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CHAPTER 26 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR was completed 
and released for public review on April 29, 2005, 
pursuant to CEQA requirements.  In addition, NOA 
were mailed to over 2,100 property owners that were 
potentially affected by the proposed project.  The 
public review period lasted over 45 days, officially 

closing on June 17, 2005.  Twenty-one comment 
letters were received from public agencies, property 
owners, and other interested parties.  Table No. 26-1 
contains a listing of the comment letters received on 
the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, sorted in the 
order in which they were received.  Copies of the 
comment letters and responses to each immediately 
follow.   

Table No. 26-1 
List of Comment Letters Received on the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 

LETTER NO. SOURCE OF LETTER DATE 
1 Ty, Perla April 30, 2005 

2 Palapo, Erasmo May 10, 2005 

3 Harmon, Donald  May 23, 2005 

4 DeCristofaro, Margaret May 23, 2005 

5 Southern California Association of Governments May 31, 2005 

6 California Department of Fish and Game May 31, 2005 

7 United States Air Force Plant No. 42 June 2, 2005  

8 Southern California Edison June 2, 2005 

9 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region June 15, 2005 

10 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power June 16, 2005 

11 Los Angeles World Airports June 16, 2005 

12 County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and Recreation  June 17, 2005 

13 Federal Aviation Administration – Western Division June 17, 2005 

14 Nebeker, Eugene June 17, 2005 

15 McKean, Kathy  June 20, 2005 

16 Palmdale Water District June 20, 2005 

17 Ott, Craig and Donna  June 20, 2005 

18 State Water Resources Control Board June 20, 2005 

19 Walker, Marcia June 20, 2005 

20 Webb, Dean June 20, 2005 

21 Harmon, Donald June 28, 2005 
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COMMENT LETTER 1:  TY, PERLA  

Comment No. 1-1 

The comment states that the property owner wants to be paid for the value of the property.  Displaced property 
owners will be compensated at fair market value and be given appropriate relocation costs, if applicable.  Refer 
to General Response:  Property Value and Acquisition for additional information on land valuation. 



Chapter 26 Written Comments and Responses 
 
 

Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 26-4   September 2005 



Chapter 26   Written Comments and Responses 
 
 

Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 26-5 September 2005 

COMMENT LETTER 2:  PALAPO, ERASMO 

Comment No. 2-1 

The comment states that the property owner wants clarification on the land acquisition process and any impacts 
that the proposed project may have on plans to improve the property with residential or commercial uses.  
Displaced property and business owners will be compensated at fair market value and be given appropriate 
relocation costs, if applicable.  Recycled water has been used in various locations in the state of California for 
many years without decreasing property values and is amenable to residential and commercial land use 
designations.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and Acquisition for additional information.   
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COMMENT LETTER 3:  DECRISTOFARO, MARGARET 

Comment No. 3-1 

The comment states that the property owner wants to know what uses are compatible with the proposed project, 
and what is the project implementation schedule.  Recycled water has been used in various locations in the state 
of California for many years and is amenable to residential and commercial land use designations.  It is District 
No. 20’s intent to secure the use of up to 5,140 acres of land for agricultural reuse and up to 700 acres of land 
for storage reservoirs and solids handling facilities.  Displaced property and business owners will be 
compensated at fair market value and be given appropriate relocation costs, if applicable.  Figures 7-8 and 7-9 in 
Chapter 7 contain schedules for project implementation.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and 
Acquisition for further information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 4:  HARMON, DONALD 

Comment No. 4-1 

The comment states that the property owner’s business will be negatively affected by the proposed project.  
Recycled water has been used in various locations in the state of California for many years without decreasing 
property values and is amenable to residential or commercial land use designations.  Displaced property and 
business owners will be compensated at fair market value and be given appropriate relocation costs, if 
applicable.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and Acquisition for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 5:  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

Comment No. 5-1 

The SCAG comment states that the proposed project is not regionally significant.  Therefore, the project does 
not warrant SCAG comment at this time.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER 6:  CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

Comment No. 6-1 

This comment states that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should quantify the areas of vegetative 
communities within the proposed project area shown in Figure 12-1 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  
Using the survey data compiled for the GIS map shown in Figure 12-1, the following acreage approximations of 
habitats have been derived: 

Agricultural Study Area No. 5 

• Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub (low quality):  127 acres 

• Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub (moderate or high quality):  1,851 acres 

• Desert Salt Brush Scrub (low quality):  532 acres 

• Desert Salt Brush Scrub (moderate or high quality):  2,116 acres 

• Mojave Wash Scrub:  29 acres 

• Joshua Trees (low density):  2,036 acres 

• Joshua Tree Woodland (moderate density):  727 acres 

Agricultural Study Area No. 6  

• Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub (low quality):  39 acres 

• Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub (moderate or high quality):  1,804 acres 

• Desert Salt Brush Scrub (low quality):  320 acres 

• Desert Salt Brush Scrub (moderate or high quality):  1,739 acres 

• Mojave Wash Scrub:  0 acres 

• Joshua Trees (low density):  2,762 acres 

• Joshua Tree Woodland (moderate density):  712 acres 

Comment No. 6-2 

This comment states that Table 12-2 does not mention the potential presence of Swainson’s hawk or MGS 
within the proposed project area.  However, Table 12-2 (p. 12-9) does mention both Swainson’s hawk and MGS 
as special status wildlife species potentially occurring within the proposed project area and states their status as 
federally threatened and federal species of concern/California threatened, respectively. Table 12-2 also includes 
the dates and general locations of the DFG California Natural Diversity Database records of these species within 
the Initial Study Area.  Figure 12-1 provides detailed locations on these species’ occurrences.  
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Comment No. 6-3 

This comment states that the DFG concurs with the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR’s conclusion that an SAA 
may be required prior to any direct or indirect impact to a jurisdictional water feature.  Chapter 12 of the Draft 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR describes the biological resources, including potential waters of the state under the 
jurisdiction of DFG, within the potential project impact areas.  Impact 12-2 states that the construction of 
storage reservoirs and pipeline and the conversion of land to agricultural uses may encounter areas that could be 
considered waters of the state under the jurisdiction of DFG.  Mitigation Measures 12-2 through 12-4 identify 
procedures to ensure that impacts to waters of the state would be mitigated to a less than significant level.  These 
measures include conducting a survey of the project area for potential waters of the state.  Should waters of the 
state be found, they will be delineated and described by a qualified biologist.  If necessary, an SAA will be 
obtained from DFG for work in jurisdictional areas and District No. 20 will comply with all conditions of the 
SAA, including off site mitigation if appropriate.  

Comment No. 6-4 

This comment states that DFG will require a compensation ratio ranging from 1:1 to 3:1 for destruction of 
habitat assumed to be occupied by MGS depending on habitat quality.  Mitigation Measure 12-8 commits 
District No. 20 to compensate for impacts to MGS at a ratio to be determined depending on the quality of habitat 
removed, and ranges from 1/2:1 to 3:1.  This range encompasses DFG’s recommended range.  It is worth noting 
that the West Mojave Plan recommends a ratio of 1:1 to compensate for removal of habitat affecting MGS and 
other sensitive species in the project area.  The actual ratio would require DFG approval. 

Comment No. 6-5 

This comment states that creosote scrub could be considered MGS habitat and recommends that creosote scrub 
areas be included in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR as potential MGS habitat.  The text of Mitigation 
Measures 12-7 and 12-8 will be revised as follows to include MGS absence surveys in creosote bush scrub 
habitat and mitigation for creosote bush scrub areas assumed to be MGS habitat: 

Mitigation Measure 12-7:  District No. 20 will conduct absence surveys according to the modified protocol 
guidelines as approved by DFG for MGS in all proposed disturbance areas that could provide at least low quality 
habitat for the species (i.e., low and moderate quality saltbush scrub and low and moderate quality creosote bush 
scrub areas as shown in Figure 12-1).  If no MGS are found during these surveys, no other action would be required 
to protect the species.  However, if MGS are found to be present, Mitigation Measure 12-8 shall apply.  At its 
discretion, District No. 20 may forgo these protocol surveys and proceed with Mitigation Measure 12-8, requiring 
compensatory lands. 

Mitigation Measure 12-8:  If no DFG-approved absence surveys are conducted, or if the presence of MGS on any of 
the undeveloped lands to be cleared by District No. 20 is indicated during the protocol surveys, compensatory lands at 
a 1/2:1 to 3:1 ratio shall be made available in perpetuity for the protection of the MGS, depending on the value of the 
habitat quality.  Compensation would only be required for the conversion of the areas shown on Figure 12-1 that may 
be potentially suitable MGS habitat such as low and moderate quality saltbush scrub and low and moderate quality 
creosote bush scrub.  The location and conservation management of the identified compensatory lands shall be 
approved by DFG pursuant to Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code.  
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Comment No. 6-6 

This comment states that the loss of unoccupied MGS habitat should be considered a significant cumulative 
impact under CEQA.  Impact 12-10 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identifies that the project would 
result in the loss of Joshua tree woodland habitat and reduction of a sensitive natural community and available 
habitat for common and special-status wildlife species in the project region, which includes MGS.  Mitigation 
Measure 12-18 includes compensatory mitigation for loss of moderate density Joshua tree woodlands, as shown 
on Figure 12-1, at a 1:1 ratio in perpetuity for the protection of this sensitive community and associated 
special-status species habitat.  In addition, this measure includes development and implementation of a Habitat 
Compensation and Management Plan (HCMP) for Joshua tree woodlands.  These measures would also provide 
compensatory mitigation for the loss of unoccupied potential MGS habitat that supports Joshua tree woodland 
and reduce the project impact of the loss of unoccupied potential MGS habitat to a less than significant level.  
Compensatory mitigation for the loss of occupied or assumed occupied habitat would be provided through 
Mitigation Measure 12-8. 

Comment No. 6-7 

This comment states that measures should be taken to avoid the “take” of MGS coming onto the project site 
from adjacent MGS habitat and that this issue should be discussed in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The 
current status of the MGS is considered “potentially extirpated” within the project region of the County (Leitner, 
Current Status of the MGS Map, 2005 Mohave Ground Squirrel Workshop, 2005; and Aardahl, MGS 
Conservation:  Proposed Amendments to the California Desert Conservation Area for the Western Mojave 
Desert, 2005).  MGS have not been observed within Los Angeles County in over 25 years and recent protocol 
surveys in the project region have had negative results.  Thus, the potential for occurrence of MGS within the 
project site is considered to be low.  Mitigation Measures 12-7 and 12-8 provide measures to prevent significant 
impacts to MGS potentially occurring on the project site and/or moving onto the project site during construction.  

According to one source, the species has an average home range of less than an acre and, more importantly, 
bounded at its outer extent by its burrow system (Recht, M.A., 1977).  More recent research (Leitner and 
Leitner, 2004) documents larger home ranges and dispersal movements, but the potential for MGS to move onto 
the project site after these areas are under agricultural production and simultaneously exposure to hazards (such 
as harvest machinery) is considered to be speculative (CEQA 15145. Speculation).  

The construction of the recycled water pipelines will be aligned (to the extent feasible) within developed street 
rights of way that do not provide habitat for MGS.  Since the likely presence of MGS is low, no mitigation 
would be required for construction within the road right of way.  In the event that pipeline construction occurs in 
undeveloped areas, District No. 20 will conduct absence surveys as described in Mitigation Measure 12-7.  In 
accordance with Mitigation Measure 12-8, if no DFG-approved absence surveys are conducted, or if the 
presence of MGS on any of the undeveloped lands to be cleared by District No. 20 is indicated during the 
protocol surveys, District No. 20 will enter into a 2081 Incidental Take Permit with DFG and will perform the 
appropriate biological monitoring. 
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Comment No. 6-8 

This DFG comment states that the introduction of additional agricultural activities into or adjacent to MGS 
habitat will result in the introduction and/or increased population of California ground squirrels, which are 
thought to compete with MGS for resources and that this impact should be evaluated in the Final PWRP 2025 
Plan and EIR.  As discussed above, the potential for MGS to inhabit areas adjacent to the project site is 
considered to be low.  California ground squirrels attracted to the project site by water and agricultural forage 
may utilize these adjacent non-agricultural areas with low potential to support MGS individuals.  The extent to 
which California ground squirrels will utilize native desert habitat adjacent to agricultural areas and the distance 
from agricultural areas that California ground squirrels will travel is not known.  However, MGS trapping 
survey results in native desert habitat adjacent to agricultural areas in the project region usually yield only an 
occasional California ground squirrel (personal observation by Christine O’Rourke), primarily within close 
proximity to agriculture.  Observations of California ground squirrel burrows during MGS surveys are also very 
rare indicating that California ground squirrels in these areas are likely transient from agricultural areas.  

Comment No. 6-9 

This comment states that measures should be taken to avoid the “take” of desert tortoise (DT) coming onto 
the project site from adjacent DT habitat and that this issue should be discussed in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR.  To prevent construction impacts to DT moving from adjacent habitat into work areas, Mitigation 
Measure 12-12 would be implemented.  Beyond the construction phase of the project, there are no practicable 
mitigations for avoiding impacts to DT exposed to agricultural operations.  However, the low likelihood of 
tortoises in the area, combined with the unsuitability of hayfields as habitat and a limited period of exposure, 
make prediction of harm speculative. 

Comment No. 6-10 

The comment states that DT is a state threatened species and, therefore, the need for a 2081 incidental take 
permit may be required and should be stated in Mitigation Measure 12-12.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
assumes that a 2081 permit would be required as part of the project if site surveys indicate that MGS potentially 
could be impacted.  In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 12-12 has been modified in the Final 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 12-12:  If USFWS-approved surveys identify desert tortoise on any of the undeveloped 
lands to be cleared by District No. 20, a Desert Tortoise Protection and Mitigation Plan will be developed and 
adopted in consultation with the USFWS and DFG.  Elements of the plan would include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 

• Pre-construction desert tortoise surveys and tortoise relocation to an off site location approved by USFWS- 
and DFG-authorized biologist(s). 

• Staking of approved disturbance areas in the field and installation of temporary tortoise exclusion fencing 
around active construction areas. 

• A worker education program including the natural history, endangerment factors, and appropriate protocol 
for dealing with tortoise encountered in and around the construction areas. 
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• Enforcement of speed limits and checking under vehicles for tortoise. 

• Biological monitoring of all ground disturbance. 

• Measures to prevent increased use of the project site by common ravens through trash management, removal 
of unnatural sources of standing water, and other means. 

In addition, compensatory mitigation for desert tortoise habitat loss at a 1/2:1 to 3:1 ratio, depending on the 
value of the habitat quality, shall be made available in perpetuity for the protection of the desert tortoise for the 
conversion of any of the potentially suitable habitat areas shown on Figure 12-1 (i.e., moderate quality with 
moderate constraints areas).  The location and conservation management of the identified compensatory lands 
shall be approved by USFWS pursuant to Sections 7 and 10a of the FESA and by DFG pursuant to Section 2081 
of the California Fish and Game Code.  

Comment No. 6-11 

This comment states that Swainson’s hawk nests should be avoided per DFG Code Section 3503.5, large nesting 
trees within the project area should be maintained, and additional trees should be planted adjacent/near to the 
proposed alfalfa fields as an additional mitigation measure.  If construction activities are scheduled to occur 
within the Swainson’s hawk breeding season, Mitigation Measure 12-5 includes preconstruction surveys and 
creation of no-disturbance buffer zones around active nests to avoid impacts to nesting Swainson’s hawks, their 
eggs, and nests.  To provide mitigation for loss of nesting habitat, Mitigation Measure 12-5 will be modified in 
the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 12-5:  If project activities cannot be avoided during the breeding-bird season (generally 
March 1 through August 31), District No. 20 shall conduct focused pre-construction breeding-bird surveys to 
include Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, and California horned lark, 
as well as other species protected under the MBTA, in all areas that may provide suitable nesting habitat.  For 
activities that occur outside the breeding-bird season (generally September 1 through February 28), such surveys 
would not be required. 

No more than two weeks before construction, a survey for burrows and burrowing owls would be conducted by 
a qualified ornithologist.  Surveys would be based on the protocol described by the California Burrowing Owl 
Consortium (1993), which includes up to four surveys on different dates if there are suitable burrows present.  
Surveys would include areas within 250 feet of the construction area that provide potential burrowing owl 
nesting habitat (access permitting).  Simultaneous with the owl surveys, an assessment of the construction area 
would also be conducted to determine the nesting status of Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, loggerhead 
shrike, Le Contes’ thrasher, and California horned lark, as well as other species protected under the MBTA.  The 
survey protocol timing and methodology may include aspects of recent burrowing owl survey protocol research 
(i.e., Conway, 2003). 

If any of the above species are identified, occupied nests or burrows would not be disturbed during the nesting 
season (February 1 through August 31 for owls and other raptors; March 1 through August 31 for other species), 
including a minimum 250-foot buffer zone around any occupied burrow or passerine nest, 150 feet for other 
non-special status passerine birds, and up to 500 feet for raptors.  The size of individual buffers may be modified 
through coordination with DFG based on site-specific conditions and existing disturbance levels.  During the 
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non-nesting season, District No. 20 would encourage owls to relocate from the construction disturbance area to 
off-site habitat areas and undisturbed areas of the project site through the use of one-way doors on burrows.  
Consistent with California Burrowing Owl Consortium Guidelines, if ground squirrel burrows, stand pipes, and 
other structures that have been documented during preconstruction surveys as supporting either a nesting 
burrowing owl pair or resident owl are removed to accommodate the proposed project, these structures will be 
relocated or replaced on or adjacent to the project site.  Relocated and replacement structures and burrows will 
be sited within suitable foraging habitat within 1/2 mile of the project area.  In addition, removed trees that have 
been documented during preconstruction surveys as supporting occupied Swainson’s hawk nests will be 
replaced with suitable native nest tree species (i.e., cottonwoods, etc.) within 1/2 mile of the project area and 
adjacent to suitable foraging habitat.  No relocation or habitat replacement measures are required for loggerhead 
shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, or California horned lark during the non-breeding season. 

