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Comment Letters and Responses 



Letter 1 
United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WLIILIFC SERVICE 

M r .  h.rl.. U. c.rry 
hld Englruer and C.n.r.1 i la lupr  
County Sanlt.tlon D h t r l c t s  of la. Angol.1 Cavlty 
1955 Uorloan MI11 Road 
Yhltter. Cmllfornla 90601-U00 

Attn: Cmry Yoshldn 

The F1.h and Ulldllf. S.nlc. (S.nle.1 has rar1.w th. d r d t  .mlro-ntd 
Lmpnct raport (Elk) for the Jolnt Outfall Synrem 2010 Master F .c l l l t lo  
(2010 Plan). Thl. 2010 Plan .Mr..les long-t." r.srer.ter treatment. 
reuse. and dlspos.1 n..d. thrdugh 2010 lor th. County Sanlt.clon Dlstrlccs 
of Lo. Angalas County (S.nlt.rlon Dlntr le ts) .  The Service has concerns 
regarding thr..t.nmd and .n&ng.t.d spmc1.s. mlt1g.tlon t o  o f f se t  projeer 
Imