢xpanded by thousands of acres
1o mect the eflluent management needs of the LWRP, The second allernative o cstablish wellands was
also considered infeasible (see response to comment letter 23). The third alternative of combining the
treatmen( plants [or Diswrict No, 20 and 14 would not meed (he schedule objectives ol the project.

Comment 33-13

The comment slates thal the Dralt EIR does nol identily an environmentally superior allernative.
Although the No Project Allernative would pose the lewest environmental impacts, the Final EIR [inds on
page 3-21 that Alernative 2 would be the environmientally superior projcet alternative.,

Comrmment 33-14

The comment suggests that the alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR docs not micct CEQA
standards for thresholds of significance. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines describes the
allernatives analysis requircments.  As noted in subscetion 15126.6(cd) an EIR should provide cnough
information o provide a meaninglul comparisen with (he proposed project and suggests thal a malrix
would be sufficient. Table 3-1 summarizes the comparison on aliernatives (0 identily fleasible
alternatives. Table 3-1 provides a matrix comparing the attributes of cach feasible alternative evaluated in
Chapler 4 of the Final EIR. This malrix is based on the impact assessments described in Chapler 4.

Comment 33-15

The comment provides a case for including cvaporation ponds as a feasible alternative that should have
been assessed in [ull detail in the Dralt EIR. Chapter 5 of the Final EIR describes the evaporation pond
alternative and rejects the alternative from further consideration since the size of the project would have
required such extensive land acquisition and construction of earthen berms that it would not meet the
project schedule objectives. The commient sugeesis thal 400 acres would be necessary [or a seven year
interim period. In (ac(, over 2,000 acres would be needed (or (his interim period and over 5,000 acres
(approximalely eighl square miles) of evaporalion ponds would be needed o meet the 26 mgd 2020
capacity. The demelition of this amount of land would substantially increase the significance of impacts
o biological resources and visual resources near the LWRP and would not avoid signilicant impacts of
the projeet identificd as the Toss of mudflat habitat, construction air pellutant cmissions, and secondary
cffeets of growth, Finally, the conmitmient of this amount of land to cvapoerate water, which is a valuable
resource in the Anielope Valley, was scen as inappropriale and incompatible with [ulure municipal reusc
goals,

The comment also suggests that the Draft EIR took longer to prepare than is generally required. EIRs can
take scveral years to complete, There is no standard tmeline for the preparation of EIRs. Obviously the
more complex the project the longer it may take 10 adequately assess project components. The LWRP
2020 Plan is a complex 20-year planning ellorl with regional significance. The 10 month timelrame 0
complete the Draft EIR after the NOP was published was not an inappropriate length of tinic,
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Comment 33-16

The commenl suggesls that the groundwaler qualily near the District INo. 20 Palmdale Waler Reclamation
Plant should have been addressed 1n the cumulative 1mpact seetion,  The Final EIR concludes that the
recommended project, il managed properly pursuant o a Farm Management Plan approved by the
RWQUCB-LR, would not degrade groundwater quality,  Therefore, it would not contribute to a
cumulatively significant groundwater quality impact.

Comment 33-17

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should be recirculated with additional substantive information
regarding which properties will be condermmed and an expanded assesstnent of (he evaporation pond
alternative.  The comment states that the Draft EIR is fundamentally flawed and “conclusionary.” The
Dralt EIR provides substantial analysis of polential impacls of four projecl allernatives and is not
conclusory in nature. ‘The Drafl EIR approprialely discloses the effects of farming o the region. The
Draft EIR appropriatcly discloscs to the publie that District No. 14 i3 sccking property to implement the
LWRP 2020 Plan and thal residents may be displaced Lo accommodale a regionally signilicant project.
The Draft EIR provides substantial reasoning for including the Eastern Agricultural Arca in the
recommiended project. See response to comment 20-14, See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response,
Chapter 5 of the Final EIR provides discussion on allernatives (o the project thal were rejected lrom
further consideration.  See response 0 commnent 30-24.  No significant new information has been
provided not already addressed in the Drall EIR. Therefore, the Drall EIR dees noL need 10 be
recireulated pursuant o Scction 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Comment 33-18

The conmment suggests thal proceeding with properly acquisition belore the CEQA process is complele is
a violation of CEQA. The acquisition of property docs not conmnit District No. 14 to the recommended
project and is not in violation of CEQA.

The comment also suggests that eliminating storage reservoir study area 4 on EAFB from further
consideration in some way increased land acquisition needs in the Agricultural Study Area. The location
ol storage reservoirs does not allect the amount of land needed in the Agricullural Swdy Arca. The
LWRP 2020 Plan identifies agricullure as the primary efllluent management method. Both Allernatives 1
and 2 would minimize agriculural land needed by providing storage reservoirs during (the winler when
the effluent management capacity of farming is minimal. The rccommiended project includes storage
reservoirs in study area 2 north of the LWREP.

The commient also states that the public owtreach cfforts were inadequate.  District No. 14 has actively
sought public input beyond CEQA requircments and has reviscd the recommended project based on
public comment. Scc Public Notiflication Master Responsc.

Comment 33-19

The comment states that the Draft EIR is fundamentally flawed since it is conclusionary, without
supportive documentation, and fails to cvaluate cminent domain as part of the project. The Draft EIR is
not conclusionary bul rather provides extensive impacl analysis with supporting information 10 adequalely
characlerize polenlial effects of the proposed prajecl. Volume 3 of the Final EIR containg lechnical
appendices with supporting data. The Draft EIR appropriatcly notes on page 3-18 that the use of cminent
domain may be necessary. Impacl 4.13-1 identifies (hal residenls may be displaced and miligation
mcasurcs arc provided that commit Distriet No. 14 to providing replacement housing,  The Draft EIR
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(Chapter 5) discusses allernalives considered 1hal could reduce impacis of the project and describes why
Lthey were rejected [rom [urther consideralion.

The comment alsgo suggests that acquisition of property prior to implementing the project 13 in violation of
CEQA. The commenl recommends thal the Dralt EIR be rewritlen and recirculated o evaluale
cvaporation ponds and tertiary treatment,  Sce response to commient 30-27, Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR
notes that ovaporation ponds were removed from consideration since they would net mcet the schedule
objectives of the projecl. Sce response 1o conuncnt 30-24,

The comment also requests that the MOU between EAFB and District No. 14 regarding storage reservoirs
be cancelled. The comment does not pertain we the Drafl EIR and no response is nevessary.

COMMENT LETTER 34: JANE FIRSICK, NOVEMBER 14, 2003
Comment 34-1

‘The commenl expresses unwillingness (0 leave properly. Diswict No. 14 will altempl 1o purchase
property from willing scllers. District No. 14 will compensate property owners at fair market value.

Comment 34-2

The coniment cxpresses concem for contamination of their groundwater well,  District No. 14 would
comply with DHS regulations for application of recycled water to avoid impacting neighboring
groundwalcr wells., Sce Public Health Master Response and Groundwaler Proteetion Master Responsc.

Elevated levels of nitrates have been detected in groundwaler below the Tand application areas used by (he
Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant. Los Angeles County Sanitation District Na. 20 of Los Angeles
County (District No. 200 in coordination with the RWQCR-1.R is in the process of determining the cause
for the conlaminalion and designing means of remediating the groundwaler. The Final EIR concludes
that use of land application methods such as those used by Distriel No. 20 in Palmdale would likely result
in unacceptable degradation of groundwater. Therefore, the Final EIR concludes that implementation of
Allermatives 3 and 4, that include these methods during the winter months, would resull in a signilicant
and unavoidable impact to water quality. Neither of these two alternatives are the recommended project.
The Final EIR concludes that maintaining application rates within agronomic rates will avoid degradation
ol groundwalcr quality. In the addition, the recommended projeet entails producing wertiary elflucnt with
niwogen removal, which will be further protective of local groundwater.

Comment 34-3

The commient suggests that the oftfluent receive a greater Ievel of treatment. The Final EIR cvaluates four
alternalives, two o which would provide [ull tertary weatmenl and disinfeclion [or the 26 mgd flow
projected by the year 2020. This level ol wrealment would be acceplable [or municipal reuse on goll
courscs and roadway medians, among other uses. The irdigation of fodder crops with secondary treared
disinfecled recyeled water would comply with DHS regulations. Providing a higher level of rcatment lor
the irrigation of fodder crops is not necessary to protect public health and natural resources. In addition,
as requested by many in the Antelope Valley community, District No. 14 is now proposing a higher level
of treatment for the LWRP's reclaimed water, disinfected tertiary,
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Comment 34-4

The comment suggests that the Western Agricultural Area is beller sailed since lewer residents would be
digplaced and 4 pipcline currently cxists. The existing pipcline gervicing Nebeker Ranch operates at
capacily during the peak summer months. Establishing addilional agricultural reuse operalions in the
Western Agricultural Arca would require construction of a new pipeline.  Chapter 7 of the LWRP 2020
Plan and Chapter 5 of the Final EIR provides a comparigson of the Eastern and Western Agricultural
Arcas. Sce [Castern Agricullural Arca Masler Responsc.

COMMENT LETTER 35: JUDITH GAUTHIER, NOYEMBER 14, 2003
Comment 35-1

The commient expresses concern over leaving property and suggests using the Western Agricultural Arca.
Disirict No. 14 has started looking [or willing sellers, and will allempl o purchase as much land as
possible with minimal displacement ol residents. Districl No. 14 will provide [air market value lor the
property and will ensure that residents arc relocated to comparable homes. Chapter 7 of the LWRP 2020
Plan and Chapter 5 of the Final EIR provides a comparison ol the Eastern and Western Agricullural
Arcas. Scc Eastorn Agricultural Arca Master Responsc,

Comment 35-2

The comnicnt cxpresses concem over impacts Lo local waler wells, air qualily, wildliic, and the Eastside
Elementary School. The Final EIR assesses polential impacts o air qualicy in Sections 4.8 and 4.11. See
Public Health Master Response. The Final EIR explains (he need for (he project in Section 1.4 and
cvaluates four alternatives to minimize potential cffeets.  Section 4.4 evaluates the project’s potential
ellects 10 wildlile. The Final EIR commils District No. 14 @ numerous miligalion measures that would
minimize elfects 1o wildlile, including providing eompensation lands for high quality habitats eliminated
by the project. The Eastside Elementary School 18 located over ong mile south of the closest potential
reuse area. The use of reated disinfected tertiary ellluent for irrigation would not pose a public health
impact to the school or closer Tand uses.

COMMENT LETTER 36: JERRY AND BEVERLY GORMAN, NOVEMBER 13, 2003

Comment 36-1

The comment expresses unwillingness (0 leave property. Disurict No. 14 has swarted looking for willing
sellers, and will allempl 10 purchase as much land as possible withoul displacing residenls. Disiricl No.
14 will provide fair warket valuc for the property and will cnsure that residents arc relocated to
comparable or belter homes. Chapter 7 of the LWRP 2020 Plan and Chapter 5 of the Final EIR provides
a comparison ol (he Easlern and Western Agricullural Areas. See Eastern Agricullural Area Master
Responsc,

COMMENT LETTER 37: LEONARD W. GRIFFIN, NOYEMBER 9, 2003

Comment 37-1

The comment states that notification of the Draft EIR was not adequate. See Public Notification Master
Rcesponsc.
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Comment 37-2

The commen! slates that numerous gravel packed wells exist in Lthe area (hal would acl as conduils [or
contawination. The Final EIR statcy on page 4-72 that improperly abandoncd wells could act as conduits
[or applied waler o reach the groundwaler. The Final EIR provides miligation measures (4.3-8 and 4.3-
9y committing District No. 14 to scarching for old wclls in the Eastern Agricultural Arca and abandoning
them appropriately,

Comment 37-3

The comment disapproves of the recommended project and requests that District No. 14 develop a4 new
reconnrended project. Chapler 6 of the LWRP 2020 Plan and Chapter 5 of (be Final EIR evaluates a
wide range of conceptual project alternatives to mect the project objectives. One of the objectives is to
meel the RWQCB-LR Order o eliminale unauthorized nuisance over[lows onlo Rosamond Dry Lake by
Augusl 25, 2005, The project recommended by the LWREP 2020 Plan provides the best means ol meeting
all the stated objectives and reusing valuable resource while being protective of natural resources and
public health,

Comment 37-4

The comment suggests that a tertiary plant be considered and that effluent managewent systems be
installed closer 10 the LWRP. The Final EIR cvaluales [our allernatives at an cqual level of deail
including Lwo alliernatives (Allernatives 2 and 4) (hat would provide Tull (ertiary (reannent lor (he
projected 26 mgd low by the year 2020. The recommended project of the LWRP 2020 Plan involves
implementation of Alternative 2, which ealls for construction ot a tull tertiary plant.  Sce Eastern
Agricullure Area Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 38: MARLEEN GRIFFIN, NOVYEMBER 13, 2003
Comment 38-1

The comment slates thal notice of the public hearing was not adequate. See Public Nolilication Master
Response.

Comment 38-2

The comment staws thal some lewers reccived were postmarked with less than 30 days notice prior o the
public hearing. There is no CEQA requirement( that a notice of a public hearing be issued 30 days prior (10
lhe meeting. A public meeting is nol a2 CEQA requiremenlt, bul a recommendalion.  See Public
Notitfication Master Responsc.,

Comment 38-3

The commenl asks what level of treatment the applied water would receive. The Final EIR evaluated [our
alternatives. Alternatives 1 and 3 would provide diginfected sccondary trcated recyeled water to irrigate
fodder crops. Allernatives 2 and 4 would provide disinfeeled (ertary weated recycled walter 0 irrigale
fodder crops. Alternative 2 has now been identified as the recownmended project for the LWRP 2020
Plan.
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Comment 38-4

The commenl expresses concern that District No. 14 is preying on the sparsely inhabited area. In order (0
implement the recommended projeet of the LWRP 2020 Plan, District No. 14 must acquire Tand 1o
implemenl agricultural reuse operalions. The Easlern Agricullural Area has supporled larming lor many
years and has been evaluated to be the preferred site for agricultural operations, The Final EIR concludes
that District No. 14°s recommended projoct is a compatible use with the region.  District No. 14 will
allecmpl o purchasc cnough properly [rom willing scllers.  Chapler 5 of the Final EIR provides a
comparison of the Eastern and Western Agriculiural Areas. See Eastern Agriculiural Area Master
Response.

Comment 38-5

The commenl states thal many ol the residents In the area are old and relocating them would be difficull
and particularly disruplive. District No. 14 will allempl 1o purchase enough propertly [rom willing sellers.
In the cvent that residents are displaced, the Final EIR provides mitigation mcasures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2
that commil District No. 14 (o ensuring appropriale replacement housing is provided (or low or moderale
income familics, District No. 14 will provide fair market valuc for all propertics acguired,  Scc Eastern
Agricultural Area Master Response.

Comment 38-6

The commient states that the land bas been owned by the sarme fanily for over 100 vears. District No. 14
will allempl (0 purchase enough properly [rom willing sellers. In (he evenl (hal residents are displaced,
the Final BIR provides mitigation measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 that commit Digtrict No. 14 1o cnsuring
appropriale replacement housing is provided [or (Oow or moderale income [amilies. Disticl No. 14 will
provide lair markel value lor all properties acquired. See Easlern Agricullural Area Masler Response.

Comment 38-7

The comment slates thal many residents are protected Irom higher taxes by Proposition 13, Relocaling
will make them subject to higher property taxes. Relocating niay result in higher property taxes to some
owners, depending on when they originally purchased their property. At this time we do not know which
properly owners would be allfecled. District No. 14 also noles that all persons being relocated prescntly
are doing so voluntarily.

Comment 38-8

The commient supports preparing a new plan,  The recommended project of the LWRP 2020 Plan was
developed based on a thorough evalualion of all leasible projecl allemalives thal could meel Lthe project
objectives. The RWQCB-LR has issucd an order to climinate the threatened nuisance condition caused
by unauthorized offluent overflows onto Resamond Dry Lake by August 25, 2005, District No, 14 i
commilled Lo meeting this deadline.

Comment 38-9

The comment states that migratory birds would be affected by the plan. Section 4.4 of the Final EIR
discusscs migratory birds potentally atfected by the project and provides niitigation where feasible to
minimive impacls. However, Ihe Final EIR concludes thal elimmation of mud(lats on the dry lake would
resull in unavoidable impacls 10 habilal used by migralory birds.

LWRP 2020 Plan Final EIR 1-110 May 2004



Chapter 1 Response to Conuments on Drajfi EIR

Comment 38-10

The comment requests that District No. 14 construct a tertiary treatment plant on land closer to the LWRP
with no houses. The Final EIR cvaluated a full tertiary alternative (Alternatives 2 and 4).  The
rccommiended project is Alternative 2. The treatment facilitics associated to Alternative 2 will be
conslrucled within the existing LWRP [oolprint and adjacent land. See Eastern Agricullural Area Masler
Responsc.

Comment 38-11

The comment states that the LWRP 2020 Plan is a land grab that will benefit developers. The Final EIR
provides the project objectives and need on page 1-3. The acquisition of agriculiural land is part of the
cffluent management component for the LWRP 2020 Plan recommended project.  The project is not a
land grab (o benelil developers.

Comment 38-12

The comment says that the displaced residents will not be able to afford other areas. District No, 14 will
allempt Lo purchasc enough property Irom willing scllers. Tn the cvent that residents are displaced, the
Final EIR provides mitdgation measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 that commit District No. 14 10 ensuring
appropriate replacement housing is provided for low or moderate income familics. District No. 14 will
provide fair market value for all prapertics acquired. Scc Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Responsc.

Comment 38-13

The comment states that the plan in effect imposes an inverse comlemnation. See response to comnent
42-3.

Comment 38-14

The commenl stales that approximalely 100 homes exist within the Easlern Agricultural Area and thal the
Leisure Lake community exists in Storage Rescrvoir Study Arca 3, The Final EIR cstimates on page 4-21
that approximately 56 residences could be displaced in the Eastern Agriculwral Area. The Final EIR
acknowledges the Leisure Lake community on page 4-11. District No. 14 is not proposing to construct
any facilities in the study area adjacent to Leisure Lake.

Comment 38-15

The comment questions the practces and tming ol the real estate wansactions being conducled lor
District No. 14, See response to comment 42-3,

Comment 38-16

The comment states that the project is destroying a community. The proposcd project would incrcasc
agricultural operalions In an area hisworically used for the same purpese.  Some residents of lhe
conumunity may be displaced as a result of the project, but the majoricy of the rural community in the arca
will not be allected. District No. 14 will auempt 10 purchase enough property [rom willing sellers. See
Eastern Agricullural Area Masler Response.

Comment 38-17

The comment states that the local tarmers were not included in discussions about this project.  District
No. 14 has held a namber of meelings in the Antelope Valley, some in conjunction with the Los Angeles
Counly Farm Bureau, in arder (0 receive impul and gauge the interesl of recycled waler reuse by local
farming entitics.
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Comment 38-18

The comment states thal numercus gravel packed wells exist throughoul Lthe area Lhat could act as
conduits to the groundwater, The Final EIR discugses the possibility of unknown wells 1n the region on
page 4-72. Miligalion measures 4.3-8 and 4.3-9 commil Districl No. 14 o properly idenulying and
abandoning wells in the agricultural arcas. Scc Groundwater Protection Master Response,

Comment 38-19

The commeni staics thal the project seems under budgeled. The LWRFP 2020 Plan provides the current
cost estimate for the recommended project in Chapter 7.

Comment 38-20

The comment states that eminent domain requires adequate compensation and that the property be used
appropriately. Dislricl No. 14 will auempl 1o purchase enough property [rom willing sellers. Miligalion
measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 comunil District No. 14 10 providing appropriale compensation in the event
that eminent domain 1s needed.

Comment 38-21
The cowment states that the commenter will be attending a mecting. The commient is noted.
Comment 38-22

The conmment stalcs thal well water will be contaminaled. The Final EIR discuses the polential Tor
groundwaler degradation caused by the project on pages 4-635 through 4-74, See Groundwater Prolection
Masler Response and Public Health Masler Response.

Comment 38-23

‘The comment slales that District No. 14 will be responsible [or contamination and illnesses. The project
will not impact public health. District No. 14 will comply with DHS and RWQCB regulalions. See
Public Health Master Response.,

Comment 38-24

The comment states that the agricultural reuse area is in a flood zone that could transport contaminants,
Figure 4.3-3 in the Final EIR depicts the flood zones in the region. The LWRP 2020 Plan would not
allow recyeled waler applicaton during rain evenls, As noted on page 471 recycled water would not be
allowed 1o Mow ofT sile. During storm events, the LWRP would discharge 1o slorage reservoirs.

Comment 38-25

The comment states that the projeet will ercate more problems including contaminating groundwatcr,
Page 1-3 ol the Final EIR explains the need lor the project. See Groundwaler Prolection Master
Response,

Comment 38-26

The comment staies that numerous lamily members will be allecled. The conunent is noted. District No.
14 will atemipt 1o acquire land frow willing sellers. See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response.
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Comment 38-27

The comment expresses opposition to the LWRP 2020 Plan. Page 1-3 of the Final EIR explains the need
for the project. Sce Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Responsc,

Comment 38-28

The comment suggests that the project should use flood irrigation. The DHS regulations for application
of recyeled water allow for sprinkler irrigation or flood methods. Sce Public Health Master Responsc.,

Comment 38-29

The comment suggests that homes two miles away will be affected with decreased property values. The
region would remain a fanning area. Chapter 3 of the Final EIR provides a comparison of the Eastern and
Western Agricultural Arcas. Scc Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Responsc.

Comment 38-30

The commment suggests that (he Eastern Agricultural Area is not the appropriate location (or recyeled
water use. Chapter 5 of the Final EIR describes the alternatives analvsis conducted by District No. 14 to
determine possible locations for recycled waler use in the region. The Eastern and Weslern Agricullural
Areas were selecled as [easible allernalives. Other localions were [ound o be (00 [ar [rom the LWRP 1o
be feagible or lacking appropriate seils for successful farming operations.

COMMENT LETTER 39: KARL A. HOEPPNER AND DORIS E. HOEPPNER

Comment 39-1

The commient expresses opposition to being removed from the property and expresses coneerns over the
valug of the property, District No, 14 will attenipt to purchase cnough property from willing secllers,
District No. 14 will provide lair markel value lor all properties acquired. See Easlern Agricullural Area
Master Response.

Comment 39-2

The comment states thal the properties selecled by District No. 14 lor purchase are lar lrom the project
site. The comment suggests that there are areas both west and north of the LWRP as well as north of
Avenue E on the eastside without residents that would be considered. Chapter 5 of the Final EIR
describes (he allernatives analysis conducied by District No. 14 0 delermine possible locations Lor
recycled waler use in (he region. The Eastern and Western Agricullural Area were selected as (easible
alternatives.  Other localions were found 10 be 100 far [rom the LWRP 1 he fleasible or lacking
appropriatc soils for successful fanning operations.  See Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Response.

Comment 39-3

The commenl states concerns over groundwaler conlaminalion and the impacl 10 pubic health. The
comment points out that water wells located at the Eastside Elementary School arc drawn from the project
sile. The Eastside Elenmentary School is located over one mile south ol the closest polential reuse area.
The use ol irealed ellluent lor irrigation would nol pose a public health impact to the school or closer land
uscs. Scc Public Health Master Response.  In addition, application of irrigation water would not be
allowed within 100 lect ol drinking waler wells, See Public Health Masier Response and Groundwaler
Prolection Master Response.
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COMMENT LETTER 40: MR, AND MRS, ROEERT D, HOLILLOWAY, NOYEMEER 15, 2003
Comment 40-1

The comment expresses concerns over the project and being digplaced. The commient also guestions the
applicability ol “agricullural reuse™ on the land. The Final EIR explains the need for the project on page
1-3. Chapter 5 evaluates project allernatives. Districl No. 14 will compensatle property owners al [air
market value, Sce Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Response,

Comment 40-2

The comment states concerns over the water supply to the Antelope Valley, contamination of
groundwater and impacts 1o local water wells. See Groundwaler Protection Master Response.

Comment 40-3

The comment opposes the project and states that a water reclamation [acility be buill 1o pump waler back
ino Lancaster [or landscape irrigation purposes. The Final EIR explains the need [or the project on page
1-3. Chapter 5 evaluates project alternatives. The project includes providing 1.5 migd of tertiary treated
recycled waler 1o the City ol Lancaster [or municipal reuse.

COMMENT LETTER 41: JANIS HUFF, NOVEMBER 14, 2003
Comment 41-1

The commenter is 87 years old and has lived at the property Tor 50 years. Relocating would be difficull
and disruptive.  Diswrict No. 14 has begun looking (or willing sellers. and will atteinpt o purchase as
much land as possible without displacing residents. In (he event that residents are displaced, the Final
EIR pravides mitigation measurcs 4.13-1 and 4,13-2 that ¢commit District Na, 14 to providing appropriate
replacement housing [or [ow or moderate income [amilies. District No. 14 will provide [air markel value
[lor all properues acquired. See Eastern Agricullural Area Master Response.

Comment 41-2

The comment questions impact ol the project o the health and salety of Eastside Elemenltary School.
Eastside Elementary School is located over one mile south of the closest potential reuse area. The use of
treated effluent for irrdgation would not pose a public health impact to the school or closer land uses. See
Public Health Master Responsc.

Comment 41-3

The commenl expresses concerns over the loss of the Rancho Sierra Goll Course and asks if relocating
the golf course would be a wise usc of funds. The Final EIR discusses the potential displacemient of the
goll course on page 4-23. The Final EIR concludes thal since there are 12 goll courses in the Anlelope
Valley, Lhe loss of one course would nol be considered regionally signilicanl. As explained in Chapler 1
of the Final EIR, over 4,000 acres of agocultural land would be necessary to implement the proposcd
project. District No. 14 will atlempt to purchasc as much land as possible withoul displacing residenls.
In the event that residents are displaced, District No. 14 will provide fair market value for all properties
acquired. See Eastern Agricnltural Area Master Response.
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Comment 41-4

The comment expresses an unwillingness to move. District No. 14 has begun looking for willing sellers,
and will atenipt to purchase as much land as possible without displacing residents. In the cvent that
residents arc displaced, the Final EIR provides mitigation measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 that conunit
District No. 14 (0 ensuring appropriale replacement housing is provided for low or moderale ncome
familics, District No. 14 will provide fair market value for all propertics acquired.  Sce Eastern
Agricullural Area Master Respounse.

COMMENT LETTER 42: DAVE LAMBERT, NOVEMBER 17, 2003
Comment 42-1

The comment suggests that the population and wasiewaler [low projecions may not be accurate and that a
phasing ol infrastructure would cnsurc that District No. 14 docs not conslruct ¢xcess Lrcauncul capacity.
Population projections for the Antelope Valley are provided by the Southern Califormnia Association of
Governments (SCAG). The LWRP 2020 Plan is consistent with SCAG growth projections, which
cstimate a doubling of population in TXistrict No, 14's service arca by the year 2020, These growth
projecuions are derived in part [rom locally approved General Plans ol Lancaster, Palmdale and Los
Angcles County. It is District No. 14°s responsibility to plan for projected growth approved by local
planning jurisdiclions within ils service area. To ignore these projections would be irresponsible.
Nevertheless, the LWRP 2020 Plan provides for the phasing ol wreaument capacity and eflluent swrage
reservoirs in two stages: Stage V and Stage V1. This phasing of infrastucture will allow District No, 14
o reevaluate the waslewalcr [low projections in approximately 2010 o ensurc thal cxecss capacily is not
constructed. District No. 14 agrees with the comment that District No. 14 should cnvision and plan [or
future reuse projects. Stage V of the recommended project includes providing up 10 21 mgd of lertiary
treatment ¢apacity in anticipation of future water reusce projeets in the Antclope Valley that have not yet
materialized. However, since the Stage V ellluent storage reservoirs likely will not be constructed until
the early 2007, Diswrict No. 14 has determined that by acquiring and utilizing immediately all the land
nceessary for agrcultural operations irrigated at agronomic rates District No, 14 can help meet the
deadline o eliminate unauthorized el(luent over(lows onw Rosamond Dry Lake by August 2005,

Comment 42-2

The comment states that eminent domain may not be used to acquire land not used within seven years.
The cminent domain law docs not prohibit condemnation of property that will not immediatcly be used
within scven years. Instcad, the law states that property may be condemned tor future use “if there is a
reasomable probabilily Lhal ils dale of use will he wilhin seven years [rom the date the complaint is liled
or within such longer time period as is reasonable” (Emphasis added, Calif. Code of Civil Proc.
§1240.220(a).) In this connection, District No. 14 will be able (o show the projected growth ol the
LWRFP’s ellluent management requirements and the necessity ol acquiring all of the idenlilied property in
order to handle this cffluent in a practical and environmentally safc manncr.,

Until an adequate number of storage reservoirs are coustructed by carly 2007, Disuict No. 14 will manage
clllucnt [rom the LWRP by delivering recycled waler 1o the proposed agricultural sites in volumes that adhere
to agronomic rates. The overflow as currently managed will continue beyond the deadline established by
the RWQCB-LR to account for the additional time required to finalize the LWRP 2020 Plan EIR and to
complete consuruction of the recommended treatment facilitics. District No. 14 will negotiate with the
responsible parties Tor authorization Lo continue controlled over[low in a manner that avoids any nuisance
conglition,
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During (his interim pericdd, recyeled waler will be applied al agronomic rales (o the agriculural land year-
round. Thus, all the agricullural land acquired is scheduled for use lmmediately upon acquisition. In lerms of
land required for ettluent storage rescrvoirs, District No. 14 plans on acquiring now all of the land ncecssary
for conslruction of he Stage V and Stage VI Slorage reservoirs because [low projections indicale thal Dislrict
No. 14 will require all this sworage capacity.  Finally, the land required for construction of additional
wastewater treatinient capacity 18 scheduled for use immediately upon acquisition,

Comment 42-3

The comment suggests that District No. 14 has asswmned liability for impacts to property values by
publishing polential areas of eminent dornain,  Disuict No. 14 has not clouded tide or otherwise
detrimentally impacted the marketability or use of property in the subjeet arca. Nor has District No. 14
threatened (o condemn any properly in Lhe area. Consistenl with ils obligalions under CEQA, Dislricl No.
14 has done no more than describe various alternatives [or this project and identilied properly which
might have to be acquired (cither voluntarily or by cmiinent domain), for these alternatives.  Such
planning and environmental discussion does not delrimenlally impacl marketability or otherwise inlerlere
with the owner’s use of the property. Nor does it amount to official action announcing the intention to
condemn the subject property. Consequently, it does not give rise to “Klopping,” precondemnation
damages. See Terminals Equipment Co. v. City and County of San Francisco (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d
234, 245 |"In order [or any right (o precondemnation damages (¢ acerue ... there must have been either
some [ormal announcement by the condemning agency of ils intention 1 condemn, or some other efficial
act or cxpression of intent © acquire the property in question.”]; Barthelemy v. Orange County Flood
Control Dist. (1998) 65 Cal App.4th 558, 565 |“*Mere designalion of property [or public acquisition, even
though it may affect the markelabilily of the property, is nol sullicienl. The right ol a govermmental body
to plan for the acquisition of property i unquestioned. In the absence of special cireumstances it does not
give rise 10 an aclion [or inverse condemnation.”].)

Comment 42-4

The commient asks why the area of land to be acquired increased fromy the number provided in the Notice
ol Preparation (NOP) published in Fcbruary 2001, From the February 2001 publication of the NOP 1o the
publication of the Draft LWRP 2020 Plan in September 2003, District No. 14 gathered additional
informatlion on the recycled water reuse capacily of agricultural land in the Lancasier area. Based on lhis
information, District No. 14 modified the appropriate paramcters in the water balance model.  This
change resulted in the waler balance indicaling that an increased number ol acres ol agricullural
operations and storage reserveirs would be required to cffectively and efficiently manage the projected
wastewater flow treated at the LWRP, It iy important to note that, as mentioned in the LWRP 2020 Plan,
the acreage requirements [or agricultural reuse operations and slorage rescrvoirs represent the wtal
number of acres required, which includes the area needed for storage reservoir berms, storm water
channels, ancillary agricultural facilities, vehicle access roads, etc.

Comment 42-5

The comment slales that the Final EIR does not provide modeling data 1o show Thal groundwaler would
not be impacled by nitrogen. See Groundwaler Prolection Master Response and Farm Managemen! Plan
Master Responses.

Comment 42-6
The comment states that mitigation provided in the Draft EIR concerning Impact 4.3-8 18 inadequatce since

it defers cvaluation of impact. The Final EIR provides water guality data from 1999 in Figure 4.3-5
showing (he annual [lucluation In tolal dissolved solids (TDS). Bascd on this data, the Final CIR
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concludes 1thal over a prolonged drought period, TDS could increase 10 levels potentally deleterious o
wildlile. The Final EIR clearly idenlifies the poleniial impacl. Since EAFB disagrees wilh (his
conelusion (sec conmment Ietter 4, the recommended project provides a range of mechanising to mitigate
the identilied impact. The mitigation measures commil District No. 14 1o ensuring that the waler quality
in Piutc Ponds 13 maintained in compliance with the standards in the WDRs for recciving water. The
mitigation measurcs provided in the Final EIR (4.3-10 and 4.3-11) commiit District No. 14 to ¢oordinate
with CATB Lo cither allow lor lushing [Tows that would provide the nccessary waler quality benelits or o
allow the construction of a recirculation system. This is not deferred mitigation since mitigation measure
4.3-11 brackels potential actions (hat District No, 14 is cowmniwed o impletmenting, either of which
would mitigate the impact.

Comment 42-7

‘The comment states that the Dralt EIR does not adequately assess impacts o development within a
County-designated Significant Ecological Arca (SEA). The Final EIR identifies (sec Impact 4.1-3) that
the Eastern Agricullural Area is entirely within a proposed SEA. The Counly has nol yet approved Lhe
SEA boundarics. Nonctheless, the Final EIR on page 4-23 ¢ites discussions with the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning personnel stating that agricultural uses will be included as compatible
uscs in the portion ol the SEA within the Eastern Agriculwural Arca. The Final EIR cxplains on page 4-22
that the purpose of the SEAs is not (o eliminate developrnent bul rather o awempt 1o provide compalible
uses and 10 provide compensation for alfecled biological resources where necessary, The Final EIR
cvaluates impacts to biolagical resources that cauld result from the project in Scetion 4.4 and provides
mitigation that would lessen he significance where [easible. These mitigation measures will be included
in the biological assessmenl portion ol the Condition Use Permit application subject 1o SEA Technical
Advisory Connnittee review,

Comment 42-§

The conmvent addresses an issue in the NOP that was eliminated from the Draft EIR, making the
comment no longer applicable. No response 1s necessary.

Comment 42-9

The comment addresses an issue in the NOP that was eliminaled from the Final EIR, making (he
commenl n¢: longer applicable. No response 1s necessary.

Comment 42-10

The commenl slates that the amount ol land needed is overstated. This issue is addressed in response 1o
comment 42-4,

Comment 42-11

The comment addresses an issuc in the NOP that was climinated [rom the Dralt EIR, making the
comment no longer applicable. No response 1s necessary.

Comment 42-12

The comment addresses an issuc in the NOP that was climinatcd from the Draft EIR, making the
commenl no longer applicable. No response is necessary.
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Comment 42-13

The commenl asserls (hat eminent domain can nol be used Lo acquire properly o be used aller seven
years., Thig issue iy addressed 1n response to conunent 39-2,

Comment 42-14

The commient addresses an issue in the NOP that was corrected in the Drafi EIR, making the coniment no
longer applicable. No response i3 neeossary.

Comment 42-15

The comment requests a schedule for completion of facilities. Section 3.5 on page 3-23 of the Final EIR
and Chapter 7 of (he LWRP 2020 Plan provides the proposed schedule for the project.

Comment 42-16

The comment stales thal water qualily In Piute Ponds will be affected. The Final EIR addresses (his issue
in lmpaclt 4.3-11 on page 4-75. The Final EIR concludes thal an impacl is possible and provides
mitigation to avoid the impact. Sce response to comment 39-6.

Comment 42-17

The cominent addresses an issuc in the NOP that was removed from the Draft EIR, making the comment
no longer applicable. No response is necessary,

Comment 42-18

The comnnent suggests that District No. 14 participate with local water purveyors 0 reduce waler
consumption and, as a resull, per capita wastewaler production. The major waler purveyor within District
No. 14’8 service arca, Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, is signatory to the California
Urban Waler Conservation Council's Seplember 1991 Memorandwn of Understanding (MOU/) Regarding
Irban Water Conservation in California. This MOU covers al least 75 percenl ol the waler conneclions
within Digtrict No. 14’ sewor scrviee arca and helps minimize water consumption within this arca, The
plamned lacilities and timing ol the Stage VI expansion will be reevaluated in 2010 (o respond 0 any changes
in wastewater flow projections or other factors affecting the recommended project.  As recycled water reuse
projects increase, or wastewater generation rates decrease dramatically within District No. [4's service area,
implementadon ol the recommended project components will be adjusted accordingly.

Comment 42-19

The comment addresses an issue in the NOP (hat was accommodated in the Dralt EIR. No response is
neeessary.

COMMENT LETTER 43: CHUNIMYOUNG S. MAH

Comment 43-1

The comment inquires on the cffects of pollution, odor, groundwater, and building restrictions,  Sce
Groundwater Protection Master Response and Public Heallth Master Responsc.
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COMMENT LETTER 44: BETHANY MCGARRY, NOVEMBER 13, 2003
Comment 44-1

The comment cxpresses unwillingness to leave property cven if a “fair market value™ 18 provided to
compensale [or lthe properly loss. Dislricl No, 14 has begun looking lor willing sellers, and will allempt
Lo purchase as much land as possible withoul displacing residents. In the event thal residents are
displaced, the Final EIR provides mitigarion measurcs 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 that ¢conmit District No. 14 1o
providing appropriale replacement housing for low or moderale income [amilics. Districl No. 14 will
provide fair market value for all properties acquired. See Eastern Agricultural Area Master Response.
District No. 14 will compensale property owners al lair markel value.

Comment 44-2

The commenl expresses concern over polenlial water contamination. See Groundwaler Prolection Masler
Response.

Comment 44-3

The commenl conlends thal waler conlamination will infecl cows and liveslock. District No. 14 would
apply rceveled water for fodder ¢rops using methods approved by the California Department of Health
Services. Recycled water is used routinely throughout the country to irrigate fodder crops. The practice
poscs 1o health impacl 1o livestock or © humans who consume thal livestock.,  Scc Groundwalcer
Prolection Master Response and Public Health Masier Response.

Comment 44-4

The ¢ommient explaing that they and their livestock have occupied their property for the last 4 years. The
commenl expresses concern over oblaining an adequale size properly [or the [amily when displaced.
Dislricl No. 14 will compensale properly owners al [air markel value. Miligalion measures 4.13-1 and
4,13-2 commit District No, 14 to relocating displaced residents into homnes of the appropriate size tor the
[amily. See Easlern Agricullural Area Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 45: IIANNAII MCGARRY
Comment 45-1

The commenl plcads for District No. 14 10 not take away the property and stales thal the usc ol reeyeled
waslewaler would allect health of animals, The comment [urther slales thal people’s health would also be
alfected upon consumplion of unheallhy animals. Districl No. 14 has begun looking [or willing sellers,
and will aticnipt to purchasc as much land as possible without displacing residents. In the cvent that
residents are displaced, the Final EIR provides miligalion measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 thal commil
Dislriel No. 14 1o providing appropriale replacement housing lor displaced [amilies. District No. 14 will
provide fair market valuc for all propertics acquired. District No. 14 would apply recyeled water for
[odder crops using methods approved by (he Calilomia Department of Health Scrvices.  Sceondary-
treated recycled water 1s used routinely throughout the country for fodder crops. The practice poses no
health impact to livestock or to humans who consume that livestock. See Groundwater Protection Master
Response and Public Health Magter Response.
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COMMENT LETTER 46: GAYLEEN MCGARRY, NOVEMBER 13, 2003
Comment 46-1

The comment cxpresses opposition to the projeet and asserts that it is unaceeptable due to the
environmental impaels. The Final EIR explains Lhe need for the projecl in Seclion 1.4 and evaluales [our
allernatives. Chapler 5 evaluales project allernatives, The Final EIR complies with CEQA regulations 10
adcquatcly asscss potential impacts and provides witigation nicasurcs 1o avoid significant impacts where
possible,

Comment 46-2

The comment expresses concern over polential groundwaler conlamination and waslewsater reusabilily.
Sce Groundwater Protection Master Response,

Comment 46-3

‘The commenl expresses concern over Lhe polential loss ol properly and points oul the health risks ol
pcople and animals duc to groundwater contannination. The comment further conveys that relocating
them would be devastaling and unseltling. In addition, there is concern over the issue ol “Fair Markel
Value” and asks if they will be fully compensated in order to buy a comparable home nearby, District
No. 14 will compensate property owners at fair market value. Mitigation measures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2
commil District No. 14 10 relocaling displaced residents into homes of the approprialc sizc [or the family.
See Easlern Agricullural Area Masler Response, Public Health Masler Response, and Groundwaler
Prolection Masler Response.

Comment 46-4

‘The conment noles thal Lthe Palmdale WRP has caused groundwaler conlaminalion due 10 waslewaler
reuse and inadequale slorage of Lhe el(luent waler. Concern is expressed over remedialion costs and asks
if a similar situation would occur in Lancastcr if the LWRP 2020 Plan i3 approved. [t further poscs the
question ol public health. The comment suggests prevenlive measures be Laken instead ol adopling Lhe
proposed LWRP 2020 Plan. The Palmdale WRP has employed land application methods similar to the
Alternatives 3 and 4 evaluated in the Final EIR. The Final EIR concludes that land application methods
could result in degraded groundwalcr.

Elevaled levels ol nitrates have been detected in groundwaler below the land application areas used by (he
Palmdale WRP. Districl No. 20 in coordination with the RWQCB-LR is in the process of determining the
causc for the contamination and designing means of remcdiating the groundwater. The Final EIR
concludes thal use of land applicalion methods such as those used by Dislricl No. 20 in Palmdale would
likely resull in unacceplable degradalion of groundwaler. Therelore, the Final EIR concludes Lhal
imiplementation of Alternatives 3 and 4, that include these methods during winter months, would result in
a significant and unavoidable impacl 1o waler quality. Neither of these wo allernalives are Lhe
recommiended project. The Final EIR concludes that maintaining application rates within agronomic rates
will avoid degrading groundwater quality,

Comment 46-5

The comment requests thal Disiricl No. 14 reconsider and re-evaluale the projecl and suggesis that Lthe
recycled waler be cleaned Lo a polable level. The Final EIR explains the need [or the project in Seclion
1.4 and cvaluates four alternatives to minimize potential cttcets. Chapter 5 cvaluates project alternatives.
See Groundwaler Proleclion Masler Response.
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COMMENT LETTER 47: JOHN MCGARRY, NOVEMBER 13, 2003

Comment 47-1

The comment cxpresses opposition to the project. The Final EIR cxplaing the need for the project in
Scction 1.4 and cvaluates four alternatives to minimize potential cffects, Chapter 5 ovaluates project
allernatives.  See Groundwaler Prolection Masler Response and Easlern Agricullural Area Master
Response.

COMMENT LETTER 48: SARAH MCGARRY, NOVEMBER 14, 2003

Comment 48-1

The commient expresses concerng over the project due primarily to the potential loss ot property and the
impact to the environment.  District No. 14 will compensgate property owners at fair warket value, The
Final EIR explains the need lor the project in Section 1.4 and evaluates Lour allemalives (0 minimize
potential cffects. The Final EIR cvaluates impacts and provides mitigation measurcs to avoid those
impacts where possible in compliance with CEQA requirements,

Comment 48-2

The comment slales concems over waler contamination, air pollution, and healih risks (0 the public. See
Public Health Master Response and Groundwater Protection Master Response.

Comment 48-3

The commenl points owt thal the effuent waler which is potentially conlaminaled is wsed Lo grow [ood (or
liveslock consumed by humans. The comment also mentions thal there are other areas (0 choose [rom [or
the project. Use of recyeled eftluent would not afteet hivestock that consmue the fodder crops. Reeyeled
waler is used throughout the Stale ol Calilornia o irrigale lodder crops. See Public Health Master
Response, Groundwater Protection Master Response, and Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Response,

Comment 48-4

The commenl expresses concerns over waler qualily and public health risks. See Public Heallh Master
Response and Groundwaler Proteclion Masler Response.

COMMENT LETTER 49: DONALD E. MISCHKA, NOVEMBER 12, 2003

Comment 49-1

The comment opposes the project and states that the plan is not Lair nor is it right. The comment suggests
that there is property available on the west side, approximately 23 square miles of land that could be used
for agriculture, in order to avoid displacing homeowners. See Public Health Master Response,
Groundwatcr Protcction Masler Response, and Eastern Agriculiural Arca Responsc.,
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COMMENT LETTER 50: DONALD E. MISCHKA, NOVEMBER 17, 2003
Comment 50-1

The letter transmits conmient lotters but does not commient on the adequacy of the Draft EIR, No
rcsponse is required.

COMMENT LETTER 51: GWEN MISCHKA, NOVEMBER 12, 2003
Comment 51-1

The comment states an unwillingness to scll and leave property. District No. 14 will attemipt to purchasc
as much land as possible withoul displacing residents. Districl No. 14 will provide [air markel value [or
all propertics acquired. Sce Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Responsc,

COMMENT LETTER 52: KORY MISCHKA, NOVEMBER 14, 2003
Comment 52-1

The comment opposcs the displacement of residents,  District No, 14 will attempt to purchase as much
land as possible without displacing residents. District No. 14 will provide fair market value for all
properlics acquircd. Sce Eastern Agricultural Arca Master Responsc.,

COMMENT LETTER 53: SUSAN MISCHKA, NOVEMBER 12, 2003
Comment 53-1

The commient notes that the photographs included in the Draft ETR for the Rastern Agriculoural Arca do
nol show houses, whereas (he piclures of the Weslern Agricultural Area do. The pholographs were
included in the Draft EIR to show gencralized arcas of potential impact and were not nicant to cncompass
the entire study arcas, The text on page 421 ¢learly identifics that more homnes would be affected on the
eastern study area than on the western study area.

Comment 53-2

The comment states that the location of wells identified in the Draft EIR is inaccurate and that the
presence of unknown wells 1s cnough 10 remove the Bastorn Agricullural Arca lrom consideration. The
Final EIR discusses existing wells on page 4-72. Miligalion measure 4.3-8 commils District No. 14 10
conducling a search [or known and unknown wells in the area (o be used (or agricullure prior (0 applying
cftluent on the ground. The Final EIR concludes that proper scarches and destruction of wells will avoid
the polential hazard. It is also a requirement ol the RWQCB-LR.

Comment 53-3

The commient asks if the Eastern Agricultural Arca is part of the plan to avoid cneroachment on EAFB,
The Final EIR cxplains the need lor the project in Scetion 1.4, Chapler 5 of the Final EIR explains that
EAFB property was being considered as a possible location for storage reservoirs, not agricultural
operations. The location of the storage reservoirs have no bearing on the need or location of agricultural
land nceded to implement the LWRP 2020 Plan.
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Comment 53-4

The commenl suggests Lhal commuler ralfic will be allecled by airbome conlaminants. The project
would not crcate a public health hazard, Scc Public Health Master Response.

Comment 53-5

The commient suggests that contamination of groundwater could affect the future water supplics of the
Antclope Valley, The project would provide tertiary-treated water 10 be uscd for municipal irrigation to
reduce demand on impaorted polable walcr sources. The [arming operations wouald be managed 1o avoid
adversely impacting groundwater, See Groundwater Protection Master Response.

Comment 53-6

The comment asks if groundwater monitoring data is available.  The LWRP conducts monthly
groundwalter nmiloring and submits reports 10 the RWQCB-LR. These nwoniloring reports are publicly
available [rom the RWQCB-LR upon request. ‘The LWRP 2020 Plan would install a network ol
monitoring wells and conduct routine water qualicy monitoring to ensure that the groundwater was not
allecled by surlace applicauons. The monitoring dala would be public informauon. The RWQCB-LR
enforces compliance with groundwater quality thresholds listed in the Water Recyeling Requirements
(WRRs). These WRRs will be issued by the RWQCB-LR prior to implementing the project.

Comment 53-7

The comnment suggests that the Bastern Agricullural Area is valuable (o the (lm indusicy. The Eastem
Agriculiural Area is zoned for agriculture by the County of Los Angeles. and implementing the farm
aperations would not conflict with designated land uses.

Comment 53-8

The ¢comment explains Lthal lacal residents have lived in the area [or mulliple generalions and [eel thal the
LWRP 2020 Plan unfairly impacts their livelihoods, The Final EIR addresses displacement of residents
on page 4-193. Disuict No. 14 will auempl 1o purchase as much land as possible without displacing
residents,  District No. 14 will provide fair market value for all properties acquired. See Eastern
Agricultural Area Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 54: GENE NEBEKER, NOVEMBER 17, 2003

Comment 54-1

The cammenl suggesls thal Districl No. 14 acquire only the land needed 10 accommaodate lows projecled
for the vear 2005, The LWRP 2020 Plan has been preparcd as a long-range planning tool to provide a
more ellicient means ol preparing [or the projecled waslewaler [lows. A lwenly-year planning horizon is
commonly used as a reasonable means ol preparing necessary inlrasiructure for the [uture. I only
cnough offluent management capacity were installed to meot projected 2005 flow rates, the petential for
overllows would re-emerge in 2006, promplng an immediate need lor addilional [acilitics planning. The
treatment facilities proposed in the LWRP 2020 Plan are planned for implementation in two phases,
allowing for evaluation of wastewater flow projections in 2010, This strategy of phasing allows for mid-
period adjustments should the wastewater flow projections prove to be significanfly inaccurate.
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Comment 54-2
The commenl agrees wilh (the jreferred allernalive. Conument noted. NO response is necessary.
Comment 54-3

The commenl suggests that the recommended project is nol the most cosl elleclive or environmentally
sound since no value associatcd with the agricultural land or ¢rops is assumed. The comnment also
suggests that sprinkler irrigation is costly and presents a public health hazard, and that infiltration from
slorage rescryoirs could impacl groundwaler,

The costs of a project generally are not addressed for purposes of CEQA review unless they affect the
feasibility of (he project.  As such, the Final EIR does noL compare costs of each allernalive or
components of the recommended plan, such as the use of sprinkler irrigation as opposed to tlood
irrigation. Furthermore, (he [uture value of land, which nol only is diff{icull 1o eslimate, is 1ol necessarily
relevanl when considering whal a project allernative will cost the Districl No. 14 ralepayers in present
dollars to construct. Although the land acquired will have a value in the future, District No. 14 will not
necessarily sell the land and relocale ils el{luent management operalions aller 20 years ol operalion in
order to realize the appreciated value of the land it owns. In terus of the value of crops, District No. 14 i3
approaching the agricultural reuse operations strictly from an effluent management standpoint, 1t is
cnlircly possible that the farming entitics hired Lo manage the agricullural reuse operations will be enlitled
o any crops harvested. Therelore, the value of crops cannol be estinaled with any certainly.

The Final EIR evaluatles the potential public health effects of sprinkler-application methods in Impact
4.11-1 on page 4-169. The LWRP 2020 Plan proposcs o utilize sprinkler metheds approved by the
California Department of Health Services (DHS) [or irrigaling wilh recycled waler . The recycled waler
will be disinlecled. The Final EIR concludes thal compliance wilh heallh-based regulalions promulgated
in the California Code of Regulations, Title 22 covering sprinkler irrigation mcthods for reeyeled water
avoid potential public health impacts. Mitigation measure 4.11-1 commils District No. 14 ©
implementing weasures of minimizing drift of sprinkler-applied effluent in areas where residents are
located adjacent to faning operations. These measures would be included in the Farm Management
Plan. Sce Farm Management Plan Master Responsc.

The slorage reservoirs will be designed Lo provide an appropriate level of prowection 10 groundwaler as
discussed in Impact 4.3-4 of the Final EIR. The (inal storage reservoir designs will require approval by
the RWQCB-LR. Sece responses to Connvent Letier 3 frow the RWQCB-LR.  Sce Groundwaicr
Proleclion Masler Response.

Comment 54-4

The comment states that the Draft EIR is too elcmentary and superficial to be of much assistance. The
commenl states that District No. 14 docs not understand principles of farming and thal the projeel is
“doomed to failure,” The Final EIR describes the proposed farming operation and identifies potential
impacts of those operations t¢ environmental resources. The Final EIR identifies potential impacts to
groundwatcer from storage rescrvoirs and from farming operations (Scetion 4.3), Potential public health
elfects are evalualed (Section 4.11). Miligalion measures have heen developed requiring thal Disiricl No.
14 prepare a Farm Management Plan thal oullines procedures [or ensuring the potential elfects are
avoided. The Final EIR concludes that although inpacts eould occur if mismanaged, it is possible o
apply recycled eflluent al agronomic rates lor crops thal would be proleclive of groundwaler.
Cowpliance with a Farin Management Plan approved by the RWQCB-LR would cnsurc that the
operations arc 1wanaged cffeetively. Lrrigating fodder crops with recyeled sceondary offluent is conducted
throughoul the stale and country clleclively withoul allccling groundwaler qualily or public health in
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compliance with resource agency requirements. The Final EIR concludes that the recommended project
ol the LWRP 2020 Plan, as described, wounld be proleclive ol public health and groundwaler quality.

Comment 54-5

The conunent suggests that nitrogen levels in the elfluent allect crop yields and could allect groundwaler
if not applicd m appropriate amounts. The Final EIR addresscs potential impacts from the nitrogen in the
cfflucnt on page 4-69. Mitigation measure 4.3-5 comimits District No, 14 to preparing and implementing
a TFarm Management Plan that cstablishes procedurcs for delermining agromoniic rates ol nilrogen.
Compliance with a Farm Management Plan approved by the RWQCB-LR would ensure that nitrogen
would be applied appropriately. The prevention ol groandwaler degradation would constitae (he
“performance standard” associated with the farming operations.  Groundwater qualicy would be
monitored (o ensuare compliance with the standard as required by miligalion measure 4.3-0. In addidon,
since the applicaton ol recycled waler requires a Water Recyceling Requirements {WRRs) permit [rom the
RWQUCB-LR, adhcrence with the standards included in the WRRs would cnsure that ongoing operations
would not impact groundwaler.

Comment 54-6

The commnent states that the irigation fundamentals described in the Draft EIR are flawed, including the
cvaporation and cvapolranspiration rawes shown in Figare 3-8 of the Drall EIR. The cvaporation ralcs
shown in Figure 3-8 have been revised 1o rellect the anticipated evaporalion shown in Table 4-3 of the
LWRP 2020 Plan. The evaporation data in Table 4-3 is based upon historical data for the Lancasler area.
The higtorical evaporation data for the [LWRP facilitics wonld not apply to agriculniral irrigation. The
evapolranspiralion rates for allalla in Figure 3-8 of the Dralt EIR were calculated using Calilormnia
Irrigation Management Information System methods. These rales are roughly equal (10 the rates shown in
Table 4-6 of the LWRP 2020 Plan. Tablc 4-6 summarizes the cxpected cvapotrangpiration raics expecicd
for irrigation. See Farm Management Plan Master Response and Groundwater Protection Master
Response.

Comment 54-7

The comment suggests that sprinkler irrigation could posc a public health impact and suggests using [lood
irrigation instead. The Final EIR evalaawes the potendal public health effects of sprinkler-application
methods in Impact 4.11-1 on page 4-169. The LWRP 2020 Plan proposes (0 utilize sprinkler methods
approved by the DHS for irrigating with recyeled water.  The reeyceled water will be disinfeeted. The
Final EIR concludes that compliance with health-based regalations promulgated in the Calilornia Code of
Regulations, Title 22 covering sprinkler irmigation methods for reeveled water would avoid potential
publi¢ health impacts.  Mitigation measure 4.11-1 commits District No. 14 to implementing measures of
minimizing drift of sprinkler-applied cllluent in arcas where residents arc located adjacent o farming
operations. These measures would be included in the Farm Management Plan. See Farm Management
Plan Master Response.

Flood irrigation mecthods typically result in more head on the uphill portions of the ficlds where water is
initially applied. This could increase the polential for migralion of applied effluent 10 the groundwaler in
these areas. In order Lo ensure unilorm distribution ol elfluent, very precise grading and laser leveling of
the ficld being irrigated is ncecssary.  Additionally, tailwater basing must be constructed at the
downstream ends ol the lields to captlure any runoll. Flood irrigation i1s more labor intensive in lerms ol
the daily operation and mamntenance in comparison to sprinkler irrigation.  Specifically, for an agricultural
reusc project the size of that proposcd by the LWRP 2020 Plan, it would be possible to automate the
opcraticn of sprinkler irrigadon systems and monivx them Irom a cenwalized facility.  These
considerations outweigh the negatives associated with sprinkler irrigation methods, such as the cost
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associaled with operating a (ypical quarler-mile-radius cenler pivol, which usually has just eight 1.5-
horsepower motors.

Comment 54-8

The comment requesls Lo review the waler balance calculations. Disirict No. 14 has developed a detailed
water balance for the LWRP that includes all the ¢xisting sources and sinks for influent and offluent,
respectively, and what additional trecatmient and cfflucnt management facilitics would be required to
manage projected incrcases in wastewaler [low, In the case of the recommended project, Lhe waler
balance developed was geared toward determining the number of acres of agricultural reuse operations
and storage reservoirs required o ellfectively manage LWRP ellluent.  For example, the LWRP water
balance for the year 2020 includes the wastewater inflow that the LWRP is projected to cxpericnce in
2020 (26 million gallons per day), the addiltional influent [rom expecled rainfall outo the open-surlface
lacililies at the LWRP (e.g., oxidation ponds), and an estimate of the evaporation losses [rom these
facilitics. Additionally, the water balance includes all the cxisting and proposed sinks of cffluent
(Nebeker Ranch, Piule Ponds, Impoundment Areas, Apollo Park, Cily ol Lancastler reuse project, and
storage reservoirs) and the projected volunie that District No. 14 anticipates being able to manage at cach.
With respect © the recommuended project water balance, two unknown paraneters were solved to
dclermine the number of acres of new agricultural reusce operations and acres of now clfllucnt sworage
reservoirs required in order w satisfy a set of constraints, For instance, a pritnary constraint is that the
existing and new slorage reservoirs must be emply by the start of each fall. The resull of the two
unknowns indicated by the water halance, which i3 determined in terms ot farmed aerces ot Tand and
welled surface area of reservoirs, was adjusted (o reflect the need [or land for bulfer, roads, reservoir
berms, ancillary agricullural (acilities, ete.

Comment 54-9

The comment suggests that slorage reservoirs could potendally impact groundwater quality. The
connment requests that the Final EIR provide a prediction of nitrogen concentrations in the groundwater
over time based on soil permeabilicy and nitrogen content of the effluent. The EIR discusses this issue on
page 4-63. The EIR commits District No. 14 w0 idendlying an acceplable rate of infiliration o be
reviewed and approved by the RWQCB-LR. The Final EIR assumes (hat (he reservoir [loor would be
consirucled ol either a synthelic Tiner (Allernative 1) or compacled nalive soil (Allernalive 2) 1o protect
groundwater. District No. 14 will cvaluate native soils in the recommended storage rescrvoir arca north
of the LWRP prior 1 construction and will use (his data as part of an And-Degradation Analysis for
submission to the RWQCB-LR. The rccommended projeet will incrcase treatment to include
conventional activated sludge with nitrificaton/denitrification which will substantially reduce nitrates
[rom the elfluent.

Comment 54-10

The comment states that much of the agricultural study areas are not suitable for farming. The comment
also questions the value of the NRCS maps provided in the Draft EIR.  District No. 14 conducted a
thorough invesligalion of land as far as 17 miles [rom the LWRP in order 10 identify study areas
polentially suilable and cosl ellfeclive for farming. L pon idenlilying four study areas east and wesl of Lhe
LWRP (arcag north and south of the LWRP were ruled out duc to the presence ot the County ling and
Cily ol Lancaster, respectively), Districl No. 14 hired agronomist consullants o evaluate the identilied
study arcas and prepare sunmary reports.  The discussion, cvaluation, and scleetion process, which is
bascd on these reports as well as other District No. 14 smdics, 18 summarized in Chapter 7 of the LWRP
2020 Plan.
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Comment 54-11

The comment requests more discussion on costs of gach alternative. The costs of o project generally are
not addressed for purposcs of CEQA review unless they affeet the feasibility of the project. As such, the
Final EIR docs not compare costs of cach alternative identificd ag feasible. However, Chapters 6 and 7 of
the LWRP 2020 Plan provide eslimaled consiruclion and operation and maintenance costs ol (he [inal
alternatives and the recommended project, respectively.

Comment 54-12

The comment slates thal the farming proposed in the LWRP 2020 Plan will be diflicull and should be
managed by trusted entitics.  District No. 14 agrees with this commient, The purpose of the project 18 to
provide cffluent management in a cost cffective and environmentally sound manner. District No, 14 will
maintain oversight ol the operations. District No. 14 will be accountable Lo ensure thal the [arming
operations arc not mismanaged,

Comment 54-13

The commenl suggests Lthal Districl No. 14 provide a transparent dala managemenl syslem with high
visibility for the public. District No. 14 agrees with this recommendation,  Such a data management
system will be discussed and considerad.

Comment 54-14

The comment stales that the project should develop benelils 1o local communities such as wildlile
conservation projects. The primary objective of the LWRP 2020 Plan is to implement a project that will
meel he waslewaler managemcent nceds of District No. 145 scrviee arca through the year 2020
Howcver, the LWRP 2020 Plan is also commilled Lo conscrving the cxisling wildlife and habital
resources al Piule Ponds,

Comment 54-15

The comment suggests that District No. 14 markel the alfalla oulside of the valley., Markeling of the
crop(s) cultivated will be the responsibility of the entity that owns the crop. Ownership of the crop will
be addressed in the cantractual arrangements between Tistrict No. 14 and the various farming entities that
will manage the agricultural reuse operatiens.

Comment 54-16

The camment requests that the Dralt EIR he revised 10 reflect the sive of Nebeker Ranch (0 be 680 acres,
not 667. The Final ETR and LWRP 2020 Plan have been revised to retlect this conunent.

Comment 54-17

The commenl requesis thal the LWRP 2020 Plan be changed 1o reflecl a more accurate rale of elliciency
at Ncbeker Ranch, This comment docs not pertain 1o the Final EIR. Language in the LWRP 2020 Plan
has been changed o rellect the lacl thal the irrigation elliciency al Nebeker Ranch exceeds 75 percenl.

Comment 54-18

The commient requests that the LWRP 2020 Plan be changed to note that Nebeker Ranch is not irrigated
during Deeember or January, and docs not rely on rainfall,  This commient docs not pertain to the Final
EIR. Language in the LWRP 2020 Plan has been revised o rellect this point.
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Comment 54-19

The comment slales thal Table 4-6 of the LWRP 2020 Plan is only approximale and that (he disparity
between the predicted irrigation rate and the actual irvigation rate also reflects the tact that, during certain
months, the pipeline cannot deliver enough waler (o sausly the demands of Nebeker Ranch. This
conmment docs not pertain to the Final EIR. Language in the LWRP 2020 Plan has been revised to reflect
this point,

Comment 54-20

The comment states that Table 4-7 of the LW RP 2020 Plan includes data for years that District No, 14 did
not have enough recycled waler o deliver o Nebeker Ranch, therelore, the data bas questionable
mecaning, This comment docs not pertain w the Final EIR.

Comment 54-21

‘The comument suggests that Diswict No. 14 describe the benelits provided by Nebeker Ranch. Due w Lthe
nature of the LWRP 2020 Plan, which is a wastcwater facilitics planning document, Ncbelker Ranch is
described as an ellluent management lacilily. Diswrict No. 14 agrees with the comment that Nebeker
Ranch provides wiany benefits to the community not limited to its use as an effluent management facility
but also benefits associated with a working ranch that supports an extensive array of wildlife.

COMMENT LETTER 55: MARLEEN GRIFFIN FOR BRIANNA NYE, NOVEMBER 12, 2003
Comment 55-1

The comment expresses unwillingness (0 move, District Ne. 14 will auempt 1o purchase as much land as
possible without displacing residenis,  District No. 14 will provide fair market value tor all propertics
acquired. See Hastern Agricullural Area Master Response.

COMMENT LETTER 56: JIM AND DIANE NYE, NOVEMBER 12, 2003
Comment 56-1

The comment expresses opposition Lo the project and asks that the water be wreated w a level where it
could be used for other purposes. The LW RP 2020 Plan provides up to 26 mgd of tertiary-treated effluent
that will ultiimately be available for reuse in the Antelope Valley. However. only 1.5 mgd has currently
been requested by the City of Lancasier [or its proposed municipal rcusce project. INo other signilicant
demand [or recycled walter currently exists in the Antelope Valley., The LWRFP 2020 Plan provides (or a
substantial agriculiural reuse project using waler treated (0 a level approved by (he California DHS (or
agricultural reuse. The recommended project is Aliernative 2 that would provide full tertiary treatmient
with nitrilication/denitrification.

Comment 56-2

The comment requests an cxtension of the RWQCB-LR deadline. The decision resis with the RWQCB-
LR, howcver, District No. 14 doing everything it ¢an 10 mect the August 25, 2005 deadline to climinate
the threatened nuisance condition caused by unauthorized overflows onto Rosamond Dry Lake. See
responses to Letier 3.
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Comment 56-3

The comment asks il the project would essentially take the local farmers” business. The comment [urther
raiscs the question whether the plan serves to profit District No. 14. The Final EIR explaing the need for
the project in Section 1.4. The project deseription is provided in Chapler 3. Any proceeds [rom [arming
operations would be included in the balance sheet for wastewater treatmient and would ultimatcly benefit
the ratc payers within the District No. 14 scrvice arca since any revenues reecived would offset some
opcrational cosls.

Comment 56-4

The coumnent expresses an unwillingness W move (row property and asserts (hat the “lair markel value”
for the property will not be adequate. District No. 14 will attempt to purchase as much land as possible
withoul displacing residents. District No. 14 will provide fair markel value [or all properties acquired.
See Haslern Agricullural Area Masler Response.

COMMENT LETTER 57: E. O’SHEA, OCTOBER 31, 2003
Comment 57-1

The comment asks if the cost of wells 1s figured into the project plan and indicates that an estitnated cost
per well is $2,000. The LWRP 2020 Plan includes estimated project costs in Chapters 6 and 7. However,
CEQA docs nol consider costs as cnvironmental cllcels,

Comment 57-2

The comment states thal a better plan would be (¢ build a new reaument plant. The LWRP 2020 Plan
does propose the construction ot a 26 mgd conventional activated sludge and tertiary treatment facility
(Allernatives 2 and 4) o upgrade and expand the existing plant. However, il is lhe need o manage Lhe
eflluent thal requires implemention of an agricultural reuse program in ¢onjunclion with slorage
reservoirs,  Constructien of a new treatment plant would net ehiminate the need for land to toplement
agricultural reuse aperalions.

Comment 57-3

The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate. The Draft EIR identifies potential effects on the
cnvironment <of four project allernatives on the LWRP 2020 Plan in compliance with the CEQA
Guidelines. The comment does not explain how the document is inadequale.

Comment 57-4

The coiumient asks why the District No, 14 Beard of Directors were not present at the Lancaster City Hall
meeling Lo address the properly owners’ concerns. The public hearing held on October 29, 2003 provided
the public a [orum lo express ils concerns aboul the project. IL was nol an ollicial Board Meeling, bul
rather a wicans of providing the public with the opportunity to submit oral or written comments,

Comment 57-5
The comment states that over $42,000,00 has been spent on improvetnents to property, plus a water well

for $11,000.00, The comment asserts that property owners will not relinguish property and points out that
numerous property owners will jointly fight any amecmpt of acquisition. District No. 14 will attenipt t©
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purchase as much land as possible withoul displacing residenis. District No. 14 will provide lair markel
value [or all properties acquired. See Eastern Agricullural Area Masler Response.

Comment 57-6

The commen! slates thal they were not nolilied ol the meeling on Oclober 29, 2003, and requesls Lo be
notificd of fature developments and mcctings.  Commment noted.  Sec Public Notification Master
Responsc,

COMMENT LETTER 58: MARNIE PFEFFER, NOVEMBER 16, 2003

Comment 58-1

The comruent voices disconient and disagreerent over the project and expresses concerns 0 being
rcmoved from property. The commient states that relocation would be diftienlt for those who arc retired
and have disabilities and asks where one can relocale l0. The commenter hopes thal Lhere will be another
solution 10 the project thal will nat involve displacement of residenls [rom their property. Dislrict No. 14
will attempt to purchasc as much land as possible without displacing residents.  District No. 14 will
provide [air markel value [or all propertes acquired. See Eastern Agricullural Area Master Response.
COMMENT LETTER 59: MARNIE PFEFFER, NOVEMBER 17, 2003

Comment 59-1

The comment voices disconient and disagrecment over the project and cxjresses concerns o being
removed [rorn property. See response L0 cotnment 58-1.

COMMENT LETTER 60: MICHAEL AND DEBORAH POOR

Comment 6(-1

‘The commenter opposes the projecl and expresses concerns & being removed [rom properly. The
commenler suggests using the property Ifrom 240" Streel East Lo the county line. Disirict No. 14 will
attenipt to purchase as much land as possible without displacing residents. District No. 14 will provide
[air markel value for all properties acquired. See Eastern Agricultural Area Masler Response.
COMMENT LETTER 61: MIKE SAN MIGUEL, NOVEMBER 17, 2003

Comment 61-1

The commicnl suggests thal Diswriel Ne. 14 incorporate into the recommended project components of the
allernatives rejected as infeasible in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. Chapter 3 of the Final EIR explains the
project objectives and the reasons why allemalives were rejecled.

Comment 61-2

The commenl slates that Districl No. 14 has ignored suggestions o provide educational opporiunilies

associaled with wetland habilats. The recommended projecl does nol include a constructed wetland
component off of EAFB, Public access to EAFB is limited. Since Piute Ponds arc on EAFB, District No.
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14 has no auwthorily Lo propose comstruction of an educational center om EAFB 10 enhance the ponds or 10
provide the benefils noted in the comment. District No. 14 could provide water (0 a local wetland
restoration project, but at this timic a constructed wetland off of EAFB would not provide any signiticant
assislance loward meeling the LWRP 2020 Plan projecl objeclives (see response (0 comment 23-3).

Comment 61-3

The comment suggests that a small constructed wetland could be included as a component of the project
and that it could be allowed (0 dry oul in the summer. A constructed wetland allernative was rejecled
from further consideration since it would not assist significantly in meeting the project’s objectives.
District No. 14 could provide waler o a local wetland restoration project, bul al (his Lime a construcled
wetland off of EAFB would not provide any significant assistance toward mecting the LWRP 2020 Plan
project objectives (see response O commenl 23-3). See response 1o commenl 23-3.

Comment 61-4

The comment suggests that the reason stated for rejecting the evaporation ponds alternative is flawed.
The comment suggests that evaporauon ponds could be part of a long-lerm solution. The evaporation
pond projeet alternative was climinated duc to the fact that it is extremicly land intensive and it would not
be possible to construct these facilities in time to eliminate unauthorized effluent overflows onto
Rosamond Dry Lake by August 2005, a primary objcclive of the LWRP 2020 Plan. In addition, il is
District No. 14' intent W encourage increases in reuse ol recycled waler in the Antelope Valley in order
La help conserve water resources. In terms of a long-lerm effluent management salulion, construction and
operation of cvaporation ponds i3 not complimentary with increases in recyeled water rousc.

Comment 61-5

The commenler is correcl in identilying thal neither the American crow or Calilornia lowhee have been
reported in the study arca, and neither have been identificd in the local vicinity, The species that were
described in the CEQA document were likely the common raven and possibly Le Conle’s thrasher, which
were misidentified.

Comment 61-6

The comment states thal the shrike, thrasher and lark are confirmed breeders in the project arca. Based on
the availability af suitable breeding habiial for the Toggerhead shrike, Le Conle’s thrasher and California
horned lark throughout the praject area, these species are expecled 10 breed in malural habitats and in
some disturbed arcas throughout the project arca.

Comment 61-7

The comment states that the application of cffluent for agricultural purposes may provide a bencficial
habitat cffect for shorebirds and waterfowl, such as the commienter has 1dentificd at the Nebeker Ranch,
The comment identifics that the land application of clflucnt, as proposcd by District No. 14, may provide
much additional foraging habitat for shorebird and waterfow] species. The comment is noted.

Comment 61-8
The comment suggcsts that the beneticial uses of agricultural lands to migratory shorchinds be considered.

Based on the commeni, the [ollowing texl is added 10 the discussian of Impacl 4.4-8. The added text
would not alter the conclusions of the Dralt E1IR.
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The creation of large asricaluwral areas could provide some year-round [oraging opportunilies [or
migralory shorebirds (hal would serve Lo parliallv ollsel the loss of [oraging opporlunilies

associated with the elinnnation of ettfluent-induced overtlows onto Rosamond Drv Lake,

[oraging areas al Nebeker Ranch have been observed Lo benelil numercus species of wading
birds, watcrfowl, raptors, and shorcbirds, Howcyer, because the benefits of these agricultural
foraging arcas arc not fullv known and the replacement would be “out of kind,” the additional
habilal valuc would not compensale for the loss of the artilicially induccd Rosamond Dry Lake
mudflats.

Comment 61-9

As the commient identifics, the delta of Amargosa Creek provides an important feeding arca for migratory
shorebirds al Rosamond Dry Lake. The commenl concurs with the conclusion in the Drall EIR that il
would be very dillicult 1o duplicale the condilions thal would be lost in reducing [lows Lo Rosamond Dry
Lake. As identified in Comment 61-7 and the response to Comment 61-7, the agricultural arcas would
creale additional year-round [oraging oppoerlunities [or migratory shorebirds, The availability of such
additional foraging habitat would scrve to partially offsct the Toss of lost mudflat habitat to migratory
shorebirds, but would not reduce the significance of this impact to a less-than-significant level.

COMMENT LETTER 62: ROSALINA P. SEWARD

Comment 62-1

The comment ofTers $400,000 lor a 2.5-acre properly. Diswrict No, 14 will provide lair markel value lor
all propertics acquired. Sce Fastern Agriciltural Arca Masier Responsc.

COMMENT LETTER 63: SUZANNE SOKOL, OCTOBER 16, 2003

Comment Letter 63-1

The comment asks for an offer for a S-acre property and reveals that a joint lawsuit against Distrigt No. 14

will be [iled upon refusal © buy the property. District No. 14 will provide [air market value for all
properties acquired, See Bastern Agricultural Arga Master Response,

COMMENT LETTER 64: GENEVIEVE SOTELO, CAMELLIA SERRANO, ROSEMARY
AIRHART, OCTOBER 27, 2003

Comment Letter 64-1

The commenl expresses concem [or the properly located on 70" Sireel Bast and Avenue B- Aldih.
District No. 14 will provide fair market value for all propertics acquired. Scc Eastern Agrienltural Arca
Masler Response.