Comment No. 6-12 

This comment recommends that compensatory habitat be provided for the loss of burrowing owl habitat.  
Consistent with California Burrowing Owl Consortium Guidelines, Mitigation Measure 12-5 will be modified in 
the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR (see modifications in response to Comment No. 6-11) to provide 
replacement burrows and/or structures documented during preconstruction surveys as supporting a nesting 
burrowing owl pair or resident owl.  

Comment No. 6-13 

The comment suggests that the mitigation ratio for Joshua tree habitat should be 2:1 due to the cumulative 
decline of Joshua tree woodland in the region.  Mitigation Measure 12-18 requires that District No. 20 mitigate 
for the direct impact of Joshua tree woodland removal at a 1:1 ratio.  This compensation is appropriate to 
compensate for the direct impact.  Although the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes that Joshua tree 
woodland is a unique habitat, Joshua trees themselves are not listed in the state or federal Endangered Species 
Acts.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that implementation of the proposed project would result 
in cumulative impacts to biological resources.  However, CEQA recognizes that mitigation for a cumulative 
impact may not be feasible on a project-by-project basis (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130c).  It is not within 
the mandate of District No. 20 to mitigate direct impacts of other developments.  Regional resource managers 
such as DFG and the Bureau of Land Management have the responsibility for ensuring regional viability of 
natural resources.  The West Mojave Plan does not identify any conservation areas specifically for the 
preservation of Joshua tree woodland.   

The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides substantial mitigation for impacts to Joshua tree woodland that is 
consistent with local and regional resource management plans.  Mitigation Measure 12-16 requires District 
No. 20 to comply with the City of Palmdale’s Joshua tree protection ordinance.  Elements of the HCMP required 
to mitigate the direct impact will include, but not be limited to, the identification of responsible parties and financial 
assurances for management of compensatory lands in perpetuity and all other project compensation and monitoring 
activities; identification of biological goals and management objectives; clearly defined success criteria; a 
comprehensive list of management tasks and implementation schedule; and contingency measures. 
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Comment No. 6-14 

The comment states that any payment for compensatory mitigation for Joshua tree woodlands be justified by 
providing information on what is being proposed and that any mitigation banking agreement be approved by 
DFG.  As discussed in Mitigation Measure 12-18, the location and conservation management of the 
compensatory lands shall be discussed with DFG and USFWS.  District No. 20 will develop and implement an 
HCMP for the compensatory lands, including financial assurances for management of compensatory lands in 
perpetuity, and transmit the plan to DFG and USFWS.  

Comment No. 6-15 

This comment states that the 1978 EIS for the PIA references 3,800 acres at the eastern end of the proposed 
airport site, within Agricultural Reuse Study Area No. 6, that would be preserved to provide feasible and 
suitable mitigation for wildlife.  The EIS further states that the LADOA (now known as LAWA) would develop 
a Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP) to protect and enhance these areas.  In the 1970s, the City of 
Los Angeles purchased approximately 17,700 acres east of USAF Plant 42, including the land surrounding the 
PWRP and oxidation ponds, with the intention of constructing and operating the PIA.  A 1978 EIS and a 1982 
EIS were prepared for a proposed Airport Layout Plan for the PIA.  However, the airport was never built; and, 
no development restrictions or recorded conservation easements were identified for the property. 

In January 2005, LAWA released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft EA/EIR for future development 
recommended by the proposed Master Plan for PMD.  The Master Plan has determined that the level of 
expansion required to accommodate the future demand levels (1.14 MMAP in 2030) can be met by existing 
USAF Plant 42 runways; any plans for development of an international airport as described in the 1978 and 
1982 environmental documents for the PIA are merely conceptual in nature and depend on theoretical future 
demand levels.    Based upon these facts, the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identified Agricultural Study Area 
No. 6 as a potential location for agricultural reuse operations.  Refer to General Response:  Airport 
Compatibility for additional information. 

Comment No. 6-16 

This comment states that DFG recommends an additional project alternative that would create wetlands in 
conjunction with groundwater recharge using treated wastewater.  A wetland alternative was evaluated in 
Chapter 6 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on page 6-21.  The alternative was considered infeasible 
because (1) there could be a gradual build up of salts in the wetlands that would jeopardize the viability of the 
habitat and (2) the created wetlands would become dependent upon the effluent discharged to them.  The 
recycled water would then be considered dedicated to the wetlands due to their dependency on this water stream 
and could not be diverted to emerging recycled water reuse opportunities.  A planned groundwater recharge 
alternative was also analyzed in the alternatives analysis (pages 6-14 through 6-19), but this effluent 
management alternative was removed from further consideration because it could not provide management of 
the recycled water produced by the PWRP in the time frame necessary.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative 
Analysis for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 7:  UNITED STATES AIR FORCE PLANT NO. 42 

Comment No. 7-1 

The comment questions whether in Table ES-3 (on pg. ES-9), under the column “Cost-Effectiveness,” 
Alternative 2 should be a “+,” according to the paragraph titled “Cost-Effectiveness.”  The costs for 
Alternative 2 were noted as similar or only slightly less than Alternative 1, and therefore a “0” was the 
appropriate score.  The control system for Alternative 2 is more complex and expensive than that required for 
Alternative 1, a fact that was not mentioned but has been added to the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on 
page 6-26.  

Comment No. 7-2 

The comment states that, in Figure 4-2, the map shows the property to be off Palmdale Boulevard, but this 
should be off Avenue P-8.  Figure 4-2 has been modified to reflect this comment.  

Comment No. 7-3 

The comment states that there is insufficient discussion of the potential for bird air strike hazards and that there 
is no mention of the impact on airfield operations at USAF Plant 42.  Page 9-5 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR describes the current and proposed future PMD operations.  Impact 9-3 on page 9-10 discusses the 
compatibility of the recommend project with those operations, and concludes that there is a less than significant 
impact.  To provide further detail concerning how a conclusion of “less than significant” impact was reached, 
Chapter 25 of the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes a section entitled Airport Compatibility.  That 
section includes a discussion on potential bird air strike hazards based on the FAA’s most current Advisory 
Circular (AC No. 150/5200-33A), which provides guidance on land use practices that have potential to attract 
hazardous wildlife on or near airports.  

Regarding any impacts on airfield operations at USAF Plant 42, it should first be noted that not every existing 
land use practice, such as the PWRP treatment and effluent management facilities, on or near an airport that 
potentially attracts hazardous wildlife, actually does.  The FAA has outlined procedures by which an actual 
hazard can be identified.  An investigation is first triggered by the occurrence of specific triggering events on or 
near an airport.  If the triggering events meet the criteria as outlined in Part 139 of 14 CFR, a WHA is required.  
The FAA then determines whether a formal WHMP is needed.  If the FAA determines that a WHMP is needed, 
the airport operator must formulate and implement a WHMP, using the WHA as a basis for the plan.  

Land use practices having the potential to attract birds within five miles of the existing USAF Plant 42/PMD 
include agriculture, undeveloped open space, and the PWRP treatment and effluent management facilities.  
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined by Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from 
the operation of the existing treatment and effluent management facilities, or that a WHA has been prepared by 
USAF Plant 42 or PMD.  Therefore, it can be concluded that no hazard from current PWRP operations exists.  
The proposed project recommends upgrading and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is 
consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that the 
project also has a less than significant impact on airfield operations at USAF Plant 42.  Refer to General 
Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 
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Comment No. 7-4 

The comment questions how it is possible to prevent runoff yet allow a 100-year flood event to pass through the 
project site (Mitigation Measure 14-5).  Mitigation Measure 14-5 requires District No. 20 to construct berms to 
prevent unauthorized runoff from the agricultural sites.  However, during flood periods, when no effluent is 
applied to the fields, the berms would be designed to avoid preventing flood waters from inundating the fields.  
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 14-5 has been modified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 14-5:  District No. 20 shall construct a combination of earthen berms, modify existing site 
grades, and/or construct catch or pump basins at points around the proposed agricultural areas to prevent 
unauthorized runoff.  The improvements would be designed to allow peak flood waters to inundate fields 
without modifying the floodplain by providing flood access culverts or other design features.  The location and 
description of the improvements will be provided in the FMP.  

Comment No. 7-5 

The comment states that Impact 14-5 and Mitigation Measure 14-6 appear to conflict with each other.  
Impact 14-5 states that improperly abandoned wells could act as conduits for effluent to reach the groundwater.  
Mitigation Measure 14-6 ensures that wells in the proximity of the proposed project operations are identified 
and properly abandoned.  The statements do not conflict with one another.  

Comment No. 7-6 

The comment questions how Mitigation Measure 14-8 could be accomplished while preventing unauthorized 
runoff.  Mitigation Measure 14-8 applies to the design of reservoirs.  Flood waters would be directed around the 
reservoirs and would not inundate the reservoirs themselves.  The mitigation measure requires that the culverts 
directing flood waters around the reservoirs be designed to prevent scouring and road inundation downstream.  
As noted on page 14-11 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, District No. 20 would be required to prepare a 
Letter of Map Revision for submittal to the Federal Emergency Management Agency to reflect the construction 
of storage reservoirs that modify the existing 100-year floodplain.  

Comment No. 7-7 

The comment states that the water treatment facility has the potential to increase bird air strike hazards.  The 
comment recommends that the location of evaporation ponds and/or agricultural farming areas should be south 
of Runway 25 and that additional design enhancements be included to deter birds from “settling in” in areas near 
Runway 25.  Not every existing or proposed land use practice, such as the PWRP treatment and effluent 
management facilities, on or near an airport that potentially attracts hazardous wildlife, actually does.  The 
FAA’s Advisory Circular (AC No. 150/5200-33A) provides guidance on land use practices that have potential to 
attract hazardous wildlife on or near airports and outlines procedures by which an actual hazard can be identified 
and mitigated.  District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined by Part 139 of 14 CFR, 
resulting from the operation of the existing treatment and effluent management facilities, or that a WHA has 
been prepared by USAF Plant 42 or PMD.  Therefore, it can be concluded that no hazard from current PWRP 
operations exists.  Nonetheless, the proposed project has been modified to site all effluent management facilities 
and agricultural operations outside the flight corridor between Avenues M and N, which has been identified by 
USAF Plant 42 as an area of concern.  The proposed project recommends upgrading and expansion of the 
existing facilities in a manner that is consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, the Final PWRP 2025 
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Plan and EIR concludes that the proposed project also has a less than significant impact on airfield operations at 
USAF Plant 42.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility. 

Comment No. 7-8 

The comment suggests that groundwater recharge/surface discharge projects should be considered.  As 
discussed in Chapter 6 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, both of these alternatives were considered.  The 
alternatives were deemed infeasible due to their inability to meet the project objective of providing reliable 
effluent management within the timeframe needed to comply with the RWQCB-LR discharge permit.  However, 
as noted in Chapter 7 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, District No. 20 will implement the proposed project in 
stages, so that any alternative effluent management options that may become available, such as 
recharge/discharge, may be integrated into the project.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for 
additional information.  

Comment No. 7-9 

The comment states that the Air Force supports District No. 20’s objectives of building capacity to handle future 
growth and water use opportunities through tertiary treatment, but feels that more information concerning 
potential bird air strike hazards resulting from the proposed project is required in the subsequent Final PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR.  The comment supporting the upgrade and expansion of the PWRP is noted.  Chapter 25 of 
the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes a section entitled Airport Compatibility.  This section includes a 
discussion on potential bird air strike hazards based on the FAA’s most current Advisory Circular (AC 
No. 150/5200-33A), which provides guidance on land use practices that have potential to attract hazardous 
wildlife on or near airports. Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 8:  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

Comment No. 8-1 

The comment states that Southern California Edison owns and operates substation, transmission, and 
distribution facilities within the project site.  District No. 20 will work with SCE to avoid impacts to this 
substation or to relocate its facilities if necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER 9:  CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
LAHONTAN REGION 

Comment No. 9-1 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR predicts that salinity would increase in 
groundwater beneath the proposed agricultural fields due to the flushing of salts below the root zone, but does 
not quantitatively evaluate the extent, magnitude, and cumulative effect of this impact on groundwater.  TDS 
concentration levels in the recycled water (approximately 600 mg/L), are not expected to increase as a result of 
the proposed project.  This estimate includes the increase in TDS levels resulting from the recent addition of 
disinfection facilities.  TDS levels in the groundwater found in local supply and monitoring wells in the vicinity 
of the existing EMS range from 113 mg/l to 717 mg/L (see Appendix F: PWRP Annual Monitoring Report for 
2004).  District No. 20 assumes similar TDS concentrations in the groundwater for the proposed agricultural 
reuse sites. 

Although the WDRs for the PWRP do not contain a limit for TDS, they do contain a narrative requirement that 
the discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality standards for receiving water 
(groundwater).  Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations contains drinking water limits for several 
constituents, including TDS.  The projected effluent TDS is well below the recommended secondary upper level 
drinking water standard of 1000 mg/L, and is within the range of TDS levels found in the groundwater beneath 
the existing EMS (113 mg/L to the 717 mg/L).  Groundwater modeling results for the proposed agricultural 
reuse areas indicate that TDS in the groundwater increases to less than 200 mg/L by 2025.  It should be noted 
that the modeling results are based on a simplistic soil profile since soil boring data for the proposed agricultural 
reuse areas was not available.  Due to the lack of water quality data, actual groundwater TDS values at the 
proposed sites are relatively unknown.  The model assumed a TDS level of 175 mg/L in the existing 
groundwater at the proposed sites.  The groundwater model otherwise is based on the same assumptions used in 
the groundwater model utilized preparing the CRP for the existing EMS. 

Mitigation Measure 14-3 requires District No. 20 to implement a FMP outlining procedures for ensuring that 
recycled water is applied at agronomic rates to minimize the potential for infiltration.  Mitigation Measure 15-3 
requires the FMP to include BMPs for salinity management to reduce the potential for TDS accumulation in the 
crop root zone or transport to the groundwater. This will involve carefully controlled irrigation rates to carry 
TDS out of the root zone but not to the groundwater table (leaching).  This method of irrigation will be effective 
in minimizing impacts to groundwater quality and reducing the impact of TDS to a less-than-significant level. 

Comment No. 9-2 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 15-3 is inadequate because the recommended periodic flushing of 
salts from the root zone into the vadose zone would increase groundwater salinity and would conflict with 
Mitigation Measure 14-3, which requires crop irrigation at agronomic rates.  District No. 20 does not concur 
with this statement because leaching salts from the root zone is a common practice and is necessary when 
irrigating crops in arid environments.  It is an appropriate agronomic practice and plays a critical role in 
maintaining crop production on many irrigated lands where rainfall is inadequate to naturally leach salts below 
the root zone.  The leaching fraction is accounted for in the agronomic rate calculation, therefore District No. 20 
believes the comment that Mitigation Measure 15-3 is in conflict with Mitigation Measure 14-3 (requires crop 
irrigation at agronomic rates) is incorrect.  Refer to the response to Comment No. 9-1 for additional information. 
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Comment No. 9-3 

The comment questions how District No. 20 can make a determination of the impact to groundwater without 
knowing the effluent nitrogen concentrations that would be stored in ponds or applied to crops and requests that 
the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluate water quality effects associated with wastewater disposal and 
recycled water operations from the new facility. Groundwater modeling results for the proposed agricultural 
reuse areas indicate that nitrogen concentrations increase slowly in the underlying groundwater because of 
natural uptake of nitrogen by plants and decay within the vadose zone.   The initial nitrogen concentration of the 
underlying groundwater was assumed to be 1.5 mg/L and the effluent nitrogen was assumed to be 10mg/L.  The 
simulation results indicate that nitrogen in underlying groundwater will not increase through 2025.  

The proposed storage reservoirs would be lined to reduce the potential for infiltration as required in Mitigation 
Measure 14-2.  The proposed project specifies that the floors and sidewalls of the storage reservoirs will be 
constructed by excavating and re-compacting native soils and that a synthetic liner with low permeability be 
installed to minimize infiltration.  This design will need to be approved by the RWQCB-LR and supported by a 
water quality impact analysis. In addition, the proposed project would store water of a higher quality 
(i.e., tertiary effluent with enhanced nitrogen removal) than is currently produced by the PWRP.  Prior to 
constructing the reservoirs, District No. 20 will submit an application for new WDRs from the RWQCB-LR for 
the new treatment and effluent management facilities.  This revised WDR application will be required to 
demonstrate that the design for the proposed storage reservoirs will adequately protect groundwater quality, 
while considering beneficial uses of the local groundwater and the overall costs.  As part of the proposed 
project, a groundwater monitoring system would be established around the agricultural areas to evaluate water 
quality effects of the project.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that nitrogen would be effectively 
managed to ensure protection of groundwater quality since nitrogen removal capabilities are included as part of 
the proposed treatment process and effluent management alternatives and District No. 20 would comply with 
water quality standard thresholds in their discharge permit.  Refer to the response to Comment No. 11-15 for 
additional information.  

