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CHAPTER 27 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

A public hearing to solicit comments was held on 
June 2, 2005, at the Larry Chimbole Cultural Center, 
38350 Sierra Highway, Palmdale, California, 93550.  
District No. 20’s staff gave a brief presentation 
describing the project before the meeting was opened  

to hear public testimony.  District No. 20 received 
comments from 21 speakers representing federal, 
state, and local agencies and concerned citizens.  
Those who provided comments are listed in 
Table 27-1.  The official record of the proceedings 
and responses to comments received during the 
hearing immediately follow the table. 

Table 27-1 
June 2, 2005 Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 

Public Hearing Speakers 

SPEAKER NO. NAME AFFILIATION 

A Harmon, Don Self 

B Jacobsen, Jorgen Self 

C McKean, Kathy Self 

D Simon, Donald Self 

E Walker, Roberta Self 

F Hendricks, Marcia Self 

G Webb, Dean Sierra Club, Antelope Valley Section 

H Walker, Marcia Self 

I Nebeker, Gene Self 

J Dunn, Ed Self 

K Plaziak, Mike Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 

L Good, Joan Self 

M Dodson, Jim Antelope Valley Resource Conservation District 

N Kyle, Julie Self 

O Trout, Lewis Los Angeles World Airports 

P Huang, Andrew Los Angeles World Airports 

Q McEnaney, Christina Desert Aire Golf Course 

R Ortiz, Lt. Col. Ron United States Air Force Plant No. 42 

S Kalajian, Steve Self 

T Slezak, John Attorney Representing Los Angeles World Airports  

U Baldus, Joe Self 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment No. A-1 

The comment requests that the decision to approve the project be expedited and that the project be implemented 
soon.  The comment is noted.  Figures 7-8 and 7-9 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR show the proposed project 
schedule.  

Comment No. B-1 

The comment states that Mr. Jacobsen was not given an opportunity to participate in the public outreach 
program at the beginning of the planning process, even though he is affected.  The purpose of the public 
outreach program was to engage Palmdale residents early on in the planning process to help formulate project 
alternatives.  Proposed and alternate project sites were not determined until much later in the process.  Residents 
that were potentially affected by the project were then promptly notified through a Notice of Availability that 
coincided with the release of the Draft PWRP Plant 2025 Plan and EIR.  Refer to Chapter 24:  Public Outreach 
Overview for more information on public outreach and notification. 

Comment No. B-2 

The comment inquires as to what mitigation measures would be adopted and what would be the level of impact 
after mitigation is implemented.  Table ES-8 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR summarizes the impacts and 
mitigation measures in the impact analysis.  District No. 20 is committed to implementing each of the mitigation 
measures identified in the table.  As noted on page ES-21 and ES-22, the project would result in only three 
unavoidable significant impacts:  construction air emissions, cumulative impacts to biological resources and air 
quality, and secondary effects of growth.  

Comment No. B-3 

The comment inquires what phase of the project would be implemented first and if effluent would be discharged 
prior to the proposed facilities upgrades.  The PWRP will remain operational throughout the planning and 
construction of the proposed facilities.  Effluent management will also continue throughout this time period.  
Expansion of the current EMS to its maximum capacity will be completed by 2006.  Effluent will continue to be 
discharged at the EMS with all of the water beneficially reused during the summer months.  Stage V of the 
proposed project, which includes upgrade and expansion of the treatment plant, construction of 500 acres of 
storage reservoirs, and development of 840 acres of agriculture, will be implemented first.  It is anticipated that 
the storage reservoirs will be completed in October 2008, while treatment plant upgrades and agricultural reuse 
expansion will be completed in October 2009.  Refer to Figures 7-8 and 7-9 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR for 
further details regarding the project schedule.  

Comment No. B-4 

The comment requests that, if the project is going to be implemented, it be implemented quickly.  The comment 
is noted.  Figures 7-8 and 7-9 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR show the proposed project schedule.  
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Comment No. C-1 

The comment states that public notification associated with the release of the Draft 2025 PWRP Plan and EIR 
was insufficient.  In accordance with CEQA, impacted property owners were promptly notified through an NOA 
that coincided with the release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR on April 29, 2005.  Over 2,100 notices 
were mailed to property owners within 500 feet of Study Area No. 5 and Study Area No. 6.  District No. 20 used 
the Los Angeles County Tax Assessor Role as its source for address information, which is the best source 
available to District No. 20.  Approximately nine percent of the NOAs were returned from this mailing.  All 
returned notices were researched using other sources.  Approximately 10 percent of the returned NOAs were 
resent. 

Additional efforts were taken to distribute NOAs to homeowners in the area of the proposed project.  One 
returned NOA was identified as a resident.  Additional research eventually yielded a different address and a new 
NOA was successfully mailed to this resident.  In addition, a local resident volunteered to distribute additional 
NOAs to local residents to ensure that notifications reached all of the area residents.  Refer to Chapter 24:  
Public Outreach Overview for more information on public outreach and notification.  

Comment No. C-2 

The comment states that public notification on the decision to change the site of the proposed project to Study 
Area No. 5 should occur in a timely manner.  As required by CEQA, there will be a 10-day review period for the 
Final PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR before its approval and certification by District No. 20’s Board of Directors in 
September 2005. 