Comment Letter 64-2

The conmnent asks if insects will be a concorn at agricultural sites. The recommended projeet would use
cenler pivols which would eliminate the need for (ail waler ponds. Runoll would be prevented by the
conslruction of small berms around the ficlds. Catch and pump basins would be cstablished o collecl
runoff and return it to the fields for irrigation. The Farm Management Plan would ensure that standing
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waler would not be allowed 1o remain for long periods of 1ime (0 avoid providing condilions (or breeding
inseclts.

Comment Letter 64-3

The commenl expresses concern aver Lhe value ol the properly due Lo ils proximily Lo Lhe projecl sile.
The Eastern Agricultural Arca is zoncd for agricultural uses. The LWRP 2020 Plan would be consistent
with this zoning, The LWRP 2020 Plan would comply with California Department of Health Services
rcgulations regarding the usc of recycled walcer.

COMMENT LETTER 65: DEBORAH TYMON LENT, ADRIENNE TYMON KENTOR,
NADINE TYMON LITTLE, PHILIP AND ROBERTA TYMON,
OCTOBER 13, 2003

Comment 65-1

The commenl asks why Lhe nolice 1o the projecl was nol received in limme. See Public Nolilicalion Masler
Responsc.

Comment 65-2

The comment opposes the Laking ol property withoul just compensation. District No. 14 will allempl 10
purchase as much land as possible without displacing residents, In the event that residents are displaced,
the Final EIR provides miligation mcasurcs 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 that commil Districlt No. 14 1o providing
compensation lor appropriale replacement housing, District No. 14 will provide (air market value lor all
properiies acquired.

COMMENT LETTER 66: NELLIE AND JOSEPH VIGH, OCTORER 14, 2003

Comment 66-1

The comment inquires whether Disiricl No. 14 will make an oller on a specilic properly. The properly
acquisition process 18 being handled by Paragon Partners on the behalf of District No. 14, Contact Jocl

Sewell ol Paragon Partners al (714)379-3376 [or more inlormation. Diswict No. 14 will provide [air
markel valuc [or all propertics acquired. Scc Eastern Agricullural Arca Master Responsc.
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?f:éads N, sa““sﬁ;s;tsast _ rse Ra’ﬂChU Slerra
Lancaster, CA 93535-7827 : / .\, f‘.._ L

GE1-246-108D
G61-346.8317 FAX

Golf Course

November 17, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Raksit

1 am writing to you regarding the proposed sanitation project involving wastewater dispersal on the East
Side of Lancasier in the Antelope Valley. | am the new owner of Rancho Siera Golf Course. |
purchased the course approximately three months ago, on August 13,

Neeadless to say, when | faund out about the propesed sanitation project ! was shocked, 1 went through
approximately six months of due diligence before | purchased the course, and | found out nothing about
the proposed project Purchasing the goif course was a realized life’s ambition for me, and | had a lot of
dreams and plans for making the course and the surrounding area better. | had hoped that someday
homes would be buill around the golf course. Or that a senior community would be built adjacent to the
course. | had also dreamed of tuming the courss into an 18-hote course, making it a Mecca for senior
and women golfers,

QOne main reason that Rancho Sierra Golf Course appealed to me so much was the growth estimates
of the Lancaster area. From talking to real estate people and other citizens, | found out the Antelope
Valley is expanding at a rapid rate. Expansion is primarily going from west © east While the area
around and beyond 60" Street East currently is very rural, the time will come when residences will
came this way. | had hoped-to be a part of this expansion.

The Sanitation District's proposed wastewater project essentially crushes all hopes of housing coming
cut to the East Side or for golf course expansion. While the wastewater could be used o imgate the
course, it will detrimentally affect my business. Peopte will not want to come out fo 807 East and
breathe the contaminants, whether or not cortaminants are actually in the air and harmful.

| ask that you reconsider your proposed plan. Land is a precious commoedity and eliminating 4200
acres and using it for wastewater dooms the area to carry out tow—grada agriculture for the next 20
yaars of more. in addition, uprooting residents that have been hera since the Homestead Act is just
plairt wrong. Please look further into altemative ways of disposing of the wastewater. § sericusly believe
that the eastside residents will not allow this to happen without & prolonged, expensive legal battle.
Even winning such a fight will cause irmeparable damags to the county and the city of Lancaster.

| hope you do what is right for our citizens, for our property, and for the East Side — the fiture of life in
the Antslope Valley. Thank you.

- Sincerely,

Timothy A. Alken .
Owner, Rancho Sierra Golf Course

Doe #__ . '
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LETTER 15

October 12, 20023

Mr. Sagar K. Rasket
Cuunty Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

P.0. Box 4998
Whittier, Ca. 40607-4998

Dear Mr. Raszkel,

i am in receipt of your leteer regarding your proposal of the sanitation district

number 14,

Your proposzl for the properties designated on your maps are rorally rigiculons, io
view of the fact that there are 20 many other aon inhabited areas, such as from
Sierra Hwy. to 50 51 East and from Ave. E to Ave. G few developed properties 15-1
exist in thiz area, and are much closer to the existing disposal area on Ave. D.

My wife and I bought 2 % acres for aur retirement and have made magy "
improvements on this property including a water well. The monies that we have

spent to date exceed $48,000.00 as have sther people in our tract. In speaking with
owners in the area of your designaéed proposed ares, they are without exception

100% opposed to your plan and will fight it. Thre# or four people un a board are 15-2
not going te uproot hundreds of people who have long, on going plans for their Iand.
You wauld be better served to Juok for an alternative area for the “propesed plan®™,
Mr, Rasket, the only people that will benefit from your praposal are the dairy farm,
alfalfa, union and carrof farmers, and as usual the “little guy” is taken advantage '
off,

This property has beea eur retirement dream for many vears, and I will staunchly

resisr the sanitation districts purchsse of our property -

Respectiuliy.

nt
./ ‘-,«@5 &
Y ,

Mr. T. A

DOC # T ;
§ OCT 1403 ru2id? 42 {'\Pcﬁf’( -

Recaived Oct-i2-2003 02:31pm From- ' To-LACED Fage 001
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LETTER 16

October 31, 2003

gagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer
ounty Santitation Districts of Los Ange
F.O. Hox 4998 geles County

Whittier, Ca. 90607+4998

Re; Pistrict Noa. 14 LWEP 2020 Facilitiés Plan

Dear Mr. Raksit,

pree

We became property ownerd as of 8/29/03 at 46975 60th 8t. Fast, Lancaster,
Ca. 93535. Needless to say we were shocked to be informed that our property
i1g lecated in the ares proposed by the above noted plan LWRP 2020 ag a

site for land acquisition for apgricultural reuse of waste wacer.

We were never iuformed prior ta our close of escrew of this potential de-~
valugtion of our property for which we paid $400,00¢.00. Our Intentlons .

to open a horse traeining facility in Wovember2003 were put on hold due

to the uncertainty of our {inancial aecerity in adding additionsal lmprovements
to the already 2+ acres (ie., barns, corrals, etc.) which were budgetad at
$50,000.00. Prior to reciept of your public notice we had dready incurred
pdditional costs of approximately $5,000,00 towards our $50,000.00 budgect.

We feel that acquistion by District Ne. 14 of property located within the
woundries of 50th St. East and 100th St. East and "D 5% ro "G St would

cause us as homeowners tremendous financlal loss in future appreciation of

our property. Furcthexmore, in the event that waste water 1s used for agricultur%
purposes within an area of our property the potentizl contawmination of our -
well water and the diceases caused both to human and animal (horses, dogs, cats)”

would further cause us wndue stress, financlal impact, and loss of value of our
property.

We strongly urge your department to consider an alternative site for your
proposed distribution of waste water as the cverwhelming consequences could

couse major financlal liability to homeowners within the area by Los Acgeles
County., , e

Sincergly, 2

Walter Bleryla

Kathy Bleryla

46975 60th 5t. FEast
Lancasrer, Ca. 935335

Phone: 661 946-4170

1-141
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LETTER 17

j—;/dro sp [;;Féi'tﬁ '

oI TRE, A AgesT-YHE
Bupervisor Michael D. Antonovich
1113 West Avenue M-4, Suite &

Palmidale, Ca. 93551

November 13, 2003
Pear ir. Aptonovich,

Lamy writing 10.:y01 to express my concerns over the proposed fand prah of my
‘property by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 14, 1 sm a coneerned ¢itizen
and member of the Eastside Homeowner's Asgociation. We have lived at our sastside
address for the past 33 years.. It is extremely disturbing to me and my Tamily that onr
home and our Tifestyle are being threatened by the Senitation Disirict’s proposal to
foroe us off our property. ' have spentover hall o my lifetime improving the home in
which we live, and have invested far too much time, effort and -eXpense to give up our
place in orderto satisfy such an ill-platned seheme as has been proposed by the
Sanitation District. I attended the meeting held in Lancaster and came awaY more
angry and disappointed than T was béfore the meeting. No one from the District Board
was sven in attendance at that meeting, The only person with any status in atténdanecs
was Senator Pete Knight, and he was only there for information as were we. [also
attended the meeting of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board in
Patmdale [1-13-03, which only served o confirm most 6f my fears about what could
happen with. the propased district 14 plan if it is managed as the Palmdale Disteict 20)
15 presently being mismanaged. - =

Out of both of these meetingsand with iy 'p&‘-[‘SDnaifknowi;ed_ge_ asiy formier tencher "1
of Vocational Agrienlture, having taught classes involving land mana gement,
 irrigation methods, and environmental preservation, T have several concerns which
seri Dﬁsiy‘ impact the propoesal of the Sanitation District:

The ELR. report.on the proposed project has lots of information in it. Tamn sure
that someone devored much time and effort to put that document together, In looking
atthe report, Inoted thut the two pictures of the “typical” eastside locations show bare,

mndeveloped land, while the “typical”, “alternalive” Wastside Tocations all had houses.
or buildings on them. That is really misleading! To-someone not familiar with the
ared, Gspécilly those that will meke the final decision o where to locase the project,

* such photographs could unduly influence their decision to locats the project within our
Eastside community. OUR HOMES ARK HERE! o -

Lam very coiicemed and worried about the pofential for contaminatiing our pround.

e

171

17-2
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water. We are all on gravel- packed shallow wells with a high water table that is
vulnerable to efflyent water should it be flosded onto-the Tand as it is:n Palmdale.
There are numerons uncapped, abandoned wells throughaut the proposed area, which
otfer direct route to our aquifer, -

Lam concerncd and worried about the potential for the spreading of airbortie toxins
through sprinkled application and/or wind movement of dust and the health problems
associated with ir.

I am eoncerned-and worried about the impact of the proposed castside site on the. —

wildlife and native species that oceupy this vast area that is proposed to be used, as
weil as the impact on: my neighbors who.nre nigt pres ently insi de the: boun dﬁl‘y, but will
bein close proximity. "

L am really concerned and angry at the prospect of forcing my family and my
neighbors’ tamilies off land that we have occupied for a long time, We looked for
- ‘many years to find a place that suited cur needs, and felt ssetirs that we were far
enough out of town so that we would remain free of “urban sprawl” far into the future.
Now we are being strossed oiit by the uncertainty of the situation at hand, We have no
idea what 10 expect in the way of what we could receive from a forced sale. ‘We do not
want 10 scil our home, but if we have 1o, we would like to be able to purchase a hoe
of comparable quality. 'With this proposal hovering over s, we couldn’t sell our home
to anyone even is we wanted'to. Repairs and further improvements'to otr property
wilt be put o hold and the uncertainty of owr situation is becoming exceedingly

stressful to us., __ - | : -
[ 'believe that there are alfernatives to the proposed plan that should be considered.

instead of spending all that money trying to buy 4 land and displace
families, build & water treatment plant capable of producing terciary and.
potable water Wlllﬁ-h would eliminate most of the ht':alth concerns, and help
‘head off the water. shortage before it becomes even more serious than it is
already. Locate the landmass you require for agricultural application in

areas where you don’t have to displace families. There are maity sgctions of |

:
]

17-3

(cont'd)

17-4

17-5

7.5

H
i
s
H

land in the Antelope Valley that could satisfy those needs. o

Expand the Plute Poids to adjacent land which would help the Edwards
AFB complaint of encroachment on their precious dry lake, even if they
have to give up a few acres to-do so. Examiple: The land between Ave. E
and the dry lake. This would also appease the environmenratists and
wildlife conservationists.

17-7

Manage the distribution and re-use of reclaimed water by carefully
screening these who will use it. Include frequent testing of monitor wells

1-143
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{0 insure the quality of ouz gmundwater Develop standards for application | ; 17-8
of water foragricultural use. !confd)

In: com,lmmm I feel that all citizens of the Antelope Valley nced and deserve a safe
supply. of water for domestic and agricultural use:. { beheve that it is possibleto
achieve that goal without displacing families and damaging the groundwater, but it is
going to take some careful planning and weorking together to accomplish: this.

17-9

Frrrersrarrrssrarararsss nu.ﬁ

H

Respectially submitted,

Erian F. Calvert
6213 Bast Ave. E
Lancaster, Ca. 93335
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LETTER 18

lavs G ERuth Carlsoa
5726 Spring Oak Dr
Hollywood Ca 90088

November 17, 2003

Couniy Sanitation Distnets of Los Angelss
1855 Workman Mill Road :
Whittier, Ca 206074938

Attr: Sagar K Raksilt
Supservising Enginesr
Planning & Property Management Section

Re: Plant 2020 Faciliies Flan
File Mo. 14-14.01-00
APN; 3302-022-001

Dear Sir,

1 have received your letter in regards ‘o the 2020 Facility Plan a few days ago.

| am shocked, not only for the short response time noted as November B, 2003, but alss for
the faot the project must have been in the warks for some time. 1'm alarmed about what this

plan right have in store for my thirty-five-plus years investment, Polution, sonstruction, property 18-1
evatuation? :

Al this time, | request all channels to be left apen for futther discussions and developments as
provided to rae by 13w
Yourg

O e

Lars G, Carlson

DOC #

i 159sme0s 304093 Paksit S

Received Wov-37-Z003 17:3%pm From-373 Ri6A687 1-145  To-LACSD Page LI




LETTER 19

November 15, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts 0f Los Angeles County
P. 0. Box 4908

Whitter, CA 90807-4998

Drear Mr. Raksit:

We are members of the Lancaster East Side Property and Homeowners Assogiation. The area 3
where wa reside is in the section that the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 14 plans to
purchase for thelr expansion plans.

We have been living here for eight years and enjoy the area as il is not over crowded with
people. We do not have the same noises that someone who lives in a residential area
experiences. We enjoy the open spaces and the roam to have animals as this is an agricultural
area. : _

The first time we hear about the sanjtation's plan to purchase our property was fram a neighbor 19-1
who had received & letter dated September 12, 2003 form HomeBased Realty and signed by -
Gene Slocum, realtor. This letter explained that a prior letter had been sent inquiring if the
owner wanted to sell their property. At that time Mr. Solcum was unable to reveal the purchaser
as they chose to remain anonymous. in the letter dated September 12, Mr. Solcum was now
ahle to reveal the purchiaser as the Los Angeles County Sanitation District. :

My husband and myself feel that Mr. Solcum is using scar tactics and he should be reported o
ihe realtars association. This has caused us get concern because we had not regeived any
notification from the sanitation district regarding any plans for using this area for expanding
sewage treatment. : . ‘

.

We attended the first meeting on October 28, at the Lancaster City Hall where a presentation )
was given and concemed citizens could voice there concerns. Qur queslions were not
answered, but we were told at a fater date the answers would be mailed to each individual who
gither asked oral or written questions. Everyone wanted to see the answers to each others 19.9
questions and the person in charge explained these would be available for review, but how that
would be accomplished was never stated. To this date we have not received an answer to our
written question.

It was also interesting that a rpreserntative of the Labontan Reginal Water Quality Control Board 19-3
asked several questions regarding this plan and was nat infavor of the distact's plan.

There was & mesting on November 12, at the Palmdale Water District gs they are having
problems. The public is concemed with both facilities contamination of the groundwater from the 19-4
effuent and the use of treated water for agricuttural puposes.

We are against this ptan and do not want to sell aur properties.

Sincerely, ]\/\ ( ‘ ?
LTy -

 Tom M, Carreor;Jr,/?zaJ /] {

Mary E. Carreon

6210 E Ave. E
. Lancaster CA 83535

A
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LETTER 20

To: County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

From: David & Annie Chen

Date: November 7, 2003

Subject: Comment on Lancaster Water Reclamation Plan 2020 Facilities Plan

Dear Mr. Raksit:

We own property near your proposed project.

When we bought this parcel over twenty years age, we were prowmised that this area
would be developed for either residential or commercidl use.  We think this LWRI Plan
will have devastating impact on our property value.

Please consider moving this plan 1o more remote area unless the county or Water District
can purchase all land near your project to make this an isolated area in minimizing local
unpact,

Thanks for your consid eration and proper action. 1 can be reached at (949) 400-9435.

Rest regards,

Annie Chen

DOC # N
e . ' 0 i S
WO 120D eI m M S
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LETTER 21
Raymond C. Corbell
2745 Peich Trge St.

 Hemsk, CA 92545
Home Phone {909):928-2085

Oiclihef 15, 2003

Ragar K. Ralsit, Supervising Englocer
Cannl y: Sauitation Disiricts af kos Angeles-Connty

PO Boxw 4998

Whittigr; A $0607-4998 Ref: DEIR Notics of Sept. 30, 2003
: Re LWRP: 2020 Facilites Plar
Dear Mr. Raksit;

Trespense 19 your reguest for gormtients Tegarding e elzenced DIEIR, T offor the lptlowing: vE
! am therowner of -4 S-ucre pascel at the nordivwestern intersection of Ave.E and 200th Steel - direiisly 1 this
path of what-yourfnap. shioleeas diagriculiral arga, Thave heenhielding and paving taxes on the land parcel e
over 48 years-in e expeciation el the Sarrpunding drea-wounld o3 uually vilop into higher usy and offor
tewards o fhe nvestmznt, Your propami planvis dmnppumung i that it ensures-hmt the land can-never develop
for highes ke,

1 n,wgnsfc thit roclamation prijetts Suci 65 you Proposs arg Heceessary aud I would be tetally suppartive,
if-you showld vse Eminent Domatn and offer s fairprice for my -parcel of: and. m_E

wammld £ Lorbell

a0t 1708l

1-148
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LETTER 22

Sagar Raksit

From: Theron Day [theron1@mindspring.com)

Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2003 6:47 PM

To: sraksit@lacsd.org -

Subject: EIR: Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Fagilities Plan

Dear Sirs;

My Name is Theron Day, | live at 47421 N. 80" St. East Lancaster Ca., within the effective proposed area ofthe
present EIR. _ |

My wife grew up here on the East Side of Lancaster, We married and have lived here for many years, my
grangchildren are now living here on the east side of Lancaster, and within a year | plan on ratiring right here, and
youl tell me Ul have to move, o give up my families dreams, to hell you say!

After almost fifty years e fix the problem, we're down 10 another temp fix by taking land from people of the county.
| suppose when we get close 1o the year 2020, it will be figured cut that this was a bad fix, because it won't
process the waste fast enough, so at that time we'll try another temp fix, by taking more land from the peopie. If
we Keep going it will work, because the county will have all the land, and Lancaster will grow no more. Why not do
the job right from the start, and Build a proper processing plant, so the water can be re-used by the Gity, It can't be
that hard to figure out that water is a hot commodity. If your thinking this is the cheapest way to go. yourwrong,
it's only the easiest. At this time Palmdaie is facing the cleanup of the same fix your proposing at the cost of $300
millior. Mayhe the county needs to hire engineers with some perspective to the future of the whole county, not J
just downtown Los Angeles.

Judging from the History of Los Angeles County, there has 1o be a plan for this land, how many developers does

the county have lined up to use this land once they have stolen it. You say this land is to be deveioped for an 29.9
agricultural area that's certainiy going to be difficult, as this some of the richest farm land in the valley already.

Why not use undevsloped land to ruin of which there is plenty.

Theren Day

11/19/2003 : 1-149



LETTER 23

- Dr Sagar Raskit =~ ' '
Counnty Sanitation: Districts of Los Angcles County
11955 Warkman Miil Road
' Whittier, CA 906075422

Z Dec 03

Dear DrRask.t, | R

i apo]omze for the lateness of these comrents so 1 m&l keep them brief and centered on
the most Impertam issucs. | considered that it may be too laie however one of the

oversights (mumber 1) is severe enough to war‘ant com1d€rat10n evenif cﬂmmpnted on
late. . _

1. Thc ETR does nof mention the presencc Qf & v»h:te facsd 1b!5 rookery at P1ut-=- Ponds
This was made know to the Sanitation Department during a Lahontan Water Quality
Controt Board meéeting, No one knows what attributes are at Piute that have created the
perfect conditions for the existence of this rockery of its high fledgling suceess rate.
* Withomt knowing what attributes have contributed to the mokcry s existence, any change
in the system st Piute Ponds should be considered & potentiaily significant impact given
' the rarity of such a rookety. Rookery areas for white face ibis are rated by the CNDDR
as S1 (state 1) (extremely endangered: <6 viablé occurrences or < 1000 mdav;duaks, or
<2,00.acres of occupied habitat) and under DEG ag CSC (California special concern _
species) and FWS as MNBMC (migratory nonganse birds of management concem). Yet
0o meniion is even mentioned of the existence of the white faced ibis at Piunte Ponds.
This is 2 severe oversicht on the part of the EIR and should require serious evaluation
before deciding on a course of action that may impacl waler guality at Piute Ponds sither

by cutting the’ ﬂow by 2/3s or by cutting off the overflow into Rosamond Diry Lake, You '

state that Piite will be maintained dt it’s cwrent size yet the fiow to Plute is to be o
significantly - please explain how this will allow maintsnance of the same acrcage, This
decreass adds another 4 mgd to the proj ected flow that nﬁ,ﬁs 10 be managed.

pea

. Piute Ponds is airﬂa&y in &n c}nstmg SEA yet this 15 not mentioned in the EIR an]y a
preposed SEA is mentioned. How are you mitigefing for impacts in a 8EA? Thisismot - ~
well detailed in this document and 8o can not be ad.ecp.a‘teiy v aluated

-y

3. The_’ EIR is woefully lacking in its consideration of viabl;_aitcmaﬁvcs.' There was
actually only ane aliernative evaluated - agriculraral use. Many aliernatives were
eliminzted due 16 their inability to mest the objective to “ensure recycled water of
sufficient guality and quantity is available 10 satisfy emerging mumclpal reuse nceds.”

As an example, constructed wetlands could be dev eloped to return the watet for reuse
once 1t has gonc through the wetland process, this conld also have been accomplished at
Piute Ponds, Did you consider enlarging Apollc Park? Alterhatives shouid be found and
evaluated and clearly presented in the FIR so the decision makers can look at the whole
scenario of potcmm.’ﬂ viable alternatives, This document reads as a “decision made™

documen: not a decision making documcnt as rcqmrcd bv law, Also “sufficient” needs to
be-defined in this Dbjﬁ'»‘{},\.’e

1150
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4. 1 find it interacting that Edwards AFB was not considared as a potential 1and use site
-due to “encroachment concerns” that wore never evaliated 1o deforming if they really
exist but the consideration of removing somimunity members from their homes through
imminent domsin without further evalustion of other alternatives is. Are community
members and their land less important? I suggest vou evaluate the use of EAER land in -
many respects; storage, Plute Ponds'enhancement/enlargement, use of maximum winter
overfllows to Rosamond Dry Laks, etc. Alternatives should also put forward cost figures

so the deeision makers and the public know what each alternative would cost since this is
Bmded primarily by the fax payez’s

5.- The EIR stazes that efﬁiuen‘c mdlxcéd dry Wﬂaiher Uverﬂows have net oceurred the last
- 3 years Jue to better effluent management. This indicatas that nuisance” overflows can
be managed by betier praciices yet this is not a pari of any of the alternatives, An
Bffluent Managemert Plan should be developed that incorpotatss the last three vear's
managernent to assist in meeting the District’s goals. In addition, please note the
RWQCB only reqmred “nuisance” flows be eliminated not all as has been stated in your

document.” This is mzslcadmg and appears 1o be intended to obfuscate what is actually
required. . : :

6. Under significant impacts the EIR nofes that there is no mitipation measures available
for the elimination of the loss of mudfiat habitat. I believe California Department of Fish
and Game have used purchased land of similar habitat ag mitigation for the loss of
habitat. This should be considered as part of the projects costs. Or better yet, use some
of the other clay pans around Piute Ponds to produce mudfiat habitat as a replacement.

- The mitigation measure for impact 4.3-8, water quality impacts due to elimination of over .

flowg is t0 work with EAFB if and when the water quality is imipacled. Thisisnota
mitigation measure and the District has been unable 1o work with EAFD to date to
manage the effluent. Why would this be expeeted 1o work afier the fue.

The Distriet has hod several offers by experts to assist in this evaluaiion.,_ yet ta daie none
of them bave been contacied. Perhaps the District should consider using some of this
local expertise. There are quite a few errors in the biological partiofs of this document.

These are the major comments I bave on this document. ¥ is clear in reading it and in the
comments made during the 18 Oct 43 mesting thatthe dacision has bzen made and that
this EER is not a decision making document. 1 hope that the District reconsider its path

" and chooses fo restart the FIR proecss and this time truly develop a clear evaluation of 2ll
the viable alternatives leaving the pelitics out of it, If EAFB land is fairly evaluated to
include its encroachment concerns it may be determined io be a poor alternative but at
Teast the community would know it is having to sacrifice because thare is no other choice.

Sincerely,

Wanda Deal
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LETTER 24

November 13, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engincer

County Sanitation Disiricts of Los Angeles County
PO Box 4998

Whittier CA 90607-4998

Dear Sagar K. Raksit:

We are writing this letter concerning the notice for the development of the Lancaster
Waler Reclamation Plant 2020, District 14.

We own the property located al VAC/VIC Ave B12/23 STW Caliche CA

Our concern is the projects impact on our property. Based on Figure 1 |abeled Porential
Footprint of LWRP 2020 Plan Siorage Reservoirs and Agriculiural land, it looks like an
alternate storage rescrvoir may be built right on or next to our property. Since we were
unable to attend the hearing that was held on October 29, 2003, we would like {o know
the Sanitation Distriet’s and the County’s intention on the acquisition of the required land
to make the Plant 2020 Facilities Plan a success.

Furthermore, we would like to know if there is a summary available on the ontcome of
the public hearing that was held on Octeber 29, 2003 at the Lancaster City Hall.

Thank you so much for your help on this matter and we look forward to hearing from
you.

Respectfully,

i

s At ] Rty s ,_-E:E.i_\ _ﬁ_ g e
Alexander & Paraluman Del Campo

4486 Chatham Road

Suilolk VA 23435

757.538.1420

DOC #

WOW 2005 B . ] 202953% (RB&MSU{‘ <

1-152




.LETTER 25
Wovember 16, 2002

Sagar K. Rakeit, SEEEfVJa11“ Engimecr
Firancial Manaaenﬂnt BuddiLMﬁHL
Coumty oanltat?cﬂ District of L.A. County.

Dasr Sir:

mmmmnd

Having resided at and done business at the sorosr of 93th 3t. East
and Ave.'E' for nearly forty vears (simce 1963), it seems to me that any
ugable water is batter than no water.

I've seen visibility limired to thirty feet from gnion fi-ld dust
from active farming and have liter=lly been Duried with tumblewesds from
abandoned aifalfa fields omce used for fsrming. The noarby undarproumd weter
has been found to he contaminared with ewotic chemicals from Bdwards Air-—
force Base and the air, which is often dust laden wnd smoks poliuted, couldn't
siell any worse than it does when the local alfalfa Fislds are fortilized
with arimel waste from the np*chhovhcod dairy. Strangers ;T@Gueﬁt;y a2k
"¥hat is the horrible emell

I can see nio raa&son zn protest a plan that promisas to reclaim
waler and return healihy wepetstion to this srea.

Jinceraly,

-...-.-—-----' pia

25;;;ffi;"‘““ﬁ f‘) -
— ,V
J “4i3;5§£ W, Iﬁﬁika &iﬁéangﬁh‘“‘_"'

; Property Owmer
v 48406 No. 90th 5t. Easr
/ - Lancaster, CA 93535
{661} 718-1265
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- LETTER 26

Frank 1. Elling
9773 E. Ave. H
Lancaster, Calif. 93535 MNovember 14, 2003

Re: 1. A Co. Sanitation Dustriet 14 DEIR 2003

¥'m responding to the District 14 2003 DEIR and find the report extremely facking in
depth and highly suspicious as to contrived statements constructed to deceive the general
public of environmental concerns in the draft propesal. The DEIR is not written i the
general publics written communication level, nor is the report using measurements, ete.

in general populations knowledge base. This is a dumb-down DETR . T have narrowed
down seven major areas of environmental concern either entirely left out and or dumb-
downed by report content. ’m responding specifically te the DEIR but I de include
remarks as to the Draft Proposal versus writing 1wo separate letlers, The following are the
TNJjOr areas’

1. Valley Fever {valley fever.com) forced citizen inoculation and spread of a 1996 &
2002 terrorist act prohibited bio-terrorism infeetions disease fungos by 4.5 plug tons of
project dust annually, Can Los Angeles County Sanitation Depariments and Health
Departments Management give citizens & 100% confidence that this proposal will not
cause a single spread of cocci-fungus infections disease? If not, then LA County
management is expressing a philosophy of lordship over citizen’s health and even their
very lives by madern lottery. Whom will breath the District 14 fungus infested disease
dust?. SEARCH internet: cocct, UC DAVIS, University of Arizona, Tucson, Bakersfield,
Calit News, .

NO LA CQ. MANAGEMENT SELF-SPECIAL-INTEREST
ACT OF--AV.CITIZEN FORCED (by dust) DISEASE
INNOCULATION NOR SACRIFICE BY LOTTERY OF
CITIZEN’S HEALTH OR LIVES FROM LOS ANGELES

COUNTY PROJECT !!!

COCCI-FUNGUS UNKNOWNS CAN & HAVE CA USED 10°S
OF THOUSANDS VALLEY FEVER CASES PER YEAR IN
BAKERSFIELD, CALIF. AND ARIZONIA.

2. AV’s man-made soil erosion, AV's man-made unnatural large particle erosion by
stream and channel high impact movement versus natural surface sheeting adobe clay
slow movement as to low impact on environment, The potential of large particle fast
movement onto proposed agriculfure sites and through as well to EATB at high financial
cost of clean-up an-or repairs to fields or EAFB property,

This issue is also of importance as to Edward’s Air Force Base physical property, land,
soil toxicity damage as to Air Force use of dry lake beds and aircraft dry lake bed
DOs # -
[Tt N S ey P . '
MOV 1T 03 mdizn | 30200( | eﬁ_,k/i [1- AN
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landings. The Air Force Mission could be greatly curtailed with dry lake loss for landing -
planes and as military staging areas, as well as, the infactious cocci-dust health effects on
military personnel and their dependants. The draft nor the TPEIR state this high risk of
fivod erosion damage to Sanitation Districts Draft proposals future projects costs.

Valley Fever is also a large threat due to suspect erpsion and air exposure by erasion
from the unknown of cause to high cocci-blooms oceurrence. The erosion may well
expose cocet HOT-sites left behind by past Indians waste dumping, animal remains
dumps, past and present agrieulture dumps, rodents killed in agticulture areas in large
numbers for control, ete, for unknowns. Los Angeles Counly Sanitation District 14
canmot MITIGATE & FLOOD! High nisk proposal at citizen’s loss.

NO UNNATURAL FLOOD EROSION OR CHEMICALS,
INFECTIOUS DISEASES ONTO OUR USA FEDERAL EAFB
PROPERTY!

3. The DEIR fails to recognize: Aalfa nitrogen polluiion, by the plants past AV
alfalfa ficld abandonment’s and by future livestock consumption of thousands of tons
of nitrogen. The lack of regulations concerning private and commercial dumping in the
ground by nitrogen abasdonment in the millions of pounds annually and still in the
Antelope Valley soil today must be addressed by the DEIR. The plant abandonment issue
is past dumping since 1952 alfaifa cultivation ef 99.000 acres in the area of nearly 30
million poundy of nitrozen release from alfalfa field abandonment. Where is it?

WHATS WRONG WITH THIS DEIR NMP (Nor MY PROBLEM)
POSITION? NITROGEN FROM TOILETS TO DISTRICT 14
TOAFALFA TO LIVESTOCK URINE/NITROGEN ON THE
GROUND! TRAIN LIVESTOCK TO USE TOILETS? | DON’T
THINK $0!

The 30 million pounds figure is caleulated from an average of 300 Ths, ALFALFA
uitrogen per acre times 92, 000 acres of alfalfa by mature plant root nodules storage
capacity at zhandonment. Where’s the nitrogen today?

Water, air and sotf toxicity are effected by unknown water soluble nitrogen release into
the AV environment, and so, alfalfa is a poltution high risk plant from the past and now
into the fiture, especially in a low-rainfall dry desert environment. The desert

environment must be given understanding as to variables not existing in wet areas of
rainfall by the DEIR. Alfalfa poses a significant environmental threat as to field
abandonment in a dry desert environment due to NO post plant growth!

The future LWRP alfulfa hay production for animal consumption s fully ignored by

the DEIR as to its” envirommental effects, Here are three ways to look at this and a fourth
recognition of disinformation and outright deception:
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* The LWRP alfalfa bay production at highest possible level of production

is 14,000 acres X 7 tons per acre X 501bs. nitrogen per ton=4,9 million pounds of
nitrogen potential for poorly or unregulated AV pollutian by poor livestack
training to use public toilets. Daaaal
*  The LWRP alfaifa consumption hy dairy caws primanly whom produce
425-260 Ibs. of nitrogen per year each caw in their digestion dumped onto the
ground in a non-closure system dairy farm in a AV flood plain is high risk. At one
cow per acre X 14,000 acres is: 260Ths. X 14,000 cows=3.6 miflion lbs of
nitragen pollution per vear on the ground. Fully regulated or unregulated? The
DEIR fails to address 3.6 million Ihs of nitrogen pollution as effect from
Sanitation District drafl proposals,
® The LWRP alfalfa consumption by private horses, sheep, goats, etc,
without any regulations to prevent soil contact and water soluble run-off during
scasanal rams as to cause pollution concentration in AV water aguifer and EAFB
dry lakes soil toxicity.
*  The DEIR NITRATES deception or unknowns? On page 4-69 under title
“Nitrates™ accurs the biggest mumbo-jumbo of words and disisformation to be
found anywhere else in the DEIR. Why?
1. “LWREP effluent nitrate concentrations average 2.69 mg/L in 2002.”
»  The problem with this sentence is what it does not say! Is the
effuent the exact same wirate level now pumped to Neberker ranch
onto their alfalfa in soil and or will it be the same ont pew alfalfa ficlds
proposed in Draft? What is the actual level in ponnds per acre-per acre
foot of effluent in soil?
2. “However, nitrogen in other forms (ammouia and Kjeldahi nitrogen) tends
{0 convert 1o nitrate when applied to soils, increasing overall nitrate
toading ™ :
= This sentence fully fails to deliver factual information as to allow the
public to discern from it the actual pounds of mtrogen per acre-per acre
foot of effluent fo be applied in the draft proposals. What level of nitrogen
ner acre in pounds 100%-P-K?

DEIR failure to release for public knowledge factual nitrate levels of fields application
by per paunds-per acve foot or any factual measurement of efffuent nitrate level in
proposed field disallows public conmment and provides ample reason for public distrust
of ASA and Sanitation District’s intent is so doing such a deception of a critical high
pollution DEIR element,

3. “Hxisting groundwater concentrations of nitrate in the eastern and western
agriculture arcas are not known.”

This DEIR sentence condemns any public suppart of the Draft praposals concerning
agricultural areas and shows for aver twanty years (20} Sanitation District 14 has
failed ta pratect by testing at Nebeker ranch (western agriculiure} surrounding ground
waters. The issue enlarges when also the public considers the Sanitation District
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munagement’s failure to have foets for DEIR eﬂecfing cfflueni-nitrute future
application capahilities if the prqawal wes or is approved, The public cannot find any
confidence from this realization in Sanitation District’s management professional
inabilities te nceess ar collect pecessary facts in order for the public DEIR disclosure to
he fulfilled and progress forward.

¥ The Sanitation District management must explain the logs of time and

their failure to collect “Existing groundwater concentrations of mifrate. .. ™
1n these areas pre this Draft proposal.

®  The Sanitation District management must further explain the absence
of Nebeker Ranch-groundwater nitrate levels and actual alfalfa in field
nitrogen levels from effluent irrigation for the last twenty (20) years .

“Past agricultural fertilizer apphcations may have resulted in residual
nitrates in the groundwater.”

The BIGGEST nnknown of alll The DEIR exposes the Achilles heal of the
agrimlmm! Diraft proposal by Los Angeles County Sunitation District 14. Where did
all the “past™ 99,000 acres of alfalfa nitragen fixation nodules molecules floar off
too? Where’s the livestock such us chickens, turkeys, goats, harses, sheep, etc, mlr(raen

located?

LF

“Alfalfa efficiently removes mitrogen from soils and 1rr1gau(m water, and
should provide adequate nitrogen remaval.”

»  This scntence again refiises to provide the public with true numbers as
to alfalfa need of nitrogen in pounds per acre and accurate alfalta
information as 10 foxicity by over nitrogen application to a legume
ammonia air fixation plant with NO need of ad d1t10na1 nitrogen
application as DEIR proposes to do.

® The word “SHOULD” does not provide the confidence tevel when
£163 million is being proposed in sewer fees and the eminent domain
threats for private property owners are at issue. SHOULI?

“Maintaining nitrogen content of the efflucnt to match the agronomic rate
required by the crop and minimizing application of fertilizer would
minunize: the potential for groundwater to be contaminated by nitrates
from the land-apphied efftuent.”

»  Again the Deir is speculating with $163 milion dollars with no well
known State or private agricultural expert statemenis 1o back up this
toakish speeufation 1o a public document.

* The DEIR has never nor does establish what the ACTUAL-nitrogen
content is por does.the DEIR truthfully state that Alfalfa is a—air ammonia
fixation legume--and-doesty't need additional nitrogen application for
growh,
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»  Additional nitrogen application cavses poor stemey plant growth,
mereased weeds and can cause plant toxcity harmful to animals and dairy
products for human beings consumption.

® 30 million pounds plus of nitrogen abandonment since
1952 in the Antelope Valley. |

* Draft proposal cannot proceed without critical facts
provided to public and past nitrate abandonment is studied
Jor pollution effects and that it won’t bankrupt the LWRP
Draft agriculture expenditures.

STOP 30 7O 50 MILLION POUNDS OF NITROGEN
POLLUTION OF AV’S WATER AQUIFER AND EAFB DRY
LAKE BEDS on FEDERAL LAND!

No to EAFB Lakes=Santa Monica Bay POLLUTION in
the High Desert!

¥ Alfglfs feed TOXTCITY is left out of the DEIR. Alfalfa over fortilized with
nitrogen versus natural air N2 fixation as District 14 proposes can Kill animals

and alse cause extreme heatth conditions in humans, even deztl, especially in
children whom drink animal mitk from toxic dairy animals. Will the Sanitation
District have the knowledge of this health threat, the DEIR does not, will testing

be done of hay and enough contral of the hays usage as feed to prevent any loss of
tivestock or the nitrogen (12) toxic bealth threat to humans_ especially children,

The DEIR does not address this issue. o

NO EA CO. POISONING OF FEEDSTOCKS OR DAIRY
PRODUCTS BY WASTE WATER NITROGEN DUMPING!

4. Livestock waste pollution, of past and present, private and commercial
apricuttures, as well as, firlure increases caused by district 14 increased alfaifa

production, grass or livestock feed grown as to cause the effect of ground dumping and so
release to pollute AV environment in the millicns of pounds anmalty offfrom past and
present years and into the futare. Animals don’t use toilets!

NO HIDING OF ALFALFA HIGH RISKS &
ALFALFA’S/LIVESTOCK FEEDING=IS HIGH NITROGEN

INCREASED POLLUTION!
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»  Again, alfalfa is a pollution high risk plant when
consumed by animals for feed and animal waste that’s
not contained in a closed system. Los Angeles Connty
Sanitation District proposal is: in the DEIR and Drafis
scope as to—not their/my problem (NMP}—allows the

effects by millions of pounds annually hitting the AV soil,

water, air without any regulations of, or to pollution
health and financial costs. Those costs in the present or
future will be paid by individual citizens, cities, county,
state or federal tax payers for clean-up of thls

unregulated pollution. -

e d

NO SWEEPING NITROGEN/COCCI-FUNGUS DUST UNDER

THE RUG OF PAST-PRESENT-FUTURE AGRICULTURE
NITROGEN/ORGANIC WASTE POLLUTION EFFECTS
TODAY!!!

5. Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant (LWRP) reservoir construction in the DEIR o

fails to address the highest significant citizen danger of infectious disease of ta cause
Valley Fever outbreaks and even citizen deaths. The public was/is deprived of
information as to where reservoir earth aggregates are to be dug from and what direct
street avenues the truck transport will travel on in order to self-protect from infectious
disease. Further, if the soil will be tested or can be tested for Coceidicides immitis
fungus spores and number count concentration numbers of fungus spores. Alse if the soil
can be 100% sterilized of cocci-fungus spores before transport and durmg constraciion
phase of project.

= The issue of reservoir construction is farther complicated as to scientific
studies needed stifl to be developed to determine cocci-spore dust air-borne open
reservoir contamination to be later air sprayed at agricultural alfzlfa fields. Can
the Sanitation District Confederdtion management give 100% confidence to the
public of no infectious disease spreading by District 147 Does Los Angeles
County have a higher standard in this proposal than private Corporate Agricultire
as ta spread of infectious disease for profit motives?

NO L4 CO. JOINING PRIVATE BUSINESSES SPREADIN G
OF INFECTIOUS DISEASE BY FUNGUS-DUST!

6. The ASA DEIR presenis a common thread of statements showing a lack of concern

for the proposals causes-—of as to the totality of environmental effects from their proposal.

1 can only conclude that the ASA and Sanitation management are fully comfortable with
the drawing of lines and points within parameters to hide information or Los
- Angeles County responsibility of the obvious tree effects of their draft proposal cause,
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= But the public gengrally are not knowledgeabie to the effects by such proposal
causes and so vuinerable te deception by dumb-down government management
statements. The DEIR 1s constructed to the greatest proposal achievement and the
ASA, LA County management has allowed its” construction to be fimited for
public response period to see if issues are exposed by public statements, not hy
professional standard upfront in the DEIR itself in my opinion. The public trust is
broken by this DEIR.

END LA Co. MANAGEMENT’S POWER OF SELF-SPECIAL-
INTEREST AND PRIVATE SPECIAL INTEREST FOR
FRIENDS!!! THE COUNTIES WIN-WIN IS PUBLIC LOSSES
IN THE MILLIONS. S
7.Edward’s Air Foree Base. The DEIR treats EAER, the Air Force Mission, the Federal

tand environment protection as—not their/my problem{NMP). In fact, I would auestion
LA Counties lack of cancern solely on the business as usual practice of seeing financial
opportunity into Los Angeles County from firture Federal monies for their causes to
environmental pollution effects on the EAFB. The use of EAFB as the Antelopa Valley's
chemtcal polfution dumping ground comparable to the Santa Monica Bay pollution

sediment toxicity levels is gross Los Angeles County governmental mismanagement in
my opinion. \

LA Connty fails to confront controversial issues bet ween business and citizen interest
conflicts seemly as a matter of policy. LA County is locked into a crisis mode of reaction
versus a prevention mode when business interests are involved as to issues. Especially
when LA County management own self-serving business interests are concerned and 50
expresses z true measurement of LA Co. management inability 1o serve all interest
equally versus to rule for self County benefit. LA CO. MANAGEMENT--a competing
self special interest group. The BIGGEST!

PROTECT OUR LONG-TIME FRIEND USA EAFB FROM LA
CO. MANAGEMENT’S CORRUPT ENVIROMENTAL
MINIPULATIONS FOR COUNTY FINANCIAL
PROFITEERING! "

NO MENTAL MASSAGE THERAPY BY POLITICIANS, JUST
THE FACTS, ALL AT ONCE IN A PUBLIC PLACE OF PRO
& CON DEBATE!

EXPANSION OF PREVIOUS ISSUES:
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1 The first is the most troubling since as an environmental issue holds the greatest safety,
health and even foss of life importance, The DEIR ignores a dangerous agricultural,

construction and roadway dust transported infectious disease, called Valley Fever (valley

tever.com). Los Angeles Counties Sanitation confederation employees and ASA
contacted the LA Co. Health Departiment, Kern County health Department and
Agricultural Departments, yet no mention in DEIR of Valley Fever dust as an
environmental concern for animals nor human beings, The absence of such information
and declaration shows a high level of mcompetence by ASA and the Sanitation district as
well as other applicable LA County Departments. The infectious disease by cocei-fungus
15 endemic to the AV soil and s stifl mouch is unknawn as to its” growth and why
occasional—blooms oceur infecting hundreds if not thousand of citizen and animals.
Clocei 15 listed on the 1996 and 2002 Terrorist acts as a bic-terrorism potential weapon.

A major unknown of COCCIDIODES IMMITIS FUNGLIS SPORES is their growth in
AV soils and why—blooms oceur causing hundreds if not thousands of citizen's
infections as in Bakersfield high infections tallies. The unknown must first be resolved
for public safety before further cocai-laden dust by Los Angeles County is stirred up in
our already high AV cocci-laden agriculture and construction dust filied air.

A major tocus must be to the obvious infections of archeology ( Indian sites have
numerous high individual infections ontbreaks) and agrieultural worker outbreaks in
specific digs or farming fields. We may well be making such speafic high spare blooms.
by unwisely—huilding man-made Cocci-fungus incubators~with agriculture wastes such
as animal body dumping, organic farm vegetable/plant dumping, human waste, past

- widespread poultry burials, livestock animal waste dumps, and illegal hurnan trash
burials.

The LA County Sanitation Confederation and local District 14 ate proposing to increase
cocci-laden dust by 4.5 tons per year mimnumally and with our high desert wind
surges, may well be many times that amount at any given year. Los Angeles County
employees and ASA are seemly following agricultures high risk business plan and
participating in providing potential dust transmission vehicle for the worst case
bioterrorism act to oceur in the Antclope Valley,

No bioterrorism AGRICCULTURAL OR CONSTRUCTION

dust plume vehicle transporter OF INFECTIOUS DISEASES!

Los Angeles County management seemly has adopted disease spreading—I OTTERY
BY COUNTY GOVERNMENT approach along side with Corporate agriculture/land
developers/water right holders/fiture commercial land lease holders masquerading as
only dirt farmers. Also, both of these entities seem to fully understand the nature of their
activity and are proceeding with Kern Counties/Bakersfield poticy of business first and
so—forced unknown to citizén, their inocutation by cocet laden dust approved by Los
Angels County managemment officiats, '
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Where infections disease spreading and forced inoculation has been oceurring by
Agriculture in California; 1 believe we are seeing the fist incidence where a California
County Government (Los Angeles County} has chosen to actively participate for
government self gain in the modern corruption of—rule over citizens safety, health and
even life itself-death by lottery-and 3o human sactifice activity in Old World British-Euro
Capitalism stvle of rule.

The LOTTERY is the simple result of the cocci-dust transmission unknowns as to whom
will get the infection, but LA County knows same will, but does not warn citizens
direetly nor face financial hability upfroat in this District 14 DEIR publication.

Los Angeles Counties Sanitation Districts position that—some citizens must be sacrificed
for the greater good of their proposal, if this is their philosophical position, in addition to
the now must be recognized factor of greater County government rule by this dumb-
downing DEIR and low public understanding of the issues by County information.
restrictions.

The clear County choice to apply a blind-eye to the cooci-dust issue shows to me ASA
and County departments lack independence from special interests, but the greatest special
interest ts the County management and employees themselves as to salary increases,
carcer advancements in LAC Gov. and their post private business opportunities. As well
as, the greed driven desire to obtain large plots of private land for Los Angeles Counties
guvernment ownership and fiture profit, and so drives County management to such loss
of public trust. Bill Gates would be proud of 1.A County management!

2. Erosion is an important significant issue in the District 14 proposal and for the greater
Auntelope Valiey today, as well as Edward’s Air Force Base as Federal property. The
nafural erosion beging at the south Angeles Crest mountains watershed with rapid speed
large ageregate stone streams and channels down onto and with flatter valley elevation
decline ramfall onto EAFB dry lakes. The valley floor itself has a natural sheeting rain
run-off of adobe clay small ageregare (muddy water) transport to EAFB, of which 1s the
dry lake bed construction and the barrier wall of the Lancaster underground water aquifer
storage.

Today with man-made disturbances the valley floor largely by agriculture and partly by
construction of roads/buildings has become a changed environment as to erosion. Today
we see the development of streams and channels movement of large volumes of greater in
size of aggregates laden with chemical waste toward EAFR dry lakes. The Lirtlerock
flooding is now expanding inte flood channels that have reached within three (3) miles
of EAFB property. Since largely agriculture has tilled the soil down three (3) feet or
more, erosion is greatly increased by such loose soil. The issue is not if, but when the
rapid down pour of rain accurs thal moves thousands of tons of Valley soil ontoe the dry
lake beds with water soluble chemicals too. It will be, the cause of sediment toxicity on
Federal land.
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The LWRP facilitios are today and future planed facilities are susceptible to this flooad
and are a in high of demage costing millions of dollars to replace. The DEIR fails to
consider such an environmerital event. The “ranch™unnamed by DEIR} in the Eastside
proposal is another high risk operation for erosion by flood. The “ranch” 1s listed as a
California-industrial waste facility. The cow dairy farm of over 1500 cows taday, it has
an annual production capacity of “mitrogen” glone in the 1500 X 225 Ibs, per cow, per
year= 375,000 annual aitrogen pounds. The dairy is fully engulfed in a flood plan that
the 1.A County Zoning depts. requires a two-three foot high residential buslding
foundation height due to flood level. The man-made up elevation flood diversions,
compacted County roads, agriculture 3 foot deep tillage has already begun the increased
streams/channels development for larger and larger flood movement across the dairy feed
lots and onto EAFR Faderal property. The DEIR fatls to report the increased ernsion
tonnage onto EAFB, dry lake beds and any level of chemical transference from AV flood

drainage from the “ranch” industrial waste aperation. N

3. The DEIR statement on Alfaifa nitrogen fixation is a false statement as to where it
fixes as a legume & from and when it uses the nitrogen stored on plant nodules,

Alfglfa fixes nitrogen from the ammonia in air, not from the water soluble nitrogen i the
soil. So, the DEIR statement shows a ignorance of alfalfa physical processes important to
the Sanitation District proposal. The DEIR fails at this by ignorance or by design. by
design, then ane just must follow the $3$8, POWER & RULERS!

Yes, the greatest market 1s alfalta for the “ranck™ (name left out of report by ASA) daury
cows or other livestock that dump and urinate onto the ground in greater pollution levels
than the Sanitation District’s effluents contain on average at 90 ibs {DEIR states in m/l,
uncommon measirement to general population=dumb-down) nitrogen per acre foot of
water. The Sanitation Draft proposes year round effluent watering and se nitrogen could
reach 180 Ths. to 360lbs. nitrogen per acre per vear. Alfalfa growth burn-out and cause of
rapid replanting at District 14 high costs and unebsorbed nitrogen to pollute water aquifer
and down stream to EAFB dry lakes sediment toxicity.

The dairy cow nitrogen wasie production from eating the alfalfa from the acre effluent
watered is 3 to 4 times greater as in cause to effect. In other words, the effluent 90Ibs of
human nitrogen as to District 14 Draft cause becomes 225-250 Ths. of per cow annual
mirogen onto the ground. If one adds that to the S0Ibs. of human plus 250Ibs. of cow,
now each field acre will have to absorb 340lbs each year plus of nitrogen waste or 500~
600 1hs. with increased irrigation. The problem is alfalfa needs no nitrogen or as little as
40 Ibs upon first year for seedling growth. Another problem is regulation and
trapgportation of the chemicals. Can the public trust the dairy farmers to self regulate?
What past history of the Dairies waste management proves public should trust?

Alfalfz over fertilized with nitrogen is TOXIC to animals and to children whom drink
ilk, Unnatural {natural is air ammonia fixation) alfaifa fertilization by human nittogen

or animal nitrogen must be tested before animal or human consumption direetly of by
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indirect product (milk, cheese, dairy products) for toxicity levels. Can the public trust the |
dairy farmers to self regulate?

What 15 the alfalfa replant schedule?
What is 10 happen with the Alfalfa sold or contract grown or leased land to grower grown
alfalfa as to its” consumption and waste praduced?

What of the waste from alfalfa hay production as to its’ unregulated ground sail
pollution?
How many pounds of nitrogen is going to be released from alfalfa bay consumption by
privaie ammals?
How much will District 14 receive in FEES from alfalfa land leases? —
4.Livestock waste pollution. The Antelope Valley is & different and unigue agricultural
crop growing aren. The difference stems from western USA water pumping and land
trrigation practices. The fact we have low-rainfall incapable of large grass growth vear-
round is important to consider. Take for example, the alfalfa field abandonment issue as
1o thas importance. If this had occurred in a eastern high rainfall vear-round area, the
nizrogen would have been used up by future grass growth. But here in the AV high desert,
little or no nitrogen take-up accurs post field abandonment. 300lbs. per acre of water-
sohuble mitreogen is in sail.

When livestock waste is or has been abandoned onto desert land and or spread onto
alfalfz fields as fertilizer above the plants needs, the nitrogen as a water-soluble chemical
can and does migrate to adjacent desert areas. Alfalfa irrigation watering migrates off of
fields out hundreds of feet onto/inta non-farm properties transferring chemicals out. Also,
adjoining farm: field operations can increase chemical concentrations along mutual farm
borders. -

The Antclope Valley has had a peak of 92,000 acres of alfalfa production with nitrogen
abandoned in plant root nodules. We have had high levels of turkey and chicken
production without N-P-K pollution controls. We have had namerous large and small
cattle, dairy cow feed lots that are pofluted hazardous waste sites littering the Antelope
Valley, The compound pollution effect of the past potiution has not been determined to
allow the Sanitation Districts increases to be implemented or considered as safe activity
for Los Angeles County to engage in today. st

5. LRWP reservoir construction. The issues are clear and that the DEIR fails to warn of
the AV population of the pallution risks of adobe clay reservoir construction.

*  Dust laden Coceidioides iminiles gpores. This is the greatest hurdle for the DEIR to
prove that not one citizen will be infected and provide the citizens irrefutable proof of
such means 1o mitigate. The setting up a fund for lability will never wark in the AV’s
large Christian commumnity. Christians frown on philosophical concepts concerning
human health and literal human life sacrifices. A iability fund would be buying human

health and lifc for exchange of Los Angeles Counties present and future financial profits,
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*  Agthma sufferers increased burden and school children’s exposurs to disease cavnsing
bio-agents.

*  The elderly population will be largely impacted as to breathing burden and pre mature
death from complications,

* Black Aftican Americans will bear a greater burden of health and life risks than other
norities. ' _

» Hispanics may overtake Black Aftican Americans in aumber position of cases due to
their AV numbers population increases.

»  Immune-deficient individuals will be af the mghest risk of death from dust

praduction.

*  Children outdoors and males working outdoors will have high increase of dust and

. disease exposure. S

6. The proposals effects are not within the scope of the DEIR, anly the District 14
proposals as fo their cause is within report parameters. The effects of the atfalfa

production on the AV environment is absent in the DEIR. The effects onto EAFB
property is absent in the DEIR. The compound effects of nitrogen abandonment is absent
in the DEIR. The effects of a widely known infectious fimgus (valtevfever.com) is absent
in the DR - o

Ones conclusion has to be that the ASA DEIR is not an independent statement but the
Sanitation district’s awn poor attempt at public deception.

7. The issues are for EAFB the fallowing; R

»  Beocoming the future Santa Monica Bay of the hugh desert with hundreds of milbons
dollars for clean-up from Los Angeles’ Counties—not my problem--posiiion (NMP).
.®  Dry lake beds sediment ioxicity levels effects on AF mission by AV water and air
erosion onto dry lakes.

" A National security threat by domestic or foreign terrorists using (Cocci, Anthrax,
efc.) the dust storms to disperse chemical and biological agents over the Air Force base
aud residential hapsing,

s The flonding of FAFR roads and AV roads designated as military transport avenues
during national emergencies. This includes the use of sabotage of Littlerock Dam.

»  The effects of increased sediment erosion onto dry lake beds disaliowing their use for
air-craft landing in the future. '

»  The future effects of agricultures N-P-K- fartilizer acids and chemicals on military
huildings and airoraft.

= The higher costs of military health care for Air Force personnel, civilians and EAFB
children’s right to good health and long lives in a clean environment | e

Addinonal comments:
The studies by UC Davis experts and others seem fo state the obvious as to a vast of ™™}

H
UNKNOWNS in Valley Fever research. Important arcas of unknowns is the case of E
cocei-blooms (high spore counts) and the mability 1o test soil or air accuratey for cocct- |
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fungus spares. The follawing may well be the future methads used ta solve this guestiony
of the utknowns, '
= {rime lab PCR testing for DNA of coceidioides immitis spores in dust. The
additional tests for DNA of alfalfa, carmots, omons, ete. in the dust for
tdentification of sources of cocot la,den dust. Also chemical & soil type/ph
identifiers.
= The dmfe:lcapme:nt of extsting techmology by private enterprise of—
PORTABLE ELECTROSTATIC PRECIPITATORS-—combined with small lung
type machine with a culture air-sack entrapment (Yke human lungs) of
microscopic cocoi-fungl dust size particles for proof of dust contamination and
count numbers on cocei-gpores comparable to human lung activity dust intake.
This technology would greatly improve prevention of bioterrorism spread of
eocct-spores as an early warning system in low coecl increased dispersion over
time. Terrorism’s ability to slowly stress out health care and costs as well as
diminish public confidence or trust in government must be considered by public
elected officials. _
= The stady and testing of specific potential HOT-cocci-fungus man-made or
agricultural made sites.
" A study to determine the ORGANIC matter food of cocei-spores in soils and
s0 determine if specific dust field locations have such organic food for cogci. (cont'd)
* A swudy of present agricultures tillage methods and soil pulverization to
greater and greater DUST development as we now see in the carret, onion fields
of the &ntek‘;pe Valley aver past agricultural tillage.
= A study of Corporate agriculture’s tillage of carrot fields lacations m past
years and where and when they pulverize to dust fields today. A question of also
10, if the carrot growers are now dispersing carrat fields in order to disperse
Valley Fever infoction numbers across numercus Counties versus Kern County
alene.
v A giudy of Los Angeles Counties agencies and departments participation and
ar response to the increased Cocci-laden dust increase by agriculture.
* A study of Los Angeles County Sanitation District management knowledge of
Valley Fever dust effects and when, from whom and why they chose to ignore it
n the DEIR.
» A study of Los Angeles County Health Departiment’s managements fack of
puhlic education of and if school children were warned or kept inside during past
AV ENDEMIC cocci-laden dust storms from agriculture field’s pubverized dust.
Education allows public to sell protect.
v A siudy of leeal financial costs alike the medical mal-practice case of. Brian
R. Magana, Magana, Cathcart & McCarthy, Los Angeles, wrongful death case.
The Antelope Valley tesident died and his widow and mother of five won a
settlement for medical mal-practice LOE $100,000. Future LOE $550,000.
Settlesnent $500.000. January 30, 2002,
= A study to determine Los Angeles Counties cnmmal or civil risks as a cocci-
laden dust transmitter inte AV air at g minimum 4.5 tons annually. Also, LA Co’s
risk for non or poor level of public education and Health communication of or
during high seen and unseen microscopic dust transmissien over AV and at or to
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specific locations such as schools, EAFB, residential naighborhoods and loeal and
easiside churches in fields loc_ations.

END LA COUNTY PHILOSOPHICAL POSITION
CONCERNING WHOM THE COUNTY CAN BY LOTT ERY
GIVE FORCED VALLEY FEVER INNOCULATION OR AN
INFECTIQUS DISEASE OF CITIZEN'S SUFFERING AND
DEATH!

NO COLWTY MANAGER’S WITH SUCH AUTHORIATY
OVER CITIZEN HEALTH AND DEATH BY VALLEY
FEVER. | |

STOP! AGRICULTURAL COCCI-FUNGUS DUST NOW!
100%.

NONEW COCCI-DUST BY DISTRIC Ti4 DRA FT
PROPOSALS.

Thank you

Frank 1. Elling

1-167

25-15

(cont'd)




=~




" ANTELOPE VALLEY CHRISTIAN CHURCHES
ALERT!!!

ARE YOUR CHURCHES AND PARISHONERS HOMES CONTA-~-
MINATED BY AGRICULTURES SUPER PULVERIZING TILLAGE
OF AV SOILS? COCCIDIOIDES IMMITIS FUNGUS

~THE COCCI-FUNGUS INFECTIOUS DISEASE SPREADER—
~-A TRUE MONSTER MACHINE DUST AIR DISPERSER—
--VALLEY FEVER.COM---

—~CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING—
LANCASTER MAYOR ROBERTS STATEMENTS ON DUST! REMEMRBER ANY?
LOS ANGELES COUNTY HEALTH ALERTS? DID YOU HEAR THEM? HOW
ABOUT LADHS EDUCATION ON PREVENTION? WHAT ABOUT ALL THOSE
HIGH DUST STORM DAYS AND DIP THEY (LADHS) KEEP THE SCHOOL.
CHILDREN SAFE INDOORS? ‘
DID THE LADHS ALERT ASMATICS, IMMUNE DEFICIENT INDIVIDUALS,
THE FLDERLY OF DISEASE RISKS ON HIGH DUST DAYS? BO THEY?
DID LADHS ALERT QUTPOOR WORKERS TO WEAR MASKS?
DIB LANCASTER MAYOR ROBERTS DO ANYTHING?

I DON'T THINK ANY OF THEM ACTUAL LIVE HERE IN AV. DO THEY?
BUT THEY CHOSE T0 FORCE INNOCULATE BY CITIZEN IGNORANCE OF
COCCELFUNGUS INFECTIOUS DUST HEALTH HAZARDS, THEY CHOSY BY
LOTTERY TRICK OR TREAT DISEASE TO AV CITIZENS BY A DUMB-DOWN
(WE KNOW YOU DON'T) RELATIONSHIP.
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WWW, VALLEYFEVER.COM
CORPORATE AGRICULTURLES.
NEW FORM OF !)GﬁfES Iic T LERROR!

COCCIDIOIDES

FUNG US—BRAIT\ HFIT URES/ MENNIGITIS

AGRICULTURES

FESTICIDES, HFERBICIDLS, INSECTICIDES,
LIFESTOCK=ANTHRAX, NJTRATE/BEISEL=BOME INGREDIENTS

10,000 A.V. HOMES

AFCI Ifﬂﬁ?f‘n | E3E

C OC CI-DUST CONTAMINATED

DRAPES, CARPET, INSULATION, ATTICS, CAKS,

BEDS, CLOSETS. GARAGES 2X4°5, ETC.
COCCLTEST U.C. DAVIS LABORATORY (330) 752-1757
KERN COUNTY HOSPITAL COrCy CLINIO

I T . ]
. k
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LETTER 27

J B Evans
48017 65th St E.
Lancaster, Ca 93535

District 14
P.O. Box 4908
Whittier, Ca 90697-4998

To those making decisions concerning the 2020 plan for the
L.ancaster Water Reclamation Plant,

We (Joshua and Christine Evans) have severe concerns concerning the
2020 plan. We own ten acres and a home at 48017 North 65th Street East
between Avenue E and Avenue F. We are in the process of adding on to
our home and were very surprised by the news of your plans.

1. We put over $16,000 into our home this year. Will we be reenbursed for | 2741
the money we spent? '
2. Will we get enough to move to a comparable home or will we have to
downgrade

3. Qur home and property is our mvestment as we know that this valley is
growing fast and our property value will easily doubie by year 2020 if not 27.3
more. Will you take that into account?

4. Prices in the rest of the AV. have skyrocketed compared to when we

27-2

bought so if you give us Fair Market Value only we’ll be forced to 274
downgrade. Have you considered our welfare? - _
5. Why didn’t we hear of your plans sooner? We received a Ietter a few 27.5
weeks before the public hearing. |

6. We love where we live now, will there be recompense for the fact that 27-6
we'll be losing our home if you are allowed to proceed with your plans? o

7. Is the reclaimed water dangerous for our health? .
8. Will the reclaimed water reach the ground water? What are the affects 27.8
on the valley as a whole f it does?

- 9. If the reclaimed water is a health threat have you considered how close

LR

Eastside Elementary School is as well as the homes that border the land 27-9
you wish for?
10. Will there be any concerns about airborne toxins, the wind biows very 27.10
strong out hera.
11. What affects will your plans have on the wild life in this area? 27-11

DOC . #

M iTGE S o] KaKsit S

1-172




Why not consider the alternatives to your 2020 plan:

1. Reuse of water-Wetlands Project

2. Enlarge Nebeker Ranch-there is 10 $q. Miles between the ranch and the
sewer plant, west of the sewer plant. 27-12
3. Farm around-Fox Air Port-Palmdale Plant #24

4. Recycled water for Municipal use (L.ancaster, Paimdale)

5. City of |.os Angeles World Airport, east of Plant # 42

8. East of the Antelope Valley over the hill-240th St. East, to the county line

Fres:

Thank you for considering our welfare and those around US.

Sincerely,
Joshua Evans
_Chrisﬁne Evans
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LETTER 28

To Whom It May Concemn,

[ am an affected member of the “Eastside Lancaster Homeowners Ass.” My
name is Donna Ferrell. [ have lived on this property most of my kife, 1952
unti] the present, :

I know that progress is not always easy, but I want you to understand what
this means to my husband and T.

First we get a letter indicating we are part of this land grab. Then we are told
we are not included. We are in the process of trying to sell the only asset we
have. If I were looking for a home and property I would NOT consider
investing in this area because I could not be certain whether or not it would
be taken away from me for “Public Works”,

This property is all we have. About fifieen years ago my husband was ,
medically retired. This does not mean we could afford for him not to work.
From that time I have been the only source of income for our family.
Thankfully our house and property are paid for. If we are not able to profit on
our investment we may be forced to seek public assistance. We have had a
comfortable life, not extravagant. We do not run up great debts, we live
within our means. If you take away our only asset, what will become of us.
This 15 the personal side. It does not even begin to speak to the public health
issues involved. |

The County has other options that are a better use of public funds and wiser
reuse of our natural resources. Please consider what you are doing to lives
and land before you destroy both.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Donna Ferrell
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LETTER 29

November 14,2003

Sager K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O.Box 4908 _

Whittier, CA. 90607-4998

Ref: Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Fagilities Plan
Dear Mr.Raksit

We are property owners an the eastside of the Antelope Valiey: on East Ave. E. We are not {0 -
happy with the way the county is trying to push us off our property. | am wondering if | still itve in
America...

The Sanitation District # 14 has several atternative plans. none of three plans are concerned with
cleaning the water so it can be reused. This wili be a costly project, but if it Is not done correctly ,
Lancaster will be in the same mess as Palmdale Sanitation District # 20 is right now,

My Family came to the Valley in 1940, to work on a ranch that dates back 10 1894. | was bom.on
70 ih Street East { The Frisick Ranch ). My wife came to the Valley in 1952, her Family built and
operated a grocery store at 90 th Street East and Ave. E. Where we still live. We chose to live out
in the county, everything we have is in our home and jand.

| am disabled. If Los Angeles County is allowed o push as out it would be a financial and medical

hardship. My home is paid for ,and we don't want to, go into debt to purchase new land and a

new home. What about my prop. # 138 on my home. \We enjoy living in the coumtry. Why are we

being forced to give up everything in our lives so the cites can grow. DONE WE HAVE RIGHTS |
DO WE STILL LIVE IN AMERICA !} '

Sincerel _
Ronaid & Donna Femell _

8101 East Ave. E

Lancaster, Ga. 83535

66-948-1365
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LETTER 30

Qctober 21, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
B. Q. Box 4998 Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Ref Lancasier Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Facilities Plan

Dear Mr. Raksit:

T am an property owner in the proposed castern agricuhwral area which includes 70th
street Fast. 1 am appalled that no consideration has been given to the individual land or
horneowner. We feel that we should have had the right to voice our opinions during the
planning stages for this project not after the fact, Instead of a select few who had
foreknowledge and hope to benefit at the cost of the community.

One of my major concerns with this project is the envitonmental effect it will have on
the groundwater and air quality. All homeowners in this area have their own private
water wells, How many unknown toxins will we be exposed t0? What will the effects
cause to our grandchildren and future generations? With all the less populated land in
the surrounding areas, why are you going 10 miles from where the wastewater treatment
and effluent facilities are located?

Our family homesteaded this property in 1894 for farming purposes. Some of us are still
farming. I am a retited farmer. We chose ta live here and raisc our families. Now you
are forcing us from our homes. My mother-in-law and my self will personally suffer
medical and financial hardships if this project is allowed to proceed. There are also
several other retired persons living in the area who will be affected. Our homes are paid ,
we don't want o go in debt and purchasc new homes. We enjoy living in the peaceful
rural ares with all the wildlife. We have worked hard for what we have. This is
America, many persons from other countries come here t0 begin a new life. But we
who were born and raised here are being forced to give up our homes, Why?

Sincerely, :
; o
;ﬁéﬁ A {'{ AL T fité-/

Barbara Firsick
DOC #
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G avamzaz | 44515 | Pw”r ror T 2

1-176

Amrma v

30-1

30-2

30-3

30-4




Re: Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Facilities Plan, District 14

Copies of the letter to Sagar Raksit, Supervising Engineer have also been sent o

the following persons:

Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
1113 West Avenue M-4, Suite A
Palmdale, CA 9355]

Phone: 661-726-3600

Supervisor Yvonne Burke
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street, Room 866

© Los Angeles, CA 90012

Lancaster City Councik:
Mayor Frank Roberts
44933 Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534
Phone: 661-723-6019

Sen. William J. "Pete” Knight
1008 West Avenue M-17, Suite G
Palmdale, CA 93551

Phone: 661-274-0188

Palmdale City Council:
Mayor Jim Ledford
38300 Sierra Highway
Palmdale, CA 93550
Phone: 661-267-5100

Harold Singer-

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Lahontan Region

2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard

South Lake Tzhoe, CA 961350

Phone: 330-542-5400
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LETTER 31

November 10, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P. O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 906074998

Ref:- Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Facilities Plan
Dear Mr. Raksit:

I am an property owner in the proposed eastern agriculiural arca which inciudes 70th
street East. 1 am not pleased that any consideration has been given to the individual land
or homeowner. It was a real shock to receive a letter from the Sanitation District
raquesting to purchase land and homes in this community for disposal of effluent water.

One of my major concerns with this project is the environmental effect it will have on
the groundwater and air quality. All homeowners in this area have their own private
water wells. How many unknown foxins will we be exposed to7 What will the effects
cause to our grandehiidren and future generations? With all the less populated land in
the surrounding areas, why are you going 10 miles from where the wastewater treatment
and effluent facilitics are located?

There are several alicrnative plans. There should be a greater concern for water -

conservation for the Antelope Valley before we run eut of fresh water for humean
consumption. If the effluent water is processed to a higher level it can be used for parks,
golf courses and city landscaping. 1 feel the wetlands plan is a great idea. If there is 2
need for agricultural expansion continue with the one that is.already in. place on the west
side of the current facilities since there are thousands of acres of vacant land. Use the
monetary savings for a better treatment plant.

Our family homesteaded this property in 1894 far farming purposes.. Some of us are still
farming. Iam a retired farmer. We chose to live here and raise our families. Now you
are forcing us from our homes, My mother-in-law and my self will personally suffer
medical and financial hardships if this project is allowed to proceed. There are also
several other retired persons living in the area who will be affected. Our homes are paid ,
we don't want to go in debt and purchase new homes. We enjoy Living in the peaceful
rural area with all the wildlife. We have worked hard for what we have. This is
America, many persons from other countries come here to begin a new life. But we
who were born and raised here are being forced to give up our homes. Why?

Sincerely,

Batbara Firsick
48157 70th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535
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LETTER 32

November 13,2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P. (. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Ref: Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Faculities Plan, District 14

Dear Mr. Raksit:

I am an property owner in the proposed eastern agnicuttural area which includes 70th
street East. I am not pleased that any consideration has been given to the individual Jand
or homeowner. It was a real shock to receive a letter from the Sanitation District
requesting to purchase land and homes in this community for disposal of effluent water,

One of my major concerns with this project is the environmental effect it wilt have on
the groundwater and air quality. All homeowners in this area have their own private
water wells. Flow many unknown toxins will we be exposed t07 What will the effects
cause to our grandchildren and future generations? With aH the less populated land in

the surrounding areas, why are you going 10 miles from where the wastewater rredtmr:nt

and effTuent facilities are located?

There are several alternative plans.  There should be a greater concern for waler
conservation for the Antelope Valley before we nun out of fresh water for human
consumption. If the effluent water 1s processed to a higher ievel it can be used for parks

golf courses and city landscaping. [ feel the wetlands p]an is a great idea. M thercisa
need for agricultural expansion continue with the one that is already in place on the west |
side of the current facilities since there are thousands of acres of vacant land. Use the™™
monetary savings for a better treatment plant.

Our family homesteaded this property in 1894 for farming purposes. Some of us are still
farming. Iam a retired farmer. We chose to live here and raise our familics. Now you
are forcing us from our homes. My mother-in-law and my self will personally suffer
medical and financial hardships if this project is allowed io procecd. There are also
several other retired persons living i the area who will be affected. Our homes are paid ,
we don't want to go in debt and purchase new homes, We enjoy living in the peaceful
rural arca with all the wildlife. We have worked hard for what we have. This is
America, many persons from other countries come here to begin a new life. But we
who were born and raised here are being forced to give up our homes. Wiy?

Sincerely, )
5 L2 -
,,(j iy /L«q bt -4;‘af A KL f,f'é-

Barbara Firsick
48157 70th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535

Doc #
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Sagar ¥ Raksit

Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90001-1400

RE.  Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan lemnncrﬂ:aﬂ Impdut Rapurt
Connty Sanitation District No. 14 of Los Angeles

Plear Wir. Raksit,

These comuments are subinitted on behalf of the Lancaster East Side Property and
Home Owners Association on the Draft Environmental Imypact Report ("DEIR™) for the
Lancaster Waster Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan (“the project”). The Lancaster East Side
Property and Home Owpers Asseciution now includes the Fast Side Homeowners that
submitted a letter on October 29, 2003 on this project, and now constitules a group of
over 70 individuals living in the project area whose property and homes have been
targeted for acquisition through governmental condemnation.