Comment No. 9-4 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does not describe how the ponds will be 
decommissioned or how the residual drainage from these ponds would affect groundwater and the environment.  
The comment requests that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR analyze the environmental impacts associated 
with leaving “nitrogen-rich pore-water” below the ponds that could potentially percolate to the groundwater and, 
if necessary, provide mitigation measures.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR was developed to minimize the 
potential for groundwater degradation.  The secondary effluent in these ponds would be emptied through 
permitted use such as irrigation water for agriculture and through evaporation.  As the operator of the oxidation 
ponds, District No. 20 is responsible for ensuring that residual contamination left in place after 
decommissioning is appropriately remediated in coordination with regulatory agencies, including the 
RWQCB-LR.  In response to the CAO issued by the RWQCB-LR, a separate project is being implemented that 
includes remediation of elevated nitrate levels in the groundwater underlying the PWRP and surrounding area.  
Groundwater modeling indicates that effluent that percolated into the vadose zone beneath the ponds will 
continue to act as a source of nitrate to groundwater after the ponds are closed.  However, the rate of percolation 
after decommissioning will decrease over time as the vadose zone beneath the ponds drains to field capacity.  
There is no effective remedial measure to remove percolated effluent from the vadose zone to any significant 
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depth. This “pore water” has been accounted for in the existing groundwater model for the site.  Continued 
compliance with the CAO will ensure that potential percolation of nitrogen-rich water in the soils below the 
oxidation ponds after the ponds are taken out of service will be remediated.  Refer to the responses to Comment 
Nos. 11-31 and 11-36 for additional information. 

Comment No. 9-5 

The comment asks that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR clarify that the project, as proposed, would not 
impact waters of the United States.  As noted on page 3-1 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, most of the 
alternatives would not impact waters of the United States.  However, effluent management alternatives were 
considered that included discharging to Lake Palmdale or to the Santa Clara River, both of which are considered 
waters of the United States.  The proposed project, described in Chapters 6 and 7 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR, will not impact any waters of the United States.  

Comment No. 9-6 

The comment states that referenced statewide general waste discharge requirements in Order No. 2000-10-DWQ 
for the land application of biosolids has been rescinded and replaced by Order No. WQO 2004-0012-DWQ, 
which has the same requirements as the previous order.  The Regulations Governing Biosolids Management 
section of Chapter 3 in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR has been revised to reflect this revision.  

Comment No. 9-7 

The comment refutes the notion that percolation losses from the existing unlined percolation ponds are 
considered negligible due to low permeability of the pond bottoms and asks that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR evaluate the impact of continued drainage from these ponds into the groundwater.  The existing oxidation 
ponds are permitted under the PWRP’s existing WDRs, which are issued by the RWQCB-LR. The proposed 
project would permanently decommission the oxidation ponds once the CAS system is online in 2009.  One 
project objective of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is to “provide a long-term solution for meeting water quality 
requirements set forth by regulatory agencies.”  District No. 20 is committed to complying with the CAO and 
future discharge permit requirements.  Refer to the responses to Comment Nos. 9-4, 11-31 and 11-36 for 
additional information. 

Comment No. 9-8 

The comment states that the discussion of “Wastewater Characteristics” and “Wastewater Flow Projections” 
sections (pages 5-9 and 5-10) must include an analysis of lower than expected flow increases and the associated 
increases in influent nitrogen concentrations on effluent water quality. Since 1999, the influent nitrogen 
concentrations at the Palmdale WRP have risen from approximately 37 mg/l to approximately 44 mg/l, or an 
average of 1.2 mg/l per year.  The reason for this rise has not been determined, but is likely attributed to 
increased growth along with more stringent local water conservation measures.  Stage V of the PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR includes a 15 mgd capacity CAS facility operated with a nitrification/denitrification (NDN) process.  
Stage VI expands this CAS with NDN facility to 22.4 mgd so that flows projected for the year 2025 may be 
accommodated.  The recorded increases in influent nitrogen concentration are not significant with respect to the 
planning and design of CAS with NDN facilities.  The proposed treatment facilities will be designed to 
accommodate influent nitrogen fluctuations, and annual differences of 1.2 mg/l are well within the range of 
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operational adjustments of the proposed treatment facilities.  The design and sizing of NDN facilities will be 
based on the influent nitrogen loading. 

Comment No. 9-9 

The comment asks whether the new sludge-drying beds would be lined, and have a leachate collection and recovery 
system.  The sludge drying beds proposed in the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would be lined and include a 
leachate collection and recovery system.  However, since release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, District 
No. 20 has determined that centrifuges provide the best method for dewatering of digested solids; therefore, 
construction of new sludge drying beds is not included in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Chapter 7 of the 
Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR has been revised to reflect this change (see Table 7-1 and Figures 7-2 and 7-3).    

Comment No. 9-10 

The comment notes that the Corps would not require the RWQCB-LR to adopt WDRs for recycled water to 
protect beneficial uses; rather, it is the state Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act that requires the RWQCB-LR to 
regulate activities that could affect beneficial uses.  The Final PWRP Plan and EIR has been modified to reflect 
this change (see page 6-20).  

Comment No. 9-11 

The comment states that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should assess increases in groundwater nitrate 
levels over background concentrations and evaluate its significance.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
acknowledges on page 14-9 that potential infiltration of effluent to the groundwater could increase nitrogen 
concentrations over background levels; however, groundwater modeling results indicate no increase in nitrates 
in the underlying groundwater throughout the planning period (see the response to Comment No. 9-3).  The 
Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes that, as part of the project, a groundwater monitoring system would be 
established to evaluate water quality effects of the project.  The proposed project will include a 
nitrification/denitrification treatment process to minimize the nitrogen concentration in the effluent.  The Draft 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that nitrogen would be effectively managed to ensure protection of 
groundwater quality since nitrogen removal capabilities are included as part of the project and District No. 20 
would be subject to water quality standard thresholds in their discharge permit.  Containment and remediation of 
the high nitrate levels in the groundwater, in the vicinity of the existing EMS, are being addressed through 
implementation of the Containment and Remediation Plan approved by the RWQCB-LR in April 2005.  For 
additional information, refer to the responses to Comment Nos. 9-3, 11-4, 11-31 and 11-36. 

Comment No. 9-12 

The comment states that a composite liner consisting of an upper component (flexible membrane liner of 
high-density polyethylene) and a lower liner (compacted clay or geosynthetic clay) with a compacted sub-base 
and effective monitoring system should be used.  Additionally, estimated liner leakage rates and minimum 
design and construction standards should be identified.  The RWQCB-LR has not standardized permeability 
requirements for treated wastewater impoundments, but determines WDRs and liner impoundment requirements 
on a case-by-case basis.  District No. 20 has not determined a final design for the liners.  Prior to constructing 
the reservoirs, District No. 20 will submit an application for new WDRs to the RWQCB-LR for the use of new 
treatment and effluent management facilities. District No. 20 will be required to show in the revised WDR 
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application that the proposed design of the storage reservoirs will adequately protect groundwater quality, while 
considering beneficial uses of the local groundwater and the overall costs.  

Comment No. 9-13 

The comment states that the RWQCB-LR should be listed in the required approvals to issue a permit for 
dredge/fill operations and/or an SWPPP during construction activities.  The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR has 
been revised to add the RWQCB-LR for approval of dredge/fill operations.  However, because the project will 
not be subject to NPDES storm water permits that would require an SWPPP, the SWPPP approval from the 
RWQCB-LR was not added to the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  

Comment No. 9-14 

The comment asks what waters of the state may be affected by the proposed project and what mitigation would 
be employed.  A reconnaissance survey of the project study area was conducted to identify habitat types.  The 
results of the survey are included in Figure 12-1.  Waters of the state that were identified include Little Rock 
Wash and Big Rock Wash.  Since the project study area was large, some areas that may be considered waters of 
the state may not have been identified.  Mitigation Measure 12-2 commits District No. 20 to conducting surveys 
of project areas prior to their disturbance to identify if waters of the state are present.  Mitigation Measure 12-3 
commits District No. 20 to conducting a wetland delineation to identify habitat value of identified waters of the 
state.  These studies would then provide valuable information to be included in the permit application required 
under Mitigation Measure 12-4.  The various avoidance or compensation measures in the permit will depend on 
the resources identified in the subsequent studies.  

Comment No. 9-15 

The comment requests that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR include a discussion on background water 
quality in the agricultural reuse areas and the cumulative, long-term impacts to the receiving water.  It is 
estimated that with the recent addition of disinfection facilities, TDS levels in the PWRP recycled water will be 
approximately 600 mg/L.  TDS concentration levels in the recycled water are not expected to increase as a result 
of the proposed project.  The WDRs for the PWRP do not contain a limit for TDS; however, they do contain a 
narrative requirement that the discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality standards for 
receiving water (groundwater).  Title 22 of the CCRs contains limits for several constituents, including TDS, for 
drinking water.  The recommended secondary TDS drinking water standard is 500 mg/L with 1,000 mg/L as the 
recommended upper level and 1,500 mg/L as the recommended maximum level.  The projected effluent TDS of 
less than 200 mg/L in the year 2025 is not only well below the recommended secondary drinking water standard 
of 500 mg/L, it is also within the range of TDS levels found in the groundwater beneath the EMS (113mg/L to 
717 mg/L).  Due to a lack of water quality data for the proposed agricultural areas, existing TDS levels are 
assumed to be similar to that of the PWRP EMS.  Refer to response to Comment No. 9-1 for additional 
information.  

Comment No. 9-16 

The comment states that the two impacts and one mitigation measure (pages 14-7 and 15-10) inadequately 
address groundwater salinity increases.  The comment further states that Mitigation Measures 14-3 (applying 
effluent at agronomic rates) and 15-3 (periodic soil flushing of salts into the vadose zone) would result in 
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long-term groundwater degradation, which is not identified in the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Mitigation 
Measure 14-3 requires District No. 20 to implement a FMP outlining procedures for ensuring that recycled 
water is applied at agronomic rates to minimize the potential for infiltration.  Mitigation Measure 15-3 requires 
the FMP to include BMPs for salinity management to reduce the potential for TDS accumulation in the crop root 
zone or transport to the groundwater.  This will involve carefully controlled irrigation rates to carry TDS out of 
the root zone but not to the groundwater table (leaching).  This method of irrigation will be effective in 
minimizing impacts to groundwater quality and reducing the impact of TDS to a less-than-significant level.  A 
network of monitoring wells installed both up- and down-gradient of the agricultural reuse site will verify that 
management practices are effective at maintaining groundwater quality.  Refer to the response to Comment 
No. 9-1 for additional information. 

Comment No. 9-17 

The comment states that the drinking water standard of 1,000 mg/l used in the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
is incorrect and that a standard of 500 mg/l should be used instead to comply with the Water Quality Control 
Plan.  As stated in the letter, the recommended secondary TDS drinking water standard is 500 mg/L with 
1,000 mg/L as the recommended upper level and 1,500 mg/L as the recommended maximum level.  The 
recommended upper limit of 1,000 mg/L was used in the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, and is consistent with 
the range of TDS levels found in the groundwater beneath the existing EMS (113 mg/L to 717 mg/L).  In 
addition, during the RWQCB-LR meeting in July, 2005, RWQCB-LR staff indicated that the 500 mg/L TDS 
standard may not be applicable and an appropriate standard for the site will be determined at a later date.  Refer 
to the response to Comment No. 9-15 for additional information. 

Comment No. 9-18 

The comment states the 2004 average effluent TDS concentration was 520 mg/l, not 503 mg/l, and that the 
background level in groundwater is 165 mg/l.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR (page 14-8) indicated a 
groundwater TDS concentration range of 110 to 665 mg/L.  Recent data show that TDS levels range from 
113 mg/L to 717 mg/L1.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR used TDS effluent levels from 2003 monitoring 
data.  The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR has been updated to reflect the most current average TDS level of 
520 mg/L1.  Due to a lack of water quality data from the proposed agricultural reuse areas, District No. 20 does 
not believe it is possible to establish an accurate background level of TDS at this time, although an assumed 
background level was assumed for groundwater modeling purposes (see the response to Comment No. 9-1). 

Regarding TDS levels from the proposed project, it is projected that TDS levels of the effluent will be 
approximately 600 mg/L.  This estimate includes the increase in TDS levels resulting from the recentaddition of 
disinfection facilities.  

Comment No. 9-19 

The comment states that it is incorrect to assume that applying effluent is similar to using groundwater.  The 
comment requests that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR quantify the groundwater degradation that will 
result from agricultural irrigation using wastewater effluent at both Agricultural Study Area Nos. 6 and 5.  

                                                 
1 Appendix F:  PWRP Annual Monitoring Report for 2004 
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District No. 20 acknowledges that, although TDS levels resulting from the proposed project will be within the 
recorded range in the area, it is not altogether accurate to state that the use of effluent for irrigation “would not 
be dissimilar to using groundwater.”  This statement has been corrected in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  
TDS levels in the vicinity of the proposed project areas are assumed to be in the range from 113 mg/L to 
717 mg/L, which is the range of TDS found near the existing EMS.  It is projected that TDS levels of the 
effluent resulting from the proposed project will be approximately 600 mg/L.  This estimate includes the 
increase in TDS levels resulting from the addition of disinfection facilities scheduled to be on-line prior to 
certification of the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Refer to responses to Comment Nos. 9-1 and 9-15 for 
additional information. 

Comment No. 9-20 

The comment states that the project would not be subject to NPDES storm water permitting requirements 
including preparation of an SWPPP.  The comment correctly notes that an SWPPP pursuant to NPDES 
requirements would not be necessary.  Nonetheless, preparation of an SWPPP and implementation of best 
management practices have been identified as mitigation measures to minimize storm water quality impacts.  

Comment No. 9-21 

The comment notes that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR states that four significant and unavoidable impacts 
were identified though only three are listed.  Only three significant unavoidable impacts were identified in the 
Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR as listed in the bullet points on page 23-6.  The text in the bullet points has been 
changed to reflect this comment.  

Comment No. 9-22 

The comment states that if recycled water is to be used for dust control and soil compaction purposes during 
Stage V and VI construction, the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should state this.  District No. 20 is considering the 
use of recycled water for construction activities associated with the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  District No. 20 
recognizes that water used for soil compaction and dust control must be wastewater treated to disinfected 
secondary water at a minimum to comply with Title 22.  District No. 20 is committed to meeting the DHS’s 
criteria for using the recycled water for beneficial uses such as construction activities and will secure the 
appropriate permits and approvals as required. 
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COMMENT LETTER 10:  CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

Comment No. 10-1 

This comment states that the water rights under the Los Angeles World Airports property are under the 
possession, management, and control of the Board of Water and Power Commissioners of the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR.  No response is necessary. 

Comment No. 10-2 

The comment expresses concern over the long-term quality of the groundwater supply.  As noted on page ES-4, 
one objective of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is to “provide a long-term solution for meeting water 
quality requirements set forth by regulatory agencies.”  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluates treatment 
and effluent management alternatives to avoid future degradation of groundwater. 

The comment requests that storage reservoirs be provided with double liners and that a groundwater monitoring 
program be included as part of the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 14-4 requires that storage reservoirs be 
adequately lined to protect groundwater quality.  The proposed project specifies that the floors and sidewalls of 
the storage reservoirs will be constructed by excavating and re-compacting native soils and that a synthetic liner 
with low permeability be installed to minimize infiltration.  This design will need to be approved by the 
RWQCB-LR and supported by a Water Quality Impact Analysis. In addition, the proposed project would store 
water of a higher quality (i.e., tertiary effluent with enhanced nitrogen removal) than is currently produced by 
the PWRP. 

Prior to constructing the reservoirs, District No. 20 will submit an application for new WDRs from the 
RWQCB-LR for the new treatment and effluent management facilities.  This revised WDR application will be 
required to demonstrate that the design for the proposed storage reservoirs will adequately protect groundwater 
quality, while considering beneficial uses of the local groundwater and the overall costs. 

In compliance with Title 22, part of the project includes the implementation of a groundwater monitoring 
program to ensure that wastewater treatment and effluent disposal operations are protective of groundwater 
quality and public health.  Mitigation Measure 14-3 requires the FMP to include groundwater monitoring. 

The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR also concludes that the new reservoirs would not significantly impact 
groundwater quality based on the commitment to line all storage reservoirs (bottoms and sides) with synthetic 
materials (Mitigation Measure 14.2), the increased level of treatment to be provided, and the expansion of the 
groundwater monitoring network. 

Comment No. 10-3 

The comment states that LADWP supports the development of conjunctive use programs and reiterates that the 
proposed project must protect groundwater quality for future use.  As noted on page ES-4, one objective of the 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is to “provide a long-term solution for meeting water quality requirements set forth 
by regulatory agencies.”  The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR recommends wastewater treatment and effluent 
management alternatives to avoid future degradation of groundwater.  Refer to response to Comment No. 10-2 
for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 11:  LOS ANGELES WORLD AIRPORTS (LAWA) 

Comment No. 11-1 

The comment states that LAWA supports the proposed upgrade in treatment and would support a more 
aggressive treatment protocol.  The comment is noted.  Chapter 6 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
includes a treatment alternatives analysis and describes the screening process conducted by District No. 20 that 
resulted in tertiary treatment being a component of the proposed project.  Refer to General Response:  
Alternatives Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-2 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should adequately assess and remediate 
groundwater impacted under LAWA’s property by nitrates from PWRP effluent and that future PWRP facilities 
treat wastewater sufficiently to protect groundwater quality.  The comment also recommends the development 
of a comprehensive groundwater monitoring plan to verify that contaminants do not leach into the groundwater.  
As noted on page ES-4, one objective of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is to “provide a long-term solution for 
meeting water quality requirements set forth by regulatory agencies.”  The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
evaluates treatment and effluent management alternatives to avoid future degradation of groundwater and 
includes implementing a groundwater monitoring program in compliance with Title 22 of the CCR and 
RWQCB permit requirements. 