Comment No. D-1 

The comment states that potentially affected residents were not notified until the end of the planning phase, 
which did not provide them an opportunity for input in the early stages of the planning process.  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, which was then 
disclosed with the release of the NOA for the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Refer to Chapter 24:  Public 
Outreach Overview for additional information on public outreach efforts.    

Comment No. D-2 

The comment recommends closer scrutiny of water quality considerations, particularly nitrogen, because of the 
fact that the basin is closed and there are potable water wells in the study area.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR describes the on-going remediation efforts on page 14-4 and evaluates the potential for impacting 
groundwater quality including nitrogen on page 14-7.  Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce 
impacts to groundwater quality to less than significant levels.  The proposed secondary treatment with nitrogen 
removal and tertiary treatment facilities will provide for a level of treatment that will remove nutrients, such as 
nitrogen, and most BOD and suspended solids.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides a description of 
wastewater treatment processes, including secondary with nitrogen removal and tertiary treatment, in Chapter 6.  
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Comment No. D-3 

The comment recommends that District No. 20 educate the public about what tertiary treatment 
involves.  District No. 20 implemented a year-long public outreach and education program to inform the public 
on the need for the project through the outreach efforts described in Chapter 24.  As part of the public education 
process, wastewater treatment processes including tertiary treatment were explained.  In addition, the PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR provides a description of wastewater treatment processes, including tertiary treatment, in 
Chapter 6 (see page 6-6).  

Comment No. E-1 

The comment states that public notification associated with the release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
was insufficient and potentially affected residents were not notified until the end of the planning phase, which 
did not provide them an opportunity for input in the early stages of the planning process.  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 NOAs that coincided with the 
release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Refer to response to Comment No. C-1 and Chapter 24:  Public 
Outreach Overview for additional information on public notification and outreach activities.    

Comment No. F-1 

The comment states that potentially affected residents were not notified until the end of the planning phase, which did 
not provide them an opportunity for input in the early stages of the planning process.  District No. 20 implemented a 
public outreach and education program to include input from local residents early on in the facilities planning process, 
which helped 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 NOAs that 
coincided with the release of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  Refer to response to Comment No. C-1 and 
Chapter 24: Public Outreach Overview for additional information on public outreach activities.   

Comment No. F-2 

The comment proposes an alternative that would discharge recycled water into a water body, such as the 
aqueduct, or a structure that would eventually discharge into the ocean.  District No. 20 evaluated alternatives 
that would have discharged water out of the Antelope Valley, including the use of the California Aqueduct, on 
page 6-22.  The alternative was deemed infeasible due to anticipated opposition from the DWR and the 
DHS.  Also, District No. 20 considers recycled effluent to be a valuable resource for the Antelope Valley that 
should not be exported, but rather put to beneficial uses for the local community.  

Comment No. F-3 

The comment asks why USAF Plant 42 is not allowed to put water onto the ground but District No. 20 would be 
allowed to do so if this project was implemented.  The PCA requires that the SWQCB adopt water quality 
control plans and policies for the protection of water quality.  In the Antelope Valley, the SWQCB has delegated 
authority for the day-to-day administration and enforcement of the PCA to the RWQCB-LR.  The RWQCB-LR 
is authorized to regulate all discharges to water and/or land in order to protect water quality through the use of 
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WDRs.  The WDRs specify water quality requirements for both the discharges and receiving waters.  Any 
discharger, including USAF Plant 42, may apply for a WDR prior to discharging water.  District No. 20 intends 
to operate the agricultural operations under the authority of a WDR issued by the RWQCB-LR. 

Comment No. G-1 

The comment states that Agricultural Area No. 6 is on land that should be retained as a preserve, since 30 years 
ago it was designated as a conservation area when the PIA was proposed in the 1970s by LAWA.    Although 
LAWA identified this land in a 1978 EIS as a potential conservation area to mitigate impacts associated with the 
once-proposed PIA, the PIA was never constructed and those impacts did not occur.  District No. 20 is not 
aware of any development restrictions or recorded conservation easements that have been identified for the 
property.  Recent discussions with LAWA staff, as well as the January 2005 NOP of a Draft EA/EIR for future 
development recommended by the proposed Master Plan for PMD, indicate that the scale of the proposed airport 
development has been significantly reduced.  The proposed Master Plan and EA/EIR concluded that the existing 
USAF Plant 42 airfield has adequate capacity to accommodate forecast aircraft operations and will continue to 
be utilized for all aircraft operations.  There is no proposal to maintain the land east of Little Rock Wash for 
habitat conservation.    Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information. 

Comment No. G-2 

The comment states that Joshua trees are located in the area of the proposed agricultural fields.  Figure 12-1 of 
the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identifies locations of Joshua tree woodlands within the proposed agricultural 
areas.  Impacts to Joshua trees are discussed on pages 12-23 through 12-25.  Mitigation Measure 12-16 requires 
District No. 20 to obtain a permit from the City of Palmdale for Joshua trees removed by the project within the 
City.  Mitigation Measure 12-18 commits District No. 20 to purchasing compensation lands at a 1:1 ratio for the 
conservation of Joshua tree woodlands in perpetuity.  