The Lancaster East Side Property and Home Owners Association strongly objects |

the DEIR and proposed project which inctudes a plan to identify the long-term
wastewater treatment and affiuent management facilities needed to accommodate
projected wastewater flow to the District No.14 planning area through year 2020. It
invalves the forced acquisition through the ase of cminent domain of homes and property
ranging from 5,275 to 13,9535 acres depending on the aliemative selected. The Lancaster
East Side Property and Home Owuers Association requests that the County Sanitation
Disirict Board deny approval of the prolect as presented, as the DEIR fails to megt the
requirements of CEQA. It should be redrafted and reciteulated to melude the feasible
aiternatives detailed in this letier. As detailed below and in-our October 28, 2003 letter,
the DEIR is fundamentally flawed, conclusionary and is an abuse of discretion that
violates CEQA,

CEQA not only protects public health and the environment. but also provides a
mechanism for pohifical accountabity. It forces public officials to disclose, anafyze and
to the extent feasible, avoid and mufigate all cnvironmental impacts prior te project
approval. Asthe California Supreme Court noted, ™ If CEQA. is scrupulously followed,
the public will know the basis on which its regpensible officials gither approve or reject
environmentally significant ection, and the public, being duly infonmead, can respond
accordingly to action with which 1t disagrees.” Laurel Heights Improvement Assa v
Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal 3d. The EIR requirement torces
DO #
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agencies both to develop environmental information and to disseminate it 1o the public in
a readable format, “The requirement of a detailed statement helps wsare the mtegrity of |
the process of decisian by precluding stubburn problems or setous criticism from being
swept under the rug ( Sutter Senstble Plunning, Ine, v Roard of Supervisors { 3Dist.
£981) 122 Cal App. 34 813, 320 [176 Cal Rptr. 342]. Unfortunately. this DEIR falls far
shott is many respects of the standards imposed by CEQA and hides the tue
environmeniat impacts of the project and viable altematives from the public view. !
Because of the shortoomings discussed below, the DEIR for the project is inadequate to
meet both the procedural and substantive mandates of CEQA.

FLTTETTY

|. THE DEIR FUNDAMENTALLY AND BASICALLY LACKS SUFFICENT
INFORMATION TO SUPPORT EVALUATION AND REVIEW OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS,

s The project description regarding the area for agricuitural reuse and
potential acquisition is defined in the four altornatives as ranging in size from
5.275 to 13,955 acres. Yet statements in the DEIR clearly anticipate that areas
ouiside these acreage boundaries might be uttlized.

Page 3-11 (DFEIR) “ The aciual location of agricultural rense operations may
. differ from the identified easiern and western areas, depending on the smergence
of farming entities willing to use recveled water.”

Page 3-13 (DEIR) “ District No. 14 may minimize the need t0 develop portions
of the agricultural operations required within the agricultural arcas by entering,
into contracts with existng farming entivies ad providing recycled water from
the LWRP for immigation purposes. In addidion, if opportunities arise in the fupmre
to self or provide water to fanming entitics outside of the identified agricutfural
aress, District No. 14 will consider the opportunities 4s o means of meeting the
everall LWRF 2020 Plau reuse goals. ™

These statements leave the exact project that 1s being evaluated and presented
ta the Board umclear What exactly is the amount of acreage being
racommended ? Is 5,275 acres 7 s it 13, D85 acres or some nfinite
combination ef agricultural lands encompassing all of the Antelope Vallev ?
CEQA requires that the project description must be accurate and consistent
throughout an EIR “An accurate, stable, and finite project description is the
sine (ua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR { Conmty of Imyvo v
City of 1.0s drgelesy3d Dist 1977} 71 Cal App 3d; Kings County Farm
Burean v City of Hanford {1990} 221 Cal. App. 3d 692,712,270 (al. Rptr.

650 ; San Joaguin Raprov Wildlife Rescue Center v Cownty of Stanislaus ( (5%
Drst 100~ 221 Cal App3d Sewwriage Conmty Witter District v County of
Orunge (4% Dist. 1981) 118 Cal App 3d.
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Thig tack of a fimite project deseription 15 an even more offensive abuse of
discretion in this DEIR as it affects property and home owners that bave
neither consented 1o or requested their inclusion m the project

. 33-2
In this case, without an acgurate, infe project description the public 1s
literally unable to tell if they are actally part of the peaject and will have a : {contd)
decison made by a public official that take away thetr very home and
property. -

e The DEIR faih to adequately detail the location and type of structures and ldnd ~
tarpeted for acquisition in each atternative for Land Acquisition Pub Res Code ;
21000 et seq: CEQA Guidelines 15125 Further the photographs included in the 33-3
DEIR to rdontify areas of the alternatives do not include any homes, leaving the 5 '
tmpression that all the land targeted for acguisition is merely agricoltural :
property. e

e The DEIR fails to provide evidence in the record for the conclusion that the
project would not dispropertionately impact low income residents. The
coiclusionary siatemnents i Chapier 4.13 of the DEIR zre apparcntly based on
statistics for the entire Antelope Valley which the DEIR notes as having a
population of 353,000, There are no statistics, tables or survevs presented to
identify the ethnic origin or income level of the presented 81 residential untis. In
fact no acourate porirayal of exactly how mauy residences would be “displaced™
is every presented. One section adds up to 81, another section di scussed * 50 to

0 % . The very Executive Summary contains an Alternatives matrix which
werely shows the column of Displaced Residents as * more” or “Less” Without
this information, the DEIR determination thas environmental justice issues have
been discussed is meaningless and at best, conclusionary. in fact, it is imore likely
that given the condition of the housing stock, and the backeround of the area as
an original agricultural area of the Antelope Valley that the owners and residents
could be clderly on fixed incoines and therefore qualify as low income. Without
detailed evidence in the record, there is no way to assure the public that the issue
has been acourately described. _—

33-4

2. THE DEIR FAILS TO INCLUDE A DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF
THE USE OF EMINENT DOMAIN PROCEEDINGS

The use of Eminent Domain is subject to review and evaluation under CEQA. 33-5

Burbunk-Glendale Pasadena Airport Authority v. Hensler (2d Dist, 1991) 233 Cal,
Anp 3 d Silveire v, Las Gulings Villey Sanitary District (TSI Dist 19973 54 Cal
App 4 980 City of ‘%‘fzn Fose v. Great Oaks Water Co. (1987 192 Cal Apn.3d 10058,

*
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The DEIR dispenses with the subiect of the forced acquisition throngk eminent
domatn proceedings with vague references and geveral statcments.

Fage 3- 6 (DEIRY ™ Ar this rime, the exact psarcels o be acquired have not heen
identified. Fimwe 3-2 and Fipure 3.3 show the areag in which property wall most kefy he
aequired.

* It is the mtent of Distict No. 14 to purchase thess properties from the carent owners.
Howeves, the use of crmnent dornzin may by reguired in some cases, In those cases,
Districe No. 14 will compensate she land owner at a fair market price and will provide
telocation assistance for displaced individuals, if necessary. Distict No. 14 will likely
acauire alt the fand necessary for the projacred 26.0 med flow rate for the vear 2020 prior
to the implementanon of constraction.”™ '

* Distniet No. 14 may have to pursue acquisiton of property beyond the footprints
‘deseribed herein © meet the praject ohjectives.:

* However, aoquisition of the agticultural property could involve the displacement of up
to 23 single-tamily homeg in the western agricultural area and/or up to 56 homes in the
eastern agnienliural arsa. Onee the project has been approved by the Board of Dirsctors
for District Ne. 14, the parcels to be acquired will be determined and negotiations for
porchase wall begin, ™ '

There s no explanation of the process, the speaific location, number or quality of
structures on properties or any environmental impacts. And while mitigation measures
are proposed. po connection is made o any impact to give the reader informarion to
delermine whether thess particular measures will truly mitigate anything. There is also
no explanation for the contradictory statoraents that whils the Nebceker Ranch will only
be acquired from a willing seller, in regards to other properties ..” However, the use of
eininent domzin may be required in some cases.” What cases? What parfienlar circumstances and
public benefit could possibly exist that make the one parficular acreage in the middie of 4, 000 to
EX, O(KI acres necessary, but not the Nebeker Ranch? The document does not say and the public is
enly left to wonder, as fo ¢riteria or process is presented for the decision to proceed to take the
property by forcible condernation.

“Technical perfection is not requited; the courts have looked not for an exhaustive
analvsrs but for adequacy, completeness and a pood-faith efffort at full disclosure™
{Guidelines, s 191551 Kings County Farm Bureau v City of Hanford (1990} 221 Cal.
App. 3d 692,712,270 Cal. Rptr. 650; Towards Responsibility in Planning v City Council
(19881200 Cal. App. 3d 671,679,246 Cal Rptr. 317; Citizens of Goleta Valley v Board of
Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal. App 3d 1167, 1176-1177, 245 Cal. Rpr. 339)

As the target of apparent eminent domain proceedings, the Lancaster East Side
Property and Home Owners Association want the record to be ciear, that any
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proceedings tu commence consideration and appraval of 2 resolurion of necessity
authorizing condemnation of any property ownad by a member will be challenged on the
grounds of this woclully doficient and inadeguate CLOA document. e

3. THE PEIR FAILS 10 ADEQUATELY DISCUSS HEALTH IMPACTS FROM
THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The DEIR thails 1o identify potential sensitive receptors in the area that conld ™7}
be affected by wind-borme pathogens from spraying of disinfected efflucnt.
Ne Iist or explanation of what these pathogens may be is iocluded in the
docurment. No evidences js presented to support the ¢oncluston that the
proposed mitigation measure for wind-break trees will be sufficient to keep
any sensitive receptors protected. Subinitted as an sttachment to (his
comment, for the record, is a report titled * Pathogens in Recluimed Water”,
by M.V Yates ol the University of California Riverside. This report details the
tist of horribles that exist as bacterial pathogens in Wastewater which can
cause typhoid, bacillary dysentery, cholera and @astrocnteritis, He states ™~
Dnrect ingestion of the wastewater or aerosols created during sprav srrigation
may result in infection.” The proposed use of disinfected secondary water in
a spray form needs o he carefully and completed detailed in the document,
particularly in regards to its overspray for roadways and near residential
structurcs. To assume that all residences will be acquired and none will exist
1s not a complete and appropriate analysis under CEQA. e

vy
H

There is 1o evidence in the record thal the Farm Management Pian in the
mitigation measures will actually reduce impacts from air bome pathogens. It
unproperly defers the analysis of methods and quantification of impacts. :
Sundstom v County of Mendocine (1" Dist. 1988) 202 Cal. App. 3 4296 -

AR

CEQA requires that a disagreement among cxperts should be discussed and
disclosed in the DEIR. The DEIR faiis to provide even a cursary, passing
reference (o the disagreement among expents as to the public health impacts
from secondary treated effluent and its use on agricultural crops. Further the
practice of sprinklers is considered by some experts as not appropriate.
Submitted as an attachment to this comment, for the recotd, is a report titled
. “Imigating with Reclaimed Water Through Permanent Subsurface Drip
Trrigation Systoms, ¢ by Edson C. Gushiken, Vice President , {TC Water
Management, Haigiwa, Hawan where reclaimed water is extensively used.
This report notes that exposure to reclaimed water can be a health risk for
people and needs to be carefulfy considered. This DEIR has not considered it
at ali, lef alone carefully and s, theretore, inadequate.

LR IRRTA
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e There is no description, discussion or evaluation of the retention basingand
tail water basins in the farming arcas |

Page 3-13(DEIR} " Initally, it is aaticipated that the agricaltural operations will :
cultivate alfaolfa ualizing conter-pivot sprinkler irigation methods. Figure 3-7 shows 33-9
wpical sprinkler irigadon equipment to be used. The famming arcas may melude
retention basins (1o hold water before it is applicd as imigaton) and tadl water basing
(to collect runoff)”.

They arc bricfly mentioned and then forgotten. The potential health tmpactz of
impoundment of this secondary kreated wastewater needs o be discussed.

4. THE IMPACTS ON PRODUCTIVE AGICULTURAL LAMND ARE
SIGNIFCANT

The DEIR comrectly notes that the proposed westemn and eastem agricultural reuse . =y
properly contain areas desigmated as Primne Farmiland, Farmiand of Statewide :
Importance, Uniqee Fanmiand, Farmland of T.oca! fimportance, and Grazing Farmland. Futher
portions of the proposed eastern agricultural area are located withm mm Agneultursl Opportunity
Area {(ADA) identified in the Antelope Valley Areawide Plan. Plan policy calls for the
establishment of new programs to tacilitate greater productive use of AOAs and for these areas to
he profectad from incompatible uses. The DEIR, however, concludes incorrectly that the
establishment of alfalfh with the secondary treated water would actuaily be a benefit to
the county goal of greater productive use of ADN’s,  Secondary treated wastewater can
only be used to irrigate crops that are 10! conswmed by humans or animals consumed by
humans. Although they could be used on vineyards and fruif trees as loog as the water
doesn’t touch the fruit, in reality growers will not take the chance of an accident that
could resulr in a tainted reputation in the market In fact organic growers are known to be
very fsery of even using ground that hag been previously irrigated Certainly the high
dollar crops that clearly can be grown in the Antelope Valley such as carrots, ontons and
fruit trees will not be grown on these lands. This represents a potential loss of from 5,275
10 13,933 acres of prime farmland from Los Angeles County. In addition to the loss of
these lands tor high dollar crops, they could also eventually be lost through the buildup of
salt deposits from the irrigation methods proposed by the DEIR. Absent any analysis or
other evidence in the record, the impacts to agriculture through the potential [oss of
these agricuitural lands 13 potentially sigmiticant. The failure of the DEIR {0 provide
analvsis requires discussion and recirculation

33-10

[ERTATR.

5. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY BISCUSS ALTERNATIVES TO THE
PROPOSED PROJECT
= This project level DEIR réquires a “quantitative, comparative analvais™ { T
Kings Counry Farm Bureau v, City of Hanford (5" dist. 19903221 Cal 33-11
App.3d692. 730-737{270 Cal Rpts. 6507 of alternatives. The DEIR not only
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- western and casiem arca. Apparently that is not true, for nstead of the DEIR

fails to provide a numerical deseription of the nunber of homes and
individuals 1o be “displaced” by each aliernative, but also fails to include anv
alternative sites that would reduce the impacts w0 individuals to no impact
other then the “no project ™ alternaqve. Rather the DEIR merely parrots the
enact same language used in the Draft LWRP 2029 Facilitics Plan to disponsc
with aliernatives and call it an analysis, An example Is the following:

LWRP 2020 Facil:ities Plan “However, Study Arca 1 is located near Antelope
Acres, which has expressed epposition o the siting of effiuent management facitities
aear #s conunwly of howes, Therefore, Stady Ares 4 was decined 1o be

superior to Study Area 1 with respect to public impact. ©

Vet this analysis is not disclosed in the DEIR. In fact the DEIR presents, what appears
aow & be fiction that Alicrnative 1 iacludes acquisitions in both the

analyzing environmental impacts, the proposed plan has already done soand a
recommendation fias heen made  Whila it is cerrainly parmissihle for preliminary
pluns and studiss fo be tentatively ratified, the inclusion of emvaronmental
conclusions in the proposed plan that are not anulvzed in the DEIR iz a violation of
CEQA. The cowts have noted that while preliminary planning, even identificaton
of sites can occur.. “ We strass, however, that the EIR we envision mest serve in &
practical sense as an important contribution to the decision making process and must
not be used to rattonalize or justify a decision already made. ™ Stand Tall on
Principles v Shasia Union High Schoal Districr (3d Dist 1991) 233 Cal App. 34 772
The analysis of dltcmatives provides no meaning il information 1o alfow the public to
understand why one alternative is being considered over another. i

The DEIR fuils to describe a reasonable range of Alternatives. Section —

153126.6 (A) of CEQA states that “only locations that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be !
gonsidered for inclusion in the BFIR.” There are such alternarives and yet they
have not been iocluded 1n the EIR. Rather it appears there may be other
factors, unknown to the nublic, which dictated the cheice of aliernative
conflgurations of land. Some examples of alternatves that have not been
compietely analyzed include ;

& Expansion of Apollo Park

b. Establishment of Weilands

¢. L{ombing Sanitation Dastrict 14 and 20 mnto one and butlding a P

[EERTTY

Teriary Treatment piant.

The DEIR fails to identify an environmentally superior alternative as required =
by Scction 15126.6(e) (2}, R

The DEIR inappropniately conducted a piecemeal analysis of the aliematives |

using undefined terms such as “Mawed” instead of the slandard thresholds of
significance used throughout the rest of the document. o
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LoAVIABLE ALTERNATIVE THAT MEETS THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES
AND REDUCES THE IMPACTS ON DISPLACING RESIDENTS AND
FORCED CONDEMNATION HASNOT BEEN ADEQUATELY ANALYSED

The proposed altemative for discharge to cvaporation ponds is actually viable. cost
cffective and would meet the project objectives, with the addition of the ultimate
building of ¢ Tertiary Treatment Plant.  The proposed construction of evaporation
ponds 15 despended with in both the LWRP 2002 Plan and the DLIR with the
following same exact sistzment

Page ES-8 { LWRP 2002 Plan} “Due to the excavation, grading, backfill and
compaction work that would be required to construct evaporation pond berms and
hottoms, it would not be possible to implement this alternative In time to eliminate
uauthorized effluent-induced overflows from Piute Ponds te Rosamond Diry Lake by
August 25, 2605, Therefore this altemative was not developed as a feasible effluent
management alternative.”

This statement is completely unsubstantiated. The following informatian is provided
for the record to provide a fair argument that the alternative is feasible and meets ali
the objectives of the project, while reduecing the cost of the project and the
environmental impacis.

The objectives of the LWRP 2020 Plan arc as follows:

«  Provide wastewater treatment and efffuent management capacity adequate 1o

meet the neads of Dismiet No 14 throuph vear 2020 in g ¢ost effective and
~ environmentally sound manner;

¢ Elminate unauthorized effluenicinduced overflows from Piute Ponds to

 Rosamond Dry Lake by August 25, 2005, in order to avoid any nuisance
conditivn;

» Ensure recycled water of sufficient quality and quantity is avaiable to satisfy
emefging municipal reuse needs; and

e Comply with reguirenenss to maintain Piute Ponds.

The plan proposes that to address population growth through the vear 2002 an additional
capacity for 10 mgd will be added to the system , creating 2 wtal of 26 Mgd which is the
size sufficient for the vear 2020 projections.

Holding ponds would be an interim usc for an established period of time ¢ 3 10 7 years)
The following table shows the estimated costs.

TABLET

Acquisition 400 acres @ $4080 acre $1.600. 660
: Construction of ponds £2,000,000
| Muintenance S 500,660
. ' Total 34,200,600
i

|
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This 15 in contrast to the foliowing estimated costs for the agriculiural reuse proposal in
Alternative 1 taken from Table ES-7 Capital Cost Breakdown of the Recommended
Froject.

TABLE 2
. Land —Agricultural Operations S16,680.000
- Effluent Management - Piping, Pamp | $17.802.600
Stations _ ;
Effiuent Management Agr Operations | § 2,600,900
Total © $37.182.600

Table ES-7 only quantifies the estimated land acquisition per acre at $4000. Bused on
the offers that property owners have already received this does not include the Districty
costs tor appraisal, escrow fees, any sales commission for brokers and the court costs for
ittigation.. Those costs could easily add another $2.000 600 to the project.

S0 the holding ponds would clearly be more cost effective on a short term basis at $4.2
million then-the 20 year plan at $37.1 to §39.1 million. However cost was never:
mentioned in rejecting the altermative insfead iT was that construction of the ponds could
not meet the timeframe. We disagree. Even with a revision to the DEIR (o analyze this
alternative the DEIR could be revised and recirculated for the required 45 day public
feview , the project could complete the CRQA review far presentation at the Board in
April, 2005, There appears to be no publicly known reasen why it took 10 months for
Disirict staff fo prepare the DEIR from the end of the comment period. Especially
considering how Hide truly technical information is included in the document. But an
informal survey of environmental preparers of these types of documents indicates that 10
months 15 an extraordinary long time, given the documents level of analysis. A revision to
the document to include the proposed feasible alternative should take only a few months,
- given the Importance of this project to the District.  With approval in April, 2004, there
would be 15 months { August 25, 2003) within which to complete anv required
binlogical or cultural mitgation. design and proceed to grading. Another informal survey
al large grading contractors indicates that the construction of such evaporative ponds is a
simple grading project that could be completed in 6 -% months.

As noted these ponds would only be used until 2 tertiary treatiment facility could be
considered and built. The expected population of the Antelope Valley will not be
sustainable on secondary wastewater irrigating ag land. As will be discussed next, the
impacts to the only water table the Valley has are too dangerous 1o take this chance.
Other communities have coliscted capital improvement charges from new development
that eventually pays for a plant. Why are you not pursuing that avenue/ Why not take
advantage of the development arowth pressures to accumulate money over the next 10 to
12 years sufficient to build an appropriate facility? The construction and funding of a
tertiary plant shouid be discussed at a program phased level in this document with 3
project level document to be done at a later time.

ESTRRTA
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7. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON WATER QUALTIY HAVE NOT BE
ADDRESSED

On November 12, 2003, the Regional Water QOuality Control Board - Lahonten

{RWQCE) Region conducted a hearing in Palmdale, California. On the agenda
was & public heaning for the consideration of'a cleanup and abatement order
requiring the Los Angeles County Sanitation District No 20 and the City of Los
Angeles to clean vp and abate waste discharpes of nitrates from agricaltural land
irrigation m Plamdale. Our letter o the RWQUCE along with the staff report is
attached to this letter, for the record. This almtement order alfucls approximately
4000 acres of land in Palmdale that has been used for various forms of
wastewater irrigation since 1953, The practice has resulted in nifrate
concentrations in groundwater in the area being as high as 16 me/L { s niitogen)
when the standard is not to exceed 10 mg/l.. As we are in the same water basin
and you are under the same umbrella ageney, 1t is astounding that the DEIR
makes no mention of this serious viclatien by vour own agency in the same water
basin. Instead once again the issue is dispensed with by stating that the LA
County Sanitation District No 14, unlike 20, will always abide by the
requirements of the Waste Discharge Permit,

“Cumulative Impacts ™ are defined as “two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are cousiderable or ., . cumpuuud Ul increase plher
environmental impacts.” ( CEQA Guidelines, 15355} The irrigation with
secondary treated wastewater of from 9, 000 acres to 17,506 acres of agricultural
fand on water quality in the same water basin could potentially be cumulatively
considerable. In fact, If aliowed to continue it is pessible for both LA County
Sanitation District 20 and 14 to be utilizing thousmands of acres of agricultural land for this
practice with resulting contamination of the groundwater that can not be sbatad. And
without good quality groundwster the Antelope Valley will be unable to support the
projected populations in yoar 2020 that the City of Palmdale, the City of Lancaster and
Loy Angeles County are clcaﬂ} anticipating,

The DEIR is flawed and needs to be recircuatted with an appropnate cumulative analyvsts
and determination if the potential impacts to water quality in the Antelope Valley basin
are cumnlatively significant.

i, NEW INFORMATION AND A FAIR ARGUMENT FOR A FEASIBLE
ALTERNATIVE AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS REQUIRE
RECIRCULATION

The Supreme Court in Laurei Heights 11 formutated the following legal test for
deternvining when recircolanon is required |
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[W] e conclude that the addition of new information to an EIR is not significant”
unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of & meaningfil opportunity
to conmment upon a substanual adverse cavironmental effect of the project or a feasible
way 10 mitigate or avoid such an effect { including & feasible project alternative) that the
project's proponents have declined to implement... [Rlecirculation is not required where
the new information added to the EIR “merely clarifies or amplifies ... or makes
insignificant modifications in. an adequate EIR." (ID. At pp.1126-1130 { emphasis 1n
original}; see also CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5 subd (a).)

The court then provided four examples of how the above-stated principles should be
applied in practice:
[Rlecirculation is required, for example. when the new information acdded o an
FIR discloses; '
(1) a new substantial environmental impact resuiting from the proicet or from a
new mitigation measure proposed e be implemenied;

(2) asubstantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact toa level of
insignificant. '

{3) afeasible project alternative or mitigation measure that clearly would
lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but which the projcet’s proponents
decline to adopt [or]

(4) that the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
sonclusionary m nature that public comment on the draft was in effect
meaningless. { Mouniain Lion Coalition v Fish and Gume Commission) {1985)
214 Ca; Al 30 1043)

As demonstrated in this letter, we have presented evidence for the record that there is
mtormation that was not disclosed in the document and therefore 15 nevw information , the
- impacts from the forced acquisition of property and homes was not included as required
by CEQA, the feasible alternative of evaporative ponds with or without an ultimate
fertiary treatment plant was not appropriately analyze, and that the DEIR i3
fundamentally flawed and conclusionary. The DEIR is required by CEQA (o be rewritten
and recircuiated hefore it can be certified as legallv adegusate by the District Board. —

2. VIOLATION OF CEQA PROCEDURES AND ABUSE OF DISCRETION ~ —~

An abusc of discretion occurs where the agency has not proceeded in a manner required
by law, or 1ts decision thar the EIR is adequaie is not supported by substantial evidence.
{Dry Creek Ciizens Coalitton al p.26, 82 Cal Rptr,2 d 398) To be adequate the EIR must
mclude sufficient detail to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to

i1
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understand and ” meaningfutly” consider the issues ruised by the proposed project.
(Ibid}

The Les County Samuiation Distniet No. 14, as the Lead Agency under CEQA, for this
project has a duty and responsihility to comply with the requirements of the State CEQA
Guidelines. Public outreach is one of those duties. [t is theretore especially appatling to
have our members receive on Nov 10, 2003, betore the comnient period on the DEIR has
even ended a tormal letter discussing acqwisition and “final plans™ and © environmental
anpacts” This letter is attached, for the record, 10 our cemments. As noted in our
previous letter, this follows a pattern of this District to disrepard the actual meaning of
CEQA and treat it as merely a procedurally speed bump that will not get in the way of'a
predetermined project implementation,

In our October 28, 2003 letter ~ we noted that a portion of the project, acquisition of
land, has inappropriately been commenced before completion of the CEQA pracess and
certification by the County Sanitation District Board. Representatives of the District have
.approached owners of targeted propertics, although which alternative they are in there is
1o way o determine from the DEIR, and commenced discussions regarding purchase of
the properties. These discussions contained inappropriate references to “done deal”,
“eminent domain™ and “relocation”, Thesc discussions coming to the property owners.
without a full understanding of the project, created fear, anxiety and confusion
particularly among the elderly owners. “Public review provides the dual purpose of
-bolsiering the public’s confidence in the ageney's decistons and providing the agency
with information from a varicly of experts and sources “(Schoen v.California
Diepariment of Forestry and Fire Protection (1% Dist. 1997) 58 Cal App.4* 556, 574[68
Cal Rptr.2d.3423} These actions by ageney represéntatives have a chilling effeot on
public comment , have reduced confidence in the public agency and are inappropriate
dunng a public review period for the DEIR. They represent an abuse of power and should
be grounds enough for a revision of the document and recirculation.”

Although we were assured at that public meeting that all our coinments would be read
and taken into consideration , apparently they meant nothing. Sending a formal letter
that discusses “acquisition, permission for appraisals, final plan” before the end of the
comment period can only be assumed to be a tactic to suppress publhc comment. The
tone of the letter from the District clearly implies that all environmental issues have been
resolved and there is oothing lefl (o do but sell. Further conversations with
representatives of the District again invoked the word “ eminent domain” which in
context was clearly a threat. While Senator Knight was told at the Getober 29 meeting
that the cal estate agenls that bad cartier showed up were not working for you, clearly
these people are and you are now proceeding , inappropriately, to implement this project
before certification of the EIR.

There have also been discussion and pressure to sell based on some representations that if
this Altcrnative ! is not adopted then the District will have to go back to pressuring
Edwards w atlow for more discharge and the reservoirs on Edwards property. The stated

12
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reasol: for the opposition of some to these reservoirs is that it could put Edwards at a
disadvantage when Congress tooks at which base to close and missions fo change. Many
of the families on the East side have veterans from past wars | have family members who
are current actve duty or have otherwise worked on Edwards. 1t is truly cruel for the
District to ercate this situation where such families are faced with the awfni choice
between fosing their homes and hurting the ability of the nation they love o defend itself
in this time of war, We wail be sending a copy of this letter to General Pearson at
Edwards Air Foree Base, asking him to cancel the MOU for the storage ponds, so that
vou can not use this argument to yvour advantaoe.

1 is clear that the LA County Sanitation District No. 14 has Tittle interest in trug public
service or outreach. While personal letrers can be generated to each individual property
oWner to announce this Nov 20, 2003 meeting lefter “to discuss the sale of vour property
and answer your questions,” no such letter was sent on the Notice of Preparation. Further
we speeificatly asked in our October 28, 2003 to he kept informed of all meetings. On
Nowvember 3, 2003 a public meeting was held to discuss the project and we were not
mformed. It 1s but onc of manv examples in this process of the Districts lack of
commitment to comply with CEQA or to have the cormmon decency to inform people
that they may 1os¢ their homes and property.

LCONCLUSION

The DEIR 18 fundamentally flawed, conclusionary without supportive documentation,
fails to discuse and evaluate eminent domain as part of the project and has been tainted
by premature implementation of the land acquisition portion of the project before District
ceriification of the DEIR and approval of the project. 1t is legally inadaquate and should
be rewritten and recirculated.

The Lancaster East Side Property and Home Owners Association request the
following:

3. That the Board of the LA County Sanitation District No_14 immediately direct
staff to end all attempts to acquite land and cancel all pending escrows.

4. That the CEQA process is placed in suspense, the DETR be rewritten
immediately to remove land acquisition and instead analyzs evaporative
ponds with Tertiary treatiment. .. :

3. 'That Edwards Air Foree Base and LA Couney Sanitation District Wo 14,
cancel the MO for the storage reservoirs as the DEIR did not discuss them
and tharefore they cannot be buit,
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Please keep Lancaster East Side Property and Home Owners Association informed . _
of any and al! notices , reports, hearings. worksheps and other activities related to the 33-19
TWRP 2020 Plan and EIR at the address belew. Please provide a capy of the Response :
to Comments on the DEIR 10 days prior to the kearing as required by the State CEQA -

Guidelines {cont'd)

Yours truly,

ZP v
AIVHA B ea. S ssniodo

Barbara Firsick

' President, Lancaster East Side Property and Home Owners Association
48175 ’m“ St Fast
T.ancaster, CA 93335

FLETY AL T
[T Bain L A TR Rt

cc:  Mavor Frank Roberts Mayor
Mavor James Ledford, Jr
Supervisor Yvonne Burke
Supervisor Michael Antonovich
Senator Knight
Senator Ashburn
Assembly Member MeCarthy
Asgemblywomen Runner
Regional Water Cuality Control Board - Lahanton
- Edwards Air Foree Base — General Pearson

ATFACHMENTS LIST

Gctober 28, 2003 Letter. re; DEIR

Pathogens in Reclaimed Water

Irrigating with Reclaimed Water through permanent Subsurface drip...
RWQCB Staff Report ltem 6

November 16, 2003 letter from Sanitation District

®
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LETTER 34

November 14, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit , Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P. O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Re: District 14 Water Reclamation Plan 2020
Dcaer. Raksit:

When I received word of your plans for our community, it was very disturbing to say the
least. 1 came here to this property as a bride in 1933. My husband’s father homesteaded
this land in 1894. We farmed alfalfa for many years, Our children were born and raised
on the ranch. My grandchildren and great grandchildren love to come out here to ride
their bicycles and motorcycles and enjoy seeing all the wildiife we have here.

My home was built it 1956, it is paid for. I have taken very good care of it and continue
to make improvements. It will be very difficult for me to move as | have several health
probjems. I enjoy living here and do not want to sell my home. _ -

T am against this plan of bringing sewer water out here for farming. Our wells have good |
clean water we do not want the ground water contaminated with sewer water. The water
table here is around 110 feet . Palmdale now has contaminated ground water. Rather .
than spend the money to bring a pipeline out here, use it 1o build a new plant that wiil
make clean water that can be used for good. With alf the building in Lancaster there will
soon be a shortage of fresh water, clean reclaimed water can be put to many more uses.
Many people are atiracted 1o our area for the beauty and solitude, it keeps growing. But
if the sewer water comes out hete property value will drop considerably, No one will
want to move out here and it will destroy our chances of selling in the future. There are
between 75 and 100 homeowners who will be displaced by this project. This is not a
good plan for the welfare of our community. There is plenty of vacaut land right now
west of the current plant and there is a pipeline for distribution of sewer waler for
farming. "

I am pleading with you to reconsider the plan for our area, 1t will only wreak havoc for

—
i

our future.

Sincerely,

S Tk
Jane Firsick, Fast Lancaster Home & Property Assn.

48157 70th Street Last
Lancaster, CA 93535

DOC # .
e LTS S0 63 ) {kasa{‘ >
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LETTER 36

FROM: Jerty Gorman Jr. ...... East Lancaster Home & Properly Owners dsin.
Boverly Gorman
48300 55 St Fast
Lancaster, CA. 93535

DATE: November 13, 2003

TO: SAGAR K. RAKSIT / SUPERVISING ENGINEER
Connty Sapitation District of Los Angeles County
P.Q. Box 4998
Whittier, CA. 90607-4998

RE: _District #14 Water Treatment Plans 2020

Dear Sir,

This is a very difficult letter for my wife and [ ia write, but we want our feelings to be
known. First of afl et me say that we are against the plans you have to acquire so much
land, and the thoughi of using secondaty water to grow ctops just sickens us both, "What
Will become of this land once the ground water is ined for our kids, and grandchildren?
The plan you are proposing wiil do just that. There are other atternatives thal do not
include making hundreds of famities who love this community, give up their homes,

and move. For one thing, finding samething comparable is almost impossible.

Those who live out here love the beanty and solitude it offers.

I wani 10 expIcss my concerns over your proposad in a “from the heart” Jetser.

When we bought our home, we never planned to move. My last tove was prompied
when the comnty decided to ban single wide mobile homes, 1 had to chop up my home
picee by prece.

1 live here with my wifc, 3 sons (my otdest is between jobs right now, and has an 18
month old danghter who also Hves here, as well as the Mother of his child). My
voungest (16 years old) just got out of the bospital Jast woek afier sufforing a roken
neck in Asgust. He is in a wheeichair and kas special needs at this time. (Therapy,
Home Schooling, te.) We have built ramps for hin to access doors, and so on,

My parents live on our propety in a “granny house” , and onc of my brothers lives with
them. We are a famify who care about cach ather, and iove where we live,

We live on 7.99 acres. When we purchasad it about 10 vears ago, it was very undeveloped.

We have dope connless repairs and improvetments:

* Added concrete carbing.

*A front and back yard with beautiful grass and probably 20 to 30 trees Lial canopy
Over our home for shade.

*We pnt up a play arca for our grandkids that they love (swings, monkey bars, slide)

*Brick walls

*Brick ribbou patios

* A small track for the kids 1o ride bicycles and mororcycles on,

* A “Grandparents House™ for my parents who are retired and cannot afford other housing.

* A “Jars Room” with 2 bandstand and recording studio. ... (Et Jooks like an old fashion
wastern saloon with a porch going % way around it. )

* A nd thete is a horse stable with 6 stalls it (not being used for horscs at this time)
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Tt sounds great doest’t B? Well, it is. It is our retreat. It is our HOME.

All of the improvements we have done as a family.... How muny of you can

sav that? We have spent a lol of quelify time, had fun and have mvested many
memories in this place. 8o, you see, it isn’t just the land or the house as YOU may
ges it This is where we bave raised our children, (who now have children af

their owa.) This is the home of our memoriss,

I was raised in Lancaster, (We lived oo 145% St Bast) . 1went to Eastside Union Schoel
and graduated from A V. High School, 1 lived here 15 years before moving to Sacramento.
(for work) We ended up moving back here 50 that be conld give back to our kids, the
experience of freedom and the beauty that the desert hias 1o offer, i is so nnch different
from living in town, | don't know how to explain it, but it 15 very gerine. Yoo don’t have
(e worry about locking everything up,

Please consider this..... What if you were in our place?

Think about what il is in your life that cannot be teplaced. a5 we have 10 think aboui this
whole procedure. Think about if someonc was asking you give if up.

“Then, consider that we are nol the only ones who fecl this way. Bvervong has

ireasures in their lives. Dreams... and hapes that whai they have, and what they have
worked so hard for all theit fives may ong day be passed to their children. Whether it be an
old locket, a set of wedding china or a childhood hotue.

We ask yon io scarch for a better all around sofution to this problem. What is being
proposed is disastrons for the fiture of the Antelope Yalley.

Thank you for your time,
Smcﬁrei}, L. {‘-:;-:-'.-.

U

“— ‘ Mﬁu
Jerry Gonnan, It ™
J_l\ 11"*
Vg o

] Ll
Beverly Gorman A

1 "
! By p i T
Ve
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LETTER 37

Senator William J. “Pete Knight” | Nov.9™ , 2003
100 West Avenne M-17, Suit G
Palmdale, Ca. 93551

We attended the hearing on Wednesday, October 29% at the Lancaster City
Hall for the public hearing on. the proposed Draft LWRP 2020 facilitics planned by the -
{..A. County Sanitation Depariment. Apparently, the majority of the people who attended
the meeting and who are directly affected by the plan are against this proposal for the
waste water to be spread on the Eastside of Lancaster (site 3 and 4).

We did not receive a notice in the mail concerning this meeting. Also, the public
 potice in the paper did not give boundaries of the areas that would be affected by this
proposal and those reading it would not now if they were affected. Furthermore, by law,
30 days notice imust be given to the public. The notice in the paper did not give 30 days
notice prior to the meeting, Also, the few people who received notices in the mail were
postmarked with less than 30 days notice to the public hearing. Therefore, this meeting
was illegal and does not confirm with the laws. We were informed by telephone from a
neighbor who informed us of this land grab.

Our Grandfather’s homesteaded this property in 1895. He brought 5 sons to this area
in the 1920°s. They started farming and future generations have been here ever since.
The Roosevelt and Redmond District was a large alfalfa farming comnumity with many
shallow wells drilled. There are many abandoned gravel packed wells in this area (site 4}
that by using waste water on this land, it will only be a matter of time that the grouad
water aquifers will be contaminated.

Senator Pete Knight, we appreciated your voice during this meeting that the people
obviously don’t approve of this plan, and that it is clear that the 2005 deadline to stop ruo
off waste waler to the dry lake will not be met. Therefore, apply for an extension with
Fdwards ATD and start over with a more appropriate plan. 1 believe you are right,
because the land owners on the Fastside (ite 4) are not ready to move from their homes.
This curtent plan is just a band-aid for an increasing growing problem in the Antelope
Valley, especially for the proposed growth of our valley. There are large amounts of land
available in the Antelope Valley where no homes would be affected that are available for
a large tertiary sewer freatment center. Where the sewer ponds ate now is an abundance
of open land for this site that could serve all of the Antelope Valley. With the reality of
fusture water shortages, a large tertiary sewer treatment Conter is the best solulion.

We look forward to your continued suppart to prevent waste water from being
distributed on the Eastside,

Sincerely,

Leonard W. Griffin
Laura Griffin

43009 70™ St. East
Lancaster, CA, 93535
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LETTER 38

Sagar K. Raskit, Supervising Engineer I3 Nov. 2003
Iinancial Management Department '
County Sanitation District L.A. County

1 attended the hearing on Wednesday, October 29 at the Lancaster City Hall for the
publi¢ hearing on the proposed Draft LWRP 2020 facilities by the L.A. County
Sanitation Department. The items listed below are the reasons I oppose this poorly
designed plan.

1) The public notice in the Valley Press newspaper on Oct, 2™, did not give 30 days
notice prior to meeting required by law. Furthermore, the boundaries of this
proposal were not listed as well, and those citizens reading the notice would not.
know if it applied to their homes and property. Therefore, this meeting was
illegal for lack of proper notice.

2.) The few residents who did reecive notices by mail, were postmarked with less
than 30 days notice prior to the meeting.

3.) Vague information has been given concerning the level of treatment the sewer
water will receive prior to being used on our land. 1 am concerned about the
contamination of our ground water and aquifers.

4.) Tfeel you are taking advantage of a sparsely populated area and preying on our

- land, lives and homes.

5.) Many of the residents are elderly, have lived their whole lives on the Eastside
(zone 4). Moving would be a hardship for them as well as a financial burden.

6.) My family has occupied this land we live on for over a 100 years by Homestcad.
We plan to keep this ranch in the fammly for future generations.

7.} Many residents are protected by propesition 13 property tax laws. 1f they
relocate, they will pay higher taxes on their new property.

8.} Senator Pete Knight stated at the meeting, that your obviously will not make
2005 deadline for preventing sewer water running over on the Rosamend Dry
Lake. He further stated, that you need to file an exiension with Edwards AFB
and start over with a new plan. | agree with him.

9.} We have many migratory birds and wildlife that will be affected with this plan.

10.) These is pienty of open land available around the sewer ponds at Ave. D and
Sierra highway that have no homes in the vicinity; build a major tertiary water
treatment sewer plant that serves the Antelope Valley and conserves water. With
the obvious water shortages ahead, this is the best way 1o use sewer water. Treat
the sewer water to the highest quality available and wse it for parks, bird
sanciuaries, lawns ete. Major cities across the country use major terliary sewer
treatment plants and the cities of Lancaster and Palmdale should be no different.

11.) Tfeel this is a land grab and you will use a small portion of the land for your

sewer waiter and later sell the water and land for home developers.
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12.) Most people would not benefit from the prices you are willing to pay for their
land and homes, they could not afford the higher taxes and higher property cost
purchasing real estate somewhere clse.

13.) The land and property owners are being held hostage by the L.A. County
Sanitation District because the land is unable to be sold with this proposal in
place and decreases the value of the property. The legal term is known as
fnverse Condemnation.

14.) This proposal affects approximately 100 homes in and a;round zone 4. Zone 3
affects a large community as well at Leisure Lake also.

15) Why has one realtor, Gene Slocam, been chosen for this project? e has been
harassing the home/land owners of our area. I find his real estate standards
unethical and plan to turn him into the Governing State Real Estate Board. Also,
why is property being purchased by L.A. County prior to the approval of the
plan? Furthermore, we have been told that assessors will be appraising the land
even before the approval has been given by the board.

16.) You are destroying the whole community in this area that has a rich farm history.

17.) A meeting of farmers was held, however they were not local farmers and out of
the arca concerning this project. '

1%.) There are many old, shallow, gravel packed wells that have been abandoned by
previous farming of years ago. It would be impossible to locate these old wells.
With sewer water they are sure to Jeak into the ground water.

19.) 1read in the paper that the proposed budget for this project is 163 million, that
secms under budgeted.

20.) If imminent domain is threatened, by law, replacement value must be given at
equal or greater value to the land owners, Furthermore, you must use the land
for what it was acquired for or the land owners can sue.

21.) I am attending a mecting by the Regional Quality Water Board on Nov.12, 2003
1o discuss the toxic contamination of ground water by farms using the toxic
waste waler, the iype of water you want to use here on the Eastside of
Lancaster (Zone 4).

22.) We have clean, pure water being deawn from our wells hat will definitely be
contaminated by your sewer water.

23.) If you use reverse imminent domain, and use sewer water on land in and
around other houses and property that won’t scil, you will be held responsible
for contaminated wells and illnesses in Tesponse 10 your waste water.

24.) We are in a flood zone that has received many floods. If a major flood occurs,
waste water could be carried to other areas and spread disease and further
contaminate pround water of other areas.

25.) This is a quick~fix, and it will only create more problems then it will solve,

With our shallow wells in this area they will leak sewer water into our aquifers -

and contaminate our fresh drinking water.
26.) My whole family, my parents and their ranch, my sister and her family with
their custom built home, and my home our all going io be affected.
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27.) 1 have lived in this beautiful area of Fast Lancaster all my life, along with my

family, great neighbors, friends, farm animats, wildlife and migratory birds. 'm

offended that my home and ranch is called zone 4 and sewer water 1s to be
dispersed by your lack of a more responsible pian.

28.) Sewer water used on farms must be flood irrigated, the ranches in my area use
sprinklers, therefore, it would cost more moeney to dise the current ranches
fields and create flood dikes for the water, Airborne water will contaminate the
air and create disease.

29,) Homes, property and wells within 2 miles of this zone will be affected, as well,
with a decrease in propcrty valiues,

30)) I think all these concerns gives a crystal clear -plc’mre that sewer water is not
appropriate for furm use in our Eastside area, also known as zone 4.

Marieen Grittin

48025 70% St. East
Lancaster, CA 93533
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LETTER 39

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Enoineex

County Saritation Districts of Los Angeles County
F.O. Zox 4968

Whittier, CA 90607-49%8

Dear Mr. Raksit:

This letter to vou is from two senior citizens and merbers of the East
Lancaster Property and Homeowners Association concerned that our property
is being considered for purchase by the Los Angeles County Sanitation Dls-
erict 414,

My wife and I have lived in our nome at £7670 &5th St. East, Lancaster, CA
for eight (8) years and anticipated snjoving our retirement years here 1n

peace and guiet. We have children and grandchildrer as well as many family
and friends that come here o visit and enjoy family functions with plenty
of room 2o visit and play. They call this home too.

Nothing zan repiace our home with like value withoub costing several hundreds

of thousands of dellars morse than we have invested. woned

Purthermore, 1t seems strange that yon selected property so far from where
your problem exists. There arce many miles of property closer to the Disposal
Plant. without residents of any kind. These areas are both West and North of
the Plant as well as North of Avenus E on the Fastsids,

Then you have the health concerns of people out here. Groundwater rontamin—
ation and disease fram inadeguate repurificaticon is ancther matter you shoull
addresa. We have the Eastside Schocl that have water wells that will draw
from this same arsa as they are only one {1} mile south of your proposed
arca purchase. Lt would seem that i1n this day of sophisticated Technology,
gou coald come up with much better solutions than this, Since Falmdale 1s
having problems with contaminated groundwater, you should be considering other
solutions. This may be a cheap way to temporarily solve a problem till the
vear 2020, why not address the problem correctly now. We all xnow that this
northern end of L.oA.Counky is given the least consideration since we are
oubside the L.A. basin, Oub of Site, Out of Mind.

Iz wouid be greatly appreciated if you can find a better sclution and let the
Citizens on the Eastside keep thelr sroperty lﬂtdCE and not caase unde hard-

ship . We are adamantly oppcs&d to this oroposed Land Takepver, n
Respectiully; g?g///
Tl & e fNris f /
Karl A. Hosppner Doris E. arppncl
co: Bupervisor Michael Do Antonovich Mayor Jim Ledfard
Mayor Prank Roberts Hareld Singar, Lahontan Board
San. William J. "Pete” Knichz Sharon Runner, Assamblywoman
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LETTER 40

November 13, 2003

Supervisor Yvonne Burke

Hall of Anministration

300 West Temple Street, Room 866
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mrs. Burke:

I am very concemed about Project 2020. You are planning on displacing many of my
friends and neighbors, who have farmed and lived on this land for many pencrations and
wish to continue to live here and work the land.

You are also proposing to dump basically untreated sewage on our land for agricndtural
reuse. You can not grow foad for human consumption on land where this type of affiuent
water is nsed, You also can not eat beef/meat or drink milk from cows fod hay that was
grown in these ficlds, What agriculture are we talking about?

Water in this valley is in short supply and vou are proposing to kill your own GOLDEN
GOOSE by contaminating the water supply of the entire Antelope Valley, This affluent
water will not stay in the square miles where it is spread. When it reaches the
underground water supply it will disperse and eventually contaminate all the ground
water that we all need and use, even Lancaster runicipal water that comes from local
wells,

Please kill this project. The Federal Government has money available for reclaiming
water. Please build a State-Of-The-Art facility and pump the water back into Lancaster
to water your parks and lawns.

Sincerely,

Mr. & Mrs. Robert D. Holloway
47661 50™ Strect Fast
lancaster, CA 93335

(661) 946-3209
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LETTER 42

November 17, 2003

David B. Lambert, Esq.

Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker, LLP
515 South Flower Street, 25th Floor
L.os Angeles, CA 90071

Mr. Sagar Raksit

Supcrvising Engineer, Planning & Property management Section
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

1955 Weorkman Miil Rd.

Whittier, CA 90601-4998

Re:  Facilities Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report for Lancaster Water
Reclamation Plant 2020 Facilitics Plan

I have received and reviewed the subject documents {the “Planning Documents”),
each ol which sets forth o recommended project alternative for sewerage facilities
(including effluent disposal facilities) belicved necessary to serve the projected District
14 population through the year 2020, and I have the following comments thereon.

I FACILITIES PLAN COMMENTS

(a) Wastewater Flow Projections, Water Supply Analysis, Project
Phasing, and Elimination of Certain Project Alternatives

While I understand the basis of the population projections that were used
to develop a projected year 2020 wastewater flow projection (and I understand why those
nurnbers were selected), [ believe the District is too cavalierly assuming that the
population projections (and the flow projections) are (or will be) accurate and, in
connection with the recommended project alternative, are too eager to commit substantial
financial resources (and incur substantial debt) 1n reliznce on population and wastewater
flow projections with respect to which there 1s good reason to impute a faitly significant
amount of uncertainty. As such, it appears that the selection of the recommended project
alternative (and specifically the phasing of its elements) is fiscally irresponsible.

The source of uncertainty with respect to the population projections and
the wastcwater flow projections s the uncertainty surrounding the regional water supply.
It should be clear that wastewater production is dependent only indirectly upon
population and is more directly dependent upon water consumption. It should, similarly,
he clear that increased population requires an adequate water supply to support it. It may
be possible to inctease the regional water supply, but new water supphies will be obtained
at higher marginal costs. Increasmg water supply costs will, in and of themselves, affect
population projections by increasing the cost of building new housing {via increased
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“connection fees™ and generally increasing the cost of doing business. In addition, as
water supply costs increase, and as it becomes neeessary to find new sources of water,
mumicipal reuse of reclaimed water will become more feasible (and needed).

While the District has, to some extent, referenced the water supply issues
in the Antclope Valley {and in the District 14 service area) (by referencing, briefly, for
example, the ongoing litigation between certain agricultural inferests and local water
purveyors regarding the ownership of rights to the local groundwater) neither of the
Planning Documents adequately addresses the 1ssue as neither provides any analysis or
summary of the projected regional water supply and the projected regional water
demands. Both documents simply gloss over the issue az 3f it were not important.

Ultisnately, it should be clear: (1) that where thers is uncertainty in the
water supply there is uncertainty in wastewater production and (2} that where warer
supplies need 10 be expanded and where new sources of water supply need to be
obtained, greater xevse of wastewater for municipal purposes is likely to materialize. The
implications of the above are relatively abvious. (iiven the uncertainty in water supply
and wastewater flow production, it would be prudent to avoid large commitments of
capital to additional wastewater management facilities, as it is uncertain when the
facilitics to which such capital is used will be needed and/or for what type of facilities
such capital should be used. Additicnally, planting efforts should not assume that
existing planning constraints will bold true long term and flexibility should be built into
Jong term planning (by for example developing a long term “program” rather than a long
term “project™),

The Luancaster Waier Reclamation Plant (*LWRP™) Facilities Plan
accounts for neither of these considerations for the following reasons, First, the District
appears hent on identifying a year 2020 “project” based on existing consiraints. All of
the project concepts (such as large scale municipal reusc and groundwater recharge) that
involve reuse of reclaimed water in a manner that would expand local water supplies
have been rejected based on: (1) an assumption that today’s constraints will be
tomorrow’s constraints and (2) by imposing an artilicial “time™ constraint on them.
Although there is a need to resolve the Rosamond Dry Lake problem by a date certain,
there is no need today, to specifically identify the fix for that problem for the next 16
vears, Rather, the prudent course of action would be to segment the plan into a project
component capable of resolving the existing problem for the imrmediate future and a
program eompanent which identifies a range of alternatives that will prevent the problem
from recurring in the future and from which the District can select from as constraints
evolve, '

Significantly, the net result of the District’s recommended course of action
is likely to be an irresponsible commitment of capital (and croation of debt) for facilitics,
or more likely in this case, for 1and, that the District quite likely will not need (or of a
type the District will not need). As indicated in the planning documents, although the
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District intends (to some extent) to phase construction of certain facilities, it intends to
acquire approximately 7'15 square miles of land immediately, most of which will be
dedicated to a specific effluent disposal mechanism. Te the extent that it is likely that the
regional need for additional water supply sources is likely to create a need for cerfain
types of reclaimed water reuse, the long term commitment of significant public moneys
to a single effluent disposal mechamsm seems unwise.

{b)  Land Acquisition Essues.

As indicated above, the Planning Documents indicate an intent to acquire
all land which the District believes it will need through the year 2020 at once and in the
immediate future. Both Planning Documents also recognize that it will be necessary to
resort to cminent domain to acquire the subject land. In my Jamuary 10, 2003 letter in
response to the NOP for the Facilities Plan, I provided comuments on this land acquisition
schome. In summary, the thrust of those comments is that significant legal obstacles are
associated with the plan to acquire, via eminent domain today, land that will not be
needed (if it will be needed at all) for fifteen years. In fact, it is quite clear that the law
generally does not permit the eminent domain power 1o be used in this manner, [ have
attached a copy of my January 10, 2003 hereto as Exhibit A and 1 hereby incorporate
herein all of my comments in that letter regarding this subject (including, without
limitation, the comments provided in Section 4 of my January 10, 2003 letter).

In addition to the above, the Planning Documents create another issue that
is perhaps more immediately significant. The documents identify a recommended project
alternative, whicl identifies an area that is roughly 9,600 acres (15 square miles) in area,
within which the District plans to acquire (by eminent domain if necessary) only
approximately 4,170 acres of land. There is no indication in the Planning Documents as
to which 4,170 acres the District might acquire; all 9,600 acres are potentially subject to
eminent domain. Accordingly, the District has clouded title to atl 9,600 acres within the
area in which it has indicated it plans to acquire land (including the 5,430 acres which it
will not acquire), Because the District has indicated that it might take (via eminent
domain) any of the land within the identified study area, it will be difficult for any owner
of any land located within the identified area to either sell or lease his or her property (a
significant area of land in this area is leased by owners to farmers), The net result is thal
District’s staff, by publishing the planning docurents in their current form, has cxposed
the District to Hability to the owners of all 9,600 acres located within the eastern study
area under a theory of inverse condemnation. See Klopping v. City of Whittier, 8 Cal. 3d
39, 57 (1972} (halding that *‘recovery for Joss of rental income after the condemnor has
excessively delayed bringing an action in eminent domain or has otherwise acted
unreasonably is permitted irrespective of whether condemmnation proceedings are
abandoned or whether they arc instituted at all”).
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{c}  Overstatement of Land Requirements,

. In my January 10, 2003 letter in response 1o the NOP for the Facilities
Plan, 1 provided comments on the area of Jand that the District has indicated it needs to
acquire in connection with the Facilities Plan. [n swmary, | questioned why the area
indicated as needed in the NOP exceeded the area indicated ay needed in the District’s
prior, February 2001, NOP {4,100 acres), especially, in light of the fact that the District
has identified an alternative effluent disposal mechanism in the form of the City of
Lancaster’s reuse project. The Planning Documents now indicate that the District
believes that it needs o acquire 5,270 acres in connection with the recommended project
altemative. Accordingly, I have attached o copy of my January 10, 2003 letter to this
letter as Exhibit A, and | do hereby Incarporate herein all of my comments in that letler
regarding this subject {including, without limitation, the comments provided in Section 3
of my January 10, 2003 letier).

2. COMMENTS ON EIR
{a) Water Quuality - Groundwater

The EIR ideritifies potentially significant impacts associated with potential
contamination of groundwater supplies as aresult of agricultural activities associated
with the recommended project alicrnative. The EIR then concludes that this impact can
be titigated 1o a less than significant impact via implementation of a “Farm Mana gement
Plan.” {Ses EIR, pp. ES-18, 4-66 through 4-71) The basis of this conclusion i
apparently “applied-water infiltration modeling.” Aside from the fact that the manner in
which this modeling was done is not identified (and whether or not any modeling that
was done was, to any extent, calibrated or verified against any empirical data), it is not

- clear that the modeling took into account ali applicable variables. The efficacy ol any
“Farm Management Plan” depends not only on water application rates, but also,
critically, upon the crop yield. Nitogen is removed only to the extent that it is actoally
used by alfalfa (or the cultivated crop) that is then harvested and hauled away.
Aceordingly, assurming any particular irrigation rate and assuming any particular nitrogen
concentration in applied water, there is & minimur crop yield that is necessary to
cffectively remove the applied nitrogen.

The ability to ebtain this minimum yield is a fimction of a number of
variables including soil type and suitability and best management type farming practices.
There has apparcntly been no effort lo quantily the minimum crop yield required to
elfoctively remove nitrogen from effluent applied as irrigation water and nothing in the
EIR indicates that any consideration has been given to ensuring that the farm
management plan achieves this result. Instead the “Farm Management Plan™ is, in the
EIR, treated as a sort of magic black box. No parameters are provided to cnsure that 1t
will work (i.e. that is will adequately mitigate the potential significant impact on
groundwater guality associated with the recommended project alternative). To this end,
the experience gained at the District 20 agricultural reuse operation, at which & “Farm,
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Management Plan™ has been implemented, is relevant. To the extent that there i3
empitical evidence with respect to the extent to which this eperation is (or is not)
successfully removing nitrogen from applied effluent, it should be provided. Ultimately,
at minimum, the parties who are going to be asked te ceriify the EIR should be provided
sufficient information to ensure that they are satisfied that the potentially significant
impacts to groundwater quality that are associated with the recommended project
alternative will be adequately mitigated.

The BIR (at p. 4-69) also provides a single average nitrate concentration
for LWRY effluent and, although the EIR acknowledges that other nitrogen forms in
effluent tend 1o convert to- nitrate when apptied to soils, provides no additional data on.
total nitrogen concentrations in LWRP effluent. This is misleading to the extent that: (1}
nitrate concentrations in effluent from oxidation pond facilities tend to vary quite widely
on a seasonal basis, and (2) the potential {or the recorminended project allenative 1o cause
groundwater contamination is more a function of the concentration of tola! nitrogen in
effluent than a function of only nitrate concentrations in effluent.

{b)y  Water Quality - Pinte Ponds

The EIR also identifies a potentially significant impact to water quality at
Piute Ponds as a result of the loss of the regular “flushing flows™ that are currently
provided by way of efflueni-induced overflows. The EIR ultimately concludes, based on
a proposed monitoring program and an assertion that the District will, if necessary act to
" correct water guality problems that oceur at Piute Ponds, that this impact can be nmitigated
to a less than significant level. There is, however, no effort 10 actually quantify the
impact on Pute Ponds, Rather the impact is treated as a complele unknown. This is
rather disingenuous and misleading as it is fairly simple (based on statistical rainfall data,
runoff models, and the size and volume of Piute Ponds) to estimate the impact that the
altered flow regime could have on Piute Ponds. District staff clearly have the capability
of conducting such analyses. To this extent, the failure fo so try to quantify this impact
coupled with the “wait and see mitigation measure” is misleading and amounts ta
deferred mitigation. (I hereby incorporate herein all of my comments in my January 10,
2003 Jetter {including, without limitation in Section 7 thereof) relating to the need to
adequatety flush Piute Fonds).

{(¢y  Land Use - Impacts Associated with Elimination of SEA Area

The BIR concludes with little analysis that the location of facilities

- associated with the recommended project alternative (particularly, with respect to
planned agricultural operations) within an area desi gnated by the County of Los Angeles
as a “Significant Ecological Arca™ will rosult in only & “less than significant” impact {See

pp. BS 27 and 4-15 through 4-18, and 4-22 through 4-23). This result scems

counterintuitive at best given the designation of the area as a “significant ecological area”
(assuming that the County had a reason for such designation) and the scale of the
potential conversion (on the order of square miles of land) of native desert habitat to
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- other uses (agricultural and/or effluent storage). In fact, the rebommendsd project
alternative appears to directly conflict with 2 number of the County’s policies relating to
development within designated significant ceological arcas. The fact that the
recomamended project will require a CUP hardly means that the project will have no
significant impacts as a result of its location in a significant ecological area,

Accordingly, this conclusion appears unfounded, and as such, with respeet to this impact,
it appears Lhat the EIR does not and will not adequately inform the general public and the
political decision makers (who will be asked to certify the EIR) of the impacts associated
with the recommended project alternative,

I trust that the Distrdet will carefully consider all of the above comments. If you

should have any questions about any of the foregoing, I may be reached at (213) 683~
6278,

Very truly yours,

!% e Iy

David B. Lambert

1213

42.7

(cont'd)



ATTACHMENT #A”

Januarv 10, 2003 Letter le: NOYP

1-214




January 10, 2003

David B. Lambert, Isq.

Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker, LLP
515 South Flower Street, 25th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 50671

My, Sagar Raksit

Supervising Engineer, Planning & Property management Section
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts :

1955 Workman Mill Rd.

Whittier, CA 90601-4998

Re:  December 6, 2002 Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact
Report for District 14 Facilitics Plan for Year 2020

I have received and reviewed the subject document and have the following
COITHTNCIILS,

1, ALTERNATIVES INVOLVING INTENTIONAL DISCHARGE TO
ROSAMOND DRY LAKE

One-half of the identified project aliernatives include the discharge, between
December 1 and March 31 of each year, of 1,573 million gallons (“MG") or 4,627
acre-faet o effluent to Rosamond Dry Lake. In the past, Edwards Air Force base
(“EAFB™), which owns Rosamond Dry Lake, has repealedly indicated that it is
not willing to consider this as an option. Although the NOP makes reference to 2
letter of intent in which EAFB has agreed to “cooperate in the assessment of
preject allernatives that that involve construction of effluent storage facilities in
the southwest corer of the [B]ase” and to “the possible leasing of EAFB property
for construction of effluent management facilities” on EAFB, there is no
indication that EAFB has reconsiderad its long-standing opposition 1o intentional
discharges of effluent from the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant (“LWRP”) to
Rosamond Dry Lake. As such, it seems at least a bit odd that fifty percent (50%)
of the alternatives purport lo rely on such intentional discharges of effluent to '
Rosamond Dry Lake.

2. ALTERNATIVES S & 6 ARE EITHER NOT PHYSICALLY POSSIBLE, OR IF
POSSIBLE, WILL INCLUDE LARGE-SCALE DISCHARGES TO THE
GROUNDWATER BASIN

Alternatives 5 and 6 basically purport to substitute an additional large area of land

(approximately three thousand (3,000) additional acres) on which effluent may be
spread (or nsed to irrigate winter crops) for effluent storage facilities. In order to
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understand the mechanism by which these purported alternatives might be able te
physically disposc of all LWRP effluent, it is first necessary to understand that the
irrigation of crops with water does not appreciably increase the rate at which
water is evaporated. In other words, crop evapotranspiration rates are not
appreciably greater than the rate of evaporation from a bare area of land or from
a1 open water surface. For example, the water required by an alfalfa crop is
typically only about 10% greater than the reference cvapotranspiration rate.’
Thus, grawing a “winter” crop does not significantly increase the ability of an
area of land to dispose of water through evaporation or evapotranspiration, and
any water in excess of the evapotranspiration rate that is applied to any such
cultivated land must either (a) run off the surface of the land or (b} infiltrate into
the ground and to the groundwater basin.

Thus, for Alternative 3, (1) during the month of December, when
evapotranspiration rates in the Lancaster area are only 1.71 inches and alfalfa
water demands are only 1.88 inches, identified effluent management facilities
(including the 830 acres of existing facilities; the Piute Ponds plus the existing
LWRP ponds) are capable of disposing of, at most, between 1,262 and 1,402 acre-
feet (411 to 457 MG) of effiuent;® (2) during the month of January, when
evapotranspiration rates in the Lancaster arca are only 1.95 inches and alfalfa
water demands are only 2.15 inches, identified efflucnt management facilities are
capable of disposing of, at most, between 1,143 and 1,603 acre-feet (470 10 522
MG} of effluent and (3) during the month of February, when evapotranspiration
rales in the Lancaster area are only 2.65 inches and alfalfa water demands are
only 2.92 inches, identified effluent management facilities are capable of
disposing of, at most, between 1,960 and 2,178 acre-feet (639 to 708 MQ) of
cffluent,

Similarly, for Alernative 6, (1) during the menth of December, identified effluent
management facilitics (including the 830 acres of existing facilities; the Piute
Ponds plus the existing LWRP ponds) are capable of disposing of, at most,
between 718 and 860 acre-feet (234 to 280 MQ) of effluent; (2) during the month
of January, identified effluent management tacilities are capable of disposing of,
at mast, between 821 and 984 acre-feet (26§ to 321 MG) of eftiuent and (3}

' Gee Goldhamer & Snyder, Irigation Scheduling.

? Sample calculation: (7,225 ac + 400 ac + 430 ac.) * (1.88 inches/me.) ¥ (1712 fi/inch) =
1,262 acre-feet, All evapotranspiration rates are from Goldhamer and Snyder’s text,
Irrigation Scheduling, as are all alfalfa water demands. Total
evaporation/evapotranspiration is estimaled using the alfalfa water demand rate. This
shouwld gencrate a conservatively high disposal capacity becavse evaporation from a body
of water is generally slightly lower than evaporation/evapotranspiration from an
agricultural operation.
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during the month of February, identiﬁed.efﬂuent management facilities are
capable of disposing of, at most, between 1,116 and 1,336 acre-feet (364 1o 435
MGQG) of effluent.

Thus, for alternative 3, assuming 26 million gallons per day ("MGD”)influent to
the LWRY, (or 806 MG, 806 MG and 728 MG total influent for December,
between 349 and 393 MG during December (2) of between 283 and 336 MG
during January and (3) of between 20 and §9 MG during February. Similarly, for
alternative f, assuming 26 MGD influent, each vear there will be an exeess (a) of
hetween 123 and 169 MG during December, (b) of between 82 and 135 MG
during January and {¢) of 0 MG during February,” All of this identified excess
effluent must either (1) percolate to the groundwater or {2) run off of the
application/irrigation area. Because areas identified in the subject NOP as sites
for potential effluent disposal sites are located in portions of the Antelope Valley
in which the clay content of the underlying soils is generally high, its is very

possible that the soils underlying any given site will not have the capacity to allow 42'_9

all applied effluent 1o percolate. 1f so, then runoff will be inevitable. If, on the
other hand. the soils can accommodate percolation of this scale, then the aperation
will creaie a large scale discharge of (undisinfected?) sccondary effluent to the
focal groundwater basin,
. . , t
Additionally, it must be noted that, even at 26 MGD, the LWRP will not produce (cont'd)

enough effluent 10 support an agricubtural operation of the scope anticipated by
¢ither Alternative 5 or Alternative 6. During the month of July, for example,
when cvapotranspiration rates are approximately 9.89 inches and alfalfa water
demand is approximarcly 10.88 inches, Alternative 5 facilities would require
between 7.303 acre-feet {2,380 MG) and 8,113 acre-feet (2,645 MG) of svater,
 while plant influent would provide only 2,473 acre-feet (806 MG) of water.
There would be similar water shortages during other months as well, and current
LWREP storage capacity (approximately 600 MG total} cannot accommodate such
demands. Similarly, although the water shortages would not be so severe as
under Alternative 5, the LWRY would not produce enough effluent to support the
agricultura) operation anticipated under Alternative 6 (primarily because thers
would not be sufficient storage tq accommodate summer demands). Accordingly,
in order to support cither the Alternative 5 or the Alternative 6 agriculfural
operations, it would be necessary to use large amounts of groundwater in addition
to reclaimed water from the LWRP. Given the water supply situation in the
Antelope valley and the current overdraft of the local acquifer, this would not be

3 Alternative G excess caleulations assume 13 MGD discharge 0 Rosamond Dry Lake
during December, Janmary, and February, and further assuime that all water discharged to
the Dry Lake eventually will evaporate (rather than percalute).
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prudent and would, moreover, be contrary to the interests of the lacal popuiace
{for further discussion of this issue, se¢ liem 4 below),

THE AREA OF LAND REQUIRED FOR PROPOSED FACILITIES UNDER
ALL ALTERNATIVES APPEARS TO BE GVERSTATED

()

(b)

(¢}

The February 2001 NOP identified the need to acquire up o about 4,140
acres of land in order to develop efffuent management facilities capable of
managing effluent produced by about 26 MGD of influent. Not including
alternatives $ and 6 (which, for the reasons set forth above should not be
considered at ali). In comparison, (he subject NOP identifies the need to
acquire up to 4,990 acres of land in order to manage the same gquantity of
water (26 MGD influent to the LWRP). If there is there some reason why
the number of acres required 1o manage the same velume of water
increased by almost twenty two percent (22%) (or by approximately ouc
and four-tenths of a squarc mile), it is not provided in the subject NOP.
Furthermore, the subject NOP includes a 1.5 MGD (or about 550 MG each
vear) municipal reuse project by the City of Lancaster which was not
included in the February 2001 NOP. This additional reuse should
eliminate the need to acquire 320 of the acres identified as needed in the
February 2001 NOP (assuming application at 6 ft per acre per year and a
15% "buffer” area requirement). Unless the laws of thermodynamics have
changed over the past two years, there 15 no apparent reason why the
District needs 1o acquire the additional acreage, As such, the land required
numbers in the subject NOP appear to be grossly inflated,

Similarty, the February 2001 NOP identified a need to acquire only 300
acres of land for construction of the additional oxidation ponds required to
treat 26 MGD of influent at the LWRP. The subject NOP identifics a need
to acquire 950 acres of land for construction of the additional oxidation
ponds required to treat 26 MGD of influent at the LWRP No reason is
provided in the subject NOP for the two hundred percent (200%}) increase
in the area required for additional oxidation ponds. 1s there one?

Finally, the roughly six hundred acre difference between the arca required
for the activated sludge variations of the alternatives and the oxidation
pond variations of the alternatives makes no sense. Therc 13 absolutely no.
reason why a variation of an alternative that calls for secondary treatment
via an activated sludge process as opposed to via oxidation ponds will
require almost 600 less acres to dispose of all water tributary to the
LWRP, Thus, it appears that the District might not be counting
evaporation from oxidation pond facilities as a disposal mechanism. If so,
this is improper as it improperly inflates area of land required to manage
LWRP effluent. If'so, then this failure to account for losses from LWRP
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treatment facilities would explain, to some extent, the overstatement of the _
land reguired numbers in the subject NOP. i (contd)

4, LAND ACQUISITION AND PROIECT PHASING

The reference to the possibility of resorting to eminent domain in the "Land Use"
scetion of the NOP would appear to be more of an inevitability than a possibility.
The land required to support construction of storage reservoirs must be
contiguous. Similarly, the land required to support aperation of large scale
agricultural reuse operations will, practically, have to be more or less contiguous
(or could include a number of large contiguous areas). it would appear almost
impossible that the District will be able to acquire all of the land it wishes to
acquire in the contiguous or semi-contiguous conligurations that will be requited
without resorting to eminent domain, :

1n order to acquire land by eminent domain, the District’s Board of Director’s will
have to first adopt 2 Resolution of Necessity that establishes the “necessity” of
such cminent domain action and sets forth the reasons for such “necessity”™ See
generally Cal. Code Civ, Prog. § 1245230 (West 2002} (providing that a public 42-13
entity ray exercise its power of eminent domain only if it adopts a resolution of
‘necessity and setting forth the content of such resolution of necessity). The
District will then have to file a camplaint in eminent domain that complies with
the mandates of the California Eminent Domnain Law,’ Where a public entity
seeks to exercige its eminent domain power to acquire property that it does not
plan 1o use within seven (7) years of the date on which the complaint is filed, the
complaint (and the resolution of necessity) must state the estimated date on which
the property will be used. Sge Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 1240.220(b) (West 2002).
And, when the complaint states an cstimated date of use that is not within seven
('7) years of the date on which the complainit is filed, the burden of proving that
the proposed taking for future use satisfies the substantive requirements of the
Fminent Domain Law falls on the party seeking (o exercise its eminent domain
power to acquire the property. Sege Cal. Code Civ, Proc. § 124.230{c) (West
2002), In other words, the party secking to acquire property via eminent domain
must affimmatively plead and prove that “(a) {t{he public interest and necessity
require the project[,] (b} [tlhe project is planned or localed in the manner that will
e mest compatible with the greatest public geod and the least private injury [and]
(¢} [t]he property sought to be acquired is necessary for the project.” Cal. Code
Civ. Proc. § 1240.030 (West 2002). Thus, when a public entity seeks to acquire
property it does not intend to use within seven (7) years via eminent domain, the
burden of proof, which is ordinarily placed on an owner of such property (an
owner defendant), is reversed, and the resolution of necessity is not treated as

4 Codified at Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §§ 1230.010 ef seq. (West 2003).
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canclusive with respect 1o the “necessily™ of the ac visition.” See Cal, Code Civ. |
q nee

Proc. § 1245,250(a) (West 2002).

Accardingly, because the District (1) will not, according to its own projections,
need to make use within seven (7) years of all of the land it has indicated is
needed to accommodate year 2020 projected influent at the LWREP, (2) has
apparently, for the reasons set forth above, overstated the land area required to
manage the vear 2020 projected influent rate and (3) has tacitly acknowledged at
p. 10 of the NOP that *[a]dditional municipal reuse projects,” might matcrialize
which, “would reduce the acreage requirements for agricultural land,” it would
not appear prudent to atiempt to acquire all of the land identified as needed in the
NOP in one single eminent domain action. For all of these reasons, any such
action will be vulnerable to a defense that the District has not and cannot establish
the necessary prerequisites to exercise of its eminent domain power set forth in
California Code of Civil Procedure section 1240.030.