Regarding LAWA’s principal concern that there be adequate assessment and remediation of the groundwater 
impacted by nitrates in the oxidation ponds and under the existing EMS, groundwater quality concerns related to 
current PWRP operations are thoroughly addressed through responses to the CAO and CDO issued to District 
No. 20 in November 2003 and October 2004, respectively.  The existing oxidation ponds will be 
decommissioned, and the site may be used to site storage reservoirs.  The CAO requires District No. 20 and 
LAWA to clean up and abate the elevated nitrate levels identified in the groundwater beneath the EMS 
(including the oxidation ponds).  The CDO supercedes the abatement portion of the CAO and imposes a 
timeline for implementing various abatement measures, of which the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is one 
component (see Chapter 1, page 1-5).  The CAO and CDO can be found in Appendices C and D, respectively.  
District No. 20 is currently working with LAWA and the RWQCB-LR to implement a Containment and 
Remediation Plan approved in April 2005, which is a separate project from what is described in the PWRP 2025 
Plan and EIR. 

Comment No. 11-3 

The comment states that the LAWA’s property should not be used in a manner that interferes with its existing 
and future aviation uses, creates safety risks, or disturbs existing conservation areas.  District No. 20 agrees that 
the PWRP 2025 Facilities Plan and EIR must be compatible with existing and future neighboring land uses 
including airport operations.  However, District No. 20 disagrees with LAWA’s contention that the Draft 2025 
Plan and EIR’s proposal to utilize Storage Reservoir Study Area No. 1 and Agricultural Study Area No. 6 for 
storage reservoirs and agricultural reuse operations, would interfere with LAWA’s existing and future aviation 
uses.  Based on LAWA’s January 2005 NOP of a Draft EA/EIR for future development recommended by the 
proposed Master Plan for PMD, the existing USAF Plant 42 airfield has adequate capacity to accommodate 
forecast aircraft operations and will continue to be utilized for all aircraft operations through 2030.  Construction 
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of new runways, as described in the 1978 and 1982 environmental documents for the originally proposed PIA, is 
not included as part of any of the proposed alternatives developed in the Master Plan for PMD.  Furthermore, 
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events (evidence of a potential hazard), as defined by 
Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing District No. 20 treatment and effluent 
management facilities that would confirm the existence of associated safety risks.  The proposed project is 
compatible with recommendations made by AC No. 150/5200-33A; therefore, it can be concluded that the 
proposed project will have less than significant impact on existing and future aviation uses. 

Finally, the proposed project does not disturb any existing conservation areas; no development restrictions, 
NRMP, or recorded conservation easements were identified for the property.  Nevertheless, coordinating 
long-term planning efforts with LAWA is an essential part of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The Draft PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR notes in several places (e.g., page 9-7) that the use of LAWA property is contingent on 
LAWA’s approval.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-4 

The comment contends that the Foreword in the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR inaccurately represents 
LAWA’s responsibility regarding elevated nitrates in the groundwater.  Sanitation District No. 20 maintains the 
information depicting LAWA’s responsibility regarding elevated nitrates in the groundwater as presented in the 
Foreword to the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is accurate.  

Comment No. 11-5 

The comment contends that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR inaccurately characterizes the permeability of 
the soils lining the existing oxidation ponds.  The existing oxidation ponds are permitted under the PWRP’s 
existing WDRs, which are issued by the RWQCB-LR. The proposed project would remove the existing 
oxidation ponds from service once the recommended CAS treatment system is on-line in 2009.  One project 
objective of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is to “provide a long-term solution for meeting water quality 
requirements set forth by regulatory agencies.”  District No. 20 is committed to complying with the CAO, CDO, 
and future discharge permit requirements.  Refer to responses to Comment Nos. 11-31 and 11-36 for additional 
information. 

Comment No. 11-6 

The comment states that implementation of tertiary treatment will avoid future groundwater contamination, but 
that advanced treatment including MF/RO would increase effluent management options.  The PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR evaluates MF/RO as a treatment alternative, which was estimated to cost twice as much as tertiary 
treatment.  The effluent management alternatives of agricultural and municipal reuse were considered to be 
more cost effective with tertiary treated effluent than MF/RO and attainable within the required timeframe of the 
RWQCB-LR orders.  Refer to response to Comment No. P-1 in Chapter 27 and General Response:  Alternative 
Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-7 

The comment states that groundwater recharge or municipal reuse should be the preferred alternative.  The 
comment also argues that increased agriculture is a new consumptive use.  As noted on pages 7-5 and 7-6 of the 
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PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, municipal reuse is a component of the preferred project.  District No. 20 is 
committed to partnering with local agencies and municipalities including the City of Palmdale, Palmdale Water 
District, Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, and other members of the Antelope Valley Water 
Reuse Group to supply tertiary-treated effluent for future municipal reuse programs.  Furthermore, the proposed 
agricultural operations are a component of the effluent management system that can be scaled back when reuse 
programs such as municipal reuse and indirect potable reuse alternatives become a reality.  Groundwater 
recharge was considered by District No. 20 as an effluent management alternative, but was rejected since it does 
not meet the objectives of the project.  Nonetheless, District No. 20 remains supportive of working with regional 
partners to develop a groundwater recharge project when feasible.  Refer to response to Comment No. N-3 in 
Chapter 27 and General Response:  Alternatives Analysis for additional information. 

Agricultural operations employing recycled water do not constitute a new consumptive use in the Antelope 
Valley because no potable water use is involved.  The new agriculture will instead benefit the local community 
and regional economy by boosting the agricultural output of the area.  Because the agricultural operations 
included in the proposed project can be scaled back, recycled water can be made available for municipal use, to 
other farmers to use in place of groundwater, and for any other emerging beneficial uses with little lead time.  
Agricultural reuse was identified in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR as the best feasible alternative that can be 
implemented within the time frame required by the board orders from the RWQCB-LR.  Agriculture has been 
pursued in the Antelope Valley for over a hundred years, and it is improbable that new agricultural endeavors 
will be, or should be, prohibited because they do or do not use recycled water. 

Comment No. 11-8 

The comment states that the acquisition of Agricultural Study Area No. 6 for agricultural use and storage 
reservoirs would be incompatible with a designated conservation area and could interfere with airport 
operations.  The comment references a 1974 legal action that set aside a certain area as a conservation area to 
mitigate the impacts of the proposed development of the PIA.  Since the proposed PIA was not constructed, 
those impacts have not materialized and may not if the PIA is not constructed or is modified from its original 
design.  Discussions with LAWA, as well as the January 2005 NOP for the Master Plan for PMD, indicate that 
the scale of the proposed airport development will likely be confined to areas within or directly adjacent to 
USAF Plant 42.  As a result, the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR assumed that LAWA would be interested in 
selling, transferring, or leasing the land east of Little Rock Wash since the impacts anticipated in the 1970s may 
be substantially lessened or ultimately may not occur.  Furthermore, no development restrictions or recorded 
conservation easements could be identified for the property.  If LAWA is committed to utilizing this area for 
habitat impact compensation, then the property would not be available to District No. 20.  District No. 20 could 
not buy or enter into a lease agreement with LAWA for land that is officially designated as a conservation area 
to mitigate impacts to neighboring habitat. 

The comment further states that agriculture would promote unsafe conditions for the airport due to bird air strike 
hazards.  District No. 20 would not implement an effluent management program that created unsafe conditions 
for existing or future airport operations; the proposed project is consistent with the FAA’s Advisory Circular 
(AC) No. 150/5200-33A, which provides guidance on land use practices that have potential to attract hazardous 
wildlife on or near airports.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information.  
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Comment No. 11-9 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR gives the false impression that construction of 
proposed storage reservoir facilities in the Airport Industrial (M-3) zone would be a ministerial action that does 
not involve any discretionary approval by the City of Palmdale.  As discussed on pages 9-7 and 9-9 of the Draft 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, public utilities to be sited in the M-3 zone require a Site Plan Review.  If these 
facilities are deemed compatible with airport uses, then a conditional use permit would not be necessary.  For 
compatible land uses, the City of Palmdale Site Plan Review approval process will not require a public hearing 
nor approval by the Planning Commission, whereas a conditional use permit would require this discretionary 
approval.  Site plans are subject to administrative review by the Planning Director (Palmdale Zoning Ordinance, 
Chapter 2, Sections 20.01 and 21.02).  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes on page 9-7 that LAWA 
would have to agree that storage reservoirs are compatible with the future Palmdale Regional Airport in order to 
utilize the land.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that agriculture and storage reservoirs would 
not result in significant impacts to airport safety if the runways remain at the existing site on USAF Plant 42, 
three miles to the west.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for further information. 

Comment No. 11-10 

The comment asserts that the proposed project would not be compatible with airport operations due to the 
potential for bird air strike hazards.   The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should 
consider impacts of hazards within an airport use planning area as required by CEQA.  Page 9-5 of the Draft 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR describes the current and proposed future PMD operations.  Impact 9-3 on page 9-10 
discusses the compatibility of the recommend project with those operations, and concludes that there is a less 
than significant impact.  To provide further detail concerning how a conclusion of “less than significant” impact 
was reached, Chapter 25 of the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes a section entitled Airport 
Compatibility.  That section includes a discussion on potential bird air strike hazards based on the FAA’s most 
current Advisory Circular (AC No. 150/5200-33A), which provides guidance on land use practices that have 
potential to attract hazardous wildlife on or near airports.  

The FAA has also outlined procedures by which an actual hazard can be identified.  An investigation is first 
triggered by the occurrence of specific triggering events on or near an airport.  If the triggering events meet the 
criteria as outlined in Part 139 of 14 CFR, a WHA is required.  The FAA then determines whether a formal 
WHMP is needed.  If the FAA determines that a WHMP is needed, the airport operator must formulate and 
implement a WHMP, using the WHA as a basis for the plan.  

Land use practices having the potential to attract birds within five miles of the existing USAF Plant 42/PMD 
include agriculture, undeveloped open space, and the PWRP treatment and effluent management facilities.  
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined by Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from 
the operation of the existing treatment and effluent management facilities, or that a WHA has been prepared by 
USAF Plant 42 or PMD.  Therefore, it can be concluded that no hazard from current PWRP operations exists.  
The proposed project proposes upgrades and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is consistent 
with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that the project also has 
a less than significant impact on airport operations.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for 
further information. 
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Comment No. 11-11 

The comment states that it is misleading for the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR to imply that LAWA property 
on the eastside is not necessary for the future development of the airport.  District No. 20 agrees that 
construction of some facilities needed for airport operations may be necessary in the flight corridor that could 
include portions of Agricultural Study Area No. 6.  However, in considering land use practices on or near 
airports, the FAA’s Advisory Circular No. 150/5200-33A uses an airport’s AOA as the reference point from 
which appropriate separation should be maintained.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that 
agricultural uses consistent with the Advisory Circular provide a buffer of low sensitivity around the airport and 
does not preclude the construction of ancillary airport facilities if necessary.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR notes in several places (e.g., page 9-7) that LAWA would have to agree that storage reservoirs and 
agriculture are compatible with the future PMD in order to utilize LAWA property.  

The comment also notes that LAWA property on the east side of Little Rock Wash has been designated as a 
conservation area.  However, no development restrictions, NRMP, or recorded conservation easements were 
identified for the property.  Refer to response to Comment No. 11-8 and the General Response:  Airport 
Compatibility for further information. 

Comment No. 11-12 

This comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should indicate the size of the potential 
compensation lands for sensitive plants to give decision makers an idea of the magnitude of the mitigation.  The 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on page 12-17 notes that the areas not recently cleared could support sensitive plants 
and may need to be compensated.  As shown in Figure 12-1, this constitutes a maximum area of approximately 
4,656 acres in Agricultural Study Area No. 5 and 4,593 acres in Agricultural Study Area No. 6.  Up to 
5,840 acres would be cleared.  The likelihood of finding sensitive plants covering the entire impact area is low.  
More likely, a few populations could be identified in small portions of the study area.  When identifying 
compensation lands, District No. 20 will locate lands that satisfy the compensation requirements for any affected 
habitat for sensitive species.  Therefore, any compensation lands for Joshua tree habitat would also provide 
habitat for sensitive plants.  

Comment No. 11-13 

This comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should indicate the size of the potential 
compensation lands for MGS and DT to give decision makers an idea of the magnitude of the mitigation.  The 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes that the areas not recently cleared could support DT and MGS and may need to 
be compensated.  As shown in Figure 12-1, this constitutes a maximum area of approximately 4,656 acres in 
Agricultural Study Area No. 5 and 4,593 acres in Agricultural Study Area No. 6.  Up to 5,840 acres would be 
cleared. 

District No. 20 would contract with a qualified biologist to perform presence/absence surveys for MGS and DT 
prior to any land disturbance.  If either DT or MGS is found during the presence/absence surveys, DFG may 
require land compensation at a 3:1 ratio, or 13,968 acres in compensatory lands for the conversion of land in 
Agricultural Area No. 5 or 13,779 acres for Agricultural Area No. 6.  However, DFG may reduce this ratio to a 
minimum of 1/2:1, depending on existing habitat quality to be removed as determined by the qualified biologist 
and DFG concurrence.  It is worth noting that the West Mojave Plan establishes a recommended compensation 
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ratio of 1:1 for disturbance of habitat in the project location to mitigate potential impacts to all sensitive 
resources, including MGS and DT.  Mitigation Measures 12-6 through 12-12 describe procedures necessary to 
adequately mitigate the loss of this amount of habitat.  

Comment No. 11-14 

The comment notes that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should discuss the magnitude of the mitigation for 
all biological resources to determine if the amount of mitigation would render the project infeasible.  The PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR evaluates impacts to several species separately and identifies specific mitigation measures to 
compensate for loss of each sensitive resource.  Compensation lands are or may be required for impacts to MGS, 
DT, Joshua tree habitat, and rare plants or plant communities.  For each of these resources, impacts could occur 
generally in areas that have not been recently cleared.  This constitutes approximately 4,656 acres within 
Agricultural Study Area No. 5 and 4,593 acres in Agricultural Study Area No. 6.  Since the presence of Joshua 
tree woodlands has been documented, destruction of these areas shown in Figure 12-1 (up to 727 acres within 
Agricultural Study Area No. 5 and 712 acres in Agricultural Study Area No. 6) will require compensation at a 
1:1 ratio.  If MGS or DT are identified in the impact area, compensation lands would be required at a ratio of 
between 1/2:1 and 3:1.  It is worth noting that the West Mojave Plan establishes a recommended compensation 
ratio of 1:1 for disturbance of habitat in the project location to mitigate potential impacts to all sensitive 
resources, including MGS and DT. 

When identifying compensation lands, District No. 20 will locate lands that satisfy the compensation 
requirements for all the affected sensitive species.  Therefore, the compensation lands for Joshua tree habitat 
could also provide habitat for MGS and DT.  

Comment No. 11-15 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does not demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
proposed storage reservoir liner.  District No. 20 commissioned a geotechnical investigation to determine liner 
requirements for the proposed storage reservoirs.  It was concluded that nearly all the soils within the proposed 
reservoir site consist of varying degrees of sand, which will require a synthetic liner as part of construction to 
prevent excessive leakage.  The proposed project specifies that the floors and sidewalls of the storage reservoirs 
will be constructed by excavating and re-compacting native soils, and that a synthetic liner be installed to 
minimize infiltration.  This construction will need to be approved by the RWQCB-LR and supported by a Water 
Quality Impact Analysis.  In addition, the proposed project would store water of a higher quality (i.e., tertiary 
effluent with enhanced nitrogen removal) than is currently produced by the PWRP. 

Impact 14-2 identifies that storage reservoirs could promote infiltration of effluent into the ground.  Although 
the installation of a liner that entirely eliminates infiltration for the life of the project would not be possible, the 
mitigation measure ensures that a synthetic liner will be utilized to minimize infiltration and prevent 
groundwater degradation.  Mitigation Measure 14-2 commits District No. 20 to incorporate liners that will 
effectively minimize the rate of infiltration.  Depending on the type, liners may be theoretically impermeable or 
have very low permeabilities, typically between 10-9 to 10-12 cm/sec.  In addition, a defect with an area of 
1 cm2/acre may also be considered in liner designs1.  The loading of nitrogen, or other constituents, to the 

                                                 
1 Giroud, J.P., Badu-Tweneboah, K., Bonaparte, R. 1992 Rate of Leakage through Composite Liner due to Geomembrane Defects.  
Geotextiles and Geomembranes, 11:1-28. 
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groundwater as a result of percolation of water through liners with such low permeabilities and small defect 
areas is expected to be minimal, and groundwater concentrations are expected to remain close to background 
levels.  As indicated above, District No. 20 will perform an analysis, which will determine potential effects to 
groundwater as a result of possible percolation of recycled water through the bottom of the lined reservoirs and 
submit it to the RWQCB-LR in order to obtain a permit for the use of the reservoirs as impoundments of 
recycled water. 

Comment No. 11-16 

The comment states that the effectiveness of the FMP has not been adequately described, and therefore, the 
effectiveness of the mitigation is in question.  The contents of the FMP are listed in Mitigation Measure 14-3.  
The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR commits District No. 20 to the application of treated effluent at agronomic rates.  
The FMP provides an adaptive management tool to ensure that the project objectives are met.  The FMP 
establishes a mechanism to manage irrigation scheduling and groundwater monitoring to ensure compliance 
with the WDRs.  District No. 20 has prepared a FMP for existing agricultural reuse operations in the EMS, 
which was approved by the RWQCB-LR on March 30, 2001, as a working document.  In addition, District 
No. 20 has retained a certified agronomist and soil scientist to develop and manage a crop irrigation schedule for 
ensuring that effluent is applied at agronomic rates to the existing water reuse sites.  A qualified agronomist 
would assist in developing an irrigation schedule for future sites.  Implementation of the RWQCB-approved 
FMP will assist in mitigating the potential for degrading groundwater in the future.  