Comment No. G-3 

The comment states that there are burrowing owls and other birds residing, foraging, nesting, etc., in the area of 
the proposed agricultural fields.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides a detailed description of the natural 
resources within the project impact area in Chapter 12.  Also contained in Chapter 12 is Mitigation 
Measure 12-5, which sets forth requirements for preconstruction surveys for nesting birds and the creation of 
no-disturbance buffer zones around any active nests that are identified.  Refer to response to Comment No. 6-11 
in Chapter 26 for additional information.  

Comment No. G-4 

The comment states that the Antelope Valley Group of the Sierra Club would rather have District No. 20 
percolate the tertiary-treated water back into the aquifer, provided that the proper agencies approve the water 
quality of the treated water.  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 supportive of groundwater recharge and is 
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. H-1 

The comment asks if the proposed project would adversely affect the scenic views and overall aesthetics of the 
natural environment in the area.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR discusses the project’s potential impact to local 
aesthetic resources in Chapter 10.  Although some development would alter the open space character of the area, 
the project is not seen as contributing to significant aesthetic impacts in the region.  

Comment No. H-2 

The comment states that if the project were to be implemented, Ms. Walker would like to see the development 
of more recreational uses in the area utilizing the recycled water.  Municipal reuse of recycled water consists of 
utilizing recycled water in place of potable water for various purposes.  One of the main municipal reuse 
applications is to irrigate large landscaped areas, such as golf courses, parks, etc.   District No. 20 is interested in 
expanding recycled water use in the Antelope Valley and is supportive of municipal reuse projects.  The PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR includes municipal reuse as a component of the proposed project.  

Comment No. H-3 

The comment states that Ms. Walker is concerned that the project will have a negative effect on her current 
property value.  Water reuse through agricultural irrigation is currently practiced in many areas throughout the 
state of California with no known negative effect on the values of adjacent properties.  Therefore, the proposed 
project is not anticipated to have any adverse impacts on property values.  Refer to General Response:  Property 
Value and Acquisition for more information. 

Comment No. H-4 

The comment asks whether the current LAWA property will be leased or bought if the project were to be 
implemented.  District No. 20 is interested in securing long-term use of the property, preferably through 
ownership, but would also consider a long-term lease, if the appropriate terms were included.  

Comment No. I-1 

The comment states that the proposed project will be very damaging to the City of Palmdale, LAWA, USAF 
Plant 42, and the community in the Antelope Valley.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR identifies impacts 
associated with implementation of the project pursuant to the requirements of CEQA.  Table ES-8 summarizes 
the impacts and mitigation measures developed to minimize potential impacts.  The project needs and objectives 
are discussed on pages ES-2 through ES-4.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR proposes a long-term program to 
meet the immediate deadlines imposed by the RWQCB-LR while allowing for future reuse of the water 
produced by the upgraded treatment facilities.  It also furnishes a master plan to provide wastewater 
management that is protective of public health and the environment.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative 
Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. I-2 

The comment states that the proposed project represents a new consumptive use of water in an already 
overdrafted basin.  The proposed agricultural operations are a component of the EMS that can be scaled back 
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when future reuse programs such as municipal reuse and indirect potable reuse alternatives are implemented.  In 
addition, agricultural reuse offers current farmers an additional source of irrigation water, which would lessen 
current groundwater consumption.  Since no additional groundwater will be extracted, the agricultural 
operations associated with the project do not constitute a new consumptive use in the Antelope Valley that 
would increase water demand from an already overdrafted basin.  Refer to response to Comment No. 11-7 in 
Chapter 26 and General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. I-3 

The comment states that the extent of the nitrogen plumes is approximately 10 square miles, that nitrogen has 
adversely affected approximately 290,000 acre-feet of water, and that nitrogen in the ground in these plumes is 
approximately 1,200 tons.  The comment also questions the addition of another 600 tons of nitrogen to the 
ground from the proposed effluent stream when there is already a contaminated groundwater plume underneath 
the LAWA property.   

It should be noted that the 10 square miles mentioned above is an estimate by the RQWCB-LR of groundwater 
with nitrate above 2 mg/L, not 10 mg/L.  District No. 20 estimates the volume of groundwater within the 
estimated 2 mg/L nitrate iso-contour line to be approximately 190,000 acre-feet, the volume of groundwater 
containing greater than 10 mg/L of nitrate (over the drinking water standard) to be about 21,000 acre-feet, and 
that from 2004 through 2009 approximately 560 tons of nitrogen will be land applied at the Palmdale EMS and 
a portion will eventually become available to the groundwater1. 

District No. 20 is currently working in coordination with the RWQCB-LR on projects to remediate existing 
nitrogen levels in the groundwater below the current EMS.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides a long-term 
solution to prevent additional impacts to the groundwater.  Groundwater sampling from three monitoring wells 
downgradient of the land application areas indicated that nitrate concentrations varied but periodically exceeded 
the drinking water standard of 10 mg/L as N.  As a result, the RWQCB-LR adopted CAO No. R6V-2003-056 
requiring District No. 20 and LAWA to delineate, contain, and remediate the impacted groundwater (see 
Appendix C).  

A conceptual approach and design for containment and remediation of nitrate-affected groundwater was 
proposed in the Containment and Remediation Plan (CRP) dated September 15, 2004, and was further described 
in the February 28, 2005, supplement to the CRP.  The proposed approach and design to contain nitrate-affected 
groundwater includes District No. 20’s ongoing and planned abatement activities supplemented by construction 
and seasonal operation of new groundwater extraction wells in the area where nitrate concentrations exceed 
10 mg/L. 

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.   

                                                 
1 Regional Water Quality Control Board-Lahontan Region: March 2005 Staff Report 
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The comment further states that the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR will degrade groundwater in the Antelope Valley 
and recharge areas (Little Rock Wash) while increasing new consumptive use in an overdrafted basin.  The 
comment suggests that the solution would be to treat the wastewater to a tertiary level after denitrification and 
disinfection, then discharge it into Little Rock Wash, where it would be considered “incidental recharge” by the 
regulatory community.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR evaluates the feasibility of discharging treated effluent to 
Little Rock Wash on page 6-21.  The alternative was rejected since a planned discharge to Little Rock Wash would 
be considered a planned groundwater recharge project and therefore would not meet the schedule objectives of the 
project.  Furthermore, agricultural reuse would not constitute a new consumptive use since no additional 
groundwater would be extracted and it could be scaled back if reuse options are developed.  Refer to response to 
Comment No. I-2, response to Comment No. 14-4 in Chapter 26, and General Response:  Alternative Analysis in 
Chapter 25 for additional information. 

Comment J-1 

The comment acknowledges that reclaimed water is a very valuable resource and should be utilized, but also 
states that this potential resource should be reserved for public use and not for the creation of lakes and ponds or 
the watering of golf courses.  District No. 20 remains committed to the responsible use of water resources and 
recognizes that one of the highest and best uses for potable water is direct public consumption.  One effective 
way to preserve valuable potable water supplies is to substitute recycled water for applications that do not 
involve direct public consumption.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes a provision for the use of 
recycled water to irrigate parks, median strips, playgrounds, cemeteries, and golf courses that would otherwise 
consume potable water.  If implemented, this measure would make more potable water available for public use.  
Refer to response to Comment No. N-3 for additional information. 

Comment No. J-2 

The comment notes that bonds could finance the proposed project and that rates should be reduced once the debt 
service is payed.  The cost of the projects proposed in the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR will generally be financed 
by a combination of State Revolving Fund (SRF) loans and bonds.  The repayment periods for the anticipated 
loans and bonds are typically 20 and 30 years, respectively.  Existing users will only pay the portion of the debt 
service payment related to upgrade of facilities from Service Charge revenue.  New users would pay for the 
remainder of the debt service through Connection Fee revenue.  However, it is too difficult to accurately predict 
what Service Charge and Connection Fee rates are needed in the future due to economic uncertainties and 
changes in regulatory requirements over this time period.  Therefore, although it may be theoretically possible, 
no commitments can be made at this time regarding reduction of Service Charge or Connection Fee rates after 
the debt service is paid. 

Comment No. J-3 

The comment asks if the eventual conversion to low-flow toilets and showerheads was considered in the 
calculation of the proposed cost per dwelling unit to implement the proposed project.  Water conservation 
measures, such as low-flow toilets and showerheads, were included in the flow projections for this project and 
were therefore indirectly included in the cost per dwelling estimates.  They are discussed in Chapter 5 of the 
PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR where the methodology for all flow projections is outlined.  Refer to response to 
Comment No. M-2 for additional information.  
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Comment No. K-1 

The comment clarifies that the RWQCB-LR, whom Mr. Plaziak represents, did not mandate that District No. 20 
construct facilities or specify the type of facilities to be built.  This is because, under the PCA, RWQCBs cannot 
mandate or specify the manner or method of compliance.  The comment is noted.  The RWQCB-LR did instruct 
District No. 20 to reduce the nitrogen level in the PWRP effluent by certain dates.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and 
EIR has been developed in response to RWQCB-LR’s CAO to achieve the nitrogen reduction required.  

Comment No. K-2 

The comment states that it was “somewhat misleading” for District No. 20’s staff to infer in the opening 
presentation at the June 2, 2005 public hearing that reduction in groundwater nitrate levels at the PWRP EMS was 
a result of District’s actions.  The District’s presentation accurately stated that one of two monitoring wells that had 
been above the 10 mg/L MCL for nitrates recently dropped below 10 mg/L. This left only one of the 27 wells 
monitoring wells at the PWRP EMS above the MCL for nitrates.  It is by no means misleading to point at out that a 
decrease in nitrate levels in a previously high monitoring well occurred after a significant increase in agricultural 
operations occurred at the EMS.  Although the cause of this decline is difficult to verify in the short term, the fact 
remains that reducing land application and increasing agricultural reuse will improve groundwater quality over 
time. For this reason, District No. 20 proposed increasing agricultural reuse as an integral component of the 
Abatement Plan approved by the RWQCB-LR.  The RWQCB-LR acknowledged the effectiveness of crops with 
respect to nitrogen consumption in the CDO issued to District No. 20.  The CDO allows demonstration of 
compliance in reducing nitrogen discharges by expanding farming operation at the EMS. 

Comment No. K-3 

The comment states that recent proposals from District No. 20 to the RWQCB-LR proposed an allowance of 
adding 600 tons of nitrogen in the groundwater over the next four years.  The RWQCB-LR has asked the 
District to reassess the feasibility of reducing this time frame.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR provides measures 
to prevent additional nitrogen from affecting groundwater quality in the future.  The project schedule provided 
in Figure 7-8 reflects the best case scenario for implementing the project.  District No. 20 is complying with 
RWQCB-LR’s remediation requirements set forth in the CAO and CDO.  Refer to responses to 
Comment No. I-3, previously discussed in this chapter, and 11-36 in Chapter 26 for additional information.  

Comment No. L-1 

The comment expresses concern that, after 40 years of owning the property within the proposed project site with 
the belief that the deed provided protection from any other entity acquiring the property in question.  
District No. 20 conducted an alternatives screening process to develop a proposed project to meet the project 
objectives.  The highest ranked project would utilize LAWA property and avoid removing residential 
landowners to accommodate the project.  However, attempts to negotiate with LAWA have been unsuccessful.  
Because the LAWA property is not available, the proposed project includes acquisition of properties in 
Agricultural Reuse Study Area No. 5.  Refer to General Response: Property Value and Acquisition for further 
details on land acquisition procedures. 
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Comment No. L-2 

The comment questions whether the City of Palmdale has already approved development of the proposed 
project on the site.  The lead agency of a project must approve any CEQA documentation prepared for a project, 
such as an EIR, before that project is considered approved for development.  District No. 20, not the City, is the 
lead agency for the project; therefore, District No. 20 will approve the project, not the City.  The project has not 
been approved yet, but will be considered for approval by the Board of Directors of District No. 20 in 
September 2005.  

Comment No. L-3 

The comment states that the property owner will be forced to sell at a time when the market is historically lower 
in price.  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 further 
information on land valuation.  

Comment No. M-1 

The comment states that the Antelope Valley Resource Conservation District (AVRCD), which Mr. Dodson 
represents, did not obtain a copy of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR until the day of the public hearing even 
though this agency is responsible for the conservation of natural resources.  District No. 20 agrees that the 
AVRCD, as an agency that assists in the management of the natural resources of the Antelope Valley (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15086), should review and comment on the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The AVRCD 
was not included on the mailing list, which was an oversight.  The AVRCD is now listed on the project mailing 
list and will receive all future correspondence regarding the project.  Although the AVRCD does not have 
discretionary approval authority over implementation of the project and is therefore not a “Responsible Agency” 
for purposes of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15381), the agency’s input is encouraged.  

Comment No. M-2 

The comment states that water conservation and more effective water use need to be addressed in an integrated 
manner.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR includes a municipal reuse component, which could replace potable 
water use in certain areas.  As municipal reuse demand in the Palmdale area increases, this component can be 
adjusted accordingly.   

Development and implementation of water conservation programs are the responsibility of the local water 
purveyors.  The majority of the residents within the District No. 20 service area are serviced by PWD and 
Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40.  These purveyors are subject to several water conservation 
regulations, including the Urban Water Management Planning Act, which requires medium to large suppliers to 
prepare and adopt urban water conservation measures; the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act, which 
requires cities and counties to adopt water-efficient landscaping ordinances; and the Agricultural Water 
Management Planning Act, which requires large suppliers for agriculture to submit water conservation reports to 
the DWR.   

The planned facilities and timing of the Stage VI expansion will be reevaluated between 2009 and 2013 to 
respond to any changes in wastewater flow projections or other factors affecting the proposed project, such as 
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additional water reuse opportunities.  If wastewater generation rates decrease due to water conservation 
measures, implementation of the proposed project components will be adjusted accordingly. 

Comment No. M-3 

The comment states that tertiary water treatment with nitrogen removal should be the preferred level of 
treatment for the wastewater effluent.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR proposed project includes this level of 
treatment.  The comment is noted and no response is necessary. 

Comment No. M-4 

The statement expresses concern over the destruction of Joshua trees and creosote bushes as a result of the 
proposed project.  Impacted Joshua tree woodlands, a sensitive community that could also support special-status 
species, would be mitigated per Mitigation Measures 12-16 and 12-18.  Compensation lands would be required 
to mitigate impacts to Joshua tree woodlands.  Creosote bush scrub habitat can be used by MGS, a special-status 
species, and mitigation for impacts to this habitat are shown in Mitigation Measure 12-7.  Refer to responses to 
Comment Nos. 6-5, 6-13 in Chapter 26, and G-2 previously discussed in this chapter for additional information. 

Comment No. M-5 

The comment recommends discharging to Little Rock Wash rather than using the recycled water to irrigate 
agricultural fields.  This alternative is evaluated on page 6-21 of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR.  The alternative 
is deemed infeasible since it would not allow District No. 20 to meet the deadlines imposed on it by the 
RWQCB-LR.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information. 