In arder to fully appreciate the nature of this risk, it is necessary to understand that
a land acquisifion efTort of the scale antivipated will most hkely involve a very
large number of owner defendants and that some of these owner derendants
should be expeeted to resist the District’s efforts to acquire their propf,rtv Thus,
although many owner defendants might not contest the District’s right to acquire
their property (and may contest only the appropriate compensation they should
receive), some number of owner defendants should be expected to do so. If even
a fow such owner defendarts are successful in such challenge, then the result will
be acquisition by the District of a large area of land that includes a patchwork of
smaller privately owned “island” parcels within its bounds. Because the District’s
planned effluent management/disposal uses for such land would most likely not
be compatible with uses to which such privaie individuals might reasonably be
expected to put their “island” parcels, this would significantly limit the District's
ability to use any land it does acquire. Ultimately, this wonld place the owners of
such island parcels in a position in which they will be able to name the price at
which they will sell their property to the District, and the District in a position in
which it must pay such price,

* Tt should also ke noted that where a Jocal public entity is secking to acquire property
that (likc the land identified in the NOP as that which the District may potentially
acquire) is not entirely within the bounds of its jurisdiction, a resolution of necessity, al
best, only establishes a presutmption which shifts the burden of producing evidence to the
defendant party, See Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 1245.250(c) (West 2002),

® 1t should, at minimum, be expected that some such owners will resist for tactical
(bargaining position) reasons.
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As such, given the legal framework within which the District must operato, it
appears clear that the District should implement any large-scale Jand acquisition
program in a number of discrete phases. Accordingly, since land acquisition wili
almost certainly have to be implemented in phases, it would seem prudent to
implement the entire planning program in phases. Thus, the subject 2020
planning effort should be approached in a “programmatic” manner in which the
District should (1) identify a relatively short-term “project” 10 be implemented
immediately o resolve short-term issues (the need to comply with the Waste
Discharge Requirements for the LWRP) and (2} identify and discuss a range of
possible alternatives for Jong term projects that might be implemented to solve
longer-term problems. Review of the longer-term alternatives and the selection of
appropriate future programmatic clements should, however, in the year 2020
planning docurnent that is presenlly being prepared, be deferred to some later
date. In other words, rather than engaging in a one-time and necessarily rushed
planning effort to supposedly resolve “today” all of the District’s needs and
problems for the next seventeen years, the District should make long-term
planning a long-term and ongoing comumitment.

This is not only the approach which will be least risky from a legal standpoint, but
is also the most appropriate and wiscst approach to Tong term planning in the
Antelope Valley. The District should be aware that (1) water supply will be a
major concern in the future in the Antelope Valley, (2) that the Aniclope Valley
groundwater basin is and has been overdrafted for several years and (3) thata
lawsnit which may result in adjudication of the local groundwater basin has been
filed and is pending. 1n short, the District should understand that the Antelope
Valley has either already entered, or is on the verge of entering a period in which
rapid changes in water supply econpmics will occur. As such, the ways in which
water and reclaimed water are used in the Antelope Valley are likely to change
drastically in the foreseeable future. Accordingly, an attempt by the District to
acquire all at once and/or in the near future all of the land identified as “nceded”
in the NOP would be myopic. It would appear prudent to anticipale that in the
foreseeable future there will be a real need to use more of the LWRP effhuent for
municipal reuse purposes. As sucl, it would appear likely that monics which
might be spent today on land that might not be needed in the future will quite
possibly represent a waste of public funds (or at best, a very speculative real
estate investment), It is, for example, my understanding that a City of Lancaster
official has already indicated that the City believes that municipal reuse of
reclaimed water in the Lancaster area could eventually approach 20 MGD.

" See “Water Board Approves New Waste Rules,” Antelope Valley Press, September 13,

2002,
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5  STORAGE PONDS OR EVAPORATION PONDS? ™

All of the identified alternatives call for the consiruction of (deeper} “Storage”
ponds rather than {shallower) "Evaporation” ponds (see description at page 8 42-14

“under subheading “Storage Reservoirs™). However, in the "Visual Resouwrees”
section of the subject NOP, the levees required for the ponds are described as "3
to 12 feet high." Please explain this discrepancy.

b. SCHEDULE AND DEADLINE FOR ELIMINATION OF DISCHARGES TO
ROSAMOND DRY LAKE '

Given the nascent status of the subject plunning effort and the lack of any real
progress toward constructing any actual effluent management {acilities over the
past two years, it does not appear that the District will be able to meet the
deadline of completing construction of the facilities necessary to ¢liminate 42-15
efftucnt-induced overflows ta Rosamond Dry Lake on or before August 25, 20035,
Even if such facilities may be located on EAFB, the schedule appears overly
ambitious. Please provide schedules indicating how such deadline can be met for
each of the allernatives, - -

7. . ISSUES RELATING TO PIUTE PONDS -

(a)  Negd to Flush Piute Ponds in Lieu of Overflow:  The District should be
aware that, if the current regime of effluent induced overflows from Piute
Ponds is lerminated, water guality in the Ponds will be adversely affected
uness the Ponds are flushed by some other mechanism. The average
depth of the Piute Pords is na more than three to four feet, evaporation
from the Piute Ponds is on the order of five and one-half feet per year, and
the Ponds receive no or almost no runoff in dry years and sometimes in
consecutive dry years.® Ag a result, the water in the ponds will become
very briny very rapidly if they are not flushed in some manner. This could
effectively kill the wetlands habitat that has developed at the Piute Ponds.
Additionally, selenium concentrations in the briny water could rise to
levels that could be fatal to waterfow] at the Ponds, Accordingly,
provisions need to be made to continue to adeguately flush the Piate Ponds
in order to. maintain water quality at the Ponds. Although this can be
accomplished guite simply by allowing water pass through the ponds and
then pumping it back to LWRF storage facilities, none of the proj ect

42-16

® It has been reported by Distriet staff that Amérgosa Creek does not flow into Piute
Ponds unless rainfall approaches or exceeds one and one-half inches in a single rainfall
event,
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HAS DEMAND SHJE MANAGEMENT BEEN CONSIDERED ™

Has demand side management been included us 2 variation of the project
alternatives? Specifically, in formulating its 26 MGD flow projection for the year
2020, has the District accounted for expected water conservation that is likely fo
oceur (especially given water supply constraints) in the Lancaster area over the
next fifteen years? Has the Distriet considered participating in local water
purveyor's demand side management programs in order to reduce water

alfernatives include any facilities w allow for such flushing of the Piute
Ponds. '

Possible Modifications of Piute Ponds: On page 10 of the NOP, the
District indicates that it intends to consider “ways of enhancing Piute
Ponds in order to provide greater storage capacity,” and that such
“enhancements” may “reduce the acreage requirements for storage
reservoirs and agricultural reuse operations.” This raises a number of
issues. First, unlegs the “enhancements™ at issue will increase the area of
Piute Ponds, such “enhancements,” cannot possibly reduce the-area of
agricultural reuse operations. In order to manage a given quaritity of
LWRY effluent (without overflow to Resamond Dry Lake and without
discharge to the groundwater basin) the District needs (1) a lixed area —
for disposal via evaporation and (2) a fixed storage volume ~ to store
water during months when evaporation is low. Storage atd area are not
interchangeable, and increasing storage capacity without increasing the
area of storage facilities does not affeet area requirements. Similarly,
increasing storage capacity in existing effluent management facilities does
not and cannot alter the area of additional effluent management facilities
that is required to manage a given quantity of effluent. Second, the
District needs io identify what it means by “enhancements” Lo Piute
Ponds. “Enhaccements” that might increase storage capacity in the Ponds
might adversely affect the wetlands habitat at the Ponds and conflict with
uses of the Ponds, Any plan to dredge the Piute Ponds to make them
deeper so as to increase their capacity would most probably cause
destruction of existing wetlands habitat in the Ponds. A plan to empty or
dey out the Ponds during summer and/or falf months and then refill them
in late fall and/or carly winter mounths would similarly canse destruction of
existing wetlands habitat at the Ponds and would, Turthermeore, result in
little net benefit. The loss of water surface area during summer and/or fall
manths {when evaporation is highest) would offset any storage capacity
gains, As such, it is questionable whether any such plan would even
provide any real benefit in terms of reduced arca and/or storage capacity
Tequirements, -
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consumption within the District’s service area and thus reduce pet capita
wastewater production? ' (cont'd)

9. AGRICULTURAL REUSE: METHOD OF IRRIGATION

Please identify the method in which reclaimed water will be applicd at the
anticipated agnc.ultural reuse sites, Is spray irrigation anticipated? If so, will the 42-19
applicd water be disinfected prior to application? The envirenmental impact

report should identify the impacts that might be associated with the manner of

irrigation that is ultimately chosen, -

I trust that the District will carcﬁllly'consider all of the above comuents. If you
should have any questions about any of the foregoing, I may be reached at (213) 683-
6278,

Very lruly OULS, . /

Da\"id B, Lambert
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LETTER 44

BETHANY MCGARRY
5163 EAST AVENUE F

LANCASTER, CA 93535

November 13, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Samtation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O Box 4998

Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Sagar K. Raksit:

This is Bethany McGarry, daughter of John and Gayleen MeGarry. 1 am 13 vears old
{tuming 14 one week from tomorrow) and half way through my ninth grade year, We
home school in our wonderful house, of which we have dane so much work to HIprove
the way it is on the inside as well as the outside.

My mom has mformed me about your plan: LWRP 2020 Plan EIR, We live at 5163
East Avenue F of which is part of “Study Area 4. Our property and many other
properties, some of which are dear neighbors of ours, are in the area as well as the other
“study arcas.™ I love my property so much and don’t want to move away.

I believe that what you are planning to do is wrong. The first reason is because you are
forcing people out of their homes. (Even if you are giving “fair markel value™ for our
- property. If you do go on with the plan we ¢an’t say no and not move because you are
going to poison the water.) The second reason is that the poisonous water will probably
infect the cows and other livestock. The third reason is because there are probably
different ways to solve this problem.

This house has been a place of healing from our loss of my brother who left us June 7
1997. We moved here four years ago this upcoming Tuesday. We have 22 chickens, 2
cats, 2 dogs (Retriever/black lab mix and a Queens land healer/ Australian Shepherd mix),
2 goats, 1 horse (brown and white paint mare), | rat, and 1 bird (parakeet). If we move

and don’t find another house with enough acreage lke the one we are in, we will have to
sell the horse, chickens, and goats.

So please consider my small letter from a small individual. Thank you.

C
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LETTER 45

Hannah McGarry
clez ast Ave F

Lancaster, CA.
93636

To whom it may concern,
| love my home very much. | hope you don't take it away from me,
because that would ruin my life. My birthday is coming up real soon,
and 'm turning twelve. Please don’t ruin the best part of my life.
| hear that you're planning on taking sewer water and watering the

alfalfa fields. | think that’'s a BIG mistake. Since alfalfa feeds our cows,
goats, and other animals, that when we eat them, we will get very sick.

I have lots of critters to take care of and love. But that's perfectly fine
with me as long as f get to love on them as long as | want. | have lots
of chickens, a horse, goats, dogs, cats, a bird, and a rat. { Iove them
all very much. And if you make us move somewhers eise, we would
have 1o sell some of them.

! know you think I'm just a kid and have nothing to do with this, but |
do. Because you’re going to make us move out of the house we
worked so hard on and love very much.

Sincerely,
Hannah
McGarry

.

;?{f(“(,fl.?'{.{._}{lw
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LETTER 46

West Wind Acres Ranch
Fohn and (Fayleen MeGarry

5163 East Avenue F * Lancaster, California 93535

November 13, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O. Box 4498 : :

Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Dear Sagar K. Raksit:

It I8 of our concern to write regarding the prouposed proiject
LWRP 2020 Plan EIR. S5aid proposal is understood o expand
the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant. This plan is
unacceptable entirely due to the snvironmental impacts
listed by your own research., It amazes us that ever with
these impacts known to the Sanitation District, there would
be consideraticon to move ahead with this plan.

These issues are not of little consequence environmentally;
these effects are devastating to our anvirconment. The
degradation of the ground water resuiting from long-term
land application of recycled water will threaten QUr very
lives, as we live and depend on the water pullad from our
well derived directly from the ground water. We’'zre sure you
dre aware of the problems that the Palmdale Water District
is facing because of their reuse of effluent water.

West Wind Acres Ranch, our home, is located in +the zone
marked as “Proposed Agqricultural Area” and “Study Area 4.7
Upon reading through the County Sanitation District’s
Summary provided on their website, it sounds as if there are
plans to acquire our land. We hope it won’t come to this.
if we do not sell, our ground water will be “poisoned” by
this degradation referred to in the environmental report,
putting at risk the health of our children, our livestock,
and ourselves. If we do sell, we would not be able to
replace our home and land with the monies from the “fair
market value” offered.

We purchased this home and land just four years ago with the
hopes of renovating the house and developing the land.

Doing so would attain enough eguity to help out our children
as needed and provide a family haven for years to rome.

Page 1 of 3
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REF: LWRFP 2020 Plan EIR Page 2 of 3
FR:  MaoGarry 11-13-2003

Work is ongeing out here, but we have done an awful lot of
work and have spent a small fortune deing so. The approach
of “fair market value” goes only so far. We purchased our
five acres and home out here because it was the only place
where we could afford such a place. “Fair Market Value” is
laughable, how about “Full Replacement Value in zn area
within 10 miles in Lancaster with same amenities, acreage,
etc., plus the cost to move!” And even then, forcing us to
move 1is devastating and unsettling. Qur children are so
upset at the thought of leaving our home! Will we be safe
where we move to ¢r will the eminent powers coma there in a
couple of years with another big project and do this again?!

Certainly this preject was in the works since before we
purchased this place four years ago; BUT, this was not
disclosed to us or we never would have purchaszed out here!
I know that our neighbers purchased within the last year,
and paid guite a bit for their property -- did they know?
Hardly! Neither the sanitation department nor any other
public entity should have the right to hurt people like
this. It’"s unfair frankly.

Furthermore, and on a more sentimental note, our purchass of
this home 'and property was the direct result of a won
‘tawsuit against the hospital and doctors responsible for the
demise of cur only son. Along with our three daughters, we
decided to purchase our “dream home” with scme of the
proceeds of the lawsuit. Our hopes and dreams are being
fulfilled here, in somewhat of & living testament to the
life ¢f our son. We are surrounded with life out here. Our
youngest daughter, Hannah, was probably the most touched by
the loss of her brother. Hannah is now so happy to spend
time with her animals -- a horse, some goats, dogs, and a
whole slew of chickens. Her heart has somewhat repairad,
but she still often speaks of her sadness from the loss of
her brother. Please, help us! Do not take this little
piece of land from her! ‘

Last night we attended a meeting out in Falmdale at the
Palmdale Water District. This meeting was called to
conslder a plan to clean the ground water in Palmdale. The
whole reason the ground watexr is dirty is because of tha
effluent water problem caused by the reuse of effluent water
and inadequate storadge of such water. Tt is going to cost
millions of dollars to clean the water and prevent the same
talng from happening again. Astonishingly, District 14 is
planning to do this same dirty thing out bhere in
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REF: LWRP 2020 Plan EIR Page 3 of 3
FB: McGarry 11-13-2003

Lancaster as proposed by LWRP 2020 Facilities Plan. If this
plan is approved, this same situation WILL occur in
rancaster. Are we really stupid encugh to do this again and
cost our community millions of dollars in the future to
clean it up? What about the health issues this plan will
cause? Has there been a dollar figure placed on that?
There’s an old saying, “An ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure.” It will undoubtedly cost more to do
something else as prevention instead of this proposed plan,
but the cure will definitely save dollars and lives in the
long run.,

Please reconsider and re~evaluate this project. There ig a
better way. One suggestion is to clean the water to decent
pot ability so the reuse will not cause harm. It has been
dona successfully by cother agencies.

No one wanta to fight. We all just want to live and let
live in cur respective little cosners of the world. We all
want safe and healthy envirconments for our children and
grandchildren. Please, please think long and hard before
proceeding with this plan. Please, for the sake of our
awaet children a&nd our future grandchildren. Reconsider
this plan fer vour ¢hildren*s sake, for the sake of

youraelves, for the sake of all of our futures.

Sincerely and Respectfully,

[~

Gayleen McGarry
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West Wind Acres Ranch
Fohn and (zayleen Mc(zarry

§163 East Avenue F ¥ Lancaster, California 93535
(661) 546-2458 * E-mail WWindAeresRanch@aol.com

November 13, 2003

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
State Caplitol Building
Sacramento, Callifornia 95814

pear Mr, Schwarzenedgger:

Firss, you are my absolute faverite action hero, 1I'm not even
kidding! I wish I could close my letter here; however, I have a
very serious matter that needs to be brought to your attention.
1’m so sorry for the issuss that you are faced with today, the
cconomy being so poor, and now the fire disasters iln Southern
California. Please know I wizsh yon the best.

The issue of my utmost concern and of the concern of all of my
neighbers is as follews: the Sanitation District of Los Angeles
Countyv has put out a proposal entitled Lancastsr Water
Reclamaticn Piant 2020 Plan EIR. This proposal is targeted to
expand the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant by adding more
“ponds” to hold effluent and/or tertiary water plus pipe this
water out to be used for agriculture. The proposal has marked a
15 sqguare mile section of land to be used as agriculture where
this water will be used.

There are many f.aws wibth this proposal, far tco many for me to
address in this first correspondence; but, I will addrass a few
key flaws for you. First, the 15 square miles of land chosen for
agriculture is owned by many private home and landowners. Many
of these people’s families have lived on thelr land for over a
mentury, some even back to the davs when theare was homesteading
out hers. The proposal intends to purchase these acres, at “failr
market value,” then lease out the land to farmers Lo grow alfalfa
using the effluent water produnced. The threat of sminent domain
law has been usad already. Of course, this will be a horrifying
experience for these families., Many nome and landowners have
already experienced worry and feaxr from what they have heard
about this proposal. We are among these familieg, but I will
refrain from putting too much personal sentiment in this letter.

Secondly, the environmental danger of using such water is

devastacing. Over time, the ground water will be degraded. This
has bean addressed in the Sanitation District’s own Fnvironmental

Page 1 of 2
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LETTEER TO: Schwarzeneggey FR: MaGarry 11-13-2003
PAGE THO '

Inpact Report; yet, they are still planning te move forward with
+his ludicrous idea. The diseases and other biclogical issues
that will be caused by using this water are too NUMEIOUS to

mention &t thisg time.

Our Antelope Valley is a “closed rasin, ” meaning once the water
is toxic, it will remain so because there is no inlet or outlet.
Mind you, this same water is being used to water the alfalfa,
which is fed <o the cows, the cows produce meab and milk, and
then we serve it up with a baked potato to our families. What
are Lhey thinking?

Just a side note, the Palmaale Water district implemented &
project very similar to thie one back in 1957. I attended =
meeting two nights ago at the Palmda.e Water District where the
maliln topic was a plan to clean up the grcund water due CO
effluernt water usage. They are using the effluent water on only
sbout 300 acres, and the clean up will cost between 200 and 400
million dollars! To ciean up the water, the District will have
to pull the water out of the ground, clean it, and then return to
the ground. The plan out here in Lancaster is approximately five
times greater! Besides the health impacts, can we really afford
to allow this?

vlease, Mr. Schwarzenegger, please lock inte this issue. I've
enclosed a copy cf the Draft Fnvironmental Impact Report that was
sent to all of the homeowners located in the 15 sguare mile area
chosen for agriculture. I hope it sheds more light on this
issue, and pricks your heart in such a way as to taks action for
us. Be our “action herol!”

1T is obvicus that if the water goes bad, the antelope Valley
will die, the people will leave, or at least who’s left of them.
For “he sake of our children who drink the milk produced by the
cows fed on alfalfa grown using effluent water, and the chilidren
who live near the areas where this effluent water is sprayed into
the air with all it’s toxins, please use your influence To stop
this plan.

Hurbly and raspectfully,
Gayleen McGarry

Enclosure:
Drait Environmental Impast Reportfoer the Lancaster Water kesclamation Elant 2029 Facilitiss Plan
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LETTER 47

AWest Wind Acres Ranch
Fohn and (Fayieen Melsarry

5143 Eavr Avenue F* Lancester, Californila 33535
(661) 946- 7458 * E-mail WWindAcrssBanchiFacl.com

November 13, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 80607-4998

REFERENCE: 1WRP 2020 Pian EIR

Dear Mr. Raksit:

We owe you a debt of gratitude. Thank you for making it necessary to meet our neighbors. We have
faund them 1o be the salt of the earth. Our new friends rapresent the American way in the classic
sense today. :

Thank you for waking us up to a conscientious goal worthy of our full attention. You will not have to
bear the pain of repeating history. The water in Palmdale has been poisoned. The water in
Lancaster will not — WILL NOT — be poisoned.

We are niot second-class citizens. Land with inhabitants who earn more money than we do is just as
valuable in the Antelope Valley. Their waste is as fragrant as ours. Treat it the same. | wil
personally pay an extra tax as a sincete commitment to our welfare.

Thank vou far causing us to appreciate our homes. Stand among the wildflowers in April; breathe
that sweetness inside our wonderfui sunsets; be stilt and watch life greet you there.

Thank you for bringing out the best in us. The GOD who created us will spare us from this de-
evolution because HE answers the prayars of our children.

| beliave you must banefit from this exchange with us. You must he better off than you were after
this experience as well. What greater way could there be than to stand among yourselves and vow
1o perform this huge task for the goad of ALL the peaple.

Remember the prayers of our chitdren and do not let this became the *BACKFIRE HEARD "ROUND
THE WORLD."

Sincerely, - ﬁ/ﬁ_\ /Z %JL’(/Q/&

Iohn McGar

1-233

47-1



LETTER 48

Saran McGarry

31632 East Ave, F

Lancaster CA 93535
WWindAcresRanch@aol com

November 14, 2003

Te: Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O. Box 4998 '

Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Dear Sagar K. Raksit.

My name is Sarah McGarry and | live at 5163 East Ave. F in Lancasler
California.  am 17 and a senior in high school, | wili be going to the Bible college
at West Coast Baptist College in the fall of 2004. '

This address has been my home for the past four years. We've had
Christmas and Thanksgiving and birthday parties in this house. We prayed for
the new millennfum and watched fire works from our front window on every
Fourth of july. We watched Tower 1 fall on 9/11 in our living room the morning it
happened.

I am writing concerning this plan: LWRP 2020 Plan EIR. This plan proposes
the expansion of the Lancaster Water Reclamation Piant. This would be okay if
the "Froposed Agricultural Area” and "Study Area 4" were not the areas in which
my home is located. Your own studies and research have proven the fact that this
plan is environmentally devastating. Effluent water will, in time, poison the water ...
tavle. Effluent water being sprayed into the air will case health issues among the
surrounding residents. The use of effluent water to grow the foods for livestock ]
that are milked and/or butchered for our benefit may very well become a
detriment. This fact alone is hgzardous to the community as a whole. Children
drink milk every morning in their cereal | know this plan is necessary for the
growth of our community but there are hundreds of acres to choose from o
elsewhare. There is no reason that a way cannot be found to clean the water to
the point that it is no longer harmful. It's been done. If we can send peopie to the
moon and bring them back, we can make our water harmless. If we'd go to all
the trouble to make sure that our moon is composed of merely dust, how much

more trouble is it worth to be sure of our own health?
Flease reconsider this plan. We are all affected by it.
Sincerely and Respectfully,

Sarah McGarry

A 5

[y
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LETTER 49

MNovember 12, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.(). Box 4998

Whittier, CA.. 90607-4998

Re: Lancaster Waier Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan Environmental lmpact Report
County Sanitation District No. 14 of Los Angeles

Mr. Raksit,

1 was born and raised on the East Side, my children and their childven have lived on the east side.

My mother is Donna (Firsick) Mischika and my prandfather was John Firsick who farmed alfalla
and other crops along with his brothers and children, My grandfather taught me to always be fair
and always do what 1s right.

I'believe that the pmposcd plans by the Los Angles County Sanitation District #14 is not fair nor
is it right, “The DEIR 15 flawed and biased. it is based on half truths and conjuncture. I believe 1t
was haphazardly completed as the Connty has been in need of new wastewater facilities for the
past thirty vears as stated by Senator Pete Night at the Ociober 29" 2003 meeting held by your
office. Some of the proposed conceptual effluent management alternatives that the County
proposed are ridicules @t best and some border on absurd. It appears that the onty plan the county
likes is moving the effluent away Grom Lancaster (out of site crut of mind) where it would cause
the displacernent of some 50 wo 80 families.

1 helteve the Comnty should keep their problem on the west side of Lancaster where the problem is
caused, There is property available on the west side near the current Wastewater Plant. 1 have
attached a map showing at least 25 square miles of land that could be used for agriculture use
without displacing as many families as the corrent plan. There are properties to the north and east
of the plant that conld be used for roiention basins, ‘The use of secondary treated water for
agriculture really needs to be investigated thoroughly, as per the groundwater contamination
partially if not entirely caused by the County Sanitation District #20 in Palmdale. [ think the two
County Sanitation Districis showld combine as one and baild the required treatment facilities for
both Lancaster and Paimdale with the effluent going to municipal reese and othet mote suitable
nses of reclaimed watet.-,

I ask that the County Sanitation District #14 Board rejoct the pmject and require that the County

Engineers i /x;; stigatprless evasive dpproache:s to the problems of plant effluent rense.

Bon d‘t 15@11&:.—1
523 East Ave F
Lancasler, CA. 53533
Lancaster East Side Property and Home Owners Assoctation

o

Mayor F, Roberts

Mayor J. Ledford
Supervisor Y. Burke
Supervisor M. Anionovich
Senator P. Night
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LETTER 50

November 17, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA. 90607-4998

Re:  Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan Lnvironmental Impact Report
County Sanitation District No. 14 of Los Angeles

Mr. Raksit,

@

Enclosed are letters from residents that will be affected by your proposed plan (o roake the East
Side of Lancaster an agricultural Reuse area. You should also be receiving other individual
letters from residents. We would like you fo record these letters as comments to the Lancaster
Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Drafi Environmental Impact Report (DEIR ).

50-1
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]

Thank You, .~

e Bl

"Donald I, M!%hkd
8525 East Avenue F
Lancaster, CA 93535

noc # .
S
s os o L30AEA fQﬂJ(S it
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LETTER 51

November 12, 2003

Re: Lancaster Waste Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan EIR
LA County Sanitation Dnstrict No, 14

To Whom It May Concern:

With all due respect, what in the world are you trying to do? Why are you trying to “buy
out” and “move residents” from their homes and property? We live on the Eastside of
Lancaster by choice. We cherish our solitude and space. We do not want 10 move from

oo

our homes. We_do rigt want to sell our property, We will not seli our bomes and
property.

My husband and his siblings grew-up on the Eastside of Lancaster. They attended
Eastside School from grades K-8. They attended and graduated AV High Sehool.

My mother-in-law, age 68, grew-up o 0™ Street Fast, This is her home. This is where
her memories are. Her mother and father, Jones and Firsick, grew-up on the Eastside.
We have generations of life and memories on ihe Eastside of Lancaster.

1 find it very shameful and disturhing that politics is trying to move and “dislocate”
American citizens trom their homes when there are other alternatives to solve your
“waste™ problem. '

Fast Lancaster Home & Land Owners Ass,
Gwen Mischka

8525 East Ave F

lancaster, Ca 93535

(661) 946-8770

co: Sagar K. Raksit
Michael D. Antonovich
Frank Robetls
Willtam J. Knight -
Fim Ledford
Harold Singer
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LETTER 52

MNovember 14, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit . _
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P.O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA. 90607-4998

Re:  Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan Environmental Impact Report
County Sanitation District No. 14 of Los Angeles

Mr. Raksit,

My name is Kory Mischka and ] grew up in the Antelope Valley, To be more specifie |
grew up on the east side of Lancaster, Ave F and 85 Street Fast 10 be exact. I lived with my
mather and fiather on my grandparent’s property, along with my uncle and cousing, Thisis a
place where 1 camped out in the summer time, and made mud/snowmen in the winter, when it
kind of snowed. | learned how to ride horses, and drive a car on that property. One summer [
even picked onions for five doltars a bucket. T hunted for snipes with my b-b gun; I never
actually got any though, 1 think what ’'m tryving to get across here, is that this land is my
childhood. It holds some of my fondest memories, and most defining moments of my life.
Eventually that fand would be passed down to me, and [ would have the opportunity to show my
wife and children what it was like for me growing up in the desert. Now this is just a bnief view
of iy own personal feeling towards the east side, it does not even begin to deseribe how the
residents of the area feel. Most of these people have resided there for most of their lives and
have nowhere ¢lse to call home, Most of these people are people like my grandparenis Bob and
Donna Mischka who have called the east side there home for the last forty years. To vacate
these people from their land, their home is an imjustice of immeasurable proportions. T always
thought that one thing in this life would be concrete. That if anything ever went wrong 1n my
life I would always bave somewhere to go, some place ! could always call home. Please don’t
take that away from me; please don’t take that away from my family.

Thank Y o,

Kory Mischka, AM1 US Navy
55 Tranquilo Lane, Apt. A
Chula Vista, CA, 81911

o

Mayor F. Roberts

Mayor J. Ledford
Supervisor Y. Burke
Supervasor M. Antonovich
Senator P, Night
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LETTER 53

Susan Mischka

8525 Eagt Avenue F
Lancaster, CA 935313
November 12, 2003

Mr. Sagar K, Raksit

Supervising Enginesr

County Sanftation Districts of Los Angeles County
PO Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Re: Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Plan Environmental Impact Report
County Sanitation District No. 14 of Los Angeles

Dear Sir,

)

Helle, my name is Susan Mischka and 1 am 2 resdent on Lancaster's east side, The area that has been selected 0 be
acquired by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District #14, Since this is a period of time set aside for commems on
the district’s Draft Environmental Impacet Report (DEIR), 1 will respond to that first. Secoadly, I will provide you
with some family history and statistic, and some general history on the Jand.

I don't know how it was determined (the documentation received was inconclusive) to select this portion of land that
I call home for distribution of secondary treated wastewarer, but I will comment on some issues in your DEIR. Firs,
1 would like you to look at the pictures that you used in the DEIR to portray the dwellings on the West Side of
Lancaster as compared to the East Side of Lancaster. The pictures show obvious dwellings on the west side in the
arca noar Nebeker Ranch. Your pictures even go so far as showing business dwelhngs in Kern County on the Avenue
A county boundaries. There are no pictures just west of the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant (LWRP), that offers
approximately 25 squate miles of land that bas hardly any dwellings. The pictures for support of using land on the
east side of Lancaster for what ts your current alternative for purchase and agriculture reuse show no dweliings, Of
conrge there wouldn’t be any dwelling 10 ses based on the pictures in your DEIR. They only show views of strctly
desert (is that not deceiving to someone who is going to approve your DEIR). I you were to take picres from say
Avenue ¥ and 70™ Street looking north you would see at least 10 dwellings. Point the camera toward the east an
Avenue F and 70" Street you would see at least 14 dwellings. Where do you come up with selecting this land? Next,

I wilt discuss the obvicuslhy incorreet maps vou wtilize in your DEIR for wells, especially on the east side of Lancaster. .3

What are vou trying 1o portray to the approving hoard for this DEIR? The maps of wells are very incorrect and the ™)

cirizens whe have lived here for decades passad can tell vou where to find sume of those abandoned wells, as well as
to point out where current wells are in operation. 1 think since there are so many known and unknown (abandoped)
wells on the east side of Lancaster, this should elomimate the eastern agricultural study area. Just one of those

unkpown abandoned wells couid allow drainage of secondary treated wastewater into the aguifer. 1 really don’t ~ §

understand why you are going so far east 10 dispose of secandary treated wastewarer when vou have pipe instalied
aiready that goes to the west side of Lancaster. Also, if this is to eliminate the eocroachment on Edwards AFB, say it
in your DETR. Please don’t use the excuse that Rosamond Dry Lake is needed (or used) for an emergency fanding
areg. [0 is # Jow (ight corridor. 1 think that they use Rogers Dry Lake 2s their primary emergency landing area 1
think what is happening on the area extending fom Piue Ponds is that this creates a hazard to aircraft in a low fly
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zone resulting in Bird Air Smike Hazards. This is somerthing that would be considersd in the base realignment
program with Edwards Air Foree Flight Test Center being in competition with Eglin Atr Force Flight Test Cemer.
Another thought is, did you consider what the emplovees driving to work alung Avenue E and also 90" Street East 10
work a1 Edwards AFB would feel about breathing in airborne pathogens evervday on the way to work and back. All
this is being dome to stop the encroachment on Edwards AFB, but yet it could be detrimental to the employees
working there. '

You are planning this expansion based on numbers reported about the future growth in Lancaster and Palmdale. 1t
may be ignorant of me to ask, but do you know about the current problem in Palmdale because of the very same thing
vou are proposing to do on the east side of Lancaster (degradation of the ground water). Yaou do know that with
grawth in the demand to dispose of wastewater there is also a demand in the use of water. T'm sure thal supplies
from Antelope Valley Eagt Kern Water Apency may lower based on availability and may increase cosis when supplies
are limited. The Antelope Valley needs to use wells 1o meet the demand for current water usage and future growth in
the sutrounding areas. I can just imagine that you looked into this as well, and reviewed the contamination problems
in our focal ground water (Paimdale) that basically has the same possible effect as vour propesal in the DEIR,

I would like.to see the data that is collected at the monitoring wells by the LWRP. Monitoring wells were a
requirement in my husbands previous business where sewer ponds were used. Has the data you have collected ever

B
j ..g
Yt ais araseusrcorsomanbisesses avssn

presented contamination tssues? If so, how did you mitigate and resolve the contamination issues? Was the public

informed? If so, how did yvou address iheir concerns” :

T know vou didn’t consider this in your DEIR, but what about the impact to the film industry. I recognize the area
out here on the east side whenever 1 watch a movie or commercial. I am also proud to point out to my sisters . (that
veah this was filmed on the eagt side). T even remember that “The Right Stuff, was filmed out here on the east side
inthe 198¢7s  Kind of ironic that your doing this to sppeass the Aw Force. There have heen several lms made out
here but you probably concluded that they can film elsewhere. 1 don’t remember any films being made on the west
stde. What I do remember is, there were two gitls kidnapped and nearly killed. How about you? What do vou
remember?

Now that 1 have addressed your DEIR, 1 would Bke to focus on the land you want to acquire that is rich with history
and that you wani 1o use for wastewater disposal. There s something that you should know, T have never bad a more
informative history class than the one I recetved from my husband’s grandparents. It was fantastic and morg
importantly part of Americana, our roots. I use to listen avidly to ail the stories about the homesteading of this
property. | can still look at pictures today and show my children and grandchildren their great, great-great. and great-
great-great grandparents. This s something that T didn’t have from my family. I cherish what 1 have learnied about
our ancestors here and I would like to see you show me another area of land (in the Antclope Valley) that siill has the
number of descendants from the original homesteaders that were here a century ago.

By approving this DFIR, the board will displace a close nit family that has been here over a hundred vears. There are
approximately 25 relatives Hving on and associated with this land that vou want 1o acquire My husband’s uncle aven
Hves in the house where he was bom (he is now in his 70°s). Where can vou find thal in the Antelope Vallgy now?
Family members still own the original homestead, that’s four generations and possibly five. Whal you will destroy is
a family heritage and personal memories from our years of growing up and living in this area.

My mother-in-laws uncle atiended (he Redmond School locaied on 90" Sireet East in between Avenue E and F, that
by all means should have been preserved as a historical tandmark and still can ke, He attended this schoel n the
1920°s. Laneaster has preserved other school historical landmarks with the East Side Union Scheol district or hack
then Lancaster Grammar Schoel My children are the fourth generation of this family that attended East Side Union
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School District. They participaiod i Future 4-H, sporig, school plays, ads groups like Cub Scouts and Girl Scouts.
They spent their free time on stay-overs at other children’s houses that were residents in the area. This all culminates
into extensive childhoed memories 1 don't want to see that destroyed for my children.

Ot here on the East Side of Lancaster my grandfither-in-law nse to farm alfalfa. They would flood irtigate and my
hushand would tell me about their front vard filling up so they could ool ofl during the summer.  Eater on my
tushand’s grandfather built 2 swimming pool on the property where we now live, This was in the 1950°s and my
husband Icarned to swim in that pool and twenty-five years later my children learned to swim in the same pool. As e
voullg fectager my husband would ride his horse mto the desert and camp cowboy style warching the stars and the

. beautiful sunsets that we have. He would find arrowheads and antique bottles. Te found old license plates and

disptayed them with pride. What you are going io take away from this family is extensive. It is safe and secure in this

area since so many neighbors are relatives, We don’t have the congestion, crime, and chatter from Living n the city.

Tt's very peaceful here away from Lancasier and 1 really don’t want to leave this area. 1 am glad that the history here

can he passed down from my children fo theirs and from them to their children. This area of land will always be a

part of our fanity history.

Respectiully yours,

me 7 Z f(,(/,’)é’ 4/

Susarl Mischka

cL

Mayor F. Roberts

Mayor I. Ledford
Supervisor Y. Burke
Supervisor M. Asttonavich
Senator P. Night
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LETTER 54

November 17, 2003

Mr. Sagar K. Raksit

supervising Engineer

Financial Management Department

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
P. O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 90607-4998

Subject: Comunents Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Draft
Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant 2020 Facilitics Plan (LWRP 2020 Facilities
Plan)

Dear Sagar:

Thank you for seliciting my comments or the two subject documents when we
talked over the telephone on October 29th. [ hope this input will assist the Districts in
designing a project that will be more acceptable to the public and will further the long
term inferests of the Distriets.

As you know, | am a member of the [.shontan Regional Water Quality Control
Board that regulates District No. 14, Ever since | became a Board Member in 1989, 1
have disqualified myself from participating in any matter directly concerning the
Distriets. Therefore, T am writing this letfer as an individual concerned citizen, property
‘owner and user of water in Antelope Valley. Tam not writing as a representative of the
Regional Board.

[ am deeply concemed about the content, and therefore the validity of both the
DEIR and I, WRP 2020 Facilities Plan, Both are riddled with tactual errors,
miscalculations, misstatements and misleading information that [ believe the Districts
should correct. In its present form, the DEIR cannot be certified without making
extensive substantive changes. As it stands, [ believe it is significantly flawed in most
significant areas.

