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Letter 1
United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Tcologw et Seren
Carbibad Frcld e
2730 Loker Avenwe Wen
Cublsd, Cahifoynin TIO0

January 27, 1995

Nr. Charles W. Carry

Chief Engineer and Cenaral Manager

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angslss County
1955 Workman HM111l Road

Whitter, California 90601-1400

Attn: Gary Yoshida

Re: Draft Program Envirermental Impact Report Joint Outfall System 2010
Hanter Facilitiss Plan

Dear Nr. Carvy:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Sarvice) has review tha decaft eavironmentsl
{mpact report {(EIR) for the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities
{2010 Plan). This 2010 Plan sddrasses long-term wastewater Creatuent,
reuse, and dlsposal needs through 2010 for the County Sanitation Disericts
of Los Angeles County (Sanitsction Districts). The Sarvice has concerns
regarding threatenad and endangered species, mitigation to offset project
Iepacts, blosolids and growth-inducing tmpacts assoclated with the
development of ths 2010 Plan.

In a January 3, 1995, confersnce call with Christine BSailey, Environmental
Services Unit, State Water Rescurcas Control Board, Service biologists
Matjorie Nelson and Martin Kenney of wmy staff requested a 10 day excension
to review the draft EIR and provide cosments on the 2010 Plan. Ms. Balley
approved this request for additionsl time needed to review the document.

A uajor concern of the Service ls to snsure potential impacts to threstened
and endangered spacies from project construction and operatlon are avolded,
A list of federally listed specles that mey occur within the project area
vap providad by the Service in a latter dated November 16, 1994, to
Christine Bailey. In addition, Paul Cylindar of Jones and Stokes
Assoclated, Inc., a consultant to the Sanitatlion Districts, provided
Marjoris Neleon & list, dated January 17, 1995, of federal and state
special-status wildlife apacies including threatened and sndangered species
that could potentlally secur st the Joint Water Pollution Contrel Plant at
Carson, California, The draft EIR document ldentifled sdditional federally
ilsted specien that was not included in the Sarvice's Navember 14, 1994
1ist. These lists naed to be carefully reviewed for species that could
ccur In the project ares. Where recent surveys for a specias of concern

re not available, the Service recommends a qualified biologlat be hired to
conduct appropriate surveys to determine the presence or absence of the
specles Iln guastion.
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One state and federal listed endangered species that was identified in the
EIR document that may be sffectsd by the project vas the least Bell's wireo
(Yireo bellil puglllus). The leazt Bell's vireo (vires) may be stfewcted by
the proposed azpansion of the Whitter Narrows Water Reclamatfon Plant
(VRP). This impact would ocrur with the destruction of 1 to 1.5 acres of
riparisn scrub hsbitat associsted with the construction of the propessd
primary sediment tanks, wat well, pump station and £ill placed fora
roadvay. Chapter 11 “Botanical and Wildlifs Remources®, pags 16 identifjies
the riparisn habitat at the Whictter Narrows WAF as “potential brasding
habitat for the least Bell’s vireo". In addition to the loss of suitable
bresding habitst for the vireo, a proposed roadway fill would impact an
undisclosed screage of ruderal vegetation that has mulefat and arroyo
willow vegatation that may provide suitable foraging hablitat for this
species. Virso survays should be regularly conducted betwasn April 1 ¢o
July 31 by e qualified blologist familliar with the vocalizations of thig
spacien,

The propossd replacessnt of this riparian loss at a 2:1 ratie (f.s,, 2
screa of riparian habitat would bs restored for sach acra removed) would be
unacceptable given the ripsrian vegatation baing dastroyed Lls of mufficient
quality to ba classified as potentisl bresding habicat for the vires, Ac a
sinimum this habitat loes should be replaced at & 3:1 ratio and 1f surveys
detarmine that this habitat {s occupied by a nesting virac then the long of
riparisn habitat should be compansated at a 5:1 ratio. The replacesent of
ripsrian habltat lmpacted should be Ldencified in a specific mitigation
plan approved by ths Servics prior to applying for a Corps of Englnesra
perwit that would slter or dastroy this wetland hablicat. This sfitigation
plan should lnclude, at & minipum: {a) the locatfon of the mitigation sjcte,
(b) the nuaber, size, and species of plants that would be used in the
revegetation effort, (c) a schematic layout depleting the arrangemsnt of
the plants within the compsnsation area, (d) time of ysar that the planting
would eccur, {e) identification of the alavation of the groundwarsr level
at the compensation araa and if irrigetion is proposed to ba used, (f) an
snalysis of soi) conditions at the mitigation sita, (g) measures to be
taken to control sxotic vagstation at the site, (h} a detelled monitoring
progrem that includes provisions for rsplanting sraas vhere planted
ssterials have not survived, and (1) idantification of the agency
responsible for gusrsntesing the succesaful creation of the micigstion gite
and perpatual conservation of the restorstion ares. Kitigation plins
should ba prepared for projact impacts not only to ripsrian forest and
scrub hsbicats, hut also fraghwater marzh.

Other potential riparisn habicst could bhe affected by tha project is tha
excavation of soil and vegetation In tha Vhitter Narrows Flood Comtrol
Basin equal to ths volume of floodplain lost with the proposed fi)l
asmcclated with proposed sxpansion of the Uhitter Narrows WRF. Any
riparian habitat impacted by the above [dentiffed axcavation needs to be
quantified. If the vegetation that vould be impacted is sultabls to be
occuplad by the vires or tha southwestern willow flycatcher (willov
flycatcher}, & state sndangered speciss and a federally proposed endangered
spsciss the area Lmpactsd should be surveysd by a qualified blologist that
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is familiar with tha identification and vocalization of these species.
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With this prepossd project thers madi to ba an sxamination of other
practicable lass dimaging altermatives that can be employed to aveld the
€111 of wetland habitat.

Additional impacts te the vireo and other migratory songblrds could result
from construction nolse and the placement and operation of lights at the
Joint Uatar Pollution Contrel Plant or at tha Vhitter Marrovs and San Jose
Crask Vater Reclamstion Plant sites. Neliss levels frow construction or
plant operations must be at 60 dectbals or balow to aveid affects to
migratory songbirds, such ae, the viree during the breeding sseson. Lights
should be shislded or ba low profils te ansura that they do not laminste
riparian or freshvater marsh habitats.

In conjunction with plant operatlions nent te freshwvatsr marsh habltae,
Chspter 11 "Botanical and Wildiife Rasources®, pags 19 statas that *In
cooparation with the Los Angeles County Departmsnt of Publie Works, the
Districts proposs to prapsre s marshland managemsnt plant te lwprove
ierigation to the sarsh snd to maintain the sarsh. Ths plan would be
isplemanted by 2004." The Sarvice would like to recaive & copy of the
dreft plan to revisw snd provids comsents on. In addicion, tha finsl EIR
naeda to identify maasures that would be incorporatad Into tha praject
avoid impacts assoclated with censtruction, lights and incressad human
activities at marsh adjacent to the Joint Water Pellution Control Plant at
Carson.

Another subjsct of concern to ths Sarvice 1s the “biosclids msnagesment
plan”. Based on projections daveloped for the 2010 Plan, it Lls axpected
that 2,000 to 2.400 wat tons or 375 dry tons psr day of biosolids will be
produced in the Joint Outfall Systss, Thess blosalids must bha dizpazed or
reusad. Thoss bicsolids dlspossd must bs placad in sppropriata landfillse.
Landfills currently used includs the Puente Hills Leandfill; Kallagg Supply,
Inc. and Pima Gro Systems In Thermsl; Racye, Inc. in Corona; and Ag Tech
Company in Yuma, Arizenma. Futurs sites that say ba used include several
land application sites {n Xern and ¥ing Countise; Bols Stacion Landfill in
San Bernardine County; Eagle Mountain Landfill in Rivarsida County and
Mesquite Regionsl Landfill tn laperial County. It was stated Ln Chaptar 1l
*Botanical and Wildlife Resources ° that in the dizposal of bioscllds the
Sanitation Districts would requirs contractors to demonstrate that wildlife
and wildlife have been svoldad sr that impacts hava been reduced to less-
than-aignificant levels through prepsration of site-specific snvironmental
docusents or complisnce wich Esderal, state and local tagulations. Since
the proposed project would directly vesult in the genaration lsrgs quantity
of blosolids on @ daily basis the biological impacts assoclated with the
proposed dispossl of this waste sust ba sisultansously sddrsssed ss part of
the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facllities Plan. This is en
interrelsted sctivity assoclated with project and has the potential to
{upact threstened and andangersd spacies. This potentisl impact wust ba
sddressed sv part of this planning effort. It is recommended that the
existing capacity sod projected life of these landfillas bs described in the
final EIR prepaced for the projsct. 1In addition, » list of threstened and
andangered speciss that oceur {n the vicinity of each landfill sita should
be obtained and potential Impacts to listed species from landfill
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operations or sapansion nesds to be addresssd. This analysis would provide
& solld basis for melecting tha least snvironmentally damagfng sltermative .

A final issus of concarn 1s the subject of growth related twpacts. Fiftean
Ssnitstion Districts that ara located In metropolitan Los Angslaes County
perticlpate in the Joint Outfall Agreasmsent which provides for cosbined
investmant in wastewvatef comvayance and treatsent facilitiss. Thess 15
Dlatricts are collectively knovn as the Joint Outfall Districts {JOD) and
are located In the centrsl Los Angsles Basin in the esstern and socuthern
portions of Loa Angslas County. The JOD axtend south and west frow the
faathills of the San Cabriel Mountsins to tha Palos Verdes Paninsula and
are bonded to the sast by Orangs snd San Bernardine Countiss, to the west
by cthe Cities of Los Angeles and Glendala and Senta Monica Bay, smd to the
south by San Pedro Bay.

The JOD have constructed » reglonal, Lnterconnected system of wastewater
convayance and trastment facilities, known ss the Joint Cucfall Systes
(Ju3). The JOS sawage trsatwent snd disposal services for residentisl,
commerclal, and {ndustrial users and presently includes six wastevster
treatment plants with & cosbined capacity of approximstely 576 mgd, mors
than 1,000 miles of main trunk severs, and 40 pumping plants. The 05
service ares sncompassad 71 cities and unincorporsted territory in the Lo
Angeles Basin and currently servas approximately 45 million peaople and
treats appronimately 480 egd of wastawatsr.

The construction and expansion of Jeint Water Pollution Control Plant at
Carson and assocliated water reclamation plants would provide critical
infrastructures necesssry for continue growth in Los Angeles County. This
grovth will dirsctly Impsct wildlifs resources and habitat and will
undoubtedly lead to the sventual listing sdditional scats and federal
threatenad and sndangered species. Addressing project impacts on s case-
by-case basis 1s largely ineffactive In dealing with bird and mammsl
papulations that nasd lsrge contiguous tracta of land LI their populations
ars te parsist within a reglon. Ve recommend that this project, thst
encompasaes 71 citias, be used as a focus point to initiste long range
planning to identify key parcels of land that have high biologlcal valus
and that can be purchased for the purposs of protecting fish and wildlife
regourcas snd spen spsce. This typs of planning sffort is currently being
dona in San Blage, Orange, Riversids, snd San Barnardine Countias with
emphasis on ths Californls gnstcatcher and Stephens’ kangarve tat. It is

recomssndad thst a sisilar planning sffort be initiated for Los Angeles
County as part of this overall project.

1f you have any questions regerding this letter, plesse contact Marjorls
Nelson or Martin Xannay. They can ba resched st (619) A31-9440,

Singetely,

\g{UAL'
Cail ¥ Kobetich
Fiwld Supsrvisor

1-6-95-TA-098
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Response to Comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1-1.

1-2.

i
|

Table 11-1 in the draft EIR, "Special-Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring at
JOS Facilities Proposed for Expansion” and Table 11-2 in the draft EIR, "Special-
Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring at JOS Facilities Proposed for
Expansion”, have been revised pursuant to conversations with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) staff since release of the draft EIR. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR", for changes to these tables.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires a lead agency to consider the
effects of the preferred alternative on endangered species (in this case, Alternative 1:
Upgrade JWPCP/Expand Los Coyotes WRP/San Jose Creek WRP). For Section 7
compliance requirements, USFWS staff concluded that project boundaries would be
focused on the JWPCP project element of the 2010 Plan because only the proposed
modifications to the TWPCP are subject to State Revolving Fund ESA compliance
(Nelson pers. comm.). The inland WRPs included in Alternative 1 (the Los Coyotes
and San Jose Creek WRPs) were not considered further for Section 7 compliance
because:

= proposed expansion areas for these WRPs do not support suitable habitat
for special-status species,

- no records of special-status plant or wildlife occurrences were found in a
search of the Natural Diversity Data Base, and

| no special-status plant or wildlife species were observed dunng site visits
to these WRPs.

Upon further consideration of the JWPCP site, USFWS staff concluded that special-
status species surveys need not be conducted and that a biclogical assessment need
not be prepared for the JWPCP project element (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1995). Furthermore, 2010 Plan project elements other than modifications to
the JWPCP and certain specific biosolids management options are analyzed on a
program level; project-specific effects of these elements on threatened and
endangered species will be reexamined during subsequent environmental review.

Impacts associated with the Whittier Narrows WRP expansion were evaluated in the
draft EIR on a program level. The mitigation measures proposed for this expansion
are program-level measures and are not meant to replace subsequent project-specific
mitigation. Furthermore, the Whittier Narrows WRP expansion is not part of the
2010 Plan recommended alternative and therefore is not part of the project the
Districts plan to approve after certification of this EIR. If the Districts decided to
expand the Whittier Narrows WRP in the future, all significant environmental



1-4.

impacts of the Whittier Narrows WRP expansion, including those related to breeding
and foraging habitat for the least Bell’s vireo, wonld be examined in detail. Surveys
for the least Bell’s vireo wouid be coordinated and conducted by a qualified biologist
consistent with USFWS protocol for the species if expansion of this WRP were
pursued by the Districts.

Mitigation Measure 11-3 on page 11-21 of the draft EIR states that at least 2 acres
of riparian scrub habitat would be restored for each acre removed from the project
(emphasis added). The Whittier Narrows WRP expansion, which is not part of the
Districts’ recommended alternative, is analyzed in the draft EIR on a program-level.
Consequently, the proposed footprint of the proposed expansion could be modified
in the future and any future proposals to expand the Whittier Narrows WRP would
require subsequent environmental review separate from that analyzed in the draft
EIR. Specific mitigation measures for this 2010 Plan element, including specific
replacement ratios for the loss of riparian scrub and its value as breeding habitat for
the least Bell's vireo, could not be refined until the Districts identified this expansion
as a preferred project-specific alternative. If the Districts decide to pursue the
Whittier Narrows expansion in the future, mitigation measures would be developed
based on the results of surveys and consultation with the USFWS. The Distncts
have modified Mitigation Measure 11-3 to incorporate additional elements into the
riparian habitat restoration plan requested by USFWS. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR", for modifications to Mitigation Measure
I1-3.

The Districts plan to avoid riparian habitat or other habitat suitable for special-status
species when they identify replacement sites for lost storage capacity in the Whittier
Narrows Flood Control Basin from the import of fill to elevate the proposed Whittier
Narrows WRP expansion. If the Districts decide to pursue this project, specific
replacement sites would be identified at that time and if any habitat considered
suitable for special-status species would be lost, the Districts would take appropriate
actions to survey the affected areas and ensure that appropriate mitigation is adopted.
No change to the draft EIR is required,

The JWPCP and the inland WRP areas currently experience traffic noise and several
sources of light because of the existing treatment plant operations and adjacent land
uses. Page 9-5 of the draft EIR indicates that the noise environment in the JWPCP
area is currently dominated by traffic noise mostly associated with the elevaled
Harbor Freeway (1-110), which is adjacent to the JWPCP marsh. Existing noise
levels near the JWPCP range from 62 to 64 dB. Additionally, the City of Carson
general plan designates the JWPCP site as industrial and the City of Los Angeles
general plan designates the JWPCP site as heavy industrial; both general plans
identify expected ambient noise levels for such land use as 70 dB. Furthermore,
Mitigation Measure 9-1 requires all construction contractors to implement noise-
reducing construction practices.



Page 11-20 of the draft EIR identifies the potential for disturbance of wildlife at the
riparian and marsh habitats from increased human activity associated with
modifications to the JWPCP. The proposed project’s effects on nearby wildlife was
determined to be less than significant because the area is already surrounded on all
sides by major light and noise sources, including the elevated Harbor Freeway
(approximately 200 feet from the marsh), Sepuiveda Boulevard, Figueroa Street, the
Atchison-Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad (AT-SF), a strip shopping mall, and
commercial bedding plant nurseries.

Construction- and operations-related noise impacts at the San Jose Creek and
Whittier Narrows WRPs were determined to be less than significant in the draft EIR
(sec. pages 9-16 through 9-19 in the draft EIR). No change to the draft EIR is
required. '

The Districts have revised Mitigation Measure 11-2, "Prepare and Implement a
Marshland Management Plan", for the JWPCP marsh site to enhance the riparian
forest and convert ruderal vegetation. USFWS’ request to review the draft plan has
been incorporated intc the mitigation measure. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR,
"Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR", for modifications to Mitigation Measure 11-2.

As described above in response to Comment 1-5, page 11-20 of the draft EIR
addresses the potential for disturbance of wildlife at the riparian and marsh habitats
from increased human activity associated with the JWPCP modifications.
Specifically, the area adjacent to the marsh is currently surrounded by a freeway to
the west, the AT-SF to the south, and a comnmercial nursery to the north and east
(see Figure 11-2 of the draft EIR). Because the current land uses surrounding the
marsh site have already acclimated wildlife to human disturbance, it was determined
that the proposed modifications would have a less-than-significant effect on the
wildlife. Consequently, no mitigation is necessary. No change to the draft EIR is
required.

USFWS identified five sites used by the Distnicts as "landfills", but most of these are
reuse sites. The only landfill currently used by the Districts for biosolids disposal
is the Puente Hills Landfill. Table 6-3 of the draft EIR listed the reuse contractors
and sites:

Kellogg Supply, Inc.,
Recyc Inc.,

Ag Tech Company, and
Pima Gro Systems.

Since circulation of the draft EIR, some changes in the reuse sites have occurred.
The Thermal composting site that served Kellogg Supply and Pima Gro has closed.
Ag Tech has opened an additional land application site near Delano, California, that



now receives some of the Districts” biosolids. The Districts also have initiated new
land application contracts with the Yakima Company near Buttonwillow, California;
McCarthy Family Farms near Corcoran, California; and one short-term contract with
Bio Gro Systems near Blythe, California. The current distribution of biosolids reuse
and disposal (disposal is only at the Puente Hills Landfill) is shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Current Distribution of Biosolids Disposal and
Reuse (in wet tons per week)

i+ ~Contractor/Site -+ in"January 1995 .
Recyc Inc. (reuse) 0
Ag Tech Company (reuse) 1,346
Bio Gro Systems (reuse) 812
McCarthy Family Farms (reuse) 1,699 2,000
Yakima Company (reuse) 580 1,000
Puente Hills Landfill (disposal) 5.565 not applicable

The sites listed in Table 2-1 are not designated exclusively for Districts operations;
many of them receive biosolids from other generators either now or will in the
future. The Puente Hills Landfill receives primarily municipal refuse and the
projected site life is expected to continue through 2013. The projected site life of
any land application site is based on the metals concentrations of the applied
biosolids and the application rate. Assuming a typical application rate of 7.5 tons
per acre, Districts-generated biosolids could be applied to a site for more than 150
years. The permitted capacity and environmental documentation for the current sites
are listed in Table 2-2.

Because both biosolids reuse technology and the availability of reuse sites are rapidly
changing, the Districts are limited in their ability to select a range of alternative site
locations proposed by private contractors. The three landfills identified in the draft
EIR as potential future sites were established to develop travel routes and distances
from the JWPCP for the transportation and air quality analyses. These landfill sites
are not Districts facilities. They are in the planning stages and would be operated
by private contractors. However, the Districts require contractors to demonstrate
compliance with applicable local, state, and federal laws (including the Endangered
Species Act) for biosolids end-use sites. The contractor must have an approved
environmental document for each site before the Districts will consider its use. The
lead agencies considering the environmental documentation would be required to
address the environmental impacts of the sites and alternatives similar to the review



Tabie 2-2. Environmental Documentation for Existing Biosolids
Disposdl and Reuse Sites

Recyc Inc. 3,500 EIR (12/7/89); State Clearinghouse

number 88100318
Ag Tech Company 7,600 Yuma: ND (1991) State
Clearinghouse number 91051081

Kern: Mitigated ND (9/16/94)
Resolution number 94-252,
Central Valley RWQCB*

Bio Gro Systems 9,500 Midgated ND (3/25/93) Bio Gro
Sludge Management Plan for the
County of Riverside; State

Clearinghouse number 93022027

Mitigated ND (1990) Bio Gro
Colorado Basin RWQCB; State
Clearinghouse number 89031307

ND (1/28/91) Riverside County
Ordinance Regulating Land
Application of Sewage Sludge; Siate
Clearinghouse number 91012065

McCarthy Family Farms 10,000 Mitigated ND (8/5/94) Resolution
number 94-214,
Central Valley RWQCB*

Yakima Company 800 Mitigated ND (1/27/95) Resolution
number 95-011,
Central Valley RWQCEB*

Puente Hills Landfill 12,000° EIR (3/23/94); State Clcannghousc
number 91121070

Note ND = Negative Declaration.

Assumes 25% total solids and an application rate of 7.5 dry tons/acre on the permitted
acreage for land application sites.

72.000 wet tons per week capacity and a minimum of 5 parts refuse to 1 part biosolids.
Waste discharge requirements for site require a preapplication report that includes a
species survey by a qualified biologist.



process established by existing contractors, including the effect of the development
on threatened and endangered species.  The Districts would not consider use of any
sites until the sites were fully permitted. Additionally, page 14-11 of the draft EIR
states that disposal of the Districts’ biosolids in landfills would contribute to less
than 1% of existing landfill space. No change to the draft EIR is required.

In Chapter 17 of the draft EIR, "Cumulative, Growth-Inducing, and Growth-Related
Impacts”, the Districts have acknowledged that the 2010 Plan can be seen as
removing an obstacle to growth in the JOS service area and that under a strict CEQA
definition of growth inducement, the 2010 Plan can be considered growth inducing,
even though the plan is not an important factor affecting regional economic and
population growth. Several factors affect the magnitude, timing, and type of
economic and population growth, and include local government planning, economic
climate, quality of life, and availability of public services and natural resources.
Chapter 17 of the draft EIR identifies those impacts related specifically to growth
inducement. Page 17-13 specifically identifies the loss of special-status wildlife
species habitat and at-risk biological communities as growth-related impacts
associated with the 2010 Plan. The mitigation measure proposed for this impact calls
for the preservation of special-status species habitat and at-risk habitat by
implementing local and SCAG RCP policies, which would reduce the impact to less
than significant. Furthermore, SCAG concurred with this conclusion in its comment
letter on the draft EIR (see Comment 12-4 in Letter 12 of the final EIR). No change
to the draft EIR is required.

The Districts recognize the need for efforts to conserve and enhance large contiguous
tracts of land with high biological value. The Districts, however, do not have the
authority to take the lead in planning efforts for habitat conservation. Figure 11-1
of the draft EIR identifies areas in the JOS service area and the greater Los Angeles
County supporting natural habitats. Plans currently underway to preserve these
natural areas include the Palos Verdes Peninsula Natural Communities Conservation
Pian, which encompasses 1,500 acres, and the Ocean Trails Habitat Conservation
Plan, which encompasses approximately 170 acres. Additional conservation efforts
include those of the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy and those at the
Puente Hills Landfill. The Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy has created two
preserves in Los Angeles County: 20 acres in Lunada Canyon and 28.5 acres in the
City of Rolling Hills Estates. The Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy plans
to acquire 900 acres for the proposed Portuguese Bend Nature Preserve in Los
Angeles County. Conservation efforts at the Puente Hills Landfill include
preservation and enhancement of approximately 230 acres of natural habitat, planting
of over 1,700 trees grown from coast live oak acomns gathered onsite, and creation

of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority, which will be

funded by as much as $75 million from the landfill operation.



- Letter 2

STATE OF CALIFORMA PETE WILSON. Govebnor

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET
“ACRAMENTO. CA 95814

January 3, 1995

GARY YOSHIDA .

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS, 1.0S ANGELES
1955 WORKMAR MILL ROAD

WHITTIER, CA 90601

Bubject: JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM 2010 NSATER FACILITIES PLAN SCH #:
94021011

Daar GARY YOSHIDA:

The Stats Clearinghouse submitted the above named environsental
document to selected state agenclies for review. The review peri

is closed and none of the state agencies have comments. This 2-1
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental

documentms, pursusnt to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call Mark Goss at (916) 445-061) if you have any questions
regarding the environmental review process. When contacting the
Clearinghouse in this mstter, please use the eight-digit State
Clearinghouse number sc that we may respond promptly.

Sigjcegel

Michael Chiriatei, Jr.
Chief, State Clearinghouse
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Response to Comments from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (first letter)

e e e e
e

—
—

2-1.  The Districts considered and responded to all written comments received.




Letter 3

STATE OF CALFORNIA PETE WLSON. Gavernor

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET
A\CRAMENTO, CA 95814

January 12, 1995

GARY YOSHIDA

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS, LOS ANGELES
1955 WORKMAN MILL ROAD

WHITTIER, CA 90601

Subject: JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM 2010 MSATER FACILITIES PLAN SCH #:
94021011

Dear GARY YOSHIDA:

The anclosed comments on your draft environmental dccuments were
received by the State Clearinghouse after the end of the state
review period. We are forwarding these comments to you because |3.]1
they provide information or ralse issues which may assist you in
project raview.

Lead agencles are not required to respond to late comments.
Howaver, you may wish to incorporate thesa additional comments
into the preparation of your final environmental document.

Please contact Mark Goas at (916} 445-0613 if you have any
questions concerning the review process. When you contact the
Clearinghouse in this matter, pleass use the sight-digit State
Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Sincerely,

Chief, State Clearinghodse

Enclosures
cc¢: Resources Agency



Response to Comments from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (second letter)
e e e, e e e e ]

3-1.

The comment letter prepared by the California Department of Transportation was
sent directly to the Districts and is not considered late. However, the Districts have
responded to all comments received on the 2010 Plan and the draft EIR after the
close of the comment period.




Letter 4

Stmte of Colifernia Butinass, Transpertation and Hovsing Agency

Memorondum

January 6, 1995

Mr. Mark Goss Done

State Clearinghouse File Mo -

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 "1GR/CEQA/DE] R

Sacramento, CA 95814 County of Los Angeles
JOINT OUTFALL SYSTER
2010 MASTER FACILITIES
PLAN

Wiltord Melton -District 7

. DEPARIMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

vic. LA-1, &0, 110,
605-Various
Project Review Comments

SCH Ho.9402101)

caltrans has reviewed the abova-referenced Jolnt Cutfall System
2010 Master Facilities Pian. Based on the information received, and
in addition to our previcus comments made on February 25, 1994, we
are not satisfied with the document’s traffic analysis,

We would like to see an Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
analysis for the intersection of Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1} and -1
Figueroas Street similar to that done for Sepulveda Boulevard and
Figueroa Street.

Ay transport of hazardous waste or hasavy construction equip~-
ment whlch requires the use ot cversize transport vehicles on |4-2
State Freeways/Highwaye will require a Caltrane transportation
permit. We recosmend that large size trucks that are trnnsportlnT
construction materials, egquipment, and exporting contaminated soll |4'3
be limited to off-peak commute periods.

The spplicant shall comply with all applicable hazardous |4.4
waste safety measures when transporting materials from the gjites.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please
call me at (213) 897-1324,

WILFOR
Senior Yragsp
IGR/CEQA ‘

cc: Mr. Charles W. Carry
Chief Engineer and Gensral Manager
County Sanitation Districts of Los Ang&j)
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90601-1400
Attention: Gary Yoshida



Response to Comments from the California Department of Transportation, District 7

In response to this comment, a level of service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the
Pacific Coast Highway or State Route 1 (SR 1)/Figueroa Street intersection for the
morning and evening peak hours during the period when construction activities
generate the most traffic. The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology
was used for this analysis.

Existing morning and evening peak-hour tuming movement counts were conducted
at the SR 1/Figueroa Street intersection in February 1995. Figure 7-6, which has
been added to the final EIR (see Chapter 3), shows the existing turning movement
volumes at this intersection. Results of the ICU analysis are shown in Table 7-4a
(see Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR"). Results
indicate that this intersection is curmrently operating at LOS F during the morning
peak hour and at LOS E during the evening peak hour.

The number of construction employees at the JWPCP will be highest between July
1999 and June 2002 when several contracts overlap. During this period, an average
of about 255 construction employees would be present at the JWPCP site. Table 7-3
in the draft EIR presents a summary of the construction trip generation analysis for
the JWPCP construction activities.

To account for the background traffic growth that may occur at the SR i/Figueroa
Street intersection by 2002, a growth rate was applied to the existing traffic volumes.
Because the trends show that the traffic volumes on SR | in the vicinity of Figueroa
Street have declined in the last few years (California Department of Transportation
1990 and 1993), a growth rate of 1% per year was applied to the 1995 traffic
volumes to project the 2002 volumes.

Figure 7-6 shows the projected 2002 tuming movement volumes at the
SR I/Figueroa Street intersection and Table 7-4a shows the results of the ICU
analysis for this intersection. The increase in morning and evening traffic volumes
caused by construction employees would not increase above the threshold of
significance established by the Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles
County (Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority [993).
Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. The draft EIR is hereby
changed to incorporate the discussion of this less-than-significant impact. See
Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

It should be noted that the capacity analyses performed in the draft EIR reflect a
higher number of employees than are considered here. Since the capacity analysis
was performed for the draft EIR, changes have been made to the construction
schedule and, consequently, the number of construction employees needed for the



4'2, 4'3 .

4-4.

prdject has decreased. The analysis provided in the final EIR reflects the updaxeci
data, while the analysis in the draft EIR reflects a more conservative scenario.

Oversize vehicles used to transport equipment or materials to the proposed project
site will include multiple-axle tractor trailers transporting large processing equipment
including pumps, compressors, tanks, engines, separation towers, and materials such
as structural steel members. Oversize vehicles could also transport large and heavy
construction equipment such as cranes, tracked excavators, and bulldozers. The
construction contracts will restrict use of these transport vehicles to off-peak hours.
Contractors transporting equipment or hazardous waste materials to the project site
via state freeways or highways would be required to obtain transportation permits
from Caltrans. No change to the draft EIR is required.

Shipment of hazardous materials or waste to or from the Districts’ facilities will be
performed by licensed private contract haulers who comply with applicable federal
and state regulations regarding equipment certification, personnel training, and
documentation. These regulations are enforced by the California Highway Patrol.
Bulk shipments and storage are arranged whenever possible to minimize the number
of trips required.

Because of the JWPCP’s proximity to the Sepulveda Boulevard off-ramp from the
Harbor Freeway (I-110), truck transport of chemicais and other hazardous materials
to and from the JWPCP is generally via I-110. Vehicles exit I-110 at Sepulveda
Boulevard, travel east to Figueroa Street and south to the JWPCP. Additionalty, the
AT-SF Raitroad has sidings at the JWPCP for matenal transported by railcar. No
change to the draft EIR is required.



Letter §

BTATE OF CALFORNIA - CALF ORMIA ENVIRONMENT A PROTEC TION AGENCY PETE WM EDN Gavermw
SYAYE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD L
OIVISION OF CLEAN WATER PRODRAMS £ 2
2014 ¥ STREET, SUATE 130 _

PO BOX B44212 Y
SACRAMENTO CA B4244 2120 e

14) 117 4515
P16} 2174598 FAX

JW 1T B%5

Mr. Gary K. Yoshida

Division Engineer

Planning and Property Managememnt

County Sanitation Districis of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

Whitier, CA  90601-1400

Dear Mr. Yoshida:

REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR): COUNTY SANITATION
DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM 2010 MASTER
FACILITIES PLAN, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 94021011, STATE REVOLVING
FUND (SRF) LOAN NO. 4001-220, FINAL INCREMENT SECONDARY TREATMENT

Thank for the opportunity 1o review the sbove-referenced document. The EIR is adequate 5.1
for our purposes and we have no comments.

We look forwand to contining to work with you and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency o coordinate SRF loan program requirements with Nationsl Environmental Policy
Act reviews necessary because of the 1994 special appropriation from Congress for this
project. We hope this coordinated effort witl eliminate redundant work for you whenever it
is possible to do so.

As part of the SRF review process, on November 18, 1994, we circulated the drafi EIR to
agencies responsible for implernenting federal environmental laws and regulations. The time
has passed for comments and ondy the U.S. Fish and Wildlile Service {Service) has
responded.  The Service has requesied, and we have granted, a time exiension to Jamuary 26,
1995.

On December 6, 1994, we received concurrence from the Siate Historic Preservation Office 5.2
on our Determination of No Effect for this project.

Mr. Gary K. Yoshids .2 W TT 1995

If you have any questions, please feel free 10 contact me at (916) 227-4525.

Sincerely,

Environenental Services Unit

o

State Clearinghouse
1400 Ninth Sircet
Sacramento, CA 95814

Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Bosid

101 Centre Plaza Drive
Monterey Park, CA 917542136

Ms. Elizabeth Borowiec

U.S. EPA, Water Management Division
75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Al Herson/Maggic Townsley
Jjones & Siokes

2600 V Street, Suite 100
Sscramento, CA 95818-1914



Response to Comments from the State Water Resources Control Board

5-1. The SWRCB's review and concurrence with the contents of the draft EIR are hereby
noted. '

5-2. Concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Office on the Determination of No
Effect for this project is hereby noted.



Letter 6
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Rodney £ Cooper, Direclor

Mr Charles W Carry

Chief Engineer & Generst Manager
SANITATION DISTRICTS
County of Los Angeles

1945 Workman Mill Ruaed
Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Anention. Mr. Gary Yoshida
Dear Mr Camry:

DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM
2018 MASTER FACILITIES PLAN

Thank you for the opportunity 1o review and comment on the Drafi Joint Outfall System 2010
Master Facilities Plan/Program EIR. The Dral} 2010 Plan thoroughly addresses long term waste
water ireatment, uze of reclsimed waier and disposal needs for the County through the year 2610.
The Depariment has prioritized the use of reclaimed water at selected facilities and anlicipaes
future expansion of its use of reclaimed water.

The Program Alternalives J and 4 respectively, would impact the Whittier Nurows Recseational
Aren, which is leased by the Department fiom the Army Corps of Engineers. This impact would
consist of the loss of riparian scrub and forest habitat which provides potential breeding habitat
for the leau Bell's vireo. The least Bell's vireo is classified as an endangered species according 10
both state and federal Endangered Species Acts.

The document also states that, "impacts can be mitigated 1o a less than significant Jevel, by

vestoring niparian scrub and forest habitats” (Page ES 8 of the Executive Summary) This 61
potential loss of habitat would result from construction activity for the Whittier Narrows Water
Reclamation Asea expansion fill coaduay and the afignment of an approximaicly 2 mile long Irunk
sewer system, south of the propased expansion ares

Executive Offices - 411 South Vermomt Avenue Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 (213} 738-2961

Mr. Charles W. Carry
December 5, 1994
Page Two

As indicated by a discussion with Mr. Sagar Raksit of your staff, Alematives 3 and 4 are only
conceptus] program plans and are not the recommended or preferred program sliternatives

Potential impacts to County facilities cannot be ussessed uniil an alignmem for the 1runk sewer
systemn has been determined.

;l;yuu have any questions regarding this matter, please coniact Frank Moreno, Jr. m {213)
8-2972.

G g

Departments] Facilities Planner 11
cab2: 11055}

l 6-2

‘6-3



Response to Comments from the County of Los Angeles Department
of Parks and Recreation

6-1.

6-2.

6-3.

The alignments of proposed sewer projects identified in the 2010 Plan, including the
alignment for a 2-mile-long trunk sewer proposed under Alternative 4, cannot be
accurately defined at this time. Therefore, the environmental impact analysis
conducted in the draft EIR was on a program level. However, the Districts typically
locate sewers in existing public rights-of-way to minimize disruption of access,
services, and utilities to private property and to reduce other impacts. If the Districts
decide to construct this sewer, the Districts will consider alignment options and
evaluate each alignment based on cost and potential impacts. As stated on page 11-
20 of the draft EIR, constructing the proposed sewer would not result in the loss of
sensitive biological communities because the Districts plan to avoid such
communities. No change to the draft EIR is required.

The draft EIR identifies the recommended altemative as "Alternative 1: Upgrade
JWPCP/Expand Los Coyotes WRP/San Jose Creek WRP". Modifications to the
Whittier Narrows WRP are not proposed under the recommended alternative. If the
Districts were to consider expansion of the Whittier Narrows WRP at a future date,
they would need to evaluate the environmental impacts on the project level under a
separate epvironmental review process.

Several potential impacts related to sewer relief are identified in the draft EIR. The
impacts were determined to be less than significant based on standard construction
practices implemented by the Districts and the location of sewer alignments along
existing roadways and paved areas. Also, see response to Comment 6-1.



HYRUM B. FEIJE
Director

Letter 7

" DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
AND BUILDING SAFETY

¢ Coty Hal » 300 Man Sireer s Bl Seyundo, Californie 90745 00
« {3101 312-4070 ¢ FAX (1101 ¥22.41€%

December 21, 1994

Charles W. Carry

Chiel Engineer and General Manager

County Ssnitetion Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Attention: Cary Yoshida

Re: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Joint Outfall
System 2010 Master Facilities Plan

Dear Mr. Corry:

The City of El Segundo bas reviewed the Draft Program Environmenta) Impact Report
(EIR) for the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan. The Cily appreciates the
opportunity Lo comment ot the praject und would like to submil the following comments
Lo bhe incorporated into the Final EIR to sllow for & more accurate assessment of the
project’s impacta:

1) The area east of Sepulveda Boulevard in El Seguado is served by the LACSD. The
service charge and the connection fee Sor the properties in this area will be
increased (pages 2 - 8) to finance the program. Although the sctual fee increase is
not known at this time, the City is concerned about the economic impact that the
increase may have on businesses in El Segunde.

2) The construction activities to implement the program should indicste the impacta
for the "maintenance of facilities including roads* under the Public Facilities
Section of the Table 3 checklist (pagea 3 - 17). The document currently indicates
no impart.

g&fy 0/ 4 g%gunc{o

7-1

7-2

pg. 2, Joinl Dutfall
12721794

Again, thank you for the opperiunity to comment. We look forward to receiving the Fins)
EIR. If you have any questions, please contact Jesn Banden at (310) 322.4670, Ext. 402
or any other Planning Division stalf member.

Sincerely,
/ , /’/I -,, . “ '\
eLe S / R T 4 )
Hyrum B. Fedje
Divector of Planning f

and Building Sufety

o Jim Morrison, City Manager
EIR Responae File



Response to Comments from the City of El Segundo Department

of Planning and Building Safety

7-1.

7-2.

Project financing is discussed in Section 7.5 of the 2010 Plan. As indicated in that
section, different elements of the 2010 Plan will be funded through separate financial
programs: service charge and connection fee programs. Existing users of the
sewerage system will fund the upgrade elements of the recommended alternative
(Alternative 1) through their annual service (user) charges. Section 7.5 provides a
more detailed analysis of the impact on the service charge rates.

New users will finance the expansion elements of the 2010 Plan through payment of
connection fees. Under the existing Master Connection Fee Ordinance, connection
fee rates are based on the next anticipated configuration of an expanded treatment
plant. Because this anticipated configuration is already assumed to be a tertiary-level
inland WRP with full associated downstream solids-handling facilities, the
recommended alternative would have no effect on the connection fee rates for
businesses in the City of El Segundo. No change to the draft EIR is required.

Page 3 of 5 in Table 3 of the notice of preparation (NOP) for the EIR (dated
February 3, 1994) was developed by the Districts to identify potential impacts
associated with the 2010 Plan. As stated in the NOP, the identification of the
potential impacts did not necessarily mean that the impact would occur, only that
there was potentiai for the impact to occur. In the draft EIR, the Districts identified
several construction-related impacts on roadways; where impacts were found to be
significant, the Districts proposed mitigation to reduce the impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Chapter 7 of the draft EIR identifies increased traffic on existing
roadways, alteration of current vehicle circulation, and increases in traffic hazards
from construction activities.

Mitigation measures proposed in the draft EIR for air quality impacts resulting from
construction at the JIWPCP aiso address concerns related to the maintenance of roads.
Specifically, the Districts propose to water active sites at least twice daily, pave the
first 100 feet of all unpaved, heavily traveled construction roads on the site and
sweep streets at the end of the day with water sweepers if visible soil is carried onto
adjacent public roads. No change to the draft EIR is required.



Letter 8
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE TH:PARTMI-NT

1320 NORTH EASTE RN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES CALWFORNIA S0NEY- 1294

(213) 881-2481

P MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

December 11, 1994

My, Chartes W. Carry

Chitf Engineer and Genernl Manager

Couniy Sanitation Disiricts of Lot Angeles County

1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Antention Gary Yerhida

Dear Mr. Carry:

SURIECT:  DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT — JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM 2010
MASTER FACILITIES PLAN, SCH 194021011

There it & factual error in ihe Fire Proicciion - Local Setting Section in Chapter 14. The first
Parugraph on Pages 14-7 siates that Seations #87 and #90 can supply ihree engines to the Sen Jose |8-1
Creek WRP, Please note that these statlons Aave only ene engine company each.

FORESTRY DIVISION

We Aave reviewed ike Draft Environmential Impect Repors for ihe Joint Outfall System 2018 Master
Faciliiles Plan bocated at the County Sanitation Disiricis of Lot Angeles County.

The areas germane to the statwiory responsibilisies of the Foresiry Division have been addrested.
If you have any additional questions, piense contact thix office ai the phone number shown abeove.
Very truly yours,

PAUL H. RIFPPENS, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BUREAU

PHR jmb

SERVING THE UNNCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF

'
< allna P Y RamCn Ak wrwaay ( Y o U IHYE R N iy Y

ARTL S s CA ABASAE DUt L Cabpllh LINT DG ) Rant HeEPALLS i Y S AP ONIT
ANSA CARSIN G4 EnhORA LRk woOh e TwOon L IL N it AN
BALOW PARR CHARITOS. HAWARLN GARDE M5 0 heaA Ry BN NGRS T R1ATE S Mg iy

[ 118 0 AR MONT HIDIR Wi S 4 M ASIER s MR ) XS M AL L LI

"l LW R COnmal wCt LT L U iaputend YA OSVERDLSESIATS AN (AL, wi -1 FaOH LY WOOD

AL Al NS CUDAHT L LU yaverain AT A RACH SaNTA LAMTR w1 anf wm i AGE
wae o h



Response to Comments from the County of Los Angeles Fire Department

8-1. The draft EIR is hereby changed to state that stations #87 and #90 can each supply
one engine to the San Jose Creek WRP. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes
and Errata to the Draft EIR".



HARRY W. STONE, Dlssrier

- Letter 9 .

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

S8 SOHITH FREMORT AVY pIIT
A (AMER &, CALIFORNIA $1843. 1I]Y
Tewphany (410) 490 Y000

ADMRLSS ANL CORAYSPORDENCY 1O
POBON 148
ALUAMBRA AL RORMA V100 | Ha

- REPLY PLEASE
WEELR O FLE H-2

February 13, 1995

Mr. Charles W. Carry

Chief Englneer and General Manager

County Sanltation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Attentlion Mr. Gary Yoshlida

Dear Mr. Carry:

JOS 2010 MASTER FACILITIES PLAN .
We have reviewed the draft Jolint Outfall System 2010 Master

Facilities Plan and Environmental Impact Report and have the
following comments:

JOS Draft Plan

1. Page 2-8, last paragraph - The entire reach of Rio Hondo | g.4

channel downstream of Whittler Narraows Dam is llned with
concrete,

2. Page 2-21, last paragraph

a. Rlo Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds is operated and
owned by the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works (LACDPW]j.

b. San Gabriel Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds {a operated

by the LACDPW. Howaver, It is only partially owned by 9-2

us. Me have a long-term lease for the grounds. The
operation and majintenance of the river was transferred to
us on April 29, 1969 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

c. Both spreading grounds are operated on a battery cycle.
The time it takes to f1il a battery 1s dependent upon the
inflow, size of the battery, and the percolation rate.

d. The water is switched to another battery to disrupt the
breeding cycie of vectors and to allow the battery to
rejuvenate and restore the percolation rate.

Mr. Charlea W, Carry
Fehruary 13, 199%
Page 2

10.

. San Gabriel Coastsl Basin Spreading Grounds has an Infiow
capacity of 350 cfs (226 mqd) and Rioc Hondo Coastal Basin 9-2
Spreading Grounds has an intake capacity of 2,000 cta
(1253 mgd).

Page 3-1, Table 3.1-1 - Waste Discharge and watar reuse
permits expired in August 1994 for Long Beach, Loa Coyotas,
Whittier Narrows, and Pomona Water Reclamation Plants (WRP); 8-3
the permits for the 3an Jose Creek WRP expired In March 1994.
Have these permits been renewed or extended? If so, the JOS
Plan should state the new expiration date(s).

Page 3-11, last paragraph - The afficial name for San Gabrlel
Spreading Grounds iw San Gabriel Coastal Basin Spreading | 9-4
Grounds. This facility consists of two batteries: a) the
off-channel spreading grounds and b) tha river basins.

Figure 4.1-2 . '

8. Water from SJCWRP can be spread at either Rio Hondo or !
San Gabriel Ccastul Basin Spreading Grounds. 9-5

b. Likewise, for water from WNWRP.

c. Reimbursement for the reclaimed water is made by the
Water Replenishment District (WRD) but the water Is
spread by the LACDPW.

Fage 4-4, third paragraph - The WRD does not spread the water.
The water ls spread at LACDPW groundwater recharge facilities. 9-6
Wa ogperate the facility, control the inflow, and determine
where the water (s spread.

Page 4-6, last paragraph - Same comments as noted in Item -7
Mo. 6.

Paga 5-40, third paragraph - Revise the title WRD of southetnl o-8
Californis to LACDPW.
Page 3-49 - Same comnent as noted in Item No. 8. ' 9-9

Page 5-34, thicvd paragraph - The Main San Gabriel PBRasin
includes the following LACDPW groundwater rechargs facilitlies:

a. Ben Lomond S.qG. o. Irwindale S.B./Manning Pit 9-10
b. Buena Vista S5.p. f. Peck Road Water Conservation Park
e¢. Cltrus 5.G. 9. Walnut S.B.

d. Eaton 3.B. h. Santa Fe 5.G.




Mr. Charlea ¥. Carry

February 13,

1995

Page 1]

The only facllity capable of replenishing 28,000 AF 1s
Santa Fe Spreading Grounda.

11. Page 5-55, sacond paragraph - This paraqraph discussans the
work that WRD Initiated but the facilities are operated hy the
LACDPW,

12. Page 6-102, third paragraph - Typogqraphical error; VssS, not
VV¥S should be used for volstile suspended solids.

Rraft EIR

1. Pags 3-4, third paragraph
a. The Rio Honda Channel originates from the spillway of

Peck Road Water Conservation Park.

b. Flow data for the Rio Hondo Channel Ls avalilable from
Gaging Station Mas. F192B-R, F64-R, and FA5B-R. Gaging
Station F458-R fs the last ntation on the Ric Hondo
channel before the confluence with the Los Angeles River.

c. Flow data for the Los Angeles River is avallable from
Gaging Station Nos. FJ00-R, F285-R, F57C-R, FJ4D-R, and
FI19-R. Station FI19-R is the last gaging station on the
Los Angeles River before it discharges to the Pacific
Ocean.

d. The sbove-noted gaging statiom data is available to the
public and can bs pbtafinad at the LACDPW's public counter
iIn Hydraulic/Water Conservatlion Division or by contacting
Mr. George Farag of that Division at {616} 458-6112. In
addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also has
gaging stations on thea Rio Hondo Channel and Los Angeles
River.

2, Page 3-10, second paragraph

a. Rio Hondc Coamtal Basin Spreading Grounds has 430 acres
of wetted area.

b. San Cabris] Coastal Basin Spreading Grounde has @ total
of 252 acres of wetted area, 96 acres Ln the of{-channal
spreading grounds, and 156 acrea in the river basina.

€. Remove the parenthetlcal documentation "{County
Sanjtation Districts of Los Angelea Clty, 1992b)."

-1

912

913

914

Mr.

Charles W. Carry

Februvary 13, 1995
Page 4

Page J-10, third paragraph - Please refer to our Comment No.
2 uwnder JOS Draft Plan on page 21 of this letter.

Page 3-24, first paragraph - Use sither Los Angelsa County
Flood Contrel Dimtrict or LACDPW not DPW TFlood Control
Division.

Please contact Mr. Cung Nguyen at (818) 458-6302 if you have any
questions or Lf we may be of assistance.

Very truly yours,

HARRY M., STONE
Director o

Hydraullclﬂnter Cognnrv-tlon Divimion

CTNzadg
JOSPLN

' 918

I 9-18



Response to Comments from the L.os Angeles County Department of Public Works

——

Response to Comments on the Draft 2010 Plan

9-1.

9-6.

9-8.

9.9

9-10.

9-11.

9-12.

Change made to Section 2.1.3, page 2-8, final paragraph.

Changes made to Section 2.2.4, page 2-21, Central Groundwater Basin subsection.
The permits for these plants have been extended until the Regional Water Quality
Control Board considers the applications for their remewal, which have been
submitted by the Districts. No change to the Draft 2010 Plan is required.
Changes made to Section 3.1.2, page 3-11, final paragraph.

Comment noted. At both sites, the reclaimed water is purchased by the Water
Repienishment District and recharged in facilities operated by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works. No change to the Draft 2010 Plan is required.
Changes made to Section 4.1.1, page 4-4, third paragraph.

Changes made to Section 4.1.1, page 4-6, last paragraph.

Change made to Section 5.5.2, page 5-40, title has been revised to read: "San Gabriel
Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds/Rio Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds.”

Change made to Section 5.5.2, page 5-49, title has been revised to read: "San Gabriel
Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds/Rio Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds."

Comment noted. The proposed recharge would occur at the Santa Fe Spreading
Grounds. No change to the Draft 2010 Plan is required.

Comment noted. No change to the Draft 2010 Plan is required.

Change made to Section 6.13.1, page 6-102, third paragraph.

Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

9-13.

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect these corrections. See Chapter 3 of the
final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".



9-14.

9-15.

9-16.

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect these corrections.

final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect these corrections.

final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect these cofrections.

final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

See Chapter 3 of the

See Chapter 3 of the

See Chapter 3 of the



Letter 10

Y OF QERRITOS . St 1, oo

Page 2
CIVIC CENTER « (8125 BLODMPIELD AVENUE + PO BOX 3130
CERRITOS, CALIPORNIA 90703 3130 - FAX: (310) 883.7277
PHONE . (3104 8O0 0301 - (7107 323-3710
January 3, 1995
Mr. Charles W. carry We ars requesting that your office keap us inforwed relative to

Chief Engineer and any final decisions which may devslop regarding this matter. 17 | 10-5

General Manager you have any questions or desire any additionat inform
County Sanitation Districts my office, pleass feal free to eont!ct Ron Bubel, ““te:tlon from

of Los Angeles County su _
1855 Workman Mill Road perintendent at ()10} 860-0311, Ext. 245 at your convenlance.

Whittier, CA. 90601-1400

Sincersly,
Dear Mr. Carry:
i s ?
RE: REVIEW OF THE DRAFT OUTFALL SXYSTEN 3010 MASTER FACILITIES [ - A )
TLAN AND THE DRAYT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT BXPORT VAL , e sh
Thank you for your letter dated November 14, 1994, requesting Vince Brar

that the City of Cerritos review and comment on the draft cutfall
System 2010 ;altcr Facilities Plan, and the dratt Environmental Director of Public Works
Impact Report. We racognize that your staff is reviswing various

slternatives designed to meet the wastewater management needs of

the District's Joint outfall System (JOS).

We have reviaved the four proposed alternatives which are
outlined in the plan. The City is primarily concerned with any
modifications propossd at the Los Coyotes Plant in Cerritos 10-1
because the City-owned and opsrated Iron-wood Golf course and
driving range may ba impacted.

Upon reviewing the four alternatives, the City prefars I
Alternative #3 vhich involves no modifications to the Los Coyotes
Plant as our first choice. The City's next prafesrence is
Alternative {1 which involves increasing the capacity of the Los {40-2
Coyotes Plant from 17.5% mgd to 50 mgd. However, thias expansion

will be to the south of the existing driving range and will not
impact any existing City tacllities. Alternatives #2 and {4 are
the least desirable options to us.

Should the District sslect Alternative #1 as its primary choics,
the City would request that the District provide a Traffic
Management Plan which would include the storage of on-site 10-3
material and equipment, mitigation of any vehicular/pedestrian
circulation and noise concerns, and a landscaping plan which
would address assthetic concerns. The City would strongly oppose
Alternatives §2 and 4 Lf they were selected because of their 10-4
substantial impact on the City's recreational facility.

FPAIL W BOWIEN QRACT titl BAUCE % SARRQWS JOMN T CRAWLEY SIILRHMAN RAFFL
MAYOK MAYOHE TR TEH COw H MEMAPR COUN ILMEMALK COUNCH MEMBER



Response to Comments from the City of Cerritos

10-1.

10-2.

10-3.

10-4.

10-5.

——
—— ——

|

As explained on page 12-7 of the draft EIR, the land on which the Ironwood Golf
Course and Driving Range is located is owned by the Districts and has been ieased
to the City of Cerritos by the Districts since 1975. The lease agreement allowed the
city to develop the property for open space landscaping and park and recreational
uses until the land would be required for wastewater treatment plant expansion. All
proposed modifications to the Los Coyotes WRP would occur on Districts-owned
land. It should be noted, however, that the proposed modifications to the Los
Coyotes WRP under the Districts’ recommended alternative (Alternative 1) would
not require the use of the driving range or golf course (See Figure 2-9 in the draft
EIR). No change to the draft EIR"is required.

The Districts recognize the city’s desire to minimize effects on the existing golf
course and driving range and have made several design modifications to the Los
Coyotes WRP expansions under each of the alternatives t0 minimize impacts.
Impacts from the proposed modifications at the Los Coyotes WRP are identified in
several resource areas of the draft EIR and mitigation measures to reduce these
impacts, where appropriate, are proposed. No change to the draft EIR is required.

Several mitigation measures identified in the draft EIR already address the issues
raised by the city. Mitigation Measure 7-1, described on pages 7-17 and 7-18 of the
draft EIR, calls for the development and implementation of a traffic control plan to
minimize the effects of construction activities on the roadway system. Mitigation
Measure 9-1, described on pages 9-16 and 9-17 of the draft EIR, calls for the
implementation of noise-reducing construction practices to minimize construction
noise.

Mitigation Measure 15-1, described on page 15-10 of the draft EIR, calls for the
location of staging, equipment storage, and construction material storage areas
outside visually sensitive arecas where feasibie. If this is not feasible, this measure
requires that these areas be screened from general view. Furthermore, Mitigation
Measures 15-5, 15-8, and 15-10 call for partially screening new project elements
from public view, establishing parkway planting strips, and improving existing
greenbelt areas to minimize visual effects of project operations. No change to the
draft EIR is required.

See response to Comments 10-1 and 10-2.

The City of Cemitos is on the distribution list for the final EIR and updates on 2010
Plan activities, including public information meetings and public hearings relevant
to the Los Coyotes WRP. The Districts will also keep the city apprised of any
proposed modifications to the Los Coyotes WRP that might affect the city.
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January &, 1995

Mr. Charlas W. carry

Chlet Engineer and General Manager

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Attention: Mr. Gary Yoshida

RE: JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM 2010 NASTER FPACILITIES PLAN

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Program EIR for
the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Pacilities Plan. The Los

Angetes City Planning Department, Community Planning Bureau has the
following comments:

Lang Use

The Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) site is located
primarily within the City of Carson, however, a portion of the
property south of Lomita Boulevard and East of the Harbor Freeway
is located in the City of Los Angeles. That portion in Los Angeles
is located within the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan which
was adopted by the Los Angeles City Council on June 15, 1989. The
District Plan’'s land use dcligmtron tor the subject property is
Open Space/Public/Quasi Public corresponding to the 0S, Al and PF
zones. Currently the property is zoned R1, however, the City is in
the process of changing the zoning east of Figuerca Street to 03
and west of Figueroa Street to PF to correspond to the Plan. The
expansion and upgrade cf the JWPCP is planned only for the portion
of the site located within the City of Carson. The use of the
property within the city of Los Angeles is a recreation area sast
of Figueroa Street and an essentially unimproved publicly owned
parcel containing some oi]l wells west of Figuerca Street. These
uses are consistent with the Wilmington-Harbor city District Plan.

CITYWiDE PLANNING DIVISION
221 § NIGUIROA 7. SUTE 410 LOS ANGILES Ca 80012
TELEPHONE (2133 2370027 Far 1293 237004

AN FQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPFORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER & i e e b ccns cam ﬁ
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Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan DEIR
Page 2

Aesthetics

Objectives of the Wilmington-Harbor City District Plan include
enhancing the aesthetic quality and desjgn of the built environment
and establishing a system of open space landscaped buffers for
recreational and aesthetic purpcoses and for the sgeparation of
incompatible land uses. Mitigation maasures should include
extensive landscape buffers to screen the project from public view,
reducing bulk of buildings and structures as much as postible, and
placing any new power lines underground.

Transportatien

It is an objective of the Wilmington-Harbor City District Plan #to
improve traffic safety and control industrial truck traffic in
residentia] nelghborhoods.” It is also a policy of the ¥llmington-
Harbor City District Plan "to develop Designated Bikeways {...) in
accordance with the standards and criteria contained in the Bicycla
Plan, a part of the Circulation EZlement of tha City’s General Plan,
to permit safe bicycle use and to link residents to other bikeway
systems vwhich gprovide access to schools and recreatianal
faciljties.* The backbone bicycle trail system procesds north
along Figueroa Street to Lomita Boulevard, traveling east along
Lomita Boulevard to Wilmington Street/Main Street and continuing
north into the City of Carson. Mitigation measures contained in
the EIR address industrial truck traffic safety, hovever the
packbone bicycls trail system has not been addressed.

ALr Quality

To contribute to the process of oxygen regeneration, clesnsing of
the air of haraful pollutants, and removal of air-born
particulates, all projacts should be landscaped for air guality
anhancement. Trees usad in such landscaping should be selected gor
thelr ability to maximize air quality benefits including absorption
of gases that may contribute directly or indirectly to atmospheric
warning, for theYt ability to maxinize energy conservation and with
a view to their long term maintenance reguirements. The use of
vines should be encouraged on walls, bulldings, and structures.

Public Health

It is an objective of the Wilmington-Harbor City District Plan to
reduce and manage the risks associated with the handling, storage,

112

113
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Jaoint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan DEIR
Page 1

transfer and disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes.

The Draft Program EIR discusaes the potential for accidental
releass of acutely hazardous material at the JWPCP. This
discussion focuses on the risks associated with the handling and
storage of these materials on the plant site, but lacks discussion
regarding the transfer and disposal of these materials off site. "5
particularly with the proximity of this plant to residential areas

and achools, the DEIR should discuss the procedures for the
transfer and disposal of thess materials.

These comprise our comments on this project, if you have any
further questions, please call Nancy Scrivner at (211) 4B5-6647.

Very truly yours,

CON HOWE
Director of Planning

Fé 5;144
Jack Sedwick
Principal city Planner

CH:JIS:ME:JY:NS
A BIRLTR WA



Response to Comments from the City of Los Angeles

||

11-1.

11-2.

11-3.

11-4.

11.5.

Consistency of existing land uses at the JWPCP with the Wilmington-Harbor City
District Plan is noted.

Mitigation Measure 15-5 described on pages 15-12 and 15-13 of the draft EIR, calls
for partially screening new project elements from public view. Mitigation Measure
15-7, described on page 15-13 of the draft EIR, calls for restricting structures to
minimum necessary heights (e.g., proposed digesters along streets would range in
height from 15 to 18 feet and have diameters of approximately 125 feet) and
reducing large-scale elements to smaller component elements as feasible.

Additionally, the proposed digesters would be painted in shades of brown earth tones
and the total height of 15-18 feet would include a 3-foot-high screen wall constructed
of painted metal to shield motorists’ views of piping and equipment from Figueroa
Street and Lomita Boulevard. The Districts have designed the other proposed
structures to minimize the scale and have proposed new landscaping that will blend
with the existing landscape to the extent feasible.

The Districts do not anticipate the need for additional power lines because the
current demand for power is substantially below the existing capacity of transmission
facilities. To the extent feasible, all new onsite power lines will be underground. No
change to the draft EIR is required.

Mitigation Measure 7-1 in the draft EIR is hereby changed to include safety
provisions for bicyclists on the bicycle backbone trail in the project area. See
Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

Mitigation Measure 15-8 in the draft EIR specifically cails for the establishment of
parkway planting strips and trees along the north and south sides of Lomita
Boulevard, along Figueroa Street south of Lomita Boulevard, and around the
perimeter of the Wilmington Jay-Cee athletic field. Bougainvillea vines are planted
along certain perimeter chain-link fences to add color, improve aesthetics, and
discourage trespassing. Vines, however, are not planted against walls or buildings
at the IWPCP because of rmaintenance issues associated with the vines. No change
to the draft EIR is required.

See response to Comment 4-3. Also, all hazardous materials used in quantity by the
Districts are consumed in the treatment process, and the containers in which they are
delivered are returned to the manufacturer. No change to the draft EIR is required.
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hi .
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Thank you for giving us this opportunity to comment on this EIR

205 Soulh Willowbrook Ave. Sincersly,
Complon, Califomia 90220
(310) 605-5505
ANGEL ESPIRITU
CITY OF COMPTON Director DANTRE SEGUNDO

ACTING DIRECTOR/PUBLIC WORKS
February &, 1995

DS/b

cec: cltX Managar
MR, CHARLES W. CARRY Assistant City Nanager
CHLIEF ENGINEER AND GENERAL MANAGER Planning Pirector

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTE OF LA CO. Water Dept. Manager
1955 WORKMAN MILL ROAD
WHITTIER, CA $0&1-1400

Atten: MNr. Gary Yoskida
ME: Joint outfall System 2010 Draft EIR

The report deals mainly on tha axpansion and upgrade of the varjous
existing Wastewater Treatment Plants to secondary treatment system to
comply with- Consent Decree, and to accommodate wastewater increase
through the year 2010. This report did not address any specific work

in connection with the collection of wastewater andjor distribution| 12-1
systems for “gray" water to existing and potential users.

Since these vastewater treatment plants are miles away from the City
of Compton, such project seem to have no immediate or direct impact to
the City, at this time.

Should there be any vork to be done within the City in connaction with
thesa prniects, whether it will be on the collection system or
distribution system, it will be necessary that you provide us with the
studies and plans for our review in connection with the City’'s
requiremants; it’s snvironmental fmpact; or on other factors affectjng
the health, convenisnce, social and economic life of tha citizens. 2.2
. 1
Additionally, there s a need to provide the City with access to the
use of reclsimed or "gray™ water for landscaping, Iirrigation, and
other non-potable, non-toxic uses, such as for street cleaning, storm
drain cleaning, concrete mixing, etc. Accordingly, extension and/for ‘
stub-outs for such reclaimed water distribution =mains should be
constructed to the City limits on major arterial streets, parks, etc.,
such as on Rosacrans Avenue, Compton Boulevard and Alondra Boulevard,
to name a few,




Response to Comments from the City of Compton

— e pal—
u— —— —

12-1. Reclaimed water (different from "gray water", which is used, untreated water)
produced at the inland WRPs is not sold by the Districts to reclaimed water users.
The Districts sell reclaimed water produced at the inland WRPs to water purveyors
or other agencies who supply reclaimed water either directly or indirectly to water
consumers. The Districts’ primary role in promoting reuse is providing the resource
to be reused. The Districts have attempted to take more of a lead role in the
distribution of reclaimed water. However, these efforts have been impeded in the
past because of statutes that discourage service duplication.

Such statutes discourage the use of reclaimed water because they could subject the
Districts or other entities wishing to purvey reclaimed water to litigation for damages
from the local potable water retailer. Instead of taking the lead role in distribution
of reclaimed water, the Districts continue to encourage and work with locai water
districts and retailers to develop water reuse programs that work cooperatively within
the limits of existing statutes. The Districts also have an ongoing monitoring
program to identify the need for modifications or improvements to JOS wastewater
collection facilities. No change to the EIR is required.

12-2, The Districts would coordinate with the City of Compton regarding any potential
subsequent sewer projects or other Districts-sponsored projects requiring work within
city limits. However, because the Districts cannot take the lead on reclaimed water
distribution projects for reasons described above, other agencies would sponsor these
projects. No change to the draft EIR is required.
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Letter 13

MWD
ME TROPOL ITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIF ONIA

January 27, 1995

Mr. Charles W, Carry
Chief Engineer and General Manager
cCounty Sanitation pistricts

of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, California 90601-1400
Dear Mr. Carry:

Draft Joint Outfall System
2010 Master Facilities Plan and

We have received the Draft Joint Outfall System (JOS)
2010 Master Facilities Plan {Plan) and Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (Progtam EIR). The County Sanitation
Districts of Loa Angeles County (Districts) are proposing to
upgrade the Districts® Joint Watar Pollution Control Plant
(JHPCP) to fu)l secondary treatment and expand the JOS wastewater
treatment plants to accommodate projected growth through 2010.
The comments herein represent the Metropolitan Water District's
{Metropolitan) responss as a potentially affected public agency.

Netropolitan regquests that you make the following
changes and correctionsa to the Program EIR:

Page 1-10, third paragraph, last sentence should read:

The Replenishment District purchases reclaimed water
from the Districts and purchases imported water supplies from the| 444
Centra) Basin Municipal Mater District, which are then mixed and
spread by the DPR (Los Angeles Department of Public Works) in the
Rieo Hondo and San Gabriel Rliver percolation basins.

Page 14-1, fourth paragraph, second sentence should read:
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern caljfornia
(MWD} provides imported water suppliies to supplement the local

supplies of the more than 15 million residents in its 5,154 13-2
square-mile service area. This service area covers approximately

5% of the total land area of California and has a $400 billion
econuny.

Page 14-1, last paragraph, first sentence should read: 123

MWD im composed of menmber cities, municipal water
districts and a county water authority.

¥ IAOAN Y WITER DSTRE ¥ SOUTMEA Lo WO

Mr. Charles W. Carry -2- January 27, 1995

Page 14-1, last mentencea:

In order to be consistent with page 2-58 of the Plan,
please delete the City of Los Angeles and add the City of Sen
Marino to the list of cities within the JOS service area.

Page 14-2, second paragraph, fourth ssntence:
Please add Raysond Basin to the list of adjudicated
groundwater basins within the JOS sarvice area,

Page 14-2, fifth paragraph should be replaced with:

MWD has water deljvery contracts for Colorado River
water with the U.S. Department of the Interior for 1.212 milllion
acre-fest per year (MAFY) and an additjonal 180,000 acre-feet per
year (AFY) of surplus water. Tha capacity of MWD's cColorado
River Aqueduct is 1,800 cubic feet per second or 1.3 million AFY.
However, as a result of the 1964 U.S. Supreme Court decree in

v. California, ¥MiD's dependable aupply of Calorado River
water vas reduced to less than 550,000 AFY. This reduction In
dependable supply occurred with the commencement of Colorado
River deliveries by the Central Arizona Project (CAP).

MWD has a priority to divert 550,000 AFY of
Californis's 4.4 MAFY basic apportionment under its water
delivery contract with the Secretary of the Interior. 1In
addition, MWD has entered into agreements with water agencies
serving Colorado River water for agricultural purposes in the
california desert to increase its dependable supplies. Water use
by holders of present perfected rights (Indian reservatijons,
towns, and other individuals along the Colorade River that
predate MWO's righte] is estimated to reduce dependable
diversions by abaout 10,000 AFY. Conveyance losses along the
Colorado River Aqueduct of 10,000 AFY further reduce ths amount
of Calorada River water received in the coastal plain.

Based on an annual detsrmination, the Secretary of the
Interior has allowed NWD in recent years to divert Colorado River
water apportioned to, but unused, by Arizona and Nevada. Arizona
and Nevada are not expected to use their full apportionments
until the years 1036 and 2005, respectively.

Page 14-2, last paragraph and page 14-3, first two paragraphs
should be replaced with:

MWD first received deliveries of State Water Project
{SWP) supplies in 1972. MWD has contracted for the delivery of
approximately 2.01 MAFY of SWP water, or about 48% of the total
contracted entitlement. Contractor reguests for SWP entitlement

13-4

13-5

13-8

13-7

have been increasing, and in 1994, they reached 1.85 million
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Mr. Charles W, Carry January 27, 1995

acre-faet (MAF). #+hile this level of reguest significently
exceeds the dependable yield from existing SWP faclilities, the
SWP has been sble to meet al] contractors' requests for
entitlement water except during the drought periods in 1977, 1990
through 19912, and 1994. 1In addition, surplus water has been
delivered to contractors in wany years. SWP deljveries to MWD
reached a high in 1990 of 1.4 MAF. The only years when MWD
received less SWP water than it naeded were 1991 and 1992, with a
SHP delivery in 1991 of 181,000 scre~feet [AF).

The quantity of SHWP water available for delivery ims
controlled both by hydrology sand operational considerations. 1In
the past, SWP operations in the Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta
(Delta) were governed by standards established under the State
Water Resocurces Control Board's 1978 Water Rights Decision 1485
{D~-1485). D-1485 required compliance with water quality
standards and flov requiremente for the Delta and assjigned
responsibility to meet thess standards exclusively to tha SWP and
Central Valleay Project.

Currently, the SWP ls being operated in accordance with
the Decenber 1554 consensus agreemant on Bay/Delta standards.
This agreement has resulted in 8 reduction in SWP supplies in
order to pravide added anvironmental protectians for the Delts.

Page 14-3, third paragraph, first sentence should read:

Projected Water Supply: Several preqrams have been
proposed to increase future supply reliablility in the MWD service
area.

Page 14-1, tirst bullet, last sentence should read:

This program is expected to recover 200,000 AFY of
contaminated groundwater. Approximately 100,000 AFY of tha
annual groundvater production will be untapped local yield or new
supplies, while the remaining amount wiil require replenishment
by imported water supplies or reclaimed water to prevent
groundvater bssin overdraft.

Paga 14-3, sscond bullet should be replaced with:

Local Projects Proqram: MWD has determined that
providing financial assistance toward the implementation of
reclamation projects would be a regional benpefit to its entire
service area a5 reclasimed water could augment local water
supplies and increase reliabjlity. In 1982, MWD instituted the
Local Projects Program (LPP) as a means by which it could
participate with local agencies in expanding local water gupplies
through reclamation. The LPP provides a contribution of $154 per

13-8
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13-10
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AF to qualitying projects based on the amount of reclalsed water
delivered and used by a projact in a particular year. The LPP is
expected to yield an additional 200,000 AFY of water by the yYear
2000. .

Page 14-3, third bullet should be replaced with:
Colorado River Programs:

Title I1 of Public Law 100-675 authorfized tha Secretary
of the Interjor to line 65 miles of the All American canal snd
the Coachella Canal, The projecte are to be conatructed with 300
percant non~federal funding. Constructing a 2)}-mile concrete-—
lined canal parallel to the existing earthen All Awmerican Canal
could conserve 67,700 AF of Colorado River water annually.
Constructing a 33-mile concrete-lined canal in the existing crass
section of the Coachella Canal tould conserve 25,700 AF of
Colorado River water annually. MWD Is proposing to provide the
funding for implewmentation of the All American Canal Lining
Project in exchange for use of the conserved water. MWD wvould be
reimbursed if another entity with a higher-priority right vere to
use the conserved watar.

MWD and the Central Arirona Water Conservation District
{CAWCD) executed an Agreement for a Demonstration Project on
Underground Storage of Colorado River Water (Agreement) in
Octobar 1992, Under the Agresment, 100,000 AF of Colorado River
water has been raleasged from Lake Mead, conveyed through the
Central Arizona Project's Hayden-Rhodes Aqueduct, and stored
underground in Central Arizona. MWD and the Southern Nevada
Water Authority {SNWA) paid the costs of storing the water, vhile
CAWCD is responsible for costs of recovery of the water. There
are two potential uses of the stored water. CAWCD could use tha
wvater during shortages declared by the Secratary of the Interior.
Alternatively, MWD and SHWA could sxchange this water for CAWCD's
Colorado River water subssguent to a surplus occurring or a
releaae for flood control purposes from Laks Mead. MWD and CAWCD
have executed an Amepdatory Agreement to the Agreement that
increases the total amount of water which may be stored from
100,000 AF to 300,000 AF and extends the time for atorage
activities from December 31, 1996 to December J1, 2000. MWD and
CAWCD are seeking the approval of the Amendatoery Agreement from a
number of agencies, including the States of Arizona and Kevada,
and the Bureau af Reclamation, by May 1995.

13-10

13-11
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Representatives of water agencies, the Colorado River
Basin States, and the Buraau of Reclamation are working to reach
consensus on & numbar of components which would imprave water
management in the Colorado River Basin. A sajor element of this
effort is to ensure adequate dapendable supplies, in particular
for urhan ussars of Colorado River water in Arizona, Californla,
and Nevada. The consensus, vhich could take the farm of
regulations for administering entitlements, may include
provisions for banking conserved and npon-Colorado River system
vater, interstate water leases, guidelines for surplus and
shortage declarations, and wheeling non-Colorado River syatem
vater.

Page 14-4, first bullet ghould be replaced with:

State Water Project Programs: Due to many complex
issues, the facilities needed to increase the yield of the SWP
have not been constructed, MWD's Integrated Resources Planning
(IRP} process jdentiflies interim South Delta facilities, acoustic
fish barriers, and a Delta water transfer facility as additional
SWP tacilities to be Included in the Preferred Resource Mix. In
addition, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is
working on developing other water management programs which will
increase the SWP yleld. The following describes these facilities
and programs which are needed to increase SWP water supplies:

Acoustic fish barriers have been installed on a trial
basis along the Sacramento River at the Delta Cross Channel and
at Georglanna Slough. If proven to be effective, acoustic
barriers will reduce SWF impacts to certain fish species and
improve SWP operation and flexibility.

In 1994, DWR i{ssusd the update to the California Water
Plan, Bulletin 160-9%93. This bulletin listed meveral swp
programs, referred to as Lavel 1 options, that have undergones
extensive investigation and environmental snalysis and are judged
te have » higher likelihood of being implemented by 2020. Thae
following potential SHP programs were listed as Level 1 options:

¢ Interim South Delta Water Management Program:
The preferred alternative for the Interim South Delta Program
consfsts of an additionsl SWP intake structure at Clifton
Court Forebay, limited dredging in Scuth Delta channels, and
four South Delta channe) flow-control structures. These
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facilities are intended to allow the SWP to increase its
export pumping capacity, provide Ilncreased operational
flexibility, reduce fishery impacts and improve water lsvels
and circulation for local agricultural divertars.

Long-term Delta Solution:

In 1992, Governor Wilson delivered a water policy statement
that established a Bay Delta Oversight Council to guida tha
planning and environmental documentation proceas for
implementation of a long-term Dalta solution. In 1994,
federa) regulatory sgencies }oined the State of California in
this effort by forming m coalition, known as “"CalFed."
Members of Calfed signed a Framework Agreasment that outlined a
joint stateffederal process to develop & long-tarm solution.
It is anticlpated that this process will take three to four
years to identify solutfions and carry out the California
Environmental Quality Act/Mational Environmental Policy Act
process.

* Kern Water Bank:
The Kern Water Bank consists of local and State-owned
groundwster storage programs in Kern County. DWR has )
estimated that, in total, approximately 2 million AF could be
stored in these programs. ,Planning for Kern Water Bank has’
slowed to accommodata the long-terms Delta solution process.

* Los Banos Grandes Remservolr:
This proposed 1.7% million AF surface reservolr, located near
and functioning eimilarly to San Luis Reservoir, would provide
additional SWF storage and yield south of the Delta. The
schedule for this project has also sloved to accommodate the
long-term Delta solution process.