Comment No. N-1 

The comment expresses concern that no efforts have been made to map the extent or clean up the contamination 
plume.  A conceptual approach and design for containment and remediation of nitrate-affected groundwater was 
proposed in the CRP dated September 15, 2004, and was further described in the February 28, 2005, supplement 
to the CRP.  The proposed approach and design to contain nitrate-affected groundwater includes District 
No. 20’s ongoing and planned abatement activities supplemented by construction and seasonal operation of new 
groundwater extraction wells in the area where nitrate concentrations exceed 10 mg/l. 

An 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 response to Comment No. I-3 for additional information. 

Comment No. N-2 

The comment expresses concern about the additional 600 tons of nitrogen in the groundwater below their 
property and that nearby drinking wells will be adversely affected by the additional nitrogen.  The PWRP 2025 
Plan and EIR describes the on-going remediation efforts on page 14-4 and evaluates the potential for the 
proposed project to impact groundwater quality, including nitrogen levels, on page 14-7.  District No. 20 is 
coordinating its efforts closely with the RWQCB-LR to remediate the elevated levels of nitrogen in 
the groundwater below the EMS.  Refer to responses to Comment Nos. I-3 previously discussed in this chapter 
and 11-36 in Chapter 26 for additional information. 
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Comment No. N-3 

This comment expresses concern that the use of the effluent to water fodder crops is not the best use of the water 
and that a better use would be municipal use or recharge.  The proposed project of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
includes agricultural reuse while making recycled water available for municipal reuse projects.  District No. 20 
welcomes opportunities to increase municipal reuse of recycled water in the Antelope Valley.  At this time, 
PWD, Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, the Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster, and other 
members of the Antelope Valley Water Reuse Group have expressed interest in developing recycled water 
programs to reduce potable water demand.  A 1997 Reclamation and Feasibility Study Draft Report from the 
City of Palmdale identified projects that could provide effluent management for up to 35 percent of the total 
flow rate by the year 2025.   

In addition, groundwater recharge was considered by District No. 20 as an effluent management 
alternative.  This alternative was rejected since it could not meet the project schedule.  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. O-1 

The comment states that the Cultural Resources section of the Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR contains 
omissions and erroneous and misleading statements regarding the absence of cultural resources, whereas the 
Final EIS for the PIA discusses significant cultural resources in the area.   The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR 
provides an adequate description of existing information on the site based on available information from the 
South Central Coastal Information Center, including the results of the cited survey.  A supplemental evaluation 
is not necessary.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR summarizes the results of the 1978 survey on page 11-4.   The 
1978 EIS referenced in the comment states the following on page III-160: 

“As indicated above, the archaeological and historical features discovered in the areas surveyed are 
not of major significance.  Finds of individual artifacts were made at several locations consisting of 
two metates, three fragmentary manos, an obsidian point, and several obsidian cores and 
flakes.  The manos and metates were found on the surface without associated artifacts or indications 
of habitation.  The original areas from which each had been derived could not be determined.  

The obsidian flakes and point posed a different problem since obsidian is not native to the Valley 
and most of the artifacts were found in dumping areas containing refuse of recent age.  Judging 
from the appearance of this obsidian it probably originated in the China Lake area near Inyo-Kern 
while the association with modern refuse and the absence of other aboriginal materials of any type 
demonstrated that the artifacts had been collected by a modern resident and later thrown out along 
with the other refuse.  Three additional obsidian flakes were found on the surface of a recently 
deserted barnyard [sic.] near one of the metates, again without other associated aboriginal materials. 

Based on these findings, it is determined that construction of the runways and passenger terminals 
will not disturb any significant archaeological or historical features on the site.” 

The 1978 EIS goes on to recommend additional surveying in areas east of Little Rock Wash.  The PWRP 2025 
Plan and EIR commits District No. 20 to surveying areas not already surveyed for LAWA as summarized in the 
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1978 EIS (Mitigation Measure 11-1).  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes on page 11-5 that the entire 
Initial Study Area could be categorized an area of moderate sensitivity for cultural resources.  Refer to response 
to Comment No. 15-2 in Chapter 26. 

Comment No. O-2 

The comment states that there is a need to perform additional cultural resource surveys and to prepare a 
supplemental document for public review.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR commits District No. 20 to surveying 
areas not already surveyed for the LAWA PIA project as summarized in the 1978 EIS and 1982 EIR (Mitigation 
Measure 11-1).  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR concludes on page 11-5 that the entire Initial Study Area could 
be categorized as an area having moderate sensitivity for the presence of cultural resources.  Based on this 
comment, there is no reason to recirculate a supplemental environmental analysis to satisfy the requirements of 
CEQA.  

Comment No. P-1 

The comment states that the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR is flawed because an alternative to use MF/RO, which, 
among other things, would reduce the salt content of the effluent, was not adequately addressed.  The PWRP 
2025 Plan and EIR evaluates MF/RO as a treatment alternative in Chapter 6.  The effluent management 
alternative of agricultural and municipal reuse was considered to be more cost-effective with tertiary treatment 
than MF/RO and attainable within the timeframe of the project objectives.  The costs associated with blending 
water and its uncertain availability, 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 
proposed project.   When considering all the infrastructure and pumping stations required to operate an MF/RO 
facility, obtain and transfer blending water, and transfer the combined MF/RO effluent and blending water to the 
recharge site, the equivalent annual costs associated with fully implementing advanced treatment with 
groundwater recharge are twice the cost of tertiary treatment with agricultural and municipal reuse.  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 emerging effluent management alternatives.  The PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR also 
concludes that the application of salts over time could be managed through implementation of an FMP that would 
flush salts periodically without significantly degrading groundwater.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative 
Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. Q-1 

The comment states that the Desert Aire Golf Course at 3620 East Avenue P in Palmdale, whom Ms. McEnaney 
represents, would gladly use the proposed tertiary-treated water for irrigation purposes and could use the water 
as soon as possible.  District No. 20 is committed to working with the Desert Aire Golf Course and the rest of 
the Palmdale community with respect to making recycled water available for municipal reuse.   

Comment No. R-1 

The comment states that the U.S. Air Force (USAF) understands that a need has been demonstrated for the 
potential establishment of a new water reclamation plant east of USAF Plant 42.  Furthermore, the comment 
states that the USAF supports District No. 20’s objectives of increasing wastewater treatment capacity to handle 
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future growth and finding ways that accommodate recycled water use opportunities through tertiary treatment, if 
the community supports this option.  The comment is noted.  

Comment No. R-2 

The comment expresses concern that the establishment of the new water treatment facility near USAF Plant 42 
could increase the potential for bird strikes by aircraft and asks that, during the design phase, locations for the 
evaporation ponds and/or agricultural fields be situated south of Runway 25 (south of Avenue N) because 
85 percent of all air traffic to Plant 42 is handled by this runway.  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 upgrade 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 proposed project also 
has a less than significant impact on airfield operations at USAF Plant 42.  Refer to General Response:  Airport 
Compatibility for additional information. 

Comment No. R-3 

The comment asks that the groundwater recharge alternative be considered further.  As discussed in Chapter 6 of 
the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, the groundwater recharge alternative was considered.  The alternative was 
deemed infeasible due to its 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, may be integrated into the 
project.  Refer to General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. S-1 

The commenter expresses concern that he may never be able to utilize his property if the proposed project were 
implemented.  District No. 20 will attempt to obtain properties from willing sellers.  However, if not enough 
property is acquired from willing sellers, District No. 20 has the authority to use eminent domain to provide 
needed public services for the community as a whole.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and 
Acquisition for additional information.  

Comment No. S-2 

The commenter expresses concern that his property will be used for a treatment plant rather than as part of a 
growing community.  District No. 20 conducted an alternatives screening process to develop a proposed project 
to meet the project objectives.  The highest ranked project would utilize LAWA property and avoid removing 
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residential landowners to accommodate the project.  However, attempts to negotiate with LAWA have been 
unsuccessful.  Because the LAWA property is not available, the proposed project includes acquisition of 
properties in Agricultural Reuse Study Area No. 5.  Refer to General Response:  Property Value and Acquisition 
for additional information.  

Comment No. T-1 

The comment states that LAWA, for whom Mr. Slezak is outside counsel, supports District No. 20’s proposed 
project to upgrade treatment and would support an even more aggressive treatment protocol.  The comment is 
noted.  Chapter 6 discusses the treatment alternatives screening process.  

Comment No. T-2 

The comment requests that the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR adequately assess and remediate adverse impacts to 
groundwater due to nitrogen in the discharge effluent within District No. 20’s ponds and on LAWA 
property.  District No. 20 is coordinating closely with the RWQCB-LR to delineate and remediate the elevated 
levels of nitrogen in the groundwater below the EMS.  The Draft PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR describes the 
on-going remediation activities on page 14-4.  Refer to response to Comment Nos. I-3 and N-1 for additional 
information.  

Comment No. T-3 

The comment states that LAWA’s property should not be used in a manner that interferes with existing or future 
aviation uses or that would disturb existing conservation areas.  The comment also states that LAWA will not 
voluntarily allow its property to be used in a manner that creates safety risks, inhibits its ability to make PIA a 
major regional airport, and disturbs existing conservation needs.  District No. 20 agrees that the PWRP 2025 
Facilities Plan and EIR must be compatible with existing and future neighboring land uses, and would not 
approve an effluent management system that created unsafe conditions for existing or future airport operations.  
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.   

Regarding the creation of safety risks, District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined 
by Part 139, 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, it can be concluded that the proposed project 
will have less than significant impacts 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.  
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Comment No. T-4 

The comment states that although tertiary treatment is an improvement over secondary treatment, advanced 
treatment should be considered because it increases the types of uses for which recycled water can be utilized 
(specifically, it allows groundwater recharge via injection).  Advanced treatment was evaluated as a wastewater 
treatment alternative in Chapter 6.  It was determined that tertiary treatment was more cost-effective than 
advanced treatment with the selected effluent management alternative of agricultural and municipal reuse. Refer 
to response to Comment No. P-1.  Also refer to General Response: Alternative Analysis for additional 
information. 