Comment No. 11-17 

The comment questions who will conduct the farming and whether the product will be disposed of as waste.  
The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR proposes that farming will be conducted by experienced farmers under 
contract or lease agreement with District No. 20, as is the case at the existing EMS.  As required in Mitigation 
Measure 14-3, a FMP that includes crop selection, irrigation scheduling, effluent water quality monitoring, crop 
production evaluation, and other measures will be implemented to ensure that agricultural practices are properly 
conducted and monitored.  The ultimate responsibility to ensure effective farming is District No. 20’s.  District 
No. 20 anticipates that high quality crops will be produced equivalent to the quality of crops grown with potable 
water.  It is not the intent of District No. 20 that the resulting crop be disposed of as waste. 

Comment No. 11-18 

The comment states that the Project Description does not indicate that land application will be eliminated 
and that water recharge can occur by injection.  The components of the proposed project, described in 
Chapters 6 and 7 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, include those facilities that must be developed to implement 
the proposed project.  Land application is not included as an effluent management method because it is one of 
several measures identified by the RWQCB-LR that collectively would demonstrate District No. 20’s 
compliance with the CDO to cease the discharge of nitrogen to groundwater that creates a condition of pollution.  
The CDO requires compliance with this section by October 15, 2008.  This point has been clarified in the Final 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on pages 6-2 and 6-14.  
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It is true that groundwater recharge can occur by injection as well as by surface spreading; however, neither of 
these methods of effluent management is included in the proposed project.  District No. 20 did not include 
groundwater recharge as a means to manage effluent because it could not be implemented by the PWRP in the 
timeframe necessary.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-19 

The comment notes that although the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR states that the environmentally superior 
alternative is infeasible due to costs, those costs are not identified; it continues to note that all costs associated 
with project implementation should be identified.  CEQA (Section 15126.6(f)(1)) acknowledges that economic 
viability may make an alternative infeasible.  All costs associated with implementation of the proposed project, 
including environmental mitigation costs, are identified and enumerated in Table 7-5 of the PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR.  Based on cost estimates prepared by District No. 20, MF/RO costs at least 70 percent more than 
tertiary treatment with agricultural reuse to construct and operate.  To ensure that the costs associated with 
MF/RO were representative, District No. 20 contacted other agencies that use this technology.  For example, the 
low bid (opened on March 16, 2004) for construction of MF/RO as part of Orange County Water District’s 
Groundwater Replenishment System was used in determining accurate, current cost values for MF/RO unit 
construction.  Refer to response to Comment No. P-1 in Chapter 27 and General Response:  Alternative 
Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-20 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR fails to address several existing and proposed land 
uses within Agricultural Study Area No. 6 including the following: 

Existing Caltrans highway right-of-way along Avenues P-7 and P-8. 

The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identifies agricultural study areas within which property would be 
purchased for conversion to agriculture.  The study areas are larger than the 5,140 acres needed for effluent 
management purposes.  The Caltrans right-of-way noted in the comment would be located on the southern edge 
of Agricultural Area No. 6.  Providing appropriate setbacks for a future roadway in this location would not 
substantially reduce land available for agriculture within Agricultural Study Area No. 6. 

Soil stabilization and restoration sites operated by Dustbusters and the City of Los Angeles, Bureau of 
Sanitation west of 70th Street between Avenues M and N. 

Reconnaissance land use surveys conducted in the area did not identify any permanent structures in this area, 
although Figure 12-1 identifies this area to be cleared of natural vegetation.  Property acquisition for conversion 
to agriculture would remove existing land uses.  Since the agricultural study area is larger than the 5,140 acres 
needed for conversion to agriculture, some existing uses on the edges of operating fields may be avoided.  This 
would be determined during the property acquisition process. 

Active research sites operated by Dustbusters east of 70th Street south of N-4 and east of 90th Street at 
Avenue O-8. 
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Reconnaissance land use surveys conducted in the area did not identify any permanent structures in this area.  
Property acquisition for conversion to agriculture would remove existing land uses including these research 
sites. 

The 10-acre site leased to Picture Vehicle Rentals at 93rd Street and Avenue P. 

Figure 9-1 identifies a structure at this location.  Property acquisition for conversion to agriculture would 
remove existing land uses including this structure and business. 

The 8-acre Southern California Edison substation site at Avenue O and 90th Street. 

Although reconnaissance land use surveys conducted in the area did not identify any permanent structures in this 
area, Southern California Edison maintains a substation facility in this location.  Property acquisition for 
conversion to agriculture would remove existing land uses.  However, since the agricultural study area is larger 
than the 5,140 acres needed for conversion to agriculture, some existing uses on the edges of operating fields 
may be avoided.  District No. 20 may be able to avoid facilities that provide critical public services for the area.  
District No. 20 will work with SCE to avoid impacts to this substation or to relocate its facilities if necessary. 

A future restoration project site requested by the City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation at 90th Street and 
Avenue P covering 960 acres.  

Figure 12-1 identifies a large area (approximately 320 acres) that is essentially cleared of natural vegetation.  
Property acquisition for conversion to agriculture would displace future soil restoration projects in this location 
by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation. 

A proposed Joshua tree bank to be operated through the Antelope Valley Resource Conservation District. 

The proposed Joshua tree bank would be established presumably to mitigate impacts to Joshua trees resulting 
from expansion of the airport.  As noted in General Response:  Airport Compatibility, LAWA proposed 
preparing a Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP) to protect and enhance this area.  District No. 20 is 
not aware of any NRMP that has been prepared by LAWA.  However, discussions with LAWA indicated that 
the scale of the proposed airport development may be reduced in future airport plans, and as a result, the 
conservation area may not be needed to the extent originally conceived.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
assumes that LAWA may be interested in selling, transferring, or leasing the land east of Little Rock Wash for 
purposes other than habitat conservation if the impacts associated with development of the PMD are less than 
originally envisioned.  Furthermore, since no development restrictions, NRMP, or recorded conservation 
easements were identified for the property, any necessary habitat compensation land could be located off site.  
Figure 12-1 identifies the location of low-density and moderate-density Joshua tree woodland within the 
agricultural study areas.  Purchasing of property for conversion to agriculture would displace Joshua tree 
woodland within the agricultural study areas.  Impact 12-10 commits District No. 20 to providing off site 
compensation lands at a 1:1 ratio for affected Joshua tree woodland. 

Comment No. 11-21 

The comment states that Table ES-2 should show that groundwater recharge and municipal use can 
accommodate the recycled water flows for the PWRP and are therefore feasible.  Chapter 6 of the PWRP 2025 
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Plan and EIR describes District No. 20’s alternatives screening process.  The analysis concludes on page 6-19 
that municipal reuse could be included as a project component, but could not accommodate full effluent disposal 
capacity requirements of the project.  A study conducted in 1997 determined that reuse sites, such as parks, 
school grounds, golf courses, etc., in District No. 20 could use up to 7.8 mgd.  No groundwater recharge projects 
have been proposed in the Antelope Valley that could utilize effluent from the PWRP at this time.  Because of 
the time constraints involved in developing such a project (discussed in Chapter 6 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR), groundwater recharge could not accommodate the recycled water flows from the PWRP within the 
project’s time schedule.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. 11-22 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR’s estimate of 7.8 mgd of municipal reuse demand 
(pp. ES-7) is not documented and seems low.  This estimate was obtained from a Reclamation and Feasibility 
Study Draft Report prepared by Metcalf and Eddy for the City of Palmdale in 1997.  The report documents 
projected recycled water demand for irrigation of existing and proposed schools, parks, greenbelt areas, golf 
courses, and one cemetery.  The report is referenced in the text of the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on page 
ES-7. 

Comment No. 11-23 

The comment states that the alleged difficulties of obtaining a permit for direct or indirect recharge are not 
documented.  Appendix E of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes an analysis of the potential 
difficulties in obtaining a permit for groundwater recharge.  As shown in the appendix, only four recharge 
projects are currently permitted in the State of California.  The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
County provides recycled water for two of them.  Each of these projects was constructed prior to 1980.  In fact, 
no projects have been permitted in the state of California since 1976.  Only three new groundwater recharge 
projects are planned for implementation in the next few years.  Based on the various obstacles facing a 
groundwater recharge project, including the difficulty of obtaining permits, the analysis predicts that 
implementing a similar project in the Antelope Valley would likely take a minimum of ten years.  District 
No. 20 will continue to explore and support this reuse option as opportunities emerge.  Refer to General 
Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-24 

The comment states that advanced treatment with MF/RO should be the preferred treatment alternative and 
groundwater recharge and municipal reuse should be the preferred effluent management alternatives.    The 
effluent management alternatives of agricultural and municipal reuse were considered to be more cost effective 
with tertiary treatment than MF/RO and attainable within the time frame required by the RWQCB-LR’s orders.  
Refer to the response to Comment No. P-1 in Chapter 27 and General Response:  Alternative Analysis for 
additional information. 

Groundwater recharge was considered by District No. 20 as an effluent management alternative.  The alternative 
was rejected since it could not be implemented within the timeframe set forth by project objectives.  However, 
District No. 20 remains interested in working with regional partners to develop a groundwater recharge project.  
Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 
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Comment No. 11-25 

The comment states that the estimated preferred alternative project’s capital and O&M costs are too low.  
District No. 20 acknowledges that the proposed project capital and O&M costs are higher than originally 
estimated.  These estimates were originally based on previous LACSD treatment plant projects and current 
industry-wide costs.  Cost information has recently been refined during detailed design of similar upgrades and 
expansion of the LWRP, which has shown construction costs to be higher.  Table 7-5 and 7-7 of the Final 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR have been revised accordingly.  However, costs estimated for biological and cultural 
mitigation and land acquisition were based on recent experiences in developing similar land north of the 
proposed project site as a part of the LWRP Effluent Management Site.  In regards to the biological and cultural 
mitigation estimate, District No. 20 maintains that this cost estimate is realistic and based on preliminary 
assessments of the project site by qualified experts.  Finally, weed control and mosquito abatement are two of 
many operation and maintenance activities that are factored into the annual O&M costs.  

Comment No. 11-26 

The comment states that creation of 700 acres of storage reservoirs and 5,100 acres of agricultural land near 
USAF Plant 42 and the PMD would increase the potential for bird air strike hazards.  The FAA’s Advisory 
Circular (AC) No. 150/5200-33A provides guidance on land use practices that have potential to attract 
hazardous wildlife on or near airports.  Land use practices having the potential to attract birds within five miles 
of the existing USAF Plant 42/PMD include agriculture, undeveloped open space, and the PWRP treatment and 
effluent management facilities.  District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined by 
Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing treatment and effluent management facilities, or 
that a WHA has been prepared by USAF Plant 42 or PMD.  Therefore, it can be concluded that no hazard from 
current PWRP operations exists.  The proposed project proposes upgrades and expansion of the existing 
facilities in a manner that is consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR concludes that the project also has a less than significant impact on airport operations.  Refer to General 
Response:  Airport Compatibility for further information.  

Comment No. 11-27 

The comment states that proposed storage reservoirs would be a breeding ground for mosquitoes and increase 
the risk of West Nile virus.  Impact 22-2 states that, without proper management, the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
could increase insect populations.  Mitigation Measure 22-1 commits District No. 20 to implementing an insect 
control program.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that an effective insect control program would 
minimize the effects of the project on insect population.  Currently, District No. 20 operates 149 acres of 
oxidation ponds and 1,220 acres of fodder crop agriculture.  In addition, substantial agriculture currently exists 
throughout the region.  Implementing insect control measures, the increase in agricultural acreage and storage 
reservoirs proposed in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would not introduce new land uses that could significantly 
increase mosquito growth potential.  Consequently implementation of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would not 
increase the risk of West Nile virus.  

Comment No. 11-28 

The comment states that the project would significantly impact future airport operations.  However, District 
No. 20 disagrees with LAWA’s contention that the Draft 2025 Plan and EIR’s proposed project would interfere 
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with future development of PMD.  Based on LAWA’s January 2005 NOP of a Draft EA/EIR for future 
development recommended by the proposed Master Plan for PMD, the existing USAF Plant 42 airfield has 
adequate capacity to accommodate forecast aircraft operations and will continue to be utilized for all aircraft 
operations through 2030.  Construction of new runways, as described in the 1978 and 1982 environmental 
documents for the originally proposed PIA, is not included as part of any of the proposed alternatives developed 
in the Master Plan for PMD.  Furthermore, District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events 
(evidence of a potential hazard), as defined by Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing 
District No. 20 treatment and effluent management facilities that would confirm the existence of associated 
safety risks.  The proposed project is compatible with recommendations made by AC No. 150/5200-33A; 
therefore, it can be concluded that the proposed project will have less than significant impact on existing and 
future aviation uses.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for further information.  

Comment No. 11-29 

The comment states that the preferred alternative will not remove TDS from the effluent, that approximately 
17,760 tons of salts per year would be deposited to the soil and, therefore constitute a significant impact of the 
project.  It is projected that TDS levels resulting from the proposed project will be approximately 600 mg/L.  
This estimate includes the increase in TDS levels resulting from the addition of disinfection facilities scheduled 
to be on-line prior to the certification of the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Total TDS produced by the 
proposed project is estimated to be approximately 10,500 tons/year in 2009, increasing incrementally as the 
volume of influent increases. 

Mitigation Measure 14-3 requires District No. 20 to implement a FMP outlining procedures for ensuring that 
recycled water is applied at agronomic rates to minimize the potential for infiltration.  Mitigation Measure 15-3 
requires the FMP to include BMPs for salinity management to reduce the potential for TDS accumulation in the 
crop root zone or transport to the groundwater. This will involve carefully controlled irrigation rates to carry 
TDS out of the root zone but not to the groundwater table (leaching).  This method of irrigation will be effective 
in minimizing impacts to groundwater quality and reducing the impact of TDS to a less-than-significant level.  
A network of monitoring wells installed both up and down gradient of the agricultural reuse site will verify that 
management practices are effective at maintaining groundwater quality.  Refer to the response to Comment 
No. 9-1 for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-30 

The comment states that Impact 22-2 is “significant” because the preferred alternative would promote the 
breeding of mosquitoes and the potential for West Nile virus disease.  Impact 22-2 states that, without proper 
management, the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR could increase insect populations.  Mitigation Measure 22-1 
commits District No. 20 to implementing an insect control program.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
concludes that an effective insect control program would minimize the effects of the project on mosquito 
production.  Currently, District No. 20 operates 149 acres of oxidation ponds and 1,220 acres of fodder crop 
agriculture.  In addition, substantial agriculture currently exists throughout the region.  By implementing insect 
control measures, the increase in agricultural acreage and storage reservoirs proposed in the PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR would not introduce new land uses that could significantly increase mosquito growth potential.  
Consequently implementation of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would not increase the risk of West Nile virus. 
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Comment No. 11-31 

The comment states that it is factually incorrect to state that the oxidation ponds do not promote significant 
infiltration since they are unlined.  Groundwater quality concerns related to current PWRP operations are 
thoroughly addressed through the CAO and CDO issued to District No. 20 in November 2003 and 
October 2004, respectively.  The CAO requires District No. 20 and LAWA to clean up and abate the elevated 
nitrate levels identified in the groundwater beneath the EMS (including the oxidation ponds).  The CDO 
supercedes the abatement portion of the CAO and imposes a timeline for implementing various abatement 
measures, of which the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is one component (see Chapter 1, page 1-5).  The CAO 
and CDO can be found in Appendices C and D, respectively.  District No. 20 is currently working with LAWA 
and the RWQCB-LR to implement a Containment and Remediation Plan approved in April 2005, which is a 
separate project from what is described in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR. Refer to the responses to Comment 
Nos. 9-4 and 11-2 for additional information.  

Comment No. 11-32 

The comment states that the Project Alternative Analysis section (Chapter 6) is completely flawed.  Chapter 6 
summarizes the alternative screening process conducted by District No. 20 to identify a proposed project.  Since 
no specific comment as to the chapter’s adequacy is provided, no specific response is possible.  Refer to General 
Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. 11-33 

The comment states that the proposed project should include MF/RO treatment.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
evaluates MF/RO as a treatment alternative.  The effluent management alternatives of agricultural and municipal 
reuse were considered to be more cost effective with tertiary treatment than MF/RO and attainable within the 
timeframe of the project objectives.  Refer to the response to Comment No. P-1 in Chapter 27 and General 
Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 11-34 

The comment, using FAA Advisory Circular (AC) No. 150/5200-33 as reference, states that page 9-10 of the 
Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR should be revised to reflect that the proposed project is considered an 
incompatible land use due to increased potential for bird air strike hazards.  The comment references an FAA 
AC that is no longer in effect.  On July 27, 2004, AC No. 150/5200-33A superceded AC No. 150/5200-33.  
Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that the referenced AC does not indicate that the proposed agricultural 
reuse is “an incompatible land use.”  It states that agricultural reuse “may be compatible with safe airport 
operation.” 

AC No. 150/5200-33A notes that wastewater treatment facilities and associated retention ponds (storage 
reservoirs) as well as agriculture are land use practices that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife and 
threaten aviation safety.  However, because not every existing land use practice, such as the PWRP and current 
EMS, on or near an airport that potentially attracts hazardous wildlife, actually does, the FAA has outlined 
procedures by which an actual hazard can be identified.  An investigation is first triggered by the occurrence of 
specific triggering events on or near an airport.  If the triggering events meet the criteria as outlined in Part 139 
of 14 CFR, a WHA is required.  The FAA will then “consider the results of the WHA, along with the 
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aeronautical activity at the airport and the views of the airport operator and airport users, in determining whether 
a formal WHMP is needed.  If the FAA determines that a WHMP is needed, the airport operator must formulate 
and implement a WHMP, using the WHA as a basis for the plan.” 

Land use practices having the potential to attract birds within five miles of the existing USAF Plant 42/PMD 
include agriculture, undeveloped open space, and the PWRP treatment and effluent management facilities.  
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined by Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from 
the operation of the existing treatment and effluent management facilities, or that a WHA has been prepared by 
USAF Plant 42 or PMD.  Therefore, it can be concluded that no hazard from current PWRP operations exists.  
The proposed project proposes upgrades and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is consistent 
with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that the project has a 
less than significant impact on airport operations and is not incompatible with safe airport operations.  Refer to 
General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information.  

Comment No. 11-35 

The comment states that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR needs to address mosquitoes and the West Nile 
virus.  Impact 22-2 states that, without proper management, the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR could increase insect 
populations.  Mitigation Measure 22-1 commits District No. 20 to implementing an insect control program.  The 
Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that an effective insect control program would minimize the effects 
of the project on insect populations.  Currently, District No. 20 operates 149 acres of oxidation ponds and 
1,220 acres of fodder crop agriculture.  In addition, substantial agriculture currently exists throughout the region.  
By implementing insect control measures, the increase in agricultural acreage and storage reservoirs proposed in 
the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would not introduce new land uses that could significantly increase mosquito 
growth potential.  Consequently, implementation of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would not increase the risk of 
West Nile virus.  

Comment No. 11-36 

The comment states that District No. 20 must clean up the nitrate contamination in the groundwater and provide 
sufficient treatment to its effluent so that there is no further contamination.  Groundwater quality concerns 
related to current PWRP operations are thoroughly addressed through the CAO and CDO issued to District 
No. 20 in November 2003 and October 2004, respectively.  The CAO requires District No. 20 and LAWA to 
clean up and abate the elevated nitrate levels identified in the groundwater beneath the EMS (including the 
oxidation ponds).  The CDO supercedes the abatement portion of the CAO and imposes a timeline for 
implementing various abatement measures, of which the draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is one component (see 
Chapter 1, page 1-5).  The CAO and CDO can be found in Appendices C and D, respectively.  District No. 20 is 
currently working with LAWA and the RWQCB-LR to implement a CRP approved in April 2005, which is a 
separate project from what is described in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  As noted on page ES-4, one objective 
of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is to “provide a long-term solution for meeting water quality requirements set 
forth by regulatory agencies.”  The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluates treatment and effluent 
management alternatives to avoid future degradation of groundwater and includes implementing a groundwater 
monitoring program in compliance with Title 22 of the CCR and RWQCB permit requirements.  Refer to the 
response to Comment No. 11-2 for additional information.  
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Comment No. 11-37 

The comment states that LAWA will not allow its property to be used in a manner that increases the safety risks 
to pilots and passengers and that inhibits LAWA’s ability to develop the property as a major regional airport in 
the future, including disturbing lands intended as on site mitigation as resource conservation areas.  Based on 
LAWA’s January 2005 NOP of a Draft EA/EIR for future development recommended by the proposed Master 
Plan for PMD, the existing USAF Plant 42 airfield has adequate capacity to accommodate forecast aircraft 
operations and will continue to be utilized for all aircraft operations through 2030.  Construction of new 
runways, as described in the 1978 and 1982 environmental documents for the originally proposed PIA, is not 
included as part of any of the proposed alternatives developed in the Master Plan for PMD.  Furthermore, 
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events (evidence of a potential hazard), as defined by 
Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing District No. 20 treatment and effluent 
management facilities that would confirm the existence of associated safety risks.  The proposed project is 
compatible with recommendations made by AC No. 150/5200-33A; therefore, it can be concluded that the 
proposed project will have less than significant impact on existing and future aviation uses.    

Regarding lands intended as resource conservation areas, no development restrictions, NRMP, or recorded 
conservation easements were identified for the property.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for 
further information.  

Comment No. 11-38 

The comment states that LAWA will not allow its property to be used in a manner that creates safety risks to the 
pilots and passengers at USAF Plant 42 and any future expansion of the Palmdale International Airport.  Based 
on LAWA’s January 2005 NOP of a Draft EA/EIR for future development recommended by the proposed 
Master Plan for PMD, the existing USAF Plant 42 airfield has adequate capacity to accommodate forecast 
aircraft operations and will continue to be utilized for all aircraft operations through 2030.  Construction of new 
runways, as described in the 1978 and 1982 environmental documents for the originally proposed PIA, is not 
included as part of any of the proposed alternatives developed in the Master Plan for PMD.  Furthermore, 
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events (evidence of a potential hazard), as defined by 
Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing District No. 20 treatment and effluent 
management facilities that would confirm the existence of associated safety risks.  Therefore, it can be 
concluded that no hazard from current PWRP operations exists.  The proposed project recommends upgrades 
and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, 
the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that the project has a less than significant impact on present and 
future airport operations.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for further information.  

Comment No. 11-39 

The comment states that LAWA will not allow its lands to be used in a manner that destroys the Natural 
Resource Conservation Areas.  During the 1970s, LAWA proposed preparing a Natural Resources Management 
Plan (NRMP) to protect and enhance conservation areas. District No. 20 is not aware of any NRMP that has 
been prepared by LAWA.  Since no development restrictions, NRMP, or recorded conservation easements were 
identified for the property, any necessary habitat compensation land could be located off site.  Refer to response 
to Comment No. 11-8 and General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 12:  COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND 
RECREATION 

Comment No. 12-1 

The comment states that the proposed project would not affect facilities under jurisdiction of the Department of 
Parks and Recreation.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER 13:  FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION – WESTERN DIVISION 

Comment No. 13-1 

The comment states that storage reservoirs have the potential to create an unacceptable bird air strike hazard 
near the existing Palmdale Regional Airport.  District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events 
(evidence of a potential hazard), as defined by Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing 
District No. 20 treatment and effluent management facilities that would confirm the existence of associated 
safety risks.  Therefore, it can be concluded that no hazard from current PWRP operations exists.  The proposed 
project recommends upgrades and expansion of the existing facilities (including storage reservoirs) in a manner 
that is consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that the 
project has a less than significant impact on present and future airport operations.  Refer to General Response:  
Airport Compatibility for further information. 

Comment No. 13-2 

The comment states that the project facilities would be inconsistent with the siting guidance provided in 
“Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports” (FAA AC 150/5200-33) for both the existing PMD and 
the proposed PIA.  It should be noted that on July 2, 2004, the FAA issued an AC No. 150/5200-33A, which 
supercedes AC 150/5200-33.  According to FAA AC 150/5200-33A, water treatment facilities are not 
considered inconsistent with siting guidance provided in “General Separation Criteria for Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near Airports.”  Rather, the AC considers them to be land use practices that potentially attract 
hazardous wildlife and recommends that airport operators immediately correct any wildlife hazards arising from 
existing wastewater treatment facilities located on or near an airport.   

Based on LAWA’s January 2005 NOP of a Draft EA/EIR for future development recommended by the proposed 
Master Plan for PMD, the existing USAF Plant 42 airfield has adequate capacity to accommodate forecast 
aircraft operations and will continue to be utilized for all aircraft operations through 2030.  Construction of new 
runways, as described in the 1978 and 1982 environmental documents for the originally proposed PIA, is not 
included as part of any of the proposed alternatives developed in the Master Plan for PMD.  Furthermore, 
District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events (evidence of a potential hazard), as defined by 
Part 139 of 14 CFR, resulting from the operation of the existing District No. 20 treatment and effluent 
management facilities that would confirm the existence of associated safety risks.  Therefore, it can be 
concluded that no hazard from current PWRP operations exists.  The proposed project recommends upgrades 
and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Therefore, 
the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that the project has a less than significant impact on present and 
future airport operations.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for further information.  

Comment No. 13-3 

The comment states that District No. 20 must submit a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA 
Form 7460-1) to the FAA for this proposed project in order for the FAA to evaluate the potential air strike 
hazard.  Section 4-3 of Advisory Circular 150/5200-33A does not require, but rather encourages the submittal of 
FAA Form 7460-1 to notify the FAA of proposed land use practice changes in the vicinity of public use airports.  
The proposed project recommends upgrades and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is 
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consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for further 
information.  

Comment No. 13-4 

The comment recommends that District No. 20 obtain a copy of the Airport Layout Plan for the PIA and include 
it in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR with a map that shows the relation between the proposed project, PIA, 
and USAF Plant 42.  District No. 20 is aware of the Airport Layout Plan associated with the proposed PIA plan 
evaluated in a 1978 Environmental Impact Statement.  After meeting with LAWA, it is District No. 20’s 
understanding that the existing runway facilities at USAF Plant 42 will accommodate LAWA’s air traffic needs 
for the PMD through the year 2030.  This was confirmed by the NOP that LAWA released in January 2005 for 
the Master Plan for the PMD.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 14:  NEBEKER, EUGENE 

Comment No. 14-1 

The comment expresses concern that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is “riddled with factual errors, 
miscalculations, misstatements, and misleading information.”  The comment does not specifically address a 
concern about the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, therefore no response is necessary. 

Comment No. 14-2 

The comment states that District No. 20 is not trustworthy.  District No. 20 has prepared the PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR in good faith to plan for the future wastewater management needs of the City of Palmdale and 
surrounding areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County.  The comment does not specifically address a concern 
about the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, therefore no response is necessary.  

Comment No. 14-3 

The comment suggests that discharge to Big Rock or Little Rock Washes be considered as an effluent 
management alternative.  Chapter 6 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluates effluent management alternatives 
including groundwater recharge and discharge to the local washes mentioned in the comment.  As noted in 
Chapter 6, these alternatives were deemed infeasible since they did not meet the project objectives.  Refer to 
General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. 14-4 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR fails to disclose how the existing groundwater 
contamination will be remediated.  The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR would dispose 
of 600 tons of nitrogen into the soil.  Figures 14-4 and 14-5 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identify the 
extent of the elevated levels of nitrogen in upper level of the groundwater below the EMS.  The Draft PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR on page 14-3 discusses the process being undertaken by District No. 20 in coordination with 
the RWQCB-LR to remediate the elevated nitrogen levels.  As noted on page 14-4, the remediation process may 
include extraction of contaminated groundwater.  The remediation efforts address the existing groundwater 
contamination as well as future contamination that could occur as nitrogen from past surface application 
practices reaches groundwater.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR has been prepared to ensure that nitrogen 
loading to groundwater decreases in the future.  This is an objective of the project as noted on page ES-4 of the 
Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR acknowledges on page 14-8 that future 
effluent will contain nitrogen.  However, since the levels of nitrate would be less than the nitrate requirement of 
crops, they are expected to be readily absorbed.  As part of the project, a groundwater monitoring system would 
be established around the storage reservoirs and the agricultural reuse areas to evaluate water quality effects of 
the project.  The proposed project will include a nitrification/denitrification treatment process to reduce the 
nitrogen concentration in the effluent.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes that nitrogen would be 
effectively managed to ensure protection of groundwater quality since nitrogen removal capabilities are included 
as part of the project and District No. 20 would be subject to water quality standard thresholds in their discharge 
permit. 
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Comment No. 14-5 

The comment states that District No. 20 does not understand the principles of farming with effluent.  District 
No. 20 is currently managing agricultural operations utilizing effluent in compliance with WDRs issued by the 
RWQCB-LR.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR commits District No. 20 to developing an FMP per 
Mitigation Measure 14-3 to ensure that agricultural practices are properly conducted and managed to protect the 
underlying groundwater and public health.  

Comment No. 14-6 

The comment states that to be protective of groundwater quality, alfalfa production must be maintained at 
sufficiently high levels to use all of the nitrogen in the effluent throughout the year.  As required in Mitigation 
Measure 14-3, a FMP that includes crop selection, irrigation scheduling, effluent water quality monitoring, crop 
production evaluation, and other measures will be implemented to ensure that agricultural practices are properly 
conducted and monitored.  

Comment No. 14-7 

The comment states that the proposed method of irrigation (i.e., center pivot) is not the best choice when using 
nitrogen laden water because it requires more land than flood irrigation and presents many practical problems 
not encountered with flood irrigation.  District No. 20 is currently managing agricultural reuse operations near 
the PWRP using center pivot irrigation systems in compliance with WDRs issued by the RWQCB-LR and 
anticipates utilizing similar irrigation systems for this project.  Center pivots have a number of advantages over 
other irrigation methods, including better control and distribution of effluent to prevent ponding water that could 
promote excessive infiltration and vector nuisances.  In addition, the nitrogen level in the effluent produced from 
tertiary treatment will be much lower.  When followed by disinfection, as planned in the proposed project, the 
recycled water from the PWRP will not present a health concern. 

Comment No. 14-8 

The comment requests to review the water balance equations used to calculate the required agricultural and 
storage reservoir acreages.  District No. 20 has developed a detailed water balance for the PWRP that includes 
all existing sources (e.g., influent and rainfall) and sinks (e.g., evaporation and reuse operations) for influent and 
effluent, respectively, and what additional treatment and effluent management facilities would be required to 
manage projected increases in wastewater flow.  Two equations are used in the water balance to determine 
rainfall and evaporation affecting the project.  The equations are listed below: 

a) Qevap  = EpCpA  Evaporation  

b) Qrain = PA  Rainfall 

Where Q represents flow, Ep represents pan evaporation data, Cp represents the pan coefficient, A represents the 
area, and P represents precipitation.   

In the case of the proposed project, the water balance was developed for the purpose of determining the number 
of acres of agricultural reuse operations and storage reservoirs required to effectively manage PWRP 
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effluent.  For example, Table 26-2 contains the PWRP water balance for the year 2025, which includes the 
wastewater inflow that the PWRP is projected to experience in 2025 (22.4 million gallons per day), the expected 
rainfall onto the open-surface facilities at the PWRP (e.g., storage reservoirs), an estimate of the evaporation 
losses from these facilities, and the irrigational requirements of the agricultural reuse operations (see Table 
below).  Two unknown parameters were solved to determine the number of acres of new agricultural reuse 
operations and acres of new effluent storage reservoirs are required in order to satisfy a set of constraints.  For 
example, a primary constraint is that the storage reservoirs must be empty by the start of each fall.   The result of 

Table 26-2 
PWRP Water Balance at 22.4 mgd 

CALENDAR 
Months OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP TOTAL
Days 31 30 31 31 28 31 30 31 30 31 31 30 365 

PALMDALE AREA RAINFALL, EVAPORATION AND PERCOLATION DATA 
Gains              

 Rain (in) 0.3 0.7 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.4 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 8.0
 Rain (mg/acre) 0.008 0.019 0.038 0.043 0.043 0.038 0.014 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.005 0.217
 Total Gains (mg/acre) 0.008 0.019 0.038 0.043 0.043 0.038 0.014 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.005 0.217

Losses              
 Evaporation Rate (in) 6.47 3.24 2.30 2.07 2.47 3.67 6.31 8.40 11.15 12.36 11.98 7.68 78.10
 Evaporation (mg/acre) 0.148 0.074 0.053 0.047 0.056 0.084 0.144 0.192 0.255 0.282 0.274 0.175 1.7838
 Total Losses (mg/acre) 0.206 0.130 0.111 0.105 0.109 0.142 0.200 0.250 0.311 0.340 0.332 0.232 2.469

AGRICULTURAL IRRIGATION INFORMATION FOR CENTER PIVOTS (ASSUMING 90% EFFICIENCY) 
 Irrigation (in) 6.82 2.38 1.12 1.40 2.21 3.58 5.13 8.68 8.68 9.51 8.97 8.31 66.8
 Irrigation (mg/acre) 0.185 0.065 0.030 0.038 0.060 0.097 0.139 0.236 0.236 0.258 0.243 0.226 1.813

PWRP 
QIN              

 Total Influent (mg) 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 627.2 694.4 672.0 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 672.0 8176.0
 Rainfall (mg) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
 Total In (mg) 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 627.2 694.4 672.0 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 672.0 8176.0

QOUT              
 Evaporation (mg) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
 Total Out (mg) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

QIN - QOUT (mg) 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 627.2 694.4 672.0 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 672.0 8176.0
AGRICULTURAL REUSE OPERATIONS 

QIN              
 Flow Available (mg) 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 627.2 694.4 672.0 694.4 672.0 694.4 694.4 672.0 8176.0
QOUT              

 Irrigation (mg) 760.8 265.3 124.7 156.6 246.2 399.6 572.2 968.6 968.6 1061.3 1000.6 927.1 7451.6
QIN - QOUT (mg) -66.4 406.7 569.7 537.8 381.0 294.8 99.8 -274.2 -296.6 -366.9 -306.2 -255.1 724.4

STORAGE RESERVOIRS 
QIN              
 Inflow (mg) -66.4 406.7 569.7 537.8 381.0 294.8 99.8 -274.2 -296.6 -366.9 -306.2 -255.1 724.4

 Rainfall (mg) 2.9 6.8 13.5 15.5 15.5 13.5 4.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.9 77.3
 Total In (mg) -63.5 413.4 583.3 553.2 396.5 308.3 104.6 -273.3 -296.6 -366.9 -304.3 -253.1 801.7
QOUT              
 Evaporation (mg) 73.3 46.4 39.4 37.5 38.8 50.6 71.4 89.0 110.7 121.2 118.1 82.5 879.0
 Total Out (mg) 73.3 46.4 39.4 37.5 38.8 50.6 71.4 89.0 110.7 121.2 118.1 82.5 879.0
QIN - QOUT (mg) -139.8 360.3 530.3 500.2 342.3 244.2 28.4 -363.2 -407.3 -488.1 -424.3 -337.6 -154.6
Volreservoirs (mg) 0.0 360.3 890.6 1390.8 1733.0 1977.3 2005.7 1642.5 1235.2 747.0 322.7 -14.8
Volcapacity (mg) 2088 1728 1197 697 355 111 82 445 853 1341 1765 2103
 
 
 Storage Reservoirs  Agricultural Reuse Site Oxidation Ponds 
 Wetted Surface Area (acres)  Farmed Area (acres) 4110 Wetted Surface Area (acres) 0.0 
 Total Area (ac) 473  Total Area (acres) 5138  
 Water Depth (ft) 18  No. of Center Pivots 32.9  
 Storage Reservoir Size 

(acres) 
70  

 No. of Reservoirs 5.9  
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the two unknowns indicated by the water balance, which is determined in terms of farmed acres of land and 
wetted surface area of reservoirs, was adjusted to reflect the need for land for buffer, roads, reservoir berms, 
ancillary agricultural facilities, etc.  Also included in the water balance calculations is the fact that District 
No. 20 must apply all treated effluent at agronomic rates. 

Comment No. 14-9 

The comment requests that the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR include calculations showing percolation 
estimates of storage and oxidation pond design. 

Regarding the existing oxidation ponds, groundwater quality concerns related to current PWRP operations are 
thoroughly addressed through the responses to the CAO and CDO issued to District No. 20 in November 2003 
and October 2004, respectively.  The existing oxidation ponds, which are permitted under the PWRP’s existing 
WDRs issued by the RWQCB-LR, will be permanently decommissioned and are not part of the proposed 
project.  The CAO requires District No. 20 and LAWA to clean up and abate the elevated nitrate levels 
identified in the groundwater beneath the effluent management site (including the oxidation ponds).  The CDO 
supercedes the abatement portion of the CAO and imposes a timeline for implementing various abatement 
measures, of which the proposed project is one component (see Chapter 1, page 1-5).  The CAO and CDO can 
be found in Appendices C and D, respectively.  

Regarding the proposed storage reservoirs, they will not be constructed with clay liners but with synthetic liners, 
which will have significantly lower permeabilities than clays.  District No. 20 commissioned a geotechnical 
investigation to determine liner requirements for the proposed storage reservoirs.  It was concluded that nearly 
all the soils within the proposed reservoir site consist of varying degrees of sand, which will require a synthetic 
liner as part of construction to prevent excessive leakage.  The proposed project specifies that the floors and 
sidewalls of the storage reservoirs will be constructed by excavating and re-compacting native soils, and that a 
synthetic liner be installed to minimize infiltration.  This construction will need to be approved by the 
RWQCB LR and supported by a Water Quality Impact Analysis.  In addition, the proposed project would store 
water of a higher quality (i.e., tertiary effluent with enhanced nitrogen removal) than is currently produced by 
the PWRP. 

Impact 14-2 identifies that storage reservoirs could promote infiltration of effluent into the ground.  Although 
the installation of a liner that entirely eliminates infiltration for the life of the project would not be possible, the 
mitigation measure ensures that a synthetic liner will be utilized to minimize infiltration and prevent 
groundwater degradation.  Mitigation Measure 14-2 commits District No. 20 to incorporate liners that 
will effectively minimize the rate of infiltration.  Depending on the type, liners may be theoretically 
impermeable or have very low permeabilities, typically between 10-9 to 10-12 cm/sec.  In addition, a defect with 
an area of 1 cm2/acre may also be considered in liner designs1.  The loading of nitrogen, or other constituents, to 
the groundwater as a result of percolation of water through liners with such low permeabilities and small defect 
areas is expected to be minimal, and groundwater concentrations are expected to remain close to background 
levels.  As indicated above, District No. 20 will perform an analysis to determine potential effects to 
groundwater as a result of percolation of recycled water through the bottom of the lined reservoirs and submit it 
to the RWQCB LR in order to obtain a permit for the use of the reservoirs as impoundments of recycled water. 

                                                 
1 Giroud, J.P., Badu-Tweneboah, K., Bonaparte, R. 1992 Rate of Leakage through Composite Liner due to Geomembrane Defects.  
Geotextiles and Geomembranes, 11:1-28. 
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Comment No. 14-10 

The comment contends that the cost estimates in the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR are flawed and should be 
discussed more fully because the assumptions are not realistic, such as the assumption that land has no value in 
the future and that no income or positive cash flow is projected from agricultural operations.  The costs of a 
project generally are not addressed for purposes of CEQA review unless they affect the feasibility of the project.  
Furthermore, the future value of land, which not only is difficult to estimate, is not necessarily relevant when 
considering what a project alternative will cost the District No. 20 ratepayers in present dollars.  Although the 
land acquired will have a value in the future, District No. 20 will not necessarily sell the land and relocate its 
effluent management operations after 20 years of operation in order to realize the appreciated value of the land it 
owns.  In terms of the value of crops, District No. 20 is approaching the agricultural reuse operations strictly 
from an effluent management standpoint.  It is entirely possible that the farming entities hired to manage the 
agricultural reuse operations will be entitled to any crops harvested.  Therefore, the value of crops to District 
No. 20 cannot be estimated with any certainty.  

Comment No. 14-11 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR incorrectly assumes that any farmer can 
successfully use effluent.  District No. 20 is currently managing agricultural operations utilizing effluent in 
compliance with WDRs issued by the RWQCB-LR.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR commits District 
No. 20 to developing a FMP per Mitigation Measure 14-3 to ensure that agricultural practices are properly 
conducted and managed to protect the underlying groundwater and public health.  
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COMMENT LETTER 15:  MCKEAN, KATHY 

Comment No. 15-1 

The comment states that, although District No. 20 adhered to the mandated notification procedures, homeowners 
within Agricultural Study Area No. 5 should have been notified directly.  The purpose of the public outreach 
program was to engage Palmdale residents early on in the planning process to help formulate project 
alternatives.  A proposed project site was not determined until much later in the process.  Residents that were 
potentially affected by the proposed project were promptly notified through Notices of Availability that 
coincided with the release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on April 29, 2005.  Over 2,100 NOAs were 
mailed to property owners within 5,000 feet of either Study Area No. 6 (proposed site) or Study Area No. 5 
(alternative site).  Refer to Chapter 24:  Public Outreach Overview for further information. 

Comment No. 15-2 

The comment states that archaeological and paleontological studies have not been performed adequately.  
Chapter 11 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluates the project’s potential effects on cultural resources 
including archaeological and paleontological resources in the project area.  A cultural records search of the 
project area was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center.  The records search noted that 
portions of the LAWA property west of Little Rock Wash had been previously surveyed.  Findings of this 
survey are summarized on page 11-4 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes on 
page 11-6 that land disturbance in areas that have not been previously surveyed could encounter cultural 
resources.  Therefore, the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR commits District No. 20 to Mitigation Measures 11-1 
through 11-5 to ensure that impacts would remain less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 11-1 requires that District No. 20 conduct a cultural resources inventory prior to any 
groundbreaking activities in areas outside previously surveyed LAWA property.  The surveys would identify 
potential significant prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, human remains, and historic buildings and 
structures.  Mitigation Measure 11-2 requires that District No. 20 avoid these resources if possible.  If avoidance 
is infeasible, additional research including, but not limited to, archaeological excavation shall be 
conducted (Mitigation Measure 11-4).  If the qualified archaeologist determines that there is a potential for 
cultural resources within an area to be disturbed, they shall be retained to monitor those activities (Mitigation 
Measure 11-3).  Also, in the event that during groundbreaking activities cultural resources are unearthed, all 
work within 50 feet of the resource shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall assess the significance of 
the find, meet with the project proponent and/or lead agency to determine the appropriate avoidance measure or 
other appropriate mitigation, which may include scientific analysis, curation, and reporting to current 
professional standards (Mitigation Measure 11-5).  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes on page 11-8 that 
due to the recent age of the overlying soil (Quaternary alluvium, which has an age that is less than 18,000 years 
before present) at the proposed project site, the potential to find significant paleontological resources is low and, 
therefore, the impact is less than significant.  

Comment No. 15-3 

The comment states that there are significant biological resources within Agricultural Study Area No. 5, 
including owls, ravens, Joshua trees, kit foxes, badgers, Mohave green rattlesnakes, and antelope that the 
proposed project would impact.  Chapter 12 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR summarizes the results of a survey 
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of biological resources in a large area that includes Agricultural Study Area No. 5.  Each of the species listed in 
the comment are identified as being present in the area with the exception of the Mohave green rattlesnake, 
which is not known to live in the west Mojave area (Bureau of Land Management, 2005).  The PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR provides mitigation measures, including purchase of compensation lands to be used for conservation in 
perpetuity of special-status species, potential habitat for special-status species, and threatened habitat 
communities.  These compensation lands would also provide habitat for species that have not been identified as 
special status.  Refer to the responses to Comment Nos. 6-11, 6-12, and 17-3 for additional information. 

Comment No. 15-4 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 14-2 does not ensure minimal infiltration and that standard 
permeability requirements need to be established prior to the project's approval.  Mitigation Measure 14-2 
requires the use of synthetic materials to line the proposed storage reservoirs to minimize infiltration.  The 
RWQCB has not established standard permeability requirements for wastewater impoundments, but determines 
WDRs and liner impoundments on a case-by-case basis.  Refer to the response to Comment No. 10-2 for 
additional information.  

Comment No. 15-5 

The comment asks (1) who will regulate the FMP, (2) what mitigation would be implemented to protect 
groundwater, and (3) what mitigation would be implemented to reduce elevated salinity produced by the waste 
effluent. 

Chapter 3 outlines the laws and regulations that the proposed project would be subject to.  The collection and 
treatment of wastewater and the management of treated wastewater effluent is subject to federal, state, and local 
regulations under the authority of a number of different federal, state, and local agencies including, but not 
limited to, the EPA, the Corps, the SWRCB, and the RWQCB-LR. 

The PWRP would operate in conformance with regulations in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, 
WRRs issued by the RWQCB-LR, and a FMP (approved by the RWQCB-LR).  These controls ensure that 
groundwater impacts from the PWRP and effluent management are not significant.  The FMP establishes a 
system of standard operating procedures to monitor and modify recycled water application rates, nutrient levels, 
and soil amendment requirements using best management practices (BMPs).  BMPs identified in the FMP 
include utilizing recycled water and site-specific crop and soil data to evaluate appropriate agronomic 
application rates.  Any expansion of agricultural reuse will be developed in a similar manner.  Nitrogen levels 
will continue to be carefully monitored to ensure that the concentrations do not exceed crop requirements, which 
could result in excess nitrogen infiltrating to the groundwater.  Water quality monitoring data will continue to be 
routinely collected to evaluate nitrogen concentrations.  Using this data, recycled water application rates will 
continue to be modified based on total nitrogen loading and crop nitrogen uptake requirements following 
procedures outlined in the BMPs developed for the FMP.  Nitrogen demand may vary during the life cycle of 
the crop.  Once the conventional activated sludge (CAS) facilities are constructed, nitrogen levels and the 
potential for groundwater degradation will be substantially reduced.  Furthermore, the CAS system would be 
operated in NDN mode to increase nitrogen removal from the effluent. 

Although accumulation of TDS in the soil is a normal agricultural process in arid climates, TDS accumulation in 
the crop root zone and groundwater is a concern.  The PWRP FMP includes irrigation scheduling BMPs to 
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reduce the potential for TDS accumulation in the crop root zone or transport to the groundwater.  This involves 
carefully controlled irrigation rates to carry TDS out of the root zone but not to the groundwater table.  Flushing 
the TDS beyond the root zone (leaching) is an irrigation method practiced in the Antelope Valley and other arid 
regions and is proven to be effective.  The proposed project will minimize percolation of irrigation water beyond 
the root zone by utilizing appropriate irrigation (sprinkler system).  However, there would still be the need for 
annual periods of leaching of salts, which could potentially lead to percolation to groundwater. 

It is projected that TDS levels resulting from the proposed project will be approximately 600 mg/L.  This 
estimate includes an increase in TDS levels resulting from the recent addition of disinfection facilities.  
Although the WDRs for the PWRP do not contain a limit for TDS, they do contain a narrative requirement that 
the discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality standards for receiving water 
(groundwater).  The Basin Plan defines the water quality standards for groundwater at the PWRP based on 
designated beneficial uses such as municipal water supply.  Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations 
contains drinking water limits for several constituents, including TDS.  Irrespective of dilution effects or 
evapoconcentration, the projected effluent TDS is still well below the recommended secondary upper level 
drinking water standard of 1000 mg/L, and the recommended maximum drinking water standard of 1,500 mg/L 
contained in Title 22.  In April 2004 Geomatrix Consultants, Inc, (Geomatrix), prepared an analysis of the 
impact of TDS to the local groundwater using a groundwater model previously submitted and approved by the 
RWQCB-LR (June 2003 Antidegradation Analysis).  The model results indicate a localized increase of TDS 
levels in the groundwater under the effluent management areas.  However, the predicted levels remain below the 
recommended secondary upper level drinking water standard. 

A network of monitoring wells installed both up and down gradient of the agricultural reuse will verify that 
management practices are effective at maintaining groundwater quality.  The Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
concludes that the agricultural operations would not significantly impact groundwater quality based on the 
commitment to apply treated effluent at agronomic rates, the implementation of a FMP outlining best 
management practices to be followed to ensure that agronomic application rates are maintained, the increased 
level of treatment to be provided, the history of agricultural reuse in the region, the requirement to obtain WRRs 
from RWQCB-LR to ensure protection of beneficial uses of groundwater, and the installation of a groundwater 
monitoring network. 

Mitigation Measures 14-2, 14-3, 14-4, 14-6, and 14-7 (pages 14-7 through 14-11) are proposed to protect 
groundwater quality.  Refer to the responses to Comment Nos. 9-1 and 9-15 for additional information. 

Comment No. 15-6 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does not reflect the accurate location of wells 
within the proposed project site, even though the wells were mapped a few years ago.  Due to the large study 
area and multiple alternative sites, a comprehensive well survey was not conducted.  The Draft PWRP 2025 
Plan and EIR assumes that numerous wells in various states of use and disrepair exist throughout the project 
area.  Mitigation Measure 14-6 commits District No. 20 to conducting a comprehensive search for operating and 
abandoned wells within the project impact areas.  Mitigation Measure 14-6 ensures that wells will be 
appropriately abandoned to prevent transporting effluent to the groundwater table.  
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Comment No. 15-7 

The comment states that Ms. McKean’s property is within a designated flood plain and that construction of 
facilities would alter the natural flow direction; additionally, mitigation by ‘engineering considerations’ is 
ambiguous and should be defined in the Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Storage Reservoir Study Area No. 3 
includes areas currently used as oxidation ponds on 40th Street East and Avenue O-8 and a second site on the 
near the corner of 110th Street East and Avenue M.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes on page 14-11 
that the proposed project could alter the natural flow direction in these areas.  Mitigation Measure 14-8 commits 
District No. 20 to providing engineering considerations including flood diversion features capable of directing 
flood waters back into the floodway with velocity dissipation features to minimize scouring (page 14-11).  On 
the site with existing oxidation ponds, the majority of flood waters can be diverted north using 50th Street East.  
The only remaining water to be directed through the site is the small portion west of 50th Street East and north of 
Avenue P, which should be channeled westerly along Avenue O to 40th Street East.  The second location is 
between 110th Street east and 120th Street east generally between Avenue L and M.  This location is outside the 
designated 100-year flood zone except for small areas paralleling 100th and 110th Streets.  Reservoirs will be 
positioned to avoid the flood zones as best possible.  District No. 20 will work with the appropriate flood 
management agencies to assure any impacts are addressed.  

Comment No. 15-8 

The comment states air quality would be affected due to increased amounts of fugitive dust as a result of 
agricultural activities and that Mitigation Measures 16-5 and 16-6 do not sufficiently address this impact.  The 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes in Table 16-8 that fugitive dust would be emitted during agricultural operations.  
These emissions would be greatest during planting and tilling operations.  Since the alfalfa would be regularly 
mowed rather than removed by the roots, planting and tilling activities would be minimized.  Bare soil would 
only be subject to windy conditions for temporary periods of time since alfalfa cover would be established for 
most of the year.  Furthermore, regular application of irrigation water would minimize dust emissions even 
during high wind periods.  

Comment No. 15-9 

The comment asks how elevated humidity levels, due to the proposed agricultural activities, would be mitigated.  
Although humidity levels in the immediate vicinity of proposed agricultural areas may alter the microclimate in 
that location, the impact of this elevation is not substantial enough to cause a change in the climate of the region 
that could alter vegetation, wind, wildlife, or storm patterns.  Agricultural operations similar to those proposed 
in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR are common in the region. 

Comment No. 15-10 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does not mention compliance with OSHA Process 
Safety Management standards, does not identify sensitive receptors within the proposed project area, and does 
not identify chemical threshold quantities.  Additionally, the comment asks what the aqueous ammonia 
concentration percentage would be for the proposed facilities and what standards and procedures would be used 
for the safe handling, storage, and disposal of pesticides and other chemicals. 
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Although there is no history of accidental release of chemicals at the existing PWRP, District No. 20 has 
developed an Integrated Emergency Response Plan and an Injury and Illness Prevention Program (page 21-2), in 
accordance with OSHA regulations, including Process Safety Management standards, designed to prevent and 
mediate the accidental release of hazardous materials stored and used at the site and, in the event of accidental 
spill, would immediately report such a release to local fire emergency personnel and appropriate county and 
state agencies (page 21-4).  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identifies sensitive receptors near the PWRP 
and throughout the Agricultural Study Areas on page 16-4.  Table 21-1 lists existing and proposed chemical use 
including ammonia.  Currently ammonia is not used at the PWRP.  Implementation of the PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR will include use of an estimated 45,000 gallons per year of aqueous ammonia.  With respect to chemical 
threshold quantities, the permitted thresholds are listed in the WDRs included in Appendix B and the existing 
and proposed chemical use quantities are listed in Table 21-1 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  

Comment No. 15-11 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does not consider other technologies for treating 
wastewater, such as MF/RO.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does evaluate MF/RO as a treatment alternative.  
The effluent management alternatives of agricultural and municipal reuse were considered to be more 
cost-effective with tertiary-treated effluent than MF/RO and attainable with the timeframe of the project 
objectives.  The cost associated with blending water and its availability year-round, management of the brine 
effluent from the MF/RO process, and the need for adjudication of water rights in the Antelope Valley were 
other factors that made MF/RO less desirable than the alternative selected.  As noted in the PWRP 2025 Plan 
and EIR, District No. 20 will remain actively involved with other stakeholders in the region interested in 
developing other emerging effluent management alternatives.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis 
for additional information.  