In late 1994, DWR began a scoping process to develiop a
SWP Future Water Supply Program. This process is focusing on
identifying new strategies to davelop SWP water supplies during
the next 310 years through interim, short-term (next 10 years) and
long-term maasures. The strategles vill include both traditional
and “non-traditional” options to develop the necessary supplies
in & timely manner. DWR has indicated that they intend to gain
broad-based support for this program through public and
regulatory agency participation programs. ODWR plans to have a
report outlining details for implementing the SWP Future HWater
Supply Planning Strategy by Spring 1996.

13-12
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Matropolitan also requests that you make the following
changes and corrections to the Plan:
Page 2-%7, first paragrsph, [irst threes sentences should read:
Water has played a central role in accommodating
developsent in the Los Angeles metropolitan area including the
JOS service area. Throughout the history of the region, major
efforts have been made to supply a growing population and
industrial bage with adeguate amounts of water. Early in the
tventieth century, when it became apparent that loca) water
supplies were not sufficient to support continued development of
the Los Angeles region, tha City of Los Angeles began to import
water from the Ovens Valley in Northern callfornia. Later, MWD
diverted water trom the Colorado River. MNore recently, the State
of California began delivering water from the Sacramento-San
Joaguin Delta in Northern Californls.

Page 2-57, second paragraph, last two sentences should read:

Imported water from the Colorado River was intended to
supplement local water supplies in the original 13 MWD menmber
cities. The 242-mile Colorado River Agueduct was completed in
1941, and deliveries af Colorado River water to Souwthern
californla began that year.

Page 2-%7, third paragraph, last sentence should read:

In 1972, the MWD began distributing water supplies
provided by the SWP ta meet supplemental demands for water in its
service area.

Page 2-57, last paragraph, first sentence should be replaced
with:

¥MD provides imported water to supplement local water
supplies to more than 1% million residents on the coastal plain
of Southern California. Southern California has a highly
diversified sconomy with a value of goods and services produced
of approximataly 400 billion dollars per year. This economy is
dependent on MWD's abllity to supply over 55 percent of the water
used in Southern California. M¥WD's %,154 square-mile service
area extende from Ventura to the international boundary with
Mexico and includes portions of the aix counties of Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside, San Pernardino, San Diego, and Ventura. MWD's
mission is to provide its service area with adeguate and reliable
supplies of high-quality water to meet present and future needs
in an environmentally and economically responsible way.
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Page 2-58, first paragraph, third sentence should read:

The MWD supplies approximataly two-thirds of the water
used vithin its service area, but the JOS municipalities rely
even more heavily on MWD.

P:qc 2-50, first paragraph, last two santances should be replaceq
with:

Since the JOS service area is almost entirely within
MWD's service area and WWD incorporates both local and imported
vater into its water resources planning, an analysis of MWD water
resources would be representative of water resources avallable to
the JOS mervice area.

2-64, sscond paragraph should read:

The Colorado River originates in the Rocky Mountains
and flows throvgh five states and tha Republic of Mexico to the
Gulf of California. Rights to use Colorado River water: are
divided amongst tha states in the upper and lower Colorado River
Basin and the Republic of Mexico. Colorado River water is used
for agricultural, municipal, and industrial purposes. Calitornia
first began using water from the Colorado River in 1855 and
deliveries of Colorado River water to the Southern California
coastal plain began in the sarly 1940's following the completion
of the Colorado River Agueduct. MWD has delivery contracts with
the U.B. Department of tha Interior for 1.212 MAFY of Colorado
River water, and for an additional 180,000 AFY of surplus wvater.
The capacity of MWD's Colorado River Aqueduct is 1,800 cublic feet
per second or 1.3 MAFY. In 1964, howaver, a U.S. Supreme Court
decres handed down In Arizona v. which would
significantly reduce California‘s dependabls supply of Colorado
River watar. MWD's dependable supply was subsequently reduced to
less than 550,000 AFY vith the commencement of Colorado River
water deliveries by the CAP. The volums of MWD's dependable
supplies of Colorado River water are affected by use of water by
holders of present perfected rights to Colerado River water such
as Indian reservations and towns located along the Colorado
River, astimated to be 30,000 AFY, and by conveyance losses alohg
the Colorado River Aqueduct, which are estimated to be 10,000
APY. In April 1994, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Servics)
designated approximately two thousand overlapping miles of
critical habitat along the Colorade River and certailn of its
tributaries, in an effort to permit four endangered fish species
native to the rivers to survive and recover. While the Service
has stated that it did not foresee changes im current hydrolegic
operations of the Lower Colorado River, it remains to be
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Page 2-68, Table 2.5-) should ba corrected as follows: _
MWD and its member agencies are currently engaged in an
Table 2.3-3 Integrated Resources Planning (IRP) process. The primary
Existiag and Potential Water Supply for tﬁr objective of the IRP process is to develop efficient and reliable
MWD Servica Ares for the Year 2010 {(MAFY) vater supply plans utilizing mixes of local and imported
Avaragas Dry Year resources as well as demand management options. Water demsnd
Year Supply supply projections used in the IRP analyses are consistent with S5CAG's
[#xIsting Supplles (Southern California Assoclation of Governments) 1994 Regional
Local Productlion 1.05 1.05 Comprahensive Plan. One of the most important strengths of the
—Fecialmed Water 0.40 0.40 IRP process is that it is an open, participatory decision-saking
Los Angeles Aqueducts 0.37 0.12 process. Participants in the IRP process include Metropolitan, 13-32
Colorade River 5 63 0.62 13-2% its member sgencies, other watsr supply agencles, water resources
Y 1.54 T34 aganclias, local) government, and representatives from the
State Water Project : businesa, agricultural, and environmental communities. All water
[ Total .98 -3 resources programs are being evaluated in the IRP pracess. One
rotantial Supplies of the key products of the IRP process is & reglonal resource
Additional Colorado River 0.45 0.45 wanagement plan that will include specific goals and
Additional State Water prgjgct' 0.40 0.40 implementation strategies for each water supply resource and
" Reclalmed Water 0.27 0.327 demand managemant option. The resource managemsnt plan is
Groundwater Recovery 0.11 9.20 scheduled for completion in mid-1995. )
Total 3.3 2-31 We appreciate the opportunity to provide input. fo your
Total Suppllies 3.3 4.4% planning process. If we can be of further assistance, plasse
llletropoutan Ls currently engaged in the IRP pracess and all suppliss and contact me at {213} 217-7261. "
rograms are being re-svslusted.
‘Thess supply sstimstes wers developsd based on D-1485 operating constraints. Very truly yours,
SWP supplles will be reduced as & result of the D b 1994 naus

agresmant on Bay/Delta standerde. VJM t'm""

firian G, Thomas

Page 2-69, second paragraphi Assigtant Chief
We requast that tha term -dry year conditions” ba 13-30 Planning and Resources Division

further qualified as "critically dry year conditions.- The same

change applies to Figure 2.5-7. MME

Page 2-69, last paragraph, flrst sentence should read: cc: Mr. Richard W. Atwater
In summary, given implementation of demand management 13-31 General Manager

programs identified in the BMP's (Best Management Practices) and 3 Central Basin Municipal Water District

supply augmentation programs and projects identified above, water 17140 §. Avalon Boulevard

resources will ba suffjicisnt to accommodate anticipated growth suite 210

during the planning period. Carson, California 90746-1218
Additionally, Metropollitan requests that you add a | 13-22

section to Chapter 2. The section should read as follows:
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determined vhether afforts to recover these species could impact
MWD's Colorado River supplies. In 1994, MWD diverted
approximately 1.) MAF of colorado River water. Since the CAP
began operationa in 1985, MWD has been able to continue diverting
Colorado River water as needsd to mest a portion of its service
area's demands and mtorage objectives. This has been
accomplished through the usa of surplus and upused water and the
execution of agreements to:

¢ Deliver Colorado River water ln advance to Coachella Valley
Water District and Desert Water Agency

¢ Implement a water conservation program with Imperial
Irrigation District

s Implement a test land-fallowing program with Palo Verde
Irrigation District

* Implement a demonstration program to store unused Colorado
River water in central Arlzona with the CAWCD.

However, deliveries of Ceoloradc River water by the United States
Bureau of Reclamation to MWD could be reduced in the future.

- 5 ragraph, last sentence should read:
Fhae 2 s"Ha; :agabegabga'to import additional water from the
tolorado River during any given year but such diversions are
subject to hydrological conditions in the Colorado River Basin
and demands for Colorado River water by other users. MWD is
negotiating arrangements with other water agencies and the U.S§.
Department of the Interior to increase its dependable supplies of
Colorado River water.

Page 2-65, first and sscond paragraphs should be replaced with
the same language used in Metropolitan's corrections to page
14-2, last paragraph and page 14-3, flrst two paragraphs of the
Program EIR.

Page 2-65, last sentence should read the same as Metropolitan's
corrections to page 14-1, first bullet, last sentence of the
Pragram EIR.

Page 2-66, first paragraph should read the same as Metropolitan's

corrections to page 14-1, second bullet of the Program EIR.
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Page 2-66, mecond paragraph. Please replace the last sentence
with the following:

Studies by the Bureau of Reclamation indicate that,
over a period of time, surplus Colorado River water could be made
available to NWD in the future in certain years. MWD has
diverted available surplus water, water apportioned to but uynpused
by Arizona and Nevada, and unused Colorado River water 13-24
apportioned to California tor use by aother agencies for
agricultural purposes. Currently, the avallability of surplus
water and water apportioned to but unused by Arfizona and Nevada
iz determined on a year-to-year basis by the Secretary of tha
Interior based on a recommendation by the Commissioner of
Reclamation. The amount of unused agricultural priority water
available to MWD varles from year to year and im dependent upon
agricultural aconomics, type of crops grown and acreage
irrigated. Therefors, surplus and unused water are considered to
be intermittent supplies due to the uncertainties associated with
the determination of their availability to MWD.

Page 2-66, third and fourth paragraphs should be replaced with
the same language used in Metropelitan's inserts to page 14-1, 13-25
third bullet, entitlad -All American Canal and Coachella Canal
Lining Projects" and “Interstate Underground Storage of Unused
Colorado River Water* in the Program EIR.

Page 2467, paragraph twe should be replaced with:

Land-Falloving Prourams 13-26

Under these programs, MWD would pAy lessses/landownsts
in the Palo Yerde and/or Imperial Valleys who irrigate crops with
Colorado River water to leave land fallow in sxchange for use of
the water saved.

Page 2-67, paragraph thres should be replacsd with tha same .
lanquage used {n Metropolitan's insert to page 14-31, third 13-27
bullet, antitled “Colorado River Basin Regional Water Supply
Solution™ of the Program EIR.

Page 2-67, fourth paragraph should be replaced with the same

language used in Netropolitan's corrections to page 14-4, first 1328
bullet of the Program EIR.
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Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

13-1.

13-2.

13-3.

13-4.

13-5.

13-6.

13-7.

13-8.

13-9.

The draft EIR is hereby changed to state that the Repienishment District purchases
reclaimed water from the Districts and purchases imported water supplies from the
Central Basin Municipal Water District, which are then mixed and spread by the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works (DPW) in the Rio Hondo and
San Gabriel River Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR,
"Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to state that Metropolitan Water District (MWD)
provides imported water to supplement local water supplies to more than 15 million
residents and the $400 billion economy in its 5,154-square-mile service area, which
is approximately 5% of the total land area of California. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to state that MWD is a consortiurn of member
cities, municipal water districts, and a county water authority. See Chapter 3 of the
final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to refiect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Emmata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect details regarding the amount of Colorado
River water currently extracted by MWD. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes
and Errata in the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect details regarding the amount of State
Water Project water currently received by MWD. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR,
"Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect that several programs have been proposed
to increase future water supply reliability in the MWD service area. See Chapter 3
of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect that the Groundwater Recovery Program
is expected to recover 200,000 AFY of contaminated groundwater. Approximately
100,000 AFY of the annual groundwater production will be untapped local yield or
new supplies, while the remaining amount will require replenishment by imported



13-10.

13-11.

13-12.

water supplies or reclaimed water to prevent groundwater basin overdraft. See
Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to include a description of the MWD Local Projects
Program. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR."

Response to Comments on the Draft 2010 Plan

13-13.
13-14.
13-15.

13-16.

13-17.
13-18.

13-19.

13-20.

13-21.

13.22.

13-23.

Changes made to Section 2.5, page 2-57, first paragraph, lines 1-8.
Changes made to Section 2.5.1, page 2-57, second paragraph, lines 5-8.
Changes made to Section 2.5.1, page 2-57, third paragraph, lines 4 and 5.

Changes made to Section 2.5.1, page 2-57, fifth paragraph, continued on page 2-58,
lines 1-9.

Changes made to Section 2.5.2, page 2-58, first complete paragraph, lines 4 and 5.
Changes made to Section 2.5.2, page 2-58, first complete paragraph, lines 15-18.

Changes made to Section 2.5.4, pages 2-65 and 2-66, Imporied Water Supplies
subsection, under Colorado River Aqueduct subheading.

Changes made to Section 2.5.4, page 2-66, Imported Water Supplies subsection, lines
2 through 7 of last paragraph under Colorado River Aqueduct subheading.

Changes made to Section 2.5.4, page 2-66, Imported Water Supplies subsection,
under State Water Project subheading.

Changes made to Section 2.5.5, page 2-67, Groundwater Recovery Program
subsection.

Changes made to Section 2.5.5, page 2-67, Wastewater Reclamation subsection.



13-24.

13-25.

13-26.

13-27.

13-28.

13-29.

13.30.
13-31.

13-32.

Chénges made to Section 2.5.5, pages 2-67 and 2-68, Colorado River Program§
subsection, under Surplus and Unused Water subheading,

Changes made to Section 2.5.5, page 2-68, Colorado River Programs subsection,
under All American Canal and Coachella Canal Lining subheading and Interstate
Underground Storage of Unused Colorado River Water subheading.

Changes made to Section 2.5.5, page 2-69, Colorado River Programs subsection,
under Land Fallowing Programs subheading.

Changes made to Section 2.5.5, page 2-69, Colorado River Programs subsection,
under Colorado River Basin Regional Water Supply Solution subheading.

Changes made to Section 2.5.5, pages 2-69 through 2-71, State Water Project
Programs subsection.

Changes made to Section 2.5.6, Table 2.5-3, and to Section 2.5.7, page 2-72, first
and second paragraphs and Figures 2.5-6 and 2.5-7.

Changes made to Section 2.5.7, page 2-72, paragraph 2, line 1, and to Figure 2.5-7.
Changes made to Section 2.5.7, page 2-73, first paragraph.

Section 2.5.8 has been added to the final 2010 Plan.
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January 17, 1994

Mr. Charles W. Carry, Chief Enginotr and General Manager
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

1955 Workman Mill Road

Whittier, CA 906011400

Attention: Mr. Gary Yoshida

RE: SCAG COMMENTS ON THE JOINT OUTFALL SYSTEM 2018 MASTER
FACILITIES PLAN AND ASSOCIATED DRAFT PROGRAM EIR
SCAG No. 1 3400568

Dear Mr. Yoshida:

Thank you for submitting the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan and anochlﬂi
Drafi Program EIR 10 SCAG for review and comment. As areawide clg:ing!noug for lglonllly
significant projects, SCAG aasists cities, counties and other agencies in reviewing projects and
plans for consistency with regional plans. The atiached comments are based in part upon state
and feders) mandates, as noted herein. If you have any questions sbout these comments, please
contact Glenn Blossom (213) 236-1876.

Ci il Rk

Manager, Intergovernmentsl Review

i
i
{
i

Mr, Gary Yoshida
January 17, 1995
Page 2
SCAG Comments on the Joint Outfall Systess
2019 Master Facllities Plan and
Amociated Draft Program EIR
FROIECT DESCRIPTION

The Master Facilities Plan has been prepared 10 continue to guide the orderly development of
the Joint Outfall System (JOS) into the next millennium . The JOS §s operated under a joint
powers agrecment between 15 individual sanitation districis. The JOS facilities include the Joint
Waler Pollution Control Plam (JWPCP), five water reclamation planis (WRPs), and an
interconnecied network of sewers and pumping plants,

The five WRPs are; the Long Beach (LBWRP), the Los Coyoles (LCWRP), the Pomona, The
San Jose Creek (SICWRP), and the Whiltier Rarrows.,

The PWPCP provides advanced primary tresiment 1o all infloent wastewaler plus secondary
treaiment to approximately 60 percent of the flow, followed by ccean disposal. The WRPs
provide \ertiary treatment and the reclaimed waler is reused or discharged 1o inland waters. The
JOS serves 72 cities and unincorporaied areas and currenily trests approximately 470 million
gillons per day (mgd) of wasiewaier. '

The Master Facilities Plan uses a forecast of the future populstion growth and changes in land
use within the Districts’ service area based on the proposed Growth Management Chapler of
SCAG’s 1993 Drafi Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP). Based on the projections available
al that time, the JOS service population was expecied 1o increase from approximately 4.4 million
w0 5.2 million between 1990 and 2010.

The preferred project alternative calls for 400 mgd of secondary treatment capacity at the
JWPCP. a 25 mgd expansion of the SICWRP, and a 12.5 mgd expansion of the LCWRP. No
expangion of the LBWRP would be required under any of the altermatives that have been
analyzed for this project.

The planning objectives of the Master Facilities Plan are 10

] Provide full socondary trestment for all JOS wastewaies flows by December 31, 2002,
as required by 3 Consent Decree between the Districts, the United States, the Staie of
Califomia, the Natura) Respurces Defense Council, and Heal the Bay; and

m---wwwa
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Mr. Gary Yoshida
January 17, 1995
Page 3

[] Provide wasiewaier conveyance, treatment, and reclamation/disposal facilities 1o meet
service area needs through the year 2010 in 3 cost-effective and environmentally sound
manner.

The Growth Management Chapier (GMC) of the 1994 Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
contains a number of policies that are particularly applicable 4o this program’. The following
are selecied growth management policies of the GMC in ilalics and SCAG stalf comments
regarding the consistency of the program with those poiicies:

o The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopied by SCAG's Regional
Council and thar reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases
of implementasion and review. '

SCAQ Staf Comments: Chapier 5 ol the Draft EIR addresses the exitting and projected
water and wastewater characieristics pertsining 10 the program. 1t indicaies thay the
demographic data that were used as the basis for siting and timing the expansion of the
wasiewater treatment facilities were oblained from SCAG. Our sialf review of that
demographic data presenied in the Draft EIR indicates that it differs slighly from the
forecasts that were subsequently adopted by the SCAG Regional Council in June, 1994,
The same conclusion holds true for the 199Q and 201D population and employment data
disaggregaied by census tracts found in Appendin A-5.2-1. Pursuant o ielephone
conversations that were recently held between SCAG staff and County Sanitation Districts
salf, SCAG will supply the updated demographic data Lo the Districts for inclusion in
the Final EIR. Because of the relatively minor differences in these data sets, it is unlikely
that this will necessitate any changes in the sizing or timing of the facility expansion
program. All other aspects of the calculations and methadology (or sizing and timing the
wastcwaler ireatment facilitics conlempiaied by this program appeat 1o be fully consistent
with this regional policy.

o The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, witity sysiems, and transponarion
systems shall be used by SCAG 1o implemens the region’s growth policies.

SCAQ Staff Commenls: The timing and location of these proposed wastewatr Ureatment
facility improvements sppear 10 be consisient with the growth management policies for
this service area which is slated 1o have 2 17 perceni increase in population between 1990
and 2010,

! See Endnote.
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Page 4

] To suppont locol jurisdictions and orher service providers in their efforts 1o develop
susiainable communitiex and provide, equally to all members of society, accessible and
effective services ...