Comment No. T-5 

The comment states that the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR disregards municipal reuse as an effluent management 
option.  Municipal reuse is a component of the proposed project’s effluent management alternative.  Refer to 
General Response:  Alternative Analysis for additional information.  

Comment No. T-6 

The comment states that the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR disregards groundwater recharge as an alternative, 
although this option could be viable with the proposed tertiary treatment of effluent and would avoid land 
conversion.  Groundwater recharge was considered by District No. 20 as an effluent management 
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. T-7 

The comment expresses concern that the proposed use of effluent to irrigate fodder crops would be 
unnecessarily consumptive and require excessive land conversion, especially in an overdrafted basin, and should 
instead be used for municipal reuse, groundwater recharge, and existing agricultural crops that currently use 
groundwater for irrigation.  The proposed agricultural operations are a component of the proposed project for 
effluent management that can be scaled back when future reuse programs such as municipal reuse and indirect 
potable reuse alternatives become a reality.  As such, the agricultural operations do not constitute a new 
consumptive use in the Antelope Valley that would increase water demand.  Refer to response to Comment 
No. 11-7 in Chapter 26 for additional information.   

In addition, groundwater recharge was considered by District No. 20 as an effluent management 
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. T-8 

The comment states that it is LAWA’s position that the proposed acquisition and conversion of land into 
agricultural reuse and storage reservoirs would conflict with the existing and future aviation uses of the PMD 
site and the conservation areas.  District No. 20 would not approve an effluent management system that created 
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unsafe conditions for existing or future airport operations.  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.  The 
proposed project recommends upgrades and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is consistent 
with the AC.  Therefore, it can be concluded that the proposed project will have less than significant impacts on 
the existing USAF Plant 42/PWD airfield. 

Regarding 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 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.  The proposed project has considered the FAA’s recommendations as they relate to 
future airport development recommended by the proposed Master Plan for PMD.  Therefore, it can be concluded 
that the proposed project will have less than significant impacts on 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.  LAWA would have to agree 
that the proposed effluent management facilities are compatible with existing and future uses of the PMD in 
order to utilize the land.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional information.    

Comment No. T-9 

The comment states that the 1978 Final EIS for the PIA designated two conservation areas, of which 80 percent 
of the larger 4,940-acre area located east of 80th Street East to 105th Street East would be converted to 
agricultural use and storage reservoirs under the proposed project.  The comment asserts that this is a potential 
conflict in land use and may preclude the use of the site for these components of the proposed project.  District 
No. 20 is not aware of any development restrictions or recorded conservation easements that have been 
identified for the property.  Recent discussions with LAWA staff, as well as the January 2005 NOP of a Draft 
EA/EIR for future development recommended by the proposed Master Plan for PMD, indicate that the scale of 
the proposed airport development has been significantly reduced.  The proposed Master Plan and EA/EIR 
concluded that the existing USAF Plant 42 airfield has adequate capacity to accommodate forecast aircraft 
operations and will continue to be utilized for all aircraft operations.  The Master Plan does not contain any 
proposal to maintain the land east of Little Rock Wash for habitat conservation.  Refer to General Response:  
Airport Compatibility for additional information. 

Comment No. T-10 

The comment expresses concern about potential bird air strike hazards due to cultivation of fodder crops near 
existing and proposed runway areas that could attract rodents, which, in turn, attract high-flying raptors and 
ravens.  The comment expresses concern that the proposed location of the storage reservoirs and agriculture 
would attract migrating waterfowl, ducks, and geese and 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.  Not every existing land use practice that 
potentially attracts hazardous wildlife (such as the PWRP and current EMS) actually does.  Because of this, the 
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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, a WHA is required.  The FAA will then determine 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. 

District No. 20 is not aware of any specific triggering events, as defined by Part 139, 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 upgrades and expansion of the existing facilities in a manner that is 
consistent with AC No. 150/5200-33A.  Refer to General Response:  Airport Compatibility for additional 
information. 

Comment No. T-11 

The comment states that LAWA is committed to the future expansion of the PMD and will not allow 
LAWA-owned property to be used in a manner that creates safety risks to pilots and passengers using existing or 
future PMD facilities, including disturbing lands intended as conservation areas.  District No. 20, in turn, would 
not approve an effluent management system that created unsafe conditions for existing or future airport 
operations.  Refer to the response to Comment Nos. T-3, T-8, T-9, T-10 and General Response:  Airport 
Compatibility for additional information.  

Comment No. U-1 

The comment asks if LAWA is willing to sell or lease the property.  Attempts to negotiate with LAWA to 
acquire land for this project have been unsuccessful.  Because of this, Agricultural Study Area No. 5 and 
Storage Reservoir Study Area No. 3 are proposed for siting effluent management facilities and agricultural 
operations.  These areas consist of privately-held land located north and northeast of LAWA property. 

Comment No. U-2 

The comment asks how much money District No. 14 has in reserve.  This comment does not specifically address 
the adequacy of the PWRP 2025 Plan and EIR, which was prepared by District No. 20.  Therefore, no response 
is necessary. 

 