My discussions of the more significant shortcomings are as follows. My intention
is not to nit-pick or dwell on small details. T, University of California Extension Farm
Advisors, and many of the Districts” stafT have made many of these recommendations to
the Districts in the past. '
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GCENERAL COMMENTS
Other Alternatives

Since the Districts are trying to meet the August 25, 2005 deadline (o eliminate
the threatened nuisance condition created by overflows from Piute Ponds to Rosamond
Dry Lake, a wise and prudent approach at this time may be to acquire only the land
needed to develop the agricnltural fand and storage ponds needed to achieve this
mmmediate goal. Presently, the wastewater flows projected in 2020 are speeulative
because of the uncertainty of the source of future water, In addition, the regulation of the

groundwater basin may change.
Best Altcrnative Considered

[ agree, Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative of those selected for azia]ysis. N
Cost Effective and Environmentally Sound Manner

The first objective of the DEIR stites “Provide wastewater treatment and effluent
management capacily adeqguate to meet the needs of District No. 14 through 2020 in a
cost effective and environmentally sound manner,” I do not believe the project, as
outlined, is cost elfective because the agricultural land is assumed to not generale any
income for the community/Districts (some positive cash flow should be generated), the
agricultural land is assumed to have zere value in the future (whereas it should be very
valuable) for the eommunity/Districts, and sprinkler irrigation is planned which is costly
initially, costly to operate, and costly to provide the energy to pressurize the water, The
Districts are also planning, because of sprinkler irrigation, to wasie money disinfecting
the effluent. The approach is also nol environmentally sound beeause the Districts do not
appear to understand the fundamenial coneepts of irrigation with effluent (see below). 1
have been advised that sprinkler irrigation with secondary effluent, even disinfiscied, has -
a potential of broadcasting viruses for the community to inhale. Finally, the usc of
storage reservoirs, lined with local clay material, has the strong potential to Jeach
nitrogen and salts into the groundwater. 1 believe the Districts should thoroughly

nvestigaie these concerns. =
Cultaral or Farming Concepts
A great majarity of the agricultural discnssion in the DEIR and LWRP 2020 "

Facilities Plan is too elementary and superficial 1o be of much assistance. For instance,

these documents indicate that the Districts do not understand the principles of farming

with effluent, irrigation with effluent, agricultural site selection 1o use effluent. public

health concerns in using effluent, management and farmer capabilities required to use
cffluent, and the ability to financialty analyze an effluent reuse operation. Under these
circumstances, [ believe the proposed operation 1s doomed to failure, A discussion of

more specific comments follows. =
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Maintaining-Ad equate Production of Alfalfa

In reading the subject documents, T have concluded that the Districts do not -
understand perhaps the most important concept in using plants such as alfalfa to dispose
of wastewater. To be sure to protect the groundwater, the production of alfalfa every
year needs to be maintained at a sufficiently high level 1o use all of the nitrogen in the
effluent. As a numerical example, if' 6.5 to 7.0 acre-feet/year of effluent with 24.5
mg/liter as N Is applied per acre, the production must be at least 7.6 to 8.2 tons of 54-5
al{alfa/acre every year. If more water is applied, the production must be greater. Given '
crop rotation, weather vagaries, varying soils, irtigation system deficiencies, ete., this
goal 15 not easy to attain, As discussed later, not all farmers can do this. Definite
performance standards dealing with production must be applied to any farmer using
effluent o

Irrigation and Water Balance Fundamentals

Mauy of the irrigation fundamentals are serjously flawed. For example, Figure
3.8 ol the DEIR, which shows evaporation from ponds and cv apotranspiration from
alfalfa is incorreet. The absolute magnitude of these parameters and their relationship
with each other is incorrect, As a numerical example, evaporation from ponds is equal to
or about 10% greater than evapotranspiration from alfalfa (depending on the reference), 54.-6
not 50% higher.

Also, the on again, off again nature of irrigation should be explained and
contrasted with a constant head situation which is present in ponds,

As a result, Table 4-3 of the LWRP 2020 Facilities Plan, which discusses
estimated losses from the Lancaster Plant are incorrect.

Method of Irrigation

As you know, | prefer flood irrigation because 1t does not broadeast pathogens
into the air to enter the respiratory tracts of unsuspecting individuals. Even if the
secondary eftluent 1s disinfected, my understanding is that encapsulated viruses may still
be a threat. My discussion with environmental microbiologists indicates a problem will
exast. Page 4-170 of the LWRP 2020 Facilitics Plan briefly discusses this issue. It needs
to be examined in more detail and data presented to the public. Certainly, sprinkler 534-7
irrigation has a public perception problem regarding airborne pathogens. Also, center
pivots, a type of sprinkler irrigation, require more land than flood irrigation beeause the
corners of a fleld are vanally not irrigated. As [ and many farm advisors have discussed
with the Districts already, sprinkler rrigation presents many practical problems not
encountered in flood irrigation.

Quantity of Land Required
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Please review your water balance and show the calculations determining the
agricultural acreage and storage and treatment pond acreages. I suspeet these are
overstated. '

Storage and Oxidation Pond Design

Several sections in this document discuss percolation through the bottom of these
ponds to the groundwater. Perhaps small areas have a minimal impact, but in these
documents, you are considering very large arcas. Clay liners do not stop the wansport of
nitrogen to the groundwater, they merely slow down the transport. Using hydraulic
conductivities of clay published in the literature, a nitrogen content in the effluent of 25
mg/l, the area of your projected reservoirs and ponds, and an assumed backpground lewvel
of nitrogen in the aquifer (s.g. about 4 mg/1), you can calculate the volume of
groundwater that the reservoirs and ponds can possibly contaminate above the drinking
water gtandards. [ recommend that you do these ealenlations, present them in the DEIR,
and discuss.

Agricultural Site Selection

As mentioned earlier, many soils in Antelope Valley are not expected to support
the production levels required to take up the nitrogen in the effluent. 1 feel strongly that
soils east and southwest of our ranch in the Weslern Agriculiural Arca are not adéquate
for this purpose. By inspecting the “indicator plants™ in the Eastern Agricultural Area,
one concludes that many of these locations are also not suitable. By selecting “land that
hag been farmed before™ is not a very good indication of site selection. Many abandoned
ranches in Antelope Valiey should have never been farmed because of their sail
problers. Alse, land that has been farmed before may present most difficult weed
problems. As an example, dodder seeds can remain in the soil and germinate 40 years

after they were deposited. This weed has motivated some tarmers to abandon their fields.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) 1970 mapping program is not sufficient to identify suitable areas.” The NRCS
maps are only general indicators of agricultural suitability. The maps of depth 1 root
restrictive laver, salinity, and soil expansiveness are of marginal value, Sodicity is
important, but is not considered. The most importand siting criteria are the chemical and
physical characteristics of the soil. Physical characteristics inelude the depth of the
topsoil, the nature of stratum and layers beneath the topseil, etc. Topography is an
important criterion of sitc selection that has not been considered. The production
requirement discussed above canmot be achieved with the best frmer in the world using
many locations vou have identified in the DEIR.

Financial Analysis
The cost estimates in the LWRP 2020 Facilities Plan are sipnificantly flawed

because assumptions are made that are not realistic. For example, the agsumption that
agricultural land has no value in the future is obviously not correct. Tn reality, this land
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may be very valuable, an order of magnitude greater than present day value. Also, no
income or positive cash flow is projeeted from agricultural operations. Agricultural
operations,. in contrast to {reatment plants, should earn money for the Districts or the
community, [ would assume that the yearly costs of agricultural land Lo this project are
only the carrving costs, e.g. interest on money invested, ote. Please discuss more fully.

Management

The DEIR and LWREP 2020 Facilities Plan assume that any farmer can
successfully use secondary effluent, As stated above, the required production lovels
make {his assumption incorrect. Also, the public realizes that risks regarding
groundwater contamination and airborne pathogens exist. [ believe that the public will
demand that whoever uses this water are respecied individuals who have accepted their
responsibilities to the conumunity to be enviromnental stewards and are not primarily
motivated by financial gain or other inappropriate intents.

Transparency to the Community

The DIEIR and LLWRP 2020 Facilities Plan should discuss how the public will be
educated to the true benefits and risks of vsing effluent in their community, Also, any
operation of this type should not hide data and facts but should be transparent to the
community. Trecommend that the Disiriets plan a data management system with high
public visibility.

Responsibilities to the Neighbors and the Commugnity

In addition to the above comments, [ strongly believe that any project of this type
should provide benefits, not liabilities to the neighbors, I recommend that the Districts
develop this coneept before approaching individualy that may be in or have property
close to this project. A variety of useful conservation and wildlife projects could be
incorpotated into any agricultural operation if planned carrectly,

Earlier in this process, some farmers in Aniclope Valley have been concerned
about the efTect on the Antelope Valley market from extensive production. § would
suggest that the hay produced as a resull of this project be marketed outside of the Valley.
This is the practice that I have always observed.

Misstatements and Kactaal Errors About Nebeker Ranch

In the future, I would appreciate it if you would not release information abowt our
ranch before | have an opportunity to review and remove errors from the material. As
examples, our ranch is 680 acres in atca, not 667, The efficiency of our irrigation system
stgnificantly exceeds 75%. We do not irrigate during December and January and also do
not rely on rainfall o satisty irrigalion requirements in the winter because it oflen does
not rain. As you point out, Table 4-6 is onty approximate. This is not purely alfalfa
irrigation but includes irrigation of grain, sorﬂlmm and sudan crops. Howcvcz it does not
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approximate the irrigation philosophy that we employ. The disparity between the 54-19
predicted irrigation rate and the actual irrigation rate also reflects the fact that the pipeline {cont'd)
to the ranch was undersized and not enough water can be pumped during certain times of
the vear. Table 4-7 includes years that Districts did nat have enough water to deliver to
us and therefore, the “historical rates™ have questionable meaning. ’ 54-20

Finally, the Districts may want 1o educate the community about the benefits they =
have enjoyed as a result of our operation at our ranch so the community will consider a
farming operation as something to welcome, not reject out of hand, You might want to
include the money we have saved the Districts in added treatment costs, the money we
have saved the community by keeping 1.3 billion gallons of groundwater in the aquifer,
the fact that we have kept 1.3 billion gallons off Edwards Air Force Base, and the fact
that we have disposed of the effluent in an environmentally safe manner. You may also
want to mention that aver 80 species of birds have been sited at our ranch. In the last few
weeks, the President of the Western Field Ornithologists, a student from Pomona
College. and the Director of Bird Conservation from Audubon California with some
TCLA students visited the ranch. '

54-21

I hope these comments will be constructive and helpful {o the Districts. Please
iclephone me at (310) 440-8862 if you have any questions or comments,

Yours truly,

Fugene B. Nebeker, Ph.I), P.E.
President
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LETTER 55

Sagar K.Raksit, Supervising Enginser 12 Nov. 2003
Financial Management, Department.
County Sanitation District of L.A. County:

The attached letier is written by my-6 % year old niece. She has been attending the
meetings concerting the sewgr water proposal te be used on and near her home with her
pavents. She is aware that some prople wani her to move from her home, Sheis very
happy living in her house, with her: parents, animals and wide open spaces. Shevaiced
- she would Hike to write a letter also.

Marleen Griffin for Brianna Nye:
Brisnma Ny

8690 F. Ave B
Lancaster; CA: 93535
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common areas, public landscape and the recharge cof the ground-
WwatEr bhasin, You ray say it is <ost prohibitive but for the

would be well worth it

mez that the loss of pr

LETTER 56 Nevembsr 12,2303

Sagar K. Raksit, Pupervising Engineer

County Sanitaticén Diztricts of L.os Angeles Counky
P,0. Box 4938 -

Whittier,Ca. 90607-4998

Mz, Raksit,

T gw writing in oppeosition te Sapgtgtioniﬁigtfiéﬁ'1d's'planffdr
futnre distribition of trested waste water., I had the
opportunity to speak at the public hsaring on October 29 at
@aneasterzcity Hall covering a few polnts &s hime allowed.
I understand all commerts made at that meeLing are already on
the resord but I have & few more gquestivns. I
Worlddu € it maXe sense to Lreat the water to a level where if
wold be used safely“fbr a wider array ol ugesg? In the T.A.f
Orange County area there ars mo alfalfa fieldsto distridute
£he proposed level of water,T understand the water thera

is treated to a higher level and its used on golf courses,

.

atodl growth in this area it appears that it o
. T understand you are régquired by a -
ject plan in place but it doesn't seem %o ;
.vate hones and property is justified :
for the sake of meeting a deadline.The pursuit of an exbension
of that deadline is in ocder.,

TE ‘yéu purchase properties, agriceltural and residential, and
lease them back to farmirg interests and sell them water,doesn' t
£hat constitute taking away ones private business/residence 50 a
government agency can go into pusiress? Are yoa in a position

tong texrm antied

timeline to have a pr

with this plan to have the district profit from the plan? What
hapoens Lf insufticient farmers are foumd to use the land?l have
yel to speak Lo a lTeal Fapmer whi thinks vour tetal plan iz a
Good ong. I'w sures L you had a meeting where interest vas
exoressed, whidh I vnderstsnd you did, I'm sure they were only
ssked if they would be interested in using the waker but were
most likely rot aware of the BIG LAND GRAB znd the loss of
private homes and property. _ _ o
My wife ﬁﬂﬁ.Iipurchgaed-our-pfopeﬁty'sixtéen;yaa:sgaga;gnd built
our Home with plans of staving here and raisiﬁg'OHI_famlly}

1#ls not our plan to be removed for your project. I'R-cortident
your PAIR MARKET YALUE for our property will not come close

to replacing our property or thatol the others in the area. L

¥,

E, thank vou for your ©oi

in this matter A\ S
A

iﬁ%naﬁion )

w3 Rt SNy T

WA LT O R A GG

Jim and Diine Nye N, ) /
8690 Bast Ave. P Langaster 93535
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LETTER 57

Octaber 31,2003

Mr. Sagar K. Raskit
Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Department
P.O. Boax 4008

Whitticr; Calif: 906074598

Diéar Mr. Raskit,

Yalong with a number of property owners Jix my tract in.

the-area of 0™ Bt, I, and Ave. ¥E7, aftended the mesting at Laneaster City Hall on
Oct, 29, 2003, A soil engineer attended with our Zrowp,

In: the @ain, your plansmake sbsolutédy né songe, ad the cost wauld be prohibitive,
heesuso of many reasons. Did yon, as for an examplie, figure in your plans the cost
of the destimction of exisfing wells? About $2,000.00 pov well is an cstimate thni 1
hawve had from two water well.drillers.

therourhly. The engincer that attoided the mccﬁng with ud noted that the
propucal that Senator Pote Knight madeat t!m'm:miting._ was probabiy the minst

practical plas that wars mude 2t the moctiog. indisding your cngiover’s plan. He

matod that the 163 million dollurs eost of youy plan world go 2 long way in building

a tréarment plaar, and:wonki pregipde your having 1o purchase so: rﬁ_uch_'lﬁﬁ_ﬂ-_ ¥
belteve that the EIR was made b} stwderity of thie MLALL ..C‘.ﬁlftﬁi;oi ?“:ﬁ?{a-ﬁc as
:,gmﬁmedm a5 very litthe in the EYR sresde proctical sepse and could not have heex
completed in sucka shart peciod of time, Tt would b very interesting you see the

white papjﬁ:‘:‘r.s;-df thie stadies i any exist

pOC #

N E'03a081 IXZ/0TT

RetEiveE  Nove03~2003 In:zfam Frop-351 250 3454 To-kACED Page 903
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e
I

L

Oke major guestion exhists in owr minds, Why woren't the Sanitation’s district
board members, preseut at the mceting, »a that they yoighi bave eard Tivet hand

A ProperLy OWnery Concerns’

Senator Pete Knight was at the meeting, and T am sure har hechad, because pf the

fires. worrisome thonghts on hismind. W purchased our properiy for the pirpose
of reticement and have spent ovor S12,80000 on the property; not: ineluding a water

We'l.]:-:, that we m;d 511 ,.[l(ll)l)ﬂ Tor.

We kive o a fixed income, but will do everything within ouc poyer o retain

pessession af Hor propevty.

A5t undorsiand, RETGCrS US Proporty owners will jeindly fight any atlempt of

acfjGisition.

Bincorcly;:

PiS. We wore not aptificd of tié miecting of the 297t A neiwhbor tald us about the
Mocting. Hopelully we will be natified of any new dévclapments, or mectmgs

In the futurs, £ thal W £an elpreds Gue Comeernes,

f{_, ,C: i &Fﬂm*ﬁf “!9‘&_;{; - : : H, %}K)}mq

Received BoviUi-R05 ilizbam.  From-3S] 237 3434 To~LACSH Paa 002
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LETTER 58

MARNIE PFEFFER

42108 MOIAVE Ro%E DRIVE

LancaatER, ?::E'L.IFD.?:N'IF{ SGE5E6
PHONE: (561) 722-3234

EMAIL: MARNIENEDED MSN .COM

Movember 16, 2003

Bagar K Raksit, Supervising Enginger
Fihancial Management Depattrent
County Sanitation District-of LA, Gounty
#P.0. Box-4998

Whittier, 0A 806074998

‘Re:  Commiant on Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant
“To Wribm it May Concaim,

T have recenty bisen made aware of the above project that has beenproposed. [taffects my parents Marian
and Tom Firsick who'live at 47851 N. 70" Gtreat Fast, Lancaster, CA aswal 2s countless offiers. This letter
is: being written 1o vaice my discontent and disagreement. There:are many reasons why | would netlike to
see my parents forced frorn their homs,.

The hardshipthatgoes aiongwith reiccation is difficult, more so for those who are retired and havedisabifities.
Where o6 o relocate 1a? How wilkthey afferd a new home egual to what they have? How do youask
sbmeone 16 give up something that is 6 Important? How.do you ask someone (0 leave the only home they
have-gver knaown? ' '

Thomas Firsick was bom and raised rigtit here in Lancaster, His family homesteaded this fand in1884. They
havethe signed copies from President Grover Clevéland, Thisis hishome, s haritage, his'to.pass.ontohis
children. How caivyou take that-away from someone? How-do you put'a price on semething priceiess?

This horre is.where we have aliour family parties, alireunions. His graridchildren ove {0 go'io this Horné and
play. Itis surrounded only by desert and open land. “Thers is not.alot of traffic and you feel safeand enjoy
the peace and quite. This is where-we go 10 sée tHié stars on- g dlear night' Taking this home away front us
would ke fike burying semeone alive, ) '

- Fhape with all iy beart that there will be ancther golution to your project that will not inveive sucy drastic
méadures-as refoving paotiefriom theirhiomesand life as thay knowit: [twould be asiing entirely too imuch
froryanyone, especially seniors who e in retirement ant just-asking to ive out the rest of thelr lives in the
‘only horne they have everknown, where they are surrounded by family anc friends.

Very truly yours,

Mainie Perfer

1-254

58-1




LETTER 59

' MARNIE PFEFFER

B4R 1OR SHAVE RO3sE DRIVE
LimcReTER, CRUIFRIL SD53E
FPHONE: (681) FAU-R2284
TEMALL Y MKEREN O M SO0

Waveriber 17, 2008

Sagaer K:Raksit: Supavising Engineer
Financial Manegement: Deparurient
County Santation Dislrict of LA County
PO Bay 4398

Whittier, CA B0607-4398.

Ré:  Comment on Lancaster Watsr Reclamation Plast
To Whom it May Concam,

| have recently been made aware of iz ebove project ihat hes besn propased. § affects my parents Marian i
and Tom Firsick who live 2147861 N, 70" Btieet East Lancaster, GA 85 well as countless others. This letter

it being written ta voios my discantant and disagreement. There are many ressons wiy | would oot fixe to
seey parents forced fram Mmeithome. . '

The hardahip et goesziong with reicaticn is diffoull, mors soor those who are retinsd ang havedisabiiies.
Wherz dots ong relocate 67 How Wil they afford a new home cqual to what ihoy have? How do you oak
somenne i give up somehing thet is s irmportant? How do you aek someone 1o [save the only hotne they
hiave ever known? '

Thomas Firsickwag biorv snd faised nightharein Lancester. His family homasteadad this land 1n1894. They
have the signed copies from President Grever Cleveland. This is his home, his heritage, his to pass on tahis {
childnen, How can you take that away fram somepne? How db you put a price.on something priceless? — * 1 o

: -

This haine Is where we mézaﬂ' our family parties, all reunions. His grandchildren 'oveto 9o o this haine and
play. It is surrounded only by desert 3nd.open Jand. There ia not a ot ot baffic and you feal sake and enity
the paace and quite. This is where we go 1o see the stars ona clearnight, Taking s home away fromus

would be ke burying:someons: aiive.

1 fitiie withall 7y heart that thene will be another selution to your project that wil. nat invaive suck: diastic
masnUras 3 reMoVInD papie from weir hontes and (e 25 they know it. Howauld be asking entirely toa much
‘from anyuiie, espediehy seniors whoare i refirement and just asking 1o jive oul the real of thelr fives:in the
oty Home they have ever kriown, where they are surondsd by famityand fiends,

Yary truly yavrs,

Wamie Bfafier

Eardly i o
S BT

Received [iov~if+2003 02:45an From-BORHEZLTD: To-LACSH Fage 00
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LETTER 60

Sagar K. Raksit, Supervising Enginoer

County Sanitation Districts of Ecs Angeles County
P.O. Box 4998 |

Whitticr, TA 906074998

Dear Sir:

My husband.and I ars menmbers of the Eastside Landowners Association in Lancaster,

California. 1'am writing to protest the proposed Lancasier Waste Reclatnation Plam 2020

Plan EIR LA County Sanitation District NO. 14.

We have lived on the Bastside arsa for only one year; butart vety bappy with our home
and properly. We have a beautifiil 2300 sq. foot house and almost five seres of
surronnding land. We moved here from the eity of Lancaster to get away from the
constant building of bomes which was resulting in families practically living on top of
eash other.

If this proposed plan is approved, we will have to give up our home and moveto anather
foeation. We do not know where 'we will be able o find & comparable property for the
price we peid for thisons. My husband will be retiting in a few years, so we moved here
with the inténtian of this being cor refirement home. Now it seerns we may have 1o move
again which would be not only wonetarily detrimental but also emctionally trying. We
have made many improvements to our property in the year we have lived here and do not
wart to see ail this effort and money go to waste.

We believe ihere are better sites for this project. Futher east of Lancaster there is much
less populetion and much open tand. From 240" 8t. East to the county line, there would
be plenty of property for this project with little need to-relocate many prople..

TISEAwE
Lamcastet, Ca. 93533
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LETTER 61

17 Nowvember 2008

Mikc San Mlguel
Citizens for Plute Wetlands.
2132 figitand Oaks Drive
.Arcadla CA91006

Dr. Sagar-Raksit

County Saritation Drstrcts of 1.6s Angeles County
11855 Workpian Mill Road

Whittier, €A 906075422

Dear Dr. Raksit,

Thank you fer sending  copy of the Draft Bavironmental Iopact Report (EIR) for your
facilities expansion project at-I.ancaster. fn-addition to your muefi-needed new facilitios
your ageney-his un opporeenily (o greaily benefit the citizens of the: caunt;, by
incofporatiirg anienitiss and Nabitat enhancements fof edibation and Wildlife viewing, As
wehave discussed in dhepast, [utge vou to carefully consider my suggestions and
conments, The following are provided in zgsponse tothe Draft Water Reclamativy: Plant
2020 Facilities Plan BIR.

GENERAL COMMENTS:
The 'ELR cioes not'co‘nsi‘der'ﬁmt e‘a‘ch af‘ ' the i:ndivifiual aitemati%res fizs substantial merits:
Qoutﬁ cht re_fmtmn of snnqtmcteé wetlands evaporanon ponds and othef 'a'i!':émam'e@ as

infeasible, the LACSD should consider that cornponents of several dliernatives could be

:miegmte_d into the overall project.

Educational and'?!tecreatim;mlz Opportanities

During the cotirse of discassing and receivmg input for the IR, Los Angeles County:
Sanitation District (LACED) was presented with many ideas to take advaniage of the
potential to provide substantial educational and yecrestional opportunities to-the citizens
of Antelope. Valley and for the Los Angelss County a5 4 whole. THe EIR ighores this
'pc.-temml sven zhcmbh n wis made aware of it. I he'prnpemd wasuwwm?r storagc haams
:iac_zlme_ts-c;qul.cl b_.;e wnst’mcwd LQ- .plzmda E?_ll!d*»‘_.l_l% e.m.d_ _11-4t1_-=m Im'sr_ 3 OPPDIFUM_I.ER to
vigw the substantial wildlife that would be-attracted to the facility if they were
constructed {o altract:walerfow], shorebidds and vative habitat. There are many stch

facilities throighout Californiia and the west that have such facilities incorporated ie

&61-1



their waste walter treatment plants that.couid be used as amodel for this projec,
Depending on their size and scope; these amenities: could be incorporated at:little orao
expense tothe-project.

This issue js relevantand has much potential to-benefit the LACSD's constituency and
shiould be addressed in the EIR. The docurment does not recognize nor:does it address the
-p:atsn‘li’ai’ {-dquﬁﬂfﬂal .md ec‘onumiu beuefits bmug}jt 'by siudk:nt 'bird w. atcher:, and othe:r

sug gesled exclmples of eduuauaaal and wddlll’ 2 viewing | fac;ht:tes that eouid be bmlt in
corjmetion with the proposed project, Thoy were not addressed in the EIR either.

_actmt} fer nwn} peop e A rec:cnt ).{JUI Nananal ‘iune} ﬂf ‘iﬂshmg H mm ng, ang
‘Wildlife-Associated Recreation determined there were 34.1 million an. gxsrs 13 million
Thinters, and 21.8 million pecple who traveled. AWEY from thelr hote 1o view wildlife.
These trips away from home resubled in expendivures of $23.5 billion {or the purchase of
equipment; $8:2 biflion for faod-and fodging, and $6.7 billien for other expenditures such:
as books and magazine subscripions. Birdswatching is by far the most populaf wildlife
walehing activity; repreventing 18 mitlion of the 21.8 million wildbife watches,.

[n Califernta bird watchers in 2001 spent $:88 billion for travel und lodging, $1.2 billion
in equipment; and $.46 bi thion on other itemis such as books and magazing subscnptzonq
These were monies spent in-California, which is the number one state for wildlife
witching expenditures. The satne strvey alsa analyved the types-of habitats that visiters
tended to visit, Lake and stream sides were visited by 63% of those who took trips, while
Muareh, wetland, and swamp habitats were visited by 42%. The type of habitats that
wiould be-ereated by a constricted wetland would tepresent two of the top four favored
wildﬁf& viswing hdbitais. Wp "belit:ve :hat'Ldm Cdster ﬁnd..zpéfﬁldi{-ﬂ{"\Vﬂlﬂid hrfucf‘ 3 grmﬂy

f ac__llmes

| The Constracied Wetlands Alternative

The EIR does not adequately address the potential fur omkslruc{u} wetlands to be
incotporated into:the treatment facilities, The analym presented inthie document is
inadequate and {lawed because it assumes waler wouldbe reguired to be discliarged vear:
around and that most or all of the treatment facilities would be constrocted weflands. The-
typical and naturally ccenrring wetland in southernt California receives water during the
wititer anicl §pting and dries out'in the sumnier. The fiming of the requirswents for treated
wiater are conmpatiblé with natursl ly oecurring wetland systems; b e deliveries & meet: (e
City of Lamafste;r s irrigation needs durine summer qod the need for water for-wetlands in
the winter and spung when there is surplus treated water. Moreover wetlands are
naturally cecuting tréatinent systems that would Turther clean the waste watér flowing
throtigh them. The éntire proposed acteédge need not be converted to wetlands but rather T
sugpest that 4 smzlf acreage tould be mcurpora’u,ni into.the proposal. Tiecause ireated
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waterwill be conveyed (o the proposed agriculture areas, weilands and habitat couid be
integrated into the operations;

Dischiarge to Evaporation Ponds Alternutive

The discharge-to-evaporation-ponds-alternative is deemed unfeasible because it coulanot:

be consiructed by Auwgust 25,2005, That-analysts is flawed because 1 does notrecognize
.the km g term potsnt: al for that altematwe to ”m: utah?eci at a Iater dme W '1=tew'1ter

SPECTFIC COMMENTS

Page 4-85: Birds identified in the assessnvent area outside of marsh-type areas.
fnclude . . . Arnerican Crow ({orvus h.mckvrhmrims‘) c¢tes Fhrooghout the dry land
portions of the assessment area, other resident bird spec:es iclude . .. California
Towhee (Pipilo crissaliy) .

Comupment Neither the American Crow-or California Towhee occurs in the projset tivea
ot shonld they be expected there. T suspect that the parson who condueted the surveys
for:the EIR mistdentified the many Commen Ravens that are:common residents i the:
stacly area by.calling them Ameriean Crows. Tiis Tikely thal the Catifornia Towhee: has
wever bee observed in the study area, They stmiply don't ocenr there becayse there is not
suitable habita: forthem nor are they prone ta wander farfrom their preferred habitat:
They-are not Histed on the checklist of birds for Edward’s Air Force Base. which is
gelerenced inthe Dralt EIR. These-errors Diing to question the adéuracy of ofthel postions
of the dodument.

Page 4-92: The desert serob habitat that ocears in the: pmpmed storage area, , for
Loggerhead Shrxke, Le Conte’s Thrasher and Horped Lark.

Cormment The f;hnke. thraster and lark have all been con{irmed as breeders in the stu 1y

ared. Y ou should contact Kimball L. Garreit ar the Los Angeles County Natural History
wmnseim far precise focations of their ocenrrence.

Pape'4-113/116: The éhimination of effluent-indneed. ovcrﬂawq outo Rosamond Dy
Lake foreach alternative would cause loss-of mudflat habitat.

("‘omment The document states, ‘“i‘he in'c‘reasctt iand applic&tibn cf 'aﬁ"fuent i'br

ample. prouf uf lhe maceuracy of [hdl &Edibﬂlb]l[ Fcnr Hany years 1 hsve conducted bmi
surveys al Nebeker Ranch and discovered it to be a very important foraging areafor
wany species of wading hirds (Whire-faced This, Farets), waterfowl, raptors-and
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shorebirds: During the spring. semmer and fall hundreds of White-faced Tbis: feed in'thie
alfalfa fields atithe Ranch, During the nesting szason: the Ibis ¢an be obszrved flying from
Plute Ponds to Neheket in:search of food for their nestlings. Moreover, it is the most
rel;ab}e place in Los Angeles County to observe Long-hilled Curlews, which can be

found In the huadreds during the summer-and fall searching for food at the Ranch. Dunngz

the spring hundreds of Whimbrel. ullhm Nebeker to-feed and stage for theirtong
migration to the Arctic. Small naraber of Snow geese and waterfowl atso spend the
winter at Nebeker.

Replicating the conditions, which are obviously imaportant for & large numiber-of birds,
that now existal Nebeker, and incorporating them into the. desigr of 1 ACSTYs proposéd
agyiculineat areas would provide much additional habitat for these species. $ince the
system. and techuology at Nebeker is well proven-and:effeetive it should be easy and
straight forward for the LACSE 1o consiruet and operate in the proposed agriculturat
operations. A few additional enhancements, such as drainagd ditchies, pend': forranotf
and nalive vegetation planting would greatly increase habitat for many . species of tirds
and wildlife.

fmy addltmﬂal an.a!yi;.ls

6: Mitigation measures, “None Available”

Comment. Whaf analysis was condueted to reach the conclusion that “This weuld not be.
feasible™ 2 Ammple opportumty exiafsto repiace the weilands that will be lost asa result.of
the propased project. By allowing treated water fo: flow thmngh opeii fields before
entering the proposed aggicultural areas, condifions similar to those: ihatnow exist at delta
of Rosamaond conld be created: Morsover, as has-heen suggested in ;dmcm«;mnc with- the.
LACSD the nind flats that once existed at {itfle Pinte meds but are now filled in with sift
couldibe graded to restore thase mudflats. ‘%ame additional’ gra.dmg uug,ht be: requrmd to
miainfaiy those mudilats. T urge the LACSD to serfon s[y review thess &;ugge*;tmns and

prowde Lhe amﬂvsm to-prove thcir convlugions before dismissing them as pot viable.

Page 4-116: These uniue characteristics would be very difficult to duplicate
elsewliere.

'Lakﬁ is the 1130 20(] JOTES .:11 thf., deita c}f Amaraasa Creek Larve coucultraimm qf
ahumtur_:_}s _IIUJIZF‘ tlat habitat when cundmons are 1 ght ‘i’rowdmg mudﬂam i re‘plc.u ethe:
13 (100+ dere lhat tho LACSD pmpo-e&q m cony erL Onto agncujmral lands. A prime
.cmmple of how shorebird hahitat can bereplacedis the South Base Ponds at Edwardy
AlrEoree Base. The Base once utilized them as évaporation ponds 1n (heir waste water
_trf:-:z_ltme:__nt.f_a_cl_};_lt}_._ They: are now used to 1aké excess trealsd Water duciny the winter and
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spring when the base does nokregaire wrigation water. They provide pritne batatat for
waterfow] and migrating shorebirds throughout most of the year. Morecver, it is mpt
necessary to.exactly duplicate (he “unique-characteristics” at the delta to provide habirat _
and substantial benefits for migrating shorebirds: T would be happy to:share my-notes (cont'd)
withthe LACSD to demonsirale the rich variety of birds that utilize the habitat at that
facikty,

61-9

As we have discussed in the:past L ax available to serve onca technical committee that
aldresses the potential for wetlands and other enhancements agsociated with this project:
Please feel free to-contactme i vouwhave any questions-about my ¢oiments,

CC 7 Dan Cobper, Enlifcia Audubon.
Todd MeGrath, Californis Audvbony
Kristie Grokh
Garry George
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LETTER 63

Cog Tpeaiotoooo] 2501890

Qewober 16, 2003

Sagar K. Raksit

‘Supervising Engineer

County Sanitation Districtsof
Los Angelos Coutity

P.O. Box 4998

‘Whittier, CA 90607-4598

RE: File# 14,00-00.00

Uicar Mr. Raksit:
Your Environnterital Impact Report clearly states that my*(5)-acre property will be:
completely woithless for use and impossible to sell.

Since there are only a few parcels of land inithe middle of your plan, you should by
these parcels for a reasongble price. Thopeyou will be sble to give me-an offer on my.
(5) acies of land, which 1 iave been holding for my retirement. | lhave been paving
escalating property taxes for decades onthis land.

Ta case the district refuses io buy the property [ wilt beforesd 1o contact the other owners

and fiie a joint lewsuit against the distrct.

Llook tarwatd to y;}u;r'peﬁty at your e__arr]'i'est: CONVENISRES:

Sigerely

Suzanne Sokol
2080 Kerwotid Ave
Los Angeles, CA 96025

E=mail: srsokal@aolcom

poT 2703 ani B0
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LETTER 64

© October 27, 2003

To-whom it may concern: ’

We.are wm‘ms‘z about our coneern for the property we-have Jocated
on 70" Street and Avenue B - Aldth..
WJH you 1equgrc an acq _ Smc}n for the pmperw abo»e’? sz:ﬁ: Thcri*

...In.t's mf mmqm_m s_ana_(sther. t_yp.e. t}f b_u__g,,s_ Alsc_: aii::r .paymg t_ﬁxc*{ on
this property well over {1y vears we feel that the eviluation of this
property will take even fiofe-of a-down trerid, with the plant so close.

Swiceredy,

i

nayg

e

]

+
oy
ek B 0l
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Mrs. Genevieve Sotelo
Mrs. Camellia Serrano
Mrs, Rosemary Alrhart

2o, Box m /o

LA A Foofs- m Iz

GOT 25 U a1 1004
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Phome: 518 7756630
LETTER 65 | Fax BB TIROT

PHIUPSROBERTATYMON  CiSmonaaoncon
nm CRAGGY VIEW STREET

Hetober 13, 2003

From 2 Debé)r?ah{{yiri'dzt Lsit, Adricane Tyrmon Kentor,
Nasing Tysoon Litke; /6 Philfyand Reberts Tyemen

To: Courity Santaticn Disfricts
of Lo }&ngeiea Cou"{ty

1955 Workinan pighenny
‘Whittier, Galdornia 20501

Fe:  Filz Numnber 14.00:00.00
Couitty Saukiation District 14 of Lo Angeles Counly
State. Clearinghousa § Ry 2001021127
Lankasier Water Reghasmation Flent 2020.7 aciliies it

Duarsr,
Wy racewo:i your etter dated S&BD{&WDQ? 30, 2003 nrelerencete the gbovie maritiongd
project We recened saif mnce on Ocloher-10, 2003, Autording to the iotive; the-periotd for review anc

poaviments starkson Grtober i 20038 5 ﬁmwa feaspr why we gig not recahe this hotige frtime? Morepuar, =

both the iettay and the-diagram enclostd are wety. uncilear and difficult to.urderstand. We are com pletely.
OGRPESET £0 the idga that the.oroperly we Twit Wi be: used for your pur poses unkess-we are naid-for said use, o
your agency buys the property. fram us 4t 4 reasorable.price. 1 sesms 1hat youragency is plamnig 1o ussouF
progery withou compensating us. Weiwill it i avaitable dor the Public Hearing 56 shasided for October 29,
2603, We heflevewa five 0 s Democracy wiere propery canmot be. eﬂ'ecmnh taken frorm us or rendered:
_:Lma\,ahig.- withoot just-compensation.

anad

noC #

A 9/387 ]

Sterhen S
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