Comment No. 15-12 

The comment states that alternative sites, such as south of Avenue N, are not addressed in the Draft PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR.  Chapter 7 includes a discussion of the alternative site screening analysis conducted by 
District No. 20 to determine a preferred project location.  Approximately half of Agricultural Study Area No. 6 
is south of Avenue N and was therefore addressed.  

Comment No. 15-13 

The comment states that the phrase “less than significant” is ambiguous and needs to be defined in the Final 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The evaluation of significance of an identified impact is described on page 8-2 of 
the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  “Less than significant” is defined as an impact that does not adversely affect the 
environment to an extent that mitigation would be required.  Each environmental resource area discussed in the 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes a listing of specific thresholds of significance to reduce the ambiguity of the 
determination as to whether an impact is significant or not. 

Comment No. 15-14 

The comment states the writer’s belief that reclaimed water use is a viable option, but the PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR does not contain sufficient supportive documentation to draw the conclusions presented, particularly with 
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respect to use of the area south of Avenue N and alternative technologies.  The comment supporting reclaimed 
water use is noted. 

The response to Comment No. 15-12 notes that Chapter 7 includes a discussion of the alternative site screening 
analyses conducted by District No. 20 to determine a preferred project location.  Approximately half of 
Agricultural Study Area No. 6 is south of Avenue N and was therefore addressed. 

A number of different alternatives were presented and discussed in Chapter 6 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  
Based on the screening process, the proposed project satisfied the objectives and best accommodated the 
evaluation criteria.  Refer to General Response:  Alternatives Analysis for more information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 16:  PALMDALE WATER DISTRICT 

Comment No. 16-1 

The comment states that the PWD agrees with the Stage V wastewater treatment upgrades to tertiary treatment 
with a scheduled completion date of October 2009 and agrees with the Stage VI expansion from 15.0 mgd to 
22.4 mgd with a scheduled completion of 2013.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary.  

Comment No. 16-2 

The comment states that the PWD looks forward to working with District No. 20 to comply with Water Code 
Sections 13575 and 13576.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER 17:  OTT, CRAIG AND DONNA 

Comment No. 17-1 

The comment questions how District No. 20 can acquire their property when it appears that other alternatives 
have not been adequately considered.  District No. 20 conducted an extensive and comprehensive alternatives 
screening process, discussed in Chapter 6 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, to identify a preferred project that 
best meets the objectives stated in the plan.  Refer to General Responses:  Property Value and Acquisition and 
Alternative Analysis for further information.  

Comment No. 17-2 

The comment states that, in today’s real estate market, fair market value for their property would provide them 
with a down payment, but not enough for the monthly mortgage payment.  Displaced property owners will be 
compensated at fair market value and be given appropriate relocation costs, if applicable.  Displaced individuals 
and families will be eligible for relocation assistance in accordance with well-established guidelines.  This 
relocation assistance will consist of providing displaced individuals with moving expenses and rents, or 
mortgage differential to ensure that they have adequate replacement housing.  Refer to General Response:  
Property Value and Acquisition for further information.  

Comment No. 17-3 

The comment expresses general concern for the existing wildlife in the area and how one can mitigate for the 
potential impacts to biological resources as a result of the implementation of the proposed project.  Chapter 12 
of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides a description of the biological setting in the project area.  The PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR provides mitigation measures, including purchase of compensation lands to be used for 
conservation in perpetuity of special-status species, potential habitat for special-status species, and threatened 
habitat communities.  These compensation lands would also provide habitat for species that have not been 
identified as special status.  

Comment No. 17-4 

The comment expresses general concern about air quality impacts as a result of the proposed project.  The 
project’s effects on air quality are addressed in Chapter 16 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  During 
construction of the facilities, emissions of nitrogen oxides and PM10 may exceed the regulatory thresholds of 
significance temporarily if multiple facilities are constructed simultaneously.  This is identified as a significant 
and unavoidable impact of the project.  Operational emissions would not result in emissions that would exceed 
thresholds of significance established by the AVAQMD.  Note that, in general, agriculture, particularly with 
long-term crops such as alfalfa, tends to reduce wind-blown soils and dust.  

Comment No. 17-5 

The comment asks how chemicals will be used in the operation of the PWRP and what are the emergency 
contingencies regarding the chemicals used.  Process chemicals (aluminum sulfate, ammonia, ferrous chloride, 
and sodium hypochlorite) used in the wastewater treatment process would be stored in above-ground storage 
tanks with secondary containment at the PWRP.  Propane, diesel, and gasoline would be stored in existing 
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above-ground storage tanks.  Pesticides would be stored in above-ground storage containers on agricultural 
lands.  Although there is no history of accidental releases of chemicals at the existing PWRP, District No. 20 has 
developed an Integrated Emergency Response Plan and an Injury and Illness Prevention Program, in accordance 
with OSHA regulations, designed to prevent and mediate the accidental release of hazardous materials stored 
and used at the site and, in the event of accidental spill, would immediately report such a release to local fire 
emergency personnel and appropriate county and state agencies. 
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COMMENT LETTER 18:  STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Comment No. 18-1 

The comment states that the SWRCB should be notified of all scheduled hearings or meetings regarding the 
environmental document and project approval.  In addition, the SWRCB would like a copy of:  (1) the resolution 
approving the budget, adopting the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, and making CEQA findings; (2) all 
comments received during the review period and responses to those comments; (3) the adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan; and (4) the Notice of Determination filed with the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research.  The SWRCB will be notified of project-related hearings or meetings and will be provided the above 
documentation as requested.  

Comment No. 18-2 

The comment states that the SWRCB will forward all comments received during the NEPA-equivalent review 
period for the proposed project and request responses to these comments.  District No. 20 provided copies of the 
Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR directly to responsible federal agencies at the beginning of the public review 
period.  In addition, the SWRCB forwarded copies of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR to agencies 
responsible for implementing federal environmental laws and regulations as part of the SRF requirements.  Any 
comments received from these agencies associated with the SRF requirements will be responded to by District 
No. 20 when they are received. 

Comment No. 18-3 

The comment states that the proposed project must comply with federal laws pertaining to cultural resources, 
specifically Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Mitigation Measures 11-1 through 11-5 of 
the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR describe the necessary steps to fully comply with Section 106.  

Comment No. 18-4 

The comment states that a copy of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR will be forwarded to the USFWS to 
obtain Section 7 clearance.  District No. 20 will respond to these comments when they are received.  

Comment No. 18-5 

The comment states that the project must meet federal General Conformity Rule requirements.  The Antelope 
Valley Air Basin currently exceeds federal standards for ozone and PM10.  As shown in Table 1, estimated 
project construction emissions are expected to exceed AVAQMD regional pounds per day significance 
thresholds for NOX and PM10.  Conformity analysis would be required if the project exceeds federal de minimis 
thresholds listed in Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Chapter 1, Part 93, Section 93.153, Revised July 1, 
2004.  As noted in Table No. 26-2, construction emissions would not exceed the de minimis levels for NOX or 
PM10.  Therefore, the project is de minimis and does not have to demonstrate CAA conformity. 
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Table No. 26-3 
Project Construction Emissions and 

General Conformity Thresholds 

Air Pollutant Construction  Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

AVAQMD Thresholds  
(lbs/day) 

Construction  Emissions 
(tn/yr)1 

De Minimis Levels2 
(tn/yr) 

NOX 251 137 11 25 
PM10 125 82 6 70 

Source:   AVAQMD, 2002, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Federal Conformity Guidelines, May 2002. 
1.  Construction activity was assumed to occur five days per week for eight hours per day. 
2.  The MDAB has been identified as a “Severe-17” non-attainment area for O3 and a “Serious” non-attainment area for PM10. 

The population projections used to size the planned expansion of the PWRP are based on the most recently 
approved SCAG forecasts.  SCAG is the regional planning authority for most of Southern California (excluding 
San Diego County) and SCAG population projections are the most widely accepted regional projections 
prepared in Southern California.  The population projections were incorporated into SCAG’s most recent 
Regional Transportation Plan.  The Regional Transportation Plan projections are used by the AVAQMD to 
develop Air Quality Management Plans, which, in turn, are used to develop the SIP.  As such, the projected 
wastewater flow rates displayed in Table 5-15 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR and the increased PWRP 
capacity are based on appropriate population forecasts; and the project is sized to meet the population 
projections specified in the SIP.  

Comment No. 18-6 

The comment requests an expanded analysis of the secondary effects of growth, specifically to beneficial uses 
identified in the Basin Plan.  The beneficial uses associated with Little Rock Wash, Big Rock Wash, and local 
groundwater are listed in Table 14-1 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Since these washes are considered 
waters of the state, Impact 12-2 acknowledges that the project could affect waters of the state during 
construction.  Mitigation Measures 12-2 through 12-4 provide measures to ensure that resources associated with 
the washes are not significantly affected by the project.  District No. 20 may be required to obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from DFG and submit a report of waste discharge to the RWQCB-LR prior to 
construction within waters of the state.  These measures would mitigate direct impacts of the project, protecting 
the beneficial uses established for the resources in the Basin Plan.  However, the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR acknowledges that its implementation would contribute in a cumulative way to the significant reduction in 
biological resources in the region.  As noted in the comment, growth in the region may also affect beneficial 
uses of the local waters of the state.  In response to the comment, the following discussion has been added to 
Chapter 20, page 20-9: 

The RWQCB-LR is responsible for the protection of water resources in the Antelope Valley.  Growth may 
adversely affect water quality and beneficial uses of water resources, including the dry washes and groundwater.  
Encroachment of urban development increases urban runoff that can transport contamination to local waters of 
the state.  Furthermore, as growth increases, wastewater treatment demands increase.  The RWQCB-LR is 
responsible for evaluating measures such as the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR to ensure long-term protection of 
beneficial uses of local receiving waters, including groundwater.  The Water Quality Control Plan (i.e., Basin 
Plan) provides a regional assessment of biological resources in the Antelope Valley and establishes beneficial 
uses and water quality objectives for each resource.  The beneficial uses of Little Rock Wash, Big Rock Wash, 
and local groundwater are listed in Table 14-1.  Through permitting of wastewater treatment discharges and 
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other discharges to waters of the state, and through the establishment of the Basin Plan, the RWQCB-LR 
provides a regional management mechanism to ensure the long-term protection of water resources.  
Furthermore, implementation of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR with approval from the RWQCB-LR is a major 
step toward ensuring that growth in the Palmdale area does not adversely affect water resources or cause health 
impacts. 
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COMMENT LETTER 19:  WALKER, MARCIA 

Comment No. 19-1 

The comment states that Ms. Walker was not given sufficient notice about the proposed project.  In accordance 
with CEQA, impacted property owners were promptly notified through a Notice of Availability that coincided 
with the release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on April 29, 2005.  In addition to CEQA requirements, 
District No. 20 implemented a public outreach and education program to include input from local residents early 
on in the facilities planning process.  Refer to Chapter 24:  Public Outreach Overview for additional 
information.  

Comment No. 19-2 

The comment states that the property owner is concerned that the proposed project will have a negative effect on 
current property values.  Recycled water has been used in various locations in the state of California for many 
years without decreasing property values.  Displaced property owners will be compensated at fair market value 
and be given appropriate relocation costs, if applicable.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and 
Acquisition for additional information.  

Comment No. 19-3 

The comment asks how District No. 20 would mitigate for contaminated seepage as result of the proposed 
project and refutes the claim that maintaining a 100-foot buffer around existing wells would ensure well water 
safety.  If not properly handled, infiltration of recycled water from agricultural reuse operation may potentially 
impact underlying groundwater resources.  To mitigate this potential, the proposed project will be conducted in 
conformance with regulations in Title 22 of the CCRs, WRRs issued by the RWQCB-LR, and an FMP.  These 
controls will ensure that groundwater resources are protected.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR will also 
require the installation of a monitoring well network to continually assess groundwater quality.  Monitoring data 
will be reported to the RWQCB-LR and will be available for review by the public. 

The 100-foot buffer requirement is a mandatory requirement established by the Department of Health Services 
in Title 22 of California Code of Regulations.  A summary of the Title 22 regulations is included in Appendix Q 
of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR. 

Comment No. 19-4 

The comment states that archaeological and paleontological studies have not been performed adequately.  
Chapter 11 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluates the project’s potential effects on cultural resources 
including archaeological and paleontological resources in the project area.  A cultural records search of the 
project area was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center.  The records search noted that 
portions of the LAWA property west of Little Rock Wash had been previously surveyed.  Findings of this 
survey are summarized on page 11-4 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR. The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes on 
page 11-6 that land disturbance in areas that have not been previously surveyed could encounter cultural 
resources.  Therefore, the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR commits District No. 20 to Mitigation Measures 11-1 
through 11-5 to ensure that impacts would remain less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 11-1 requires that District No. 20 conduct a cultural resources inventory prior to any 
groundbreaking activities in areas outside previously surveyed LAWA property.  The surveys would identify 
potential significant prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, human remains, and historic buildings and 
structures.  Mitigation Measure 11-2 requires that District No. 20 avoid these resources if possible.  If avoidance 
is infeasible, additional research including, but not limited to, archaeological excavation shall be 
conducted (Mitigation Measure 11-4).  If a qualified archaeologist determines that there is a potential for 
cultural resources within an area to be disturbed, they shall be retained to monitor those activities (Mitigation 
Measure 11-3).  Also, in the event that during ground breaking activities cultural resources are unearthed, all 
work within 50 feet of the resource shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall assess the significance of 
the find, meet with the project proponent and/or lead agency to determine the appropriate avoidance measure or 
other appropriate mitigation, which may include scientific analysis, curation, and reporting to current 
professional standards (Mitigation Measure 11-5).  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes on page 11-8 that 
due to the recent age of the overlying soil (Quaternary alluvium, which has an age that is less than 18,000 years 
before present) at the proposed project site, the potential to find significant paleontological resources is low and, 
therefore, the impact is less than significant.  

Comment No. 19-5 

The comment asks how District No. 20 will mitigate for potential biological resource impacts as a result of the 
proposed project.  Chapter 12 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides a description of the biological 
setting in the project area.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides mitigation measures that include 
purchasing compensation lands to be used for conservation in perpetuity for affected resources.  Refer to 
response to Comment No. 17-3 for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 20:  WEBB, DEAN 

Comment No. 20-1 

The comment states that the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR does not alleviate the “dropping of the water table 
aquifer.”  The groundwater level in an aquifer will “drop,” or decrease, when withdrawals of groundwater 
exceed the recharge rate (overdraft conditions).  District No. 20 does not contribute to overdrafting the 
groundwater basin.  Reducing overdraft, a water supply issue, is not a project objective or a mandate of District 
No. 20.  Chapter 6 of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR describes constraints associated with conducting a 
groundwater recharge alternative.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. 20-2 

The comment states that the project creates problems for the Air Force, the east side and the environment.  The 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR has analyzed potential impacts to the Antelope Valley population and physical 
environment.  The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to air 
emissions, biological resources, and secondary growth effects.  Refer to the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR for a 
discussion of these impacts.  

Comment No. 20-3 

The comment recommends tertiary treatment with the effluent recharged into the groundwater table.  Chapter 6 
of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR describes constraints associated with conducting a groundwater recharge 
alternative.  The alternative was rejected since it could not meet the schedule objectives of the project.  
Nonetheless, District No. 20 remains interested in working with regional partners to develop a groundwater 
recharge project.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. 20-4 

The comment states that the project is ill-conceived and poorly planned because of impacts to biological 
resources.  The comment also states that the land proposed for agricultural reuse was established as a desert 
preserve over 30 years ago.  The proposed project is designed to minimize impacts to the environment and 
mitigation is provided to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts.  Please see Table ES-8 in the Final PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR for a description of all proposed mitigation measures, including those for biological 
resources.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 
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COMMENT LETTER 21:  HARMON, DONALD 

Comment No. 21-1 

The comment states that the property owner is concerned that the proposed project will have a negative effect on 
current property values.  Recycled water has been used in various locations in the state of California for many 
years without decreasing property values.  Displaced property owners will be compensated at fair market value 
and be given appropriate relocation costs, if applicable.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and 
Acquisition for additional information. 

Comment No. 21-2 

The comment states air quality would be affected due to increased amounts of fugitive dust as a result 
of agricultural activities making it difficult to live in the area.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR notes in 
Table 16-8 that fugitive dust would be emitted during agricultural operations.  These emissions would be 
greatest during planting and tilling operations.  Since the alfalfa would be regularly mowed rather than removed 
by the roots, planting and tilling activities would be minimized.  Bare soil would only be subject to windy 
conditions for temporary periods of time since alfalfa cover would be established for most of the year.  
Furthermore, regular application of irrigation water would minimize dust emissions even during high wind 
periods.  

Comment No. 21-3 

This comment states that a solution, other than the proposed project, should be found.  District No. 20 conducted 
an extensive and comprehensive alternatives screening process, discussed in Chapter 6, to identify a preferred 
project that best meets the objectives stated in the plan.  Besides meeting the objectives, tertiary treatment 
followed by effluent management via agricultural and municipal reuse was found to be more cost-effective and 
also attainable within the time frame required.  As noted in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, District No. 20 will 
remain actively involved with other stakeholders in the region interested in developing other emerging effluent 
management alternatives.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 

 
 