SCAG Stff Comments: Wasicwater tresiment is a public service that is essenlial w0 a
well-functioning, sustainable community or region. The proposed watiewaler treaiment 143
facilities would be pant of a complex system that will provide this much-needed public

u‘ "u. .

] To encourage mirigarion measures aimed at preservation of blologica! and ecological
resources. . ..

SCAG Suff Comments: The environmenial documenistion for the project conlaing
thorough analyses of the impact of the project on biological and ecological resources and 184
pmenuﬁul):lamufmiﬁ;nimmmwhichmwbedeqmwwwedum
resources, provided such measures are adopted a3 condilions of project approval.

CONCLUSIONS

Thisptqiecilppw:wbemlhn(l)mldhegmenllymsimtwimlheG!mvth
Management Chapter of the Regional Comprehensive Plan, and (2) would provide cities in the 5
service area with sullicient wasiewaier tresiment facility capacity %0 accommodale anticipated |14
growih through the year 2010 and provide full sccondary tresiment (o all JOS wasiewsier flows
by December 31, 2002, as required by the Consent Decree, :

ENDNOTE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
Roles and Authorities
SCAG is u Joint Powers Agency esublished wnder California Goverament Code Section 6502 « veq.
Under Toderal and state law, SCAG is designaied w1 a Council of Governments (COG), a lqlonfl
Teansporiation Planning Agency (RTPA), and 2 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ). SCAG's
mandated roles and responsihilities include the fotlowing:

SCAG is designaed by the federal governmen as the Region's Melropolitan Flanning Organitatien and
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mandsted to maintain 2 continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process
resulting in a Regional Transportation Fian and 3 Regional Transporustion Improvement Program pursuamt
w2 US.C §134g)-(s}, 49U S.C. $1607(N-{g) et 1¢q., 23 C.F.R. §450, and 49 C.F R. §611. SCAG
i dso the designated Reglonal Trunspersation Planning Agency, and s such ia sespormible for both
peeparation of the Regional Transpontation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transporiation Improvement
Program (RTIP) under California Government Code Section 65080

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic projections and the Imegrated tand use, housing,
employmest, and trangporiation programs, meatures, and sirstegies portions of the Sowh Coars Air
Quality Managemens Fon, pursun( w Catifurnia Hedds 2nd Safery Cude Section 404600)-{c). SCAG
ia also designated under 42 U.5.C. §7504(s) 03 8 Co-Lead Agency for aie quality planning fot the Cenual
Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District.

SCAG is responsible under the Fadersl Clean Air Act for desermining Confarmity of Projects, Plans snd
Programs 1o the Alr Plan, pursuamt to 42 U.S.C. §7506.

Pursusnt to Colifornia Government Code Section 63089.2, SCAG is respomaible for reviewing off
Congestion Management Flans (CMPy) for consistency with regional transporiation plang coquired by
Section 65000 of the Gavernment Code. SCAG must also evaluate the contisiency and compatihiticy of
such programs within the region.

SCAG s the sathorized regional agency for Jater-Gevernmenial Review of Programs proposed for (ederal
financial msisunce and disocy development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,172
trepiacing A-95 Review),

SCAG reviews, persuant io Peblic Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Esvirenmental Impact
Reperts of projects of regional significance for comsistency with regional plans [Catifornia Environmental
Qualiny Act Guidelines Sections 15206 and 15125(b)).

Pursuant to 33 U.3.C. §288aX32) (Section 200 of the Federsl Water Follution Control Act), SCAG Is
the gutharized Arvawide Waste Treatwment Management Plansing Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparstion of the Regional Houring Needs Assessmend, pursuant so California
Gavernment Code Section 65584(a).

SCAG is respontible (with the Sen Diego Associstion of Governments and the Santa Barban

County/Cltles Ares Plsnning Council) for preparing the Semthern Califernin Hawrdons Waste
Management Plan pursusat %0 California Heatth and Safety Code Section 25135.1.
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Response to Comments from the Southern California Association of Governments

Response to Comments on the Draft 2010 Plan

14-1. Responses are as follows:

Population and employment figures by subregions are updated in Section 5.2.2,
page 5-7, Table 5.2-2.

The percentage of all expected JOS growth is updated in Section 5.2.2, page 5-8,
third paragraph, line 6.

2010 population figures by treatment plant drainage areas are updated in
Section 5.2.3, page 5-9, Table 5.2-3.

2010 population figures by treatment plant drainage areas are updated in
Section 5.2.4, page 5-15, Table 5.2-8.

The projected population and 2010 flow figures shown in the formula in
Section 5.2.4, page 5-13, are updated.

The footnote in Section 5.2.4, page 5-13, is added.

2010 population and employment figures are updated in Appendix A-52-1,
Table 1.

Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

14-1,

14-2.

14-3.

14-4,

The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this updated demographic data. See
Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

Consistency of the proposed project with SCAG growth management policies for the
JOS service area is hereby noted.

General support for the purpose of the proposed project is hereby noted.

Support for the assessment of project impacts on biological and ecological resources,
as well as the associated mitigation measures included in the draft EIR, is hereby
noted.



14-5.

Consistency of the proposed project with the Growth Management chapter of the
Regional Comprehensive Plan is hereby noted. The statement that the proposed
project would provide sufficient wastewater treatment facility capacity to
accommodate anticipated growth in the JOS service area through 2010 is also noted.




Letter 15§

Januvary 17, 1995

Mr. Charler W. Carry
Chief Engineer and General Manager

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angelep County
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90601-1400

via FAX : 310-695-61139

Attention : Mr. Gary Yoshida

Dear Mr. Yoshida :

The Advisory Board of Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park in
Wilmington, California would like to provide the County

Sanitation Districte of Los Angelep County the following
comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
for the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facllities Plan,

Our comments are summarized below; detail is provided on the
attached,

1. PHASE I DIGESTERS. The FPhase I Digesters at the Joint
Water Pollution Control Plant {[JWPCP-Carson|, currencly
proposed for the upland adjacent to the JWPCP marsh,
should be relocated. The upland habitat ahould be
restored and the marsh itself expanded.

Rationale : The potential negative impacte associated
with locating the digesters on this site will be entirely
eliminated, Beneficial uses of the upland and wetland
will be nubstantially improved.

2. TERTIARY LEVEL RECLATMED WATER. The JWPCP upgrade mhould
include provieion for generation of approximately 6.0
millions of gallone per day (mgd] of tertiary level
reclaimed water.  This water must be puitable for uae at
the adiacent JWPCP marsh, Wilmington Drain and Machado
{Harbor] Lake (1.0 mgd] and other appropriate local
uees auch as refinery procesaing [+5.0 md].

Rationaie . Providing tertiary level capacity at JWPCP |Im
consiatent with overall policy objectives of the
Districts® Master Facility Plan and will provide
significant enhancement to the marsh and lake, improving
both its patural resource values and quality of
recreation uses.

15-1

15-2

JOS praft Program EIR
Harbor Park Advisory Board

page 2

3. OTHER CONCERNS. In additign to the above, the Advisory
Board would like the Districts to consider the following
itema in the EIR.

a. Inconsistencies between the proposed project and 15-3
applicable general plans and regional plans. The EIR
should provide greater detail in ite discussion of
the relationship between the project and the Los
Angeles Region (4] Basin Plan of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

b. Cumulative, growth-inducing, and growth-related
impacts. The Draft Program EIR indicates that these
projects impacts may be gubstantial but that the 154
responsibly for implementing possible mitigation
measyres are the responsibility of other agencies
or jurisdictions. [17-1].

¢. Land Use. As part of @ Program EIR it would be
useful for the District to provide information 15-5
regarding plans for the vacant land on the south
of the JNPCP site.

Much of the response provided is background information. The
specific issues to which we hope the Districts will respond
are indicated in the rext.

A re-circulation of the project-specific portions the EIR,
may be appropriate if, in response to comments received,
detaila of mitigation measures related to impacts of the
JWPCP upgrade are subgtantially different than those
provided in this Draft. If some other mutually agreeable
method of resolving any issues raised herein exiets
consistent with CEQA such re-circulation may not be
necessary. :

We appreciate the opportunity to provide theme comments and
locka forward to the successful implementation of the Final
Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan.

Sincerely Yours,

Frank O’'Brien
Advisory Board
Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park
Wilmington, CA



JOS Draft Program EIR
Harbor Park Advigory Board

page 3

BACKGROUND

Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park [KMHRP] is a City of Los
Angeles facility containing active recreation areas,
riparian woodland, freshwater wetland and Machado {Harbor)
Lake. The park is located approximately 1/4 mile southwest
of the Districts’ Joint Water Pollutjon Control Plant.
KMHRP's aurface waters and wetlande receive urban runoff
from the surrounding 20 equare mile area via County of Loa
Angeles flood control channels.

About 70t of this urban runoff enters the park from the
County's Wilmington Drain. The Prain rune directly east of
JWPCP and into the park’e northern wetland. {[No treated
wastewater from JWPCP is known to enter the flood control
syatem] . Water flows from the park via an underground
culvert into Los Angeles Marbor's West Bagsin.

The park is heavily used by residents from the surrounding
areas of Carson, Wilmington and Harbor City, however water
quality in lake and wetland is very poor. Extensive trash
enters the system from flood contrcl channels. The
beneficial ueses identified by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board for Bixby Slough and Machado Lake are severely
impaired.

Harbor Park and Wilmington Drain contain the last fragments
of a wetland and riparian woodland once extensive in
Wilmington and generally known as the Bixby Slough. The
Pistricte’ JWPCP was constructed on the northern portion of
the Slough's wetland and the marsh under the Districts’
jurisdiction at JWPCP is part of the historical Slough.

Wetlands and riparjian woodlande are "special status
biological communities of high value to wildlife" as the
Draft Program EIR indicates [11-4). The County of Loa
Angeles has designated the Slough a Significant Ecological

Area [SEA].

The Advieory Board’'as comments principally focus on these
special status biological communities : the potential
negative environmental impacts which the project may create
and opportunities for mitigation measures and enhancement
programa for these areas.

15-8

JOS Draft Program EIR
Harbor Park Advisory Board

page 4

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend relocating the Phase 1 Digesters and improving
the marsh and surrounding area. We beljeve this is a
feasible measure which will entirely eliminate possible
negative environmental impacts associated with this project
element .

We aleo recommend making provision for approximately 8.0 mgd
tertiary level reclaimed water at JWPCP. The Advieory Board
recognizea that this proposal ie a significant modificatjion
to the JWPCP upgrade as proposed in the Draft Program EIR.

The benefits which JWPCP tertiary capacity would provide
are, we believe, substantial enough to warrant serious
consideration for inclusion in the overall Mapter Facilitieg
Plan.

Tertiary water could be used onsite and at area industries.
Unocal’s Wilmington refinery has an 5.0 mgd requirement, for
example.

In addition, reclaimed water at JWPCP Carson could be used
for enhancement of the Bixby Slough wetlands, both-on-site
and down-line at Wilmington Drain and Harbor Fark.-

POLICY CONTEXT & CONBISTENCY WITH EXIISTING PLANS

The recommendations are intended to be consietent with the
goale of the Districta' Master Facllities Plan. Based on
projected regicnal growth the Districts need to expand and
upgrade their wastewater treatment plants. Relocating the
Phase 1 digesters at JWPCP will eliminate direct potential
negative environmental impacts associated with this
expansion and upgrade at JWPCP and also mitigate negative
impacts associated with growth within the JOS service area.

Provision for generation of tertiary water at JWPCP will
provide the Districte an opportunity for reclaimed water
reuse.

The propouill have also been developed coneistent with the
cbjectiven set forth in the following :

Current federal wetlands policy. USEPA and others. August
1993,

State of California policy guidelines for wetlands
conservation. Executive Order W-59-93, August 1991,

15-7

15-8
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JOS Draft Pregram EIR page 5
Harbor Park Advisory Board

State of California Water Resqurcea Control Board "Policy
with Respect to Water Reclamation in California®. 97-1.

State of California Regicnal Water Quality Control Board,
Region 4 Basin Plan. April 28, 1994.

Los Angeles County Guidelines for Management of Significant
Ecological Areas. August 1975,

A Conpent Decree Negotiated Between the Districts, the
United States, the State of California, the Natural
Repourcea Defense Council and Heal the Bay. June 6, 1994,

City of Los Angeles General Plan, Wilmington-Harbor City
Dietrict Plan. June 15, 1989.

Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park Advisory Board, Master Plan.
March 17, 1994,

The federal Clean Water Act and the California Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Act provide the statutory basis for
majority of the cbjectives detailed in the above. Thesne
lawg, among others, are implemented in the Regional Water
Quality Board’e April 1994 Basin Plan.

Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives identified in

the Baein Plan for watere constitute the policy and

statutory basis for the recommendation that JWPCP tertiary

::ier be used for improving Bixby Slough/Machade [Harbor]
e.

Technical elements of this proposal were firet discussed in

the "Machado Lake Reclaimed Water Issue Paper" developed by

the City of Los Angeles Department of Environmental Affairs

in the fall of 1991, and in the Port of Los Angeles’

:;brfary 1992 "Machadc Lake Restoration and Enhancement
an®.

The Advisory Board of Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park
consists of area residents, staff of City of Los Angeles
Departments and of other agencies, and City, County, State
and federal elected officlals. Board recommendations are
strictly those of resident Board members and are intended to
result in the improvement of the park,

JOS Dratt Program EIR page &
Harbor Park Advisory Board

1. RELOCATE PHASE I DIGESTERS.

The proposed expansion of JWPCP (all alternatives] includes
Phase 1 construction of seven digesters and a gallery on
land immediately east of the JWPCP marsh. [Fig 11-2}. Thie
project element would require replacing a number of
greenhouses with industrial-type structures of unepecified
height and appearance. [12-17}, and directing an unspecified
number of stormdrains into the marsh [11-19].

The Draft EIR identifies a number of potentially significant
environmental impacts from construction and operation of the
Phave I Digestera. Mitigation measures are then proposed
which would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant
levels.

The Advisory Board recommends that the Phase 1 Digeasters be
relocated to another area of the facillty, and that the
entire land area north of the railroad tracks and west of
Figueroa under the juriadiction of the Districte be
waintained as marshland and upland cpenspace. This would
entively eliminate the possibility of negative environmental
impacts and provide a significant benefit. :

The Draft Program EIR pravides in Chapter 17 [Cumulative,
Growth-Inducing, and Growth-Related Impacte] useful data on
the importance of incorporating this proposed modification
into the final project design. Chapter 17 atates [17-12]

According to the SCAG RCP EIR, growth in the JOS
pervice area could result in the substantial loss of

the extent and quality of plan and wildlife habitat and

sensitive biological communitienm. Dune, scrub,
chaparral, herbaceous, marsh, riparian, woocdland and
forest communities would especially be affected. This
impact is considered significant because the extent of
sensitive biological communities in the JOS eervice
area has been decreased subastantjally. {Southern
California Association of Governments 199%4a.)

And aleo [17-111

Project -induced growth could contribute to the loss of
subatantial portions of special-atatus species habitat

and 18 biclogical communities. Fiqure 11-1 shows areas
supporting natural habjtate in the JOS service area and

outlying areas.

15-11

1512



JOS Draft Program EIR

page 7
Harbor Park Advisory Board

The Districte have jurisdiction over the JWPCP marsh and
adjacent upland and therefore the ability to provide direct
mitigation for both direct and indirect project impacts
through a relatively minor modification in project design.

The Advisory Board defers to the judgement of District staff
as to ppecific alternate locations for the Phase 1
Digesters.

Although this alternative seeme feasible, and we strongly
recommend it, & number of concerns exist about the
mitigation measures for thia project element.

The Draft does not provide enough information to evaluate
the adequacy of the measures proposed to mitigate the
impacts of locating the Phame 1 digesters directly adjacent
to the wetland. In addition, some of the mitigation
measures are planned to be developed at a future date after
approval of the preoject.

We believe CEQA requires a Draft EIR diecuss mitigation
measurea with a level of detall sufficient to permit
meaningful evaluation of thelr adequacy. Further,
development of mitigation meapures may not generally be
deferred until after certification of an EIR.

Areas of specific concern are provided below:

Mitigation Neasurs 3-1. Prepire and Implament s Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan. [SWPPP]. The DEIR states “The
contents of the SWPPP and details of the required BMPs [Best
Management Practices] would be prepared by the Diatricts
before they obtain the general construction activity
stormwater permit from the RWQCB." and "The key to the SWPPP
would be establishment of sediment and eroaion control
practices recommended by a qualified specialist.*

Compliance by the Districtes with the permit requirements of
the RWQCB may constitute adequate mitigation for this
potential impact. Detailing the provisions of the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and providing in the
Draft the recommendations of a qualified specialist, might
elicit msuggestions which improve these measures.

15-13

Mitigation Measpure 11-1, Install Energy Dissipaters in
Drainages into the Marsh. This mitigation measure will be
installed "prior to completion of stormdrains into the
marsh.*®

15-14

JOS Draft Program EIR
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In order to evaluate the adequacy of this mitigation
measure, additional information is required on thene drains,
such as their number and anticipated aize and the gquality of
stormwater which they will diecharge into the mareh.

Mitigation Measure 11-2. Prepare and Implament a Marshland
Mansgement Plan. "In cooperation with the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Worke, the Districts propose to
prepare a marshland management plan to improve irrigation to
the marsh and maintain the wmarsh.”

This marsh is a *special status biological community of high
value to wildlife* and is part of a Los Angeles County
“Significant Ecological Area".

Additiconal informstion is required to evaluate the adeguacy
of this proposed mitigation meapure. Details of the measure
ghould not be deferred until after approval of the project.

As propoaed the plan might consist a few guys from-the
County’s Imperial Maintenance Yard driving by twice a month
to look out the window of their pick-up truck or
construction of a lined trapezoidal low-flow channel. The
specific elements the mash management plan might contain
should be spelled oit and an opportunity provided for public
and agency evaluation and comment.

Other Potantially Bignificant Impacts of the Phase I
Digesters Not Diacussed by the Draft.

Land Use., Section 12 indicates that converting open space
to developed use would constitute a significant impact.
Thie potential impact from constructing the Phase I
Digesters directly adjacent to the marsh on land now
occupied by greenhouses is not adequately discuseed.

Aesthetice. Section 15 indicates that screening would be
used between the complex of proposed digeaters and Figueroa
Styeet. This measure would *effectively screen 30% of the
views within 10 years."

From the information provided it is not clear if the
ecreening proposed would be an adeguate mitigation measure.

15-14
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RELOCATE FHASE 1 DIGESTERS : Response requested

1. Pleape provide a revised project description which makes
provision for relocation of the Phase ] Digesters and
complete restoration and enhancement of the JWPCP marsh
and surrounding upland,

The below only apply if the Phase I Digesters will not be
relocated :

2. Should such a revision not be considered feasible, please
provide a quantitative and technically detailed
discussion of this determination.

3. Please provide additional details about the Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan.

4. Please provide additional detaile about the stormwater
and associated stormdrains which will be directed into
cthe Marsh.

5. Please brovide a additional information on the Marshland
Management Flan eufficient to evaluate its adequacy ae
a mitigation measure.

6. Please explain how conversion of greenhouses, planting
beds and open area adjacent to a sensitive biological
resource dces not conetitute a wignificant land vee
impact.

7. Please provide additional specific detail about the Phase
T Digesters and the plantings which are intended to
mitigate the potential negative impacts on the aesthetic
qualities of the project mite.

15-20

15-21

15-22
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2. TERTIARY LEVEL RECLAIMED WASTEWATER [# mgd]

The Advisory Board recommends that provision be made within
the Master Facilities Plan for the capacity for processing
approximately 8 mgd of tertiary water at the Joint Water
Pollution Control Plant.

The Joint Oucfall 2010 Master Facilities Plan has among its
chief objectivea an increase in the Beneficial reuses of
reclaimed wastewater.

Ap part of the Conment Decree, the Districts have agreed to
prepare by December 11, 1995 a plan for reclajimed
wastewater, and to use best efforts to attain and maintain
within 7 years a goal of 150 mgd level of the Beneficial
reuse of reclaimed wastewater.

Currently the District processes approximately 482 mgd of
wastewater, B5% of capacity. Of thie 482 mgd throughput,
330 mgd, or 68% is processed by JWPCP Carson, the remainder
by the 5 Water Reclamation facilities.

0f the 152 mgd processed by the Water Reclamation .
facilities, 70 mgd, or 46%, im reused. HNone of Carson‘e.
wantewater is reused. As a yesult of this allocation of
volume, currently 15% of total system wastewater throughput
ia reused.

Under Alternative 1 recommended in the Draft Program EIR,
full system capacity in 2010 will be 628 mgd. ©Of that
total, JWPCP repreeents 64%.

However, no beneficial reuse of wastewater is projected
under Alternative 1 {(as well as the other project options].
Bven should the 150 mgd target established by the decree be
achieved by 2010, 75% of all wastewater proceased by the
Joint OQutfall System will not be reused. -See Table 1.

This allocation iam not hard to understand.

The Draft Program EIR refers briefly to mome of the
technical issues involved : the Hater Reclamaticn Plants
convey their solid residuals to JWPCP, wastewater with high
dissolved solida are routed around the Reclamation Plants to
JWPCP, and the JWPCP service area has a higher concentration
of industrial diecharges than the WRa.

The Draft summarizes this simply : JWPCP processes "high
strength™ wastewater.

15-28
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15-27
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Costs and site configuration are alss a factor. Upgrading
JHPCP to provide tertiary water is probably not the most
cost-effective way to achieve the 150 mgd beneficial reuse
target .

Nevertheleas we believe providing a modest 8 wad tertiary
proceasing capacity at JHPCP has merit.

Such a plan would allow for immediate realization of local
beneficial vses within the JWPCP smervice area which will
meet clearly identified local needs.

As proposed in the Master Facilities Plan, JWPCP will
process about 60% of the syatem's wastewater but its service
area will have access to none of the system’'s reclaimed
water and the beneficial reclaimed water will provide,

This project design meets certain engineering and

cost /benefits constrainte, but there is a lack of proportion
between the proposed project’s potential negative impacts
and the measures proposed to mitigate these impacts.

The existing Machado Lake enhancement plans developed by the
Port of Los Angelem and City of Los Angelea Environmental
Affairas Department proposed use of reclaimed wastewater for
tmproving Bixby Slough and Harbor Lake.

The State Water Resources Control Board *Policy with Reapect
to Water Reclamation in California® identifiea enhancement
of wetlands as a priority use for reclaimed water.

15-27
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TERTIARY LEVEL RECLAIMED WATER (# mgd] : Reeponse Requested

1. Plea?e provide a brief but detailed evaluation of the
teasibility of providing 8.0 mgd tertiary level

;:clalmed watexr at JWPCP as part of the Master Facility
an.

Please include in this evaluation an estimate of:

4.
5.

;. Capital and on-going costs,
2.

Salee price of water produced per mgd

Popaible on-gife and local beneficial uses for such
water,

Sujtability of such water for wetland enhancement.
Alternative projects leg 2.5 mgd] which might
achieve project objectives at ower cost.

15.28



JO8 Draft Program BIR
Harbor Park Advisory Board

page 1)

3. OTERR CONCERMS. Plesase respond to the items indicated
balow : :

a. Inconvistencies between the proposed project and
spplicable general plane and regional plans.

The JO8 project goals includa both sxpansion of capacicy and
increased beneficial use of reclaimed water. The Regional
Water Quality Control Soard’s Basin Plan provides detailed
discussion of Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives
for regional watara., Additional information on the
consistencies or inconsistenciss batween the JOS Maater
Facilitiem Plan and the RWOCE Basin Plan should be provided.

b. Cumulative, growth-inducing, and growth-related impacts.
The Draft Progras EIN indicates that these projects impacts
way be substantial but that the responaibly for implementing
possible mitigarion measures are the responsibility of othar
agencies or jurisdictions [17-1] snd cites CEQA Quidelines
Section 15130(c] as followm *..for some projects, the oaly
feamible witigation for cumulative impacte involves adopting
ordinances or regulations rather than iwposing project-
spacific canditions.*"

Is it the cases that responsibility for mitigating the
significant growth-inducing environmental impacts from the
project ars rests eatirely with othar agencies and
jurisdictione?

Is it the case that {mplementation of the sitigation
measures identified in section 17 may not be implemented in
whole or in part?

¢. Land Use. Please provide information regarding plans
for the vacant land on the south of the JWFCP eite.
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Response to Comments from Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park Advisory Board

The Phase 1 digesters are needed to accommodate the increase in solids generated
from the full secondary treatment upgrade proposed for the JWPCP and from
increased flows at the upstream WRPs. The location of the Phase I digesters was
determined to be the most optimum site based on review of costs, safety, and
environmental impacts of other sites at the JWPCP. The Districts must meet several
criteria in considering the design, construction, and operation of the proposed Phase 1
digesters, including the need to:

- provide required capacity;-
- allow continued operation of the existing facility during construction;
= provide for future expansion of the facility beyond the existing 2010

planning horizon;

= complete design and construction to enabie operation of the full secondary
treatment at the JWPCP by December 31, 2002 (as required by the
Consent Decree);

[ ] minimize nuisance impacts on the surrounding community;
n provide for efficient, long-term operation of the facility;

- minimize risks to employee health and safety; and

[ ] minimize overall cbst of the facility.

The site chosen by the Districts for the Phase I digesters best meets these critena.

Adequate capacity is necessary to maintain solids detention times that are sufficient
to ensure reliability and pathogen reduction. Seven digesters are needed to
accommodate the increased generation of solids from full secondary treatment.
These digesters will process the projected increase in solids flows through 2007. The
possible locations for these digesters are restricted by the size of the required facility.
The alternative locations at the JWPCP site considered for siting digesters include
the following areas:

] Site 1: between Lomita Boulevard and the existing rectangular digesters
north of Lomita Boulevard and west of Figueroa Street;



- Site 2: north of the existing chlorination and solids processing facilities
south of Sepulveda Boulevard;

= Site 3: east of the proposed secondary treatment reactors and clarifiers,
south of the AT-SF Railroad, east of Figueroa Street; and

u Site 4: south of Lomita Boulevard and west of Figueroa Street.

Site | has been reserved for construction of six Phase Il digesters (see Figure 2-7 in
the draft EIR). Of these six digesters, only two will provide additional capacity; the
remaining four will replace the existing rectangular digesters, which perform less
efficiently than circular digesters. In addition, construction of the Phase I digesters
on Site 1 would require demolition of existing rectangular digesters. This would
result in insufficient digester capacity during construction.

The distance of Site 2 from needed support facilities make locating Phase I digesters
at this site cost-prohibitive. Digesters require steamn for heating; locating the
digesters at Site 2 would require either routing a major steam line across Figueroa
Street or constructing a boiler house adjacent to the site.

Additionally, a flaring station located adjacent to the digesters, a gas pipeline from
Site 2 across Figueroa Street, and additional or modified raw sludge pump stations
would have to be constructed. Currently, the hazards associated with digester gas
are confined to the primary treatment area of the JWPCP. Introducing these hazards
to Site 2, which is near the existing chlorination facilities, would complicate safety
procedures for workers in that area.

Site 3 also is too far from needed support facilities, including steam for digester
heating. In addition, the alignment of siudge feed, sludge drawoff, and steam heat
piping to this location would be highly constrained and cost-prohibitive.
Additionally, this area has been reserved for future expansion of secondary treatment
facilities.

Site 4 was considered unsuitable because of cost and acsthetic reasons. A portion
of the property south of and fronting Lomita Boulevard is owned by Margate
Construction, Inc. Locating the digesters at this site would require relocating the
Margate Construction office and equipment yard or moving the digesters further
south on the Districts’ property. A gallery connecting the digesters south of Lomita
Boulevard with the existing digester system would be at least 700 feet longer than
that required for the proposed Phase 1 digester site, which would add several million
dollars to the project cost. Additionally, the depth of the gallery and distance to
supporting facilities gallery would make location of the digesters at this site too
costly.




15-2.

In addition to cost considerations, other reasons for not locating digesters at this site
include access and land use issues. Constructing digesters at Site 4 would require
Districts vehicles to cross Lomita Boulevard from the main plant site north of Lomita
Boulevard for maintenance and operations. Furthermore, because the existing land
uses at Site 4 include parkland; public buildings; active oil wells, pipelines, and oil
leases; and open space, locating the digesters at this site would be inconsistent with
the City of Los Angeles general plan land use designation as an open
space/public/quasi-public area. Unlike the rest of the JWPCP site, this parcel of land
is not designated for industrial use but rather functions as a buffer between the
industrial uses of the JWPCP site and the adjacent community.

Because of the constraints of locating the Phase 1 digesters at Sites 1 through 4 listed
above, the Districts did not consider these sites further. Because alternative sites are
not considered feasible for reasons described above, the Districts chose the location
identified in the draft EIR for the Phase I digesters and proposed mitigation measures
that would reduce the impacts on the adjacent JWPCP marsh habitat and wildlife to
less-than-significant levels. No change to the draft EIR is required.

The Districts’ existing JOS WRPs provide tertary treatment to all influent
wastewater to produce reclaimed water. Treatment at the WRPs consists of the
following unit processes: primary treatment via gravity settling, secondary treatment
via conventional air activated sludge process, conventional tertiary treatment via
filtration, and disinfection (see Figure 4.1-3 in the 20]0 Plan). Reclaimed water
produced at the inland WRPs is suitable for a large variety of reuse applications
including groundwater recharge, industrial process water, and landscape irrigation.

The suitability of treated effluent for any given reuse application depends on two
factors: the level of treatment provided and the quality or strength of the influent
wastewater. The ability of the inland WRPs to produce high-quality reclaimed water
that is suitable for a wide range of reuse applications is a direct result of the level
of treatment provided and the Districts’ ability to selectively route lower strength
residential wastewater to the WRPs while routing higher strength industrial
wastewater around the WRPs to the JWPCP for treatment. The strength of
wastewater is reflected by the concentrations of total suspended solids (TSS), total
dissolved solids (TDS), and chemical oxygen demand (COD) in the wastewater.
Because high-strength industrial wastewaters are diverted to the JWPCP as described
above, and because the JWPCP service area includes the largest concentration of
industrial dischargers in Southern California, influent wastewater at the JWPCP is
of very high strength, exhibiting high levels of TSS, TDS, and COD. The practice
of returning sewage solids removed at the WRPs to the sewer system for conveyance
to the JWPCP for treatment and processing also tends to increase the strength of
influent wastewater at the JWPCP. The relative strength of influent wastewater at
the WRPs and the JWPCP is shown in Table 3-3, page 3-17, of the draft EIR.
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The quality and/or suitability of treated effiuent (or reclaimed water) for reuse is
largely a function of the level of TDS and other constituents in the reclaimed water.
Conventional wastewater treatment processes such as those employed at the JOS
WRPs effectively remove TSS and COD and effectively kill and/or remove bacteria
and/or viruses in wastewater. However, they are not efficient in removing TDS.
Tertiary treatment/filtration removes TSS but not TDS (dissolved solids are by
definition less than one one-thousandth of 1 micron in diameter). Reclaimed water
produced at the JWPCP via tertiary treatment would, therefore, have high TDS levels
and would be of relatively low quality and suitable for only a very limited range of
reuse applications. It could not, for example, be used for landscape irrigation
because elevated TDS levels wouid kill many types of plants, nor could it be used
for groundwater recharge as the Water Replenishment District of Southem Califomnia
has set an upper limit of 700 milligrams per liter for TDS (tertiary effluent from the
JWPCP would contain approxitnately 1,200-1,400 mg/l TDS), nor could it be used
for many industrial processes that require high-quality water (low TDS and especially
low hardness) to avoid problems such as boiler scale and corrosion. The suitability
of such water for freshwater wetland enhancement may ailso be doubtful because of
high TDS and ammonia concentrations.

Chapter 3 of the draft EIR, "Hydrology and Water Quality", states on page 3-2 that
the water quality control plan most applicable to the Districts’ facilities is the
RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan) and
on page 3-3 references Appendix B of the draft EIR (which is bound together with
the draft EIR) as having detailed relevant numeric surface water and groundwater
quality objectives from the Basin Plan, as well as other objectives for surface waters
and groundwater designated as municipal water supply. No change to the draft EIR
is required.

Page 17-1 of the draft EIR states that it is acknowledged in the State CEQA
Guidelines that for some projects the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts
involves adopting ordinances or regulations rather than imposing project-specific
conditions. Furthermore, page 17-5 of the draft EIR states that the Districts have
little authority or ability to mitigate the significant adverse impacts associated with
growth, other than the authority and responsibility to provide wastewater and solid
waste services. The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15091[2]) allow the Districts
to find that mitigation for growth-related impacts is the responsibility of other public
agencies that have adopted or should adopt such mitigation. In this case, the
Districts propose the implementation of local and SCAG RCP policies and programs
adopted by agencies with the authority to enforce the policies the agencies adopted.
No change to the draft EIR is required.
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15-11a.

15-11b.

The parcel of Districts-owned land on the southwest corner of Lomita Boulevard and
Figueroa Street is designated open space/public/quasi-public by the City of Los
Angeles. The Districts’ short-term plans for this site are to reserve the area for
possible construction staging and storage. Long-term plans are to maintain the site
as open space buffer property. Also, see Comment 10-1 in Letter 10 of the final EIR
for the City of Los Angeles’ concurrence with the Districts’ use.

The Districts recognize that the JWPCP marsh is a remnant of a once larger area of
wetland and have reserved the marsh site. No change to the draft EIR is required.

See response to Comment 15-1.

The production of reclaimed water at the JWPCP was considered as a conceptual
project altermative during the facility planning process and is discussed in
Section 6.5.2, JWPCP Water Reclamation subsection, page 6-13, of the 2010 Plan.
Changes have been made to this subsection (in lines 11 through 13 of the second
paragraph on page 6-13) to reflect the estimated cost of producing reclaimed water
at the JWPCP.

See response to Comment 15-1.
See response to Comment 15-2.

Figure 12-2 in the draft EIR shows that the site proposed for Phase I digesters is
designated as industrial. The proposed digesters will be between 12 and 15 feet
above adjacent grade and approximately 125 feet in diameter and will be painted in
shades of brown earth tones identical to the existing digesters. A 3-foot-high painted
metal screen wall also will be placed on top of each digester (for a total height of
15-18 feet), which will shield piping and equipment on top of the digesters from the
view of motorists on Figueroa Street. A wall will aiso be constructed between the
proposed digesters and Figueroa Street. The Districts will plant trees along Figueroa
Street to further shield the proposed facilities. No change to the draft EIR is
required.

The Districts have modified the design of the storm drains so that no discharge of
stormflow into the JWPCP marsh will occur from around the Phase I digesters.
Stormwater runoff from the proposed Phase 1 digester area will be collected through
drainage catch basins and associated storm drains at a stormwater pump station to
be located adjacent to the existing developed area south of the AT-SF railroad tracks.
Collected stormwater will be diverted into the plant for treatment during the initial
phase of a storm in compliance with the existing storm water pollution prevention
plan (SWPPP) for the IWPCP. After a predetermined time, continued stormflow will
be discharged directly to the Wilmington Drain from the pump station (as is
currently practiced). As a result of this modification to the project design, Mitigation
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Measure 11-1, "Install Energy Dissipaters in Drainages into the Marsh", is no longer
needed and has been deleted from the draft EIR. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR,
"Changes and Modifications to the Draft EIR".

See response to Comment 15-1. Also, the "upland area” adjacent to the JTWPCP
marsh is neither zoned nor maintained as open space. It is currently leased from the

Districts for a commercial nursery for growing bedding plants. No change to the
draft EIR is required. '

As stated on page 3-33 of the draft EIR, the Districts are required under the Clean
Water Act to obtain a general construction activity stormwater permit before
construction, which requires preparation of an SWPPP. The SWPPP will be
implemented in accordance with the requirements of the SWRCB General Permit
Number CAS000002, which is administered by the Los Angeles RWQCB. All
prevention measures and monitoring frequencies will be specified to be in
compliance with RWQCB requirements. Development of an SWPPP is an ongoing
process at the construction site.

Because of the nature of construction projects, the required mitigation measures will
continually vary as the construction progresses. Development of an initial plan for
each individual construction contract will be required, and the individual plans will
be maintained in conjunction with the construction contractors involved in each
project. As a standard practice, the Districts use the Construction Handbook of Best
Management Practices (BMPs), which was developed in conjunction with the
SWRCB to define the BMPs required for construction contractors. Contractor
compliance and the development of the SWPPP are made standard provisions of the
plans and specifications. No change to the draft EIR is required.

See response to Comment 15-11b.

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 11-2, "Prepare and Implement a
Marshland Management Plan", is hereby revised to identify the specific elements of
the plan. The expanded description of the plan emphasizes the importance of
enhancing the wildlife value of the marsh, assigns responsibilities for review and
implementation, and establishes timing for implementation. See Chapter 3 of the
final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR".

Page 12-19 of the draft EIR describes a significant impact related to the conversion
of an open space zoning and significant ecological area designation at the Whittier
Narrows WRP. However, open space would not be converted at the JWPCP
{specifically, the area proposed for the Phase I digesters). Figure 12-2 of the draft
EIR shows that the designated land use for the proposed Phase 1 digester site is
industrial, not open space. Figure 12-3 of the draft EIR shows that the zoning
designation for this site is heavy manufacturing. Furthermore, the existing site is not
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15-18.
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15-21.
15-22.
15-23.
15-24.
15-25.

15-26.

15-27.

used as open space or recreation, but rather for a commercial nursery. No change
to the draft EIR is required.

The proposed Phase I digesters are relatively low structures (a maximum of 18 feet
high), which are approximately the same height as the existing greenhouse structures.
As part of Mitigation Measure 15-5, the Districts plan to screen the proposed Phase
I digesters from the public view by using fencing and landscaping, which would
include planting trees along the west side of Figueroa Street north of the AT-SF
railroad. The current view of the site from Figueroa Street has no trees and would
be improved by the proposed mitigation. No change 1o the draft EIR is required.

See responses to Comments 15-1 and 15-15.
See response to Comment 15-1.

See response to Comment 15-13.

See response to Comment 15-11b.

See response to Comment 15-15.

See response to Comment 15-16.

See response to Comment 15-17.

See response to Comment 15-2.

Page 2-3 of the draft EIR states that the objectives of the 2010 Plan are “to provide
wastewater conveyance, . . . and reclamation/disposal facilities. . . .", not to increase
the "beneficial reuses of reclaimed wastewater”. No change to the draft EIR is

required.

The JOS service area has access to reclaimed water from JOS water reclamation
facilities as well as from other water reclamation facilities. The foundation of the
regional water reclamation and reuse strategy is the construction and operation of
reclaimed water distribution systems that convey reclaimed water from its point of
origin to users within the area that the system serves. These distribution systems are
generally constructed, owned, operated, and maintained by water supply agencies.
A number of reclaimed water distribution systems cumrently serve or will soon serve
much of the JWPCP service area. These include (but are not limited to) the
following systems: City of Long Beach, City of Cerritos, City of Lakewood, City of
Beliflower, Central Basin Municipal Water Districts’ Century Project, and West
Basin Municipal Water Districts’ Water Recycling Program. Reclaimed water for
enhancement of habitat at Harbor Lake and/or Bixby Slough could be acquired from
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one or more of these distribution systems. In addition, reclaimed water produced at
the San Jose Creek and Whittier Narrows WRPs is used to recharge the Central

Basin Aquifer. Much of this water is later withdrawn and used within the JWPCP
service area. No change to the draft EIR is required.

To produce reclaimed water at the JWPCP that is suitable for reuse, TDS levels in
the secondary effluent must be significantly lowered via an advanced treatment
process. The conventional tertiary treatment process employed at the inland WRPs
would have to be supplemented by a reverse osmosis process to remove dissolved
solids from tertiary effluent. JWPCP effluent also exhibits relatively high
concentrations of ammonia, which could preclude some types of reuse applications.

The preferred method to remove ammonia from JWPCP effluent would require
nitrification and denitrification facilities consisting of conventional air-activated
sludge facilities operated to achieve nitrification and denitrifying filters consisting of
artached-growth biological columns. Unit treatment processes required to produce
usable reclaimed water at the JWPCP would include: preliminary treatment, advanced
primary treatment, secondary treatment via a pure-oxygen activated sludge process,
nitrification via conventional air activated sludge facilities, denitrification via
denitrifying filters, demineralization via reverse osmosis, and disinfection. The
following additional facilities would have to be constructed at the JWPCP:
conventional air activated sludge facilities operated to achieve nitrification, clarifiers,
denitrifying filters, and reverse osmosis facilities.

Capital and operation and maintenance costs for facilities necessary to produce
reclaimed water at the JWPCP are given in the table below.

Table 2-3. Cost of Reclaimed Water Production at the JWPCP-

: Annual Operation and | Equivalent Annual
: “ - | Capital Cost | Maintenance Cost - Cost* -
-Facility ($ million) | “($'millionfyr) - % million/yr)

Nitrification system 5.78 0.24 0.83

Final clarifier system 20 0.12 0.32

Denitrification system 2.30 0.42 0.65

Reverse osmosis facilities 35.39 2.03 5.64

TOTAL 45.47 2.8] 7.44

* Assumes 20-year amortization of capital costs at 8% interest rate.




Based on the above figures, the capital cost of additional facilities necessary to
produce 8 mgd or approximately 24.5 AF/day of reclaimed water at the JWPCP
would be approximately $45.5 millioi. Annual operation and maintenance costs for
these facilities would be approximatety $2.8 million. The equivalent annual cost for
these facilities is approximately $7.4 million, and the unit cost of reclaimed water
produced at the JWPCP would be approximately $830/AF.

To reuse reclaimed water produced at the JWPCP, distribution facilities consisting
of pipelines and pumping stations would also have to be constructed in order to
deliver reclaimed water to users. The capital cost of distribution pipelines alone
ranges from approximately $30 to $200 per linear foot and operation costs for such
facilities vary directly with pipeline length and required pumping lift. Capital and
operation and maintenance costs for necessary distribution facilities would further
increase the cost of reclaimed water.

Simple alterations of the proposed size of water reclamation facilities at the JWPCP
would not significantly aiter the cost to produce and deliver reclaimed water. It
would be more costly to produce and deliver smailer quantities of reclaimed water
because certain fixed capital costs for production and distribution facilities would
have to be repaid by a smalier number of users and because larger facilities operate
more efficiently due to economies of scale. On the other hand, while unit costs of
reclaimed water would be slightly lower for a larger facility, absolute costs would
be larger and unused reclaimed water, which is produced at a high cost, would have
to be disposed of to the Pacific Ocean through the existing ocean outfalls in
accordance with the Districts’ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systemn
(NPDES) permit for operation of the JIWPCP,

The Districts typically do not sell reclaimed water produced in the JOS directly to
reclaimed water users. Rather, the Districts sell reclaimed water produced at the JOS
WRPs to water purveyors and/or other agencies who supply water either directly or
indirectly to water consumers. The Districts currently employ a flexible pricing
scheme for sale of reclaimed water. Reclaimed water produced at JOS WRPs is
generally sold at the higher of either one-half of the savings that the buyer realizes
by using reclaimed water (calculated by subtracting capital and operation and
maintenance costs for distribution facilities from the price of the altemnative water
supply) or one-fifth of the Districts’ operation and maintenance costs to produce
reclaimed water at the inland WRPs,

The pricing scheme described above would not, however, be applicable for reclaimed
water produced at the JWPCP via the advanced treatment process previously
described. At the inland WRPs this pricing scheme allows the Districts to recoup
a portion of the costs to operate and maintain wastewater treatment facilities that are
mandated by existing water quality laws and associated receiving water standards.
Thus, reuse of reclaimed water provides a dual benefit of providing a low-cost source
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of water and reducing what may be regarded as operation and maintenance costs for
the inland WRPs. In addition, the ability of the Districts to produce and provide
high-quality reclaimed water at the inland WRPs is largely a function of the
Districts’ ability to isolate the WRPs from the industrial wastewater discharges that
are routed to the JWPCP for treatment.

According to the Consent Decree, the Districts must provide secondary treatment to
all wastewater treated at the JWPCP. As described previously, significant additional
treatment processes would be required to produce marketable reclaimed water at the
JWPCP involving significant additional cost (capital and operation and maintenance
costs) that would be paid by all users of the JOS. If the pricing scheme used for
reclaimed water produced at the JOS WRPs were adopted for reclaimed water
produced at the JWPCP, this water would be sold at a cost significantly below its
production cost. Because these costs may not be regarded as sunk costs (advanced
treatment has not been mandated at the JWPCP), the sale of reclaimed water
produced at the JWPCP at a price less than the additional cost required to produce
it would, in effect, directly subsidize those who purchase and use this water. The
Districts would, therefore, need to price reclaimed water produced at the JWPCP so
as to recover the additional cost required to produce it.

Based on the costs given in Table 2-3, the price of reclaimed water produced at the
JWPCP would be approximately $830/AF. By comparison, the cost of reclaimed
water provided by the West Basin Municipal Water District’s (WBMWD) reclaimed
water distribution system, which will serve the area around the JWPCP, ranges
between $200 and $250/AF and the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) sells
untreated and treated potable water for $335/AF and $412/AF respectively. Based
on the availability of substitutes for reclaimed water produced at the JWPCP at much
lower prices, it is reasonable to assume that, given its required price, the demand for
reclaimed water produced at the JWPCP would be almost nonexistent.

No change to 2010 Plan is required.

See response to Comment 15-3.

See response to Comment 15-4.

The referenced parcel of Districts’ property is not considered "vacant land”. Page
12-5 of the draft EIR indicates that the designated land use is open

space/public/quasi-public. Also, see response to Comment 15-5 for a description of
the Districts’ plans for this parcel of land. No change to the draft EIR is required.
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Table ES-1 of the draft EIR identifies the existing and proposed capacities of the
JOS wastewater treatment, plants, and Chapter 2 of the draft EIR, "Plan Description
and Alternatives”, identifies the high- and low-reuse scenarios for the inland WRPs
under each of the 2010 Plan Alternatives. No change to the draft EIR is required.
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conirsciar biosalids management programs will meet the same high standards of the rest of
the Districts’ operations? I those standards are not met, what will the Districts do to
mitigate the actions of ihe itresponsible contracior?

Miscellancsus 4-EIR comments - On page 5-33 - the d-EIR states that the LA-2 dredge
spoil dumpsitc is 1.5 miles from the Palos Verdes peninsuls. We were under the impression
that the dumpsite was spproximately $ miles SW of the peninsula.

In relation to estimates of poliutant loadings from each of the four slicmatives, whay
assumpiions were used for poliutant removal efficiencies lo derive the estimates in Tables 5-
2 and 5-37 Were they based on the historic removal efficiencies for those constituents at
those facifities?

Chapter 5 did nol adequately assess the possible benefits 1o marine life of going to full
secondary treatment af the JWPCP. This seemed inconsistent with the analysis in the rest of
the docunemt (for example - the risk of human iliness and degradation lo groundwater
supplies of water reuse was discussed throughout the document, yet where are the data lo
substantiate such a statement). However, there have been numerous studies that have
demonstrated improvements in marine biological communities following significan
reductions in loadingy of suspended solids and BOD or TOC.

The No Project alternative did not have a negative impact to marine life. This is contrary to
the conclusions reached by the EPA in their assessment of the Districis kast 301(h) waiver
application. Heal the Bay believes that the No Project aemative would result in an
unavoidsble significant impact to marine life.

Conclusions - Hea) the Bay agreed with the Districts conclusions that the four favared
alternatives posed no significamt, unmitigatable impacts to water quality and natural
resources. Also, slthough we dissgree on the mevits of full secondary treatment, we support
the Districts’ basic propossl for completion of the full secondary facilities st the JWPCP and
cxpansion of their upstream water reciamation facilitics. Heal the Bay apprecisted the
opportunity to participate in the preliminary scoping meeting far the MFP and EIR,
Congratulations for completing the necessary drafi-planning and environmental review
documents in a timely manner. If you have any questions shout our comments, please give
me a call ot {310)394.3552 x}19.

Sincerely,

Mok P34

Muwsk Gold, D.Env.
Executive Director
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Response to Comments from Heal the Bay
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~——

16-1.

16-2.

p——

The Districts would have a limited role in the construction of the pumpback facility,
which was identified for the Los Coyotes WRP in the 2010 Plan altemartives. The
Central Basin Municipal Water District most likely would be the lead agency for
implementing this facility. To some degree, the ability to pump reclaimed water
from the Los Coyotes WRP to the north already exists. The City of Cerritos owns
an existing pump station at the Los Coyotes WRP that provides reclaimed water to
its customers and to the Central Basin Municipal Water District for the Century
project. The Central Basin Municipal Water District also operates its own pump
station, which supplies effluent from the San Jose Creek WRP to the Rio Hondo
project. Because the Rio Hondo and Century project systems are interconnected, it
is possible to provide reclaimed water from either WRP to both systems. As the
demand for the two systems increases, the capacity of the existing pump station at
the Los Coyotes WRP would have to be increased to meet the flow requirements
identified in the 2010 Plan. No change to the draft EIR is required.

Alternative 1 was chosen over Altemnative 3 by the Districts based on a combination
of considerations, including cost, design and operational constraints, and
environmental impacts. Of the four alternatives analyzed in detail, Altemative 3 is
the second most costly. Also, as described on page 1-3 of the draft EIR, the
Districts considered the impacts on 14 different resource areas. Of those 14 areas,
the potential for increased availability. of reclaimed water for reuse was a beneficial
impact identified for hydrology and water quality and public services and facilities.
It was not the Districts’ intent to base the determination of the environmentally
superior alternative solely on the amount of reclaimed water made available for
reuse.

The draft EIR identifies flooding and flood storage capacity loss as signtficant
impacts associated with the Whittier Narrows WRP under Alternative 3. Other
significant impacts addressed in the draft EIR that would occur only at the Whittier
Narrows WRP pertain to geologic and soil hazards, botanical and wildlife resources,
land use, and cultural resources.

Page 11-21 of the draft EIR identified the loss of riparian scrub habitat from
construction at the Whittier Narrows WRP under Alternative 3, which is an issue of
major concemn to the USFWS because of the possible effects on the least Bell's
vireo, a state- and federally listed endangered species (see Comment Letter 1).
Under Altemative 1, special-status species would not be affected. Page 3-38 of the
draft EIR states that the Districts are working with the U.S. Armmy Corps of
Engineers to identify regulatory requirements and design measures that would avoid
inundation at the proposed facility, and Mitigation Measure 3-2 in the draft EIR
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proposes to replace the approximate 230,000 cubic yards of lost flood storage
capacity. No change to the draft EIR is required.

Similar to Altemnative 3, Altemative 4 was not chosen as the recommended
alternative for several reasons. Alternative 4 is the most costly; would involve
modifications to the Los Coyotes, San Jose Creek, and Whittier Narrows WRPs; and
would cause more significant impacts than any of the other alternatives. No change
to the draft EIR is required. '

Population projections are by their nature less than exact. SCAG population
projections generated during the late 1970s and 1980s, for example, substantially
underestimated the actual rate of population growth experienced in Southern
California during the last two decades. Despite the inherent uncertainty associated
with projection modeling, it is a necessary tool in estimating future needs for
housing, employment, infrastructure, and services. The Districts base their
wastewater flow projections on population projections.

Because the Districts are pursuing federal financial assistance (direct grants and/or
State Revolving Fund loans) for the upgrade portion of this project and for future
inland WRP expansions, the 2010 Plan must conform to SCAG’s population
projections.  Section 176(c)(1)(B)(iii) of the federal Clean Air Act requires
conformity with an implementation plan when federal support or financial assistance
is granted by a department or agency of the federal government. The Section states
that "The determination of conformity shall be based on the most recent estimates
of emissions, and such estimates shall be determined from the most recent
populatior, employment, travel, and congestion estimates as determined by the
metropolitan planning organization . . .", which in this case is SCAG.

Because past population projections have been inaccurate, the Districts will monitor
the actual needs for wastewater services, as stated in the draft project report. If
flows develop more quickly than the flow projections indicate, implementation of the
inland WRP expansions would be accelerated. On the other hand, if wastewater
flows develop more slowly than the proposed flow projections indicate,
implementation of the proposed inland WRP expansions would be delayed.

The suggested alternative of 350 mgd at the JWPCP, 125 mgd at the San Jose Creek

WRP, 50 mgd at the Los Coyotes WRP, and 52.5 mgd at Whittier Narrows WRP
would not be a feasible alternative because:

[ it would not conform with Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act;

[ there is no basis for the Districts to assume the SCAG population
projections are inaccurate; and
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] it would have the same disadvantages as Altemative 4, which is analyzed
in the 2010 Plan and draft EIR.

No change to the draft EIR is required.

The Carver-Greenfield dehydration system followed by fluidized bed combustion
with energy recovery was built under the innovative/alternative technology portion
of the Clean Water Act Grant Program to treat approximately 50% of the JWPCP
solids. The Districts declared the system a failed technology as defined by the
federal grant program regulations.

As described on page 6-42 of the draft 2010 Plan, dewatering of biosolids using the
most advanced centrifuge technology is under consideration. Dewatering using the
most current, cost-effective centrifuge technology would be expected to achieve
29-31% total solids (i.e., 69-71% moisture content). Combustion with energy
recovery requires a much higher total solids content to support combustion without
auxiliary fuel. An intermediate step, "drying", must be provided by equipment such
as multiple-effect evaporation, indirect steam dryers, or direct dryers. These drying
processes can produce a biosolids fuel at 85-95% total solids. Indirect steam dryers
have been operated at the City of Los Angeles’ Hyperion plant and were also tested
at the JWPCP. Drying and energy recovery was determined to be high tn cost,
energy demand, and maintenance. Improvements to centrifuge technology will not
produce a sludge cake by centrifugation alone that is sufficiently dry for energy
recovery. No change to the draft EIR is required.

The Districts constructed an in-vessel composter demonstration pilot plant at JTWPCP
with a capacity of about 10 wet tons per day and have conducted research on the
process since July 1992. Representatives of the Districts have visited the Las
Virgenes Municipal Water District site; however, the process has been evaluated
based mainly on extensive research conducted at the Districts’ demonstration facility.
Based on this research, the cost of in-vessel composting currently appears to be at
least twice that of offsite windrow composting and other reuse options. In addition.
the process creates substantial energy demands. In-vessel composting is therefore
not considered a feasible option at this time.

In the future, the Districts will continue to refine and reassess the feasibility of in-
vessel composting. For example, Districts staff have developed and patented an air
management/odor control system, which demonstrated that a pilot plant such as the
one at JWPCP can be operated with no net increase in emissions. No change to the
draft EIR is required.
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Page 2-37 of the draft EIR identifies the Districts’ quality control measures for
biosolids contract management. A key element of the quality control effort is the
inspection program. The Districts have conducted site inspections in the past and are
continually assessing their program so that a more thorough and standardized
inspection protocol will always be in place. The inspection program will be aimed
at detecting problems before they become a concem.

For example, one objective will be to more readily inventory a site to ensure that
only reasonable amounts are being stored. Site conditions can be enforced because
Districts’ contracts contain provisions to allow cessation of hauling to a site if
conditions are found unacceptable. By maintaining multiple contracts with flexible
capacity as well as the Districts-operated landfill as a back-up site, the Districts can
avoid the need to rely on any single contractor and can require strict compliance with
contract and permit conditions. No change to the draft EIR is required.

The draft EIR is hereby changed to state that the dredge spoil site is approximately
1.5 miles in diameter and is located between 4.5 and 6.0 miles southeast of the Palos
Verdes Peninsula. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft
EIR".

The projected concentrations of and mass emissions in the JWPCP discharge for
2010 are based on the following assumptions: the JWPCP will run at full capacity
in 2010, the influent concentrations for the contaminants identified will be similar
to the levels that were received by the JWPCP in 1993, and the effluent
concentrations for the contaminants identified will be similar to the concentrations
measured in the secondary effluent in 1993. No change to the draft EIR is required.

Pages 5-40 through 5-43 discuss the potential for improved conditions for marine
biota resulting from disposal of secondary-levei treated effiuent. Specifically, the
proposed project’s effects on plankton; kelp beds; benthic invertebrates; demersal
fish; pelagic fish; coastal and pelagic birds; marine mammals; rare, threatened, and
endangered species; and beneficial uses are discussed. No change to the draft EIR
is required. :

Page 5-44 of the draft EIR states that the concentrations and mass emissions
projected for 2010 under the No-Project Alternative would meet marine water
quality, current NPDES standards, and the California Ocean Plan limitations. These
results support the Districts’ conclusion that the No-Project Alternative would have
a less-than-significant impact on marine life. No change to the draft EIR is required.



Letter 17

Surfrider
Foundation

Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road
Whilttier, CA 90621

January 18, 1995
Dear Sirs/Madams,

Thank you far the opportunity to comment on the draft
environmental impact report {d.e.i.r.) for the Joint Quifall System
2010 Master Facilities Plan. The d.c.i.1. scems to have adequately
outlined the various impacts of this project. We have no problem
with the chosen aliemative.

An increase in water recycling and an upgrade of wates treatment 17-1
wilt greatly benefit our environment.
Thank You,
M ig-%&ﬁ .
Gordon LaBedz, M.D. -~

122 SOUTH EL CAMING REAL, SWNTE #67 » SAN CLEMENTE CALIFORMNIA 92672 - (714) 492 B170 « FAX (714} 492.8142



Response to Comments from the Surfrider Foundation

17-1. Support for the draft EIR is hereby noted.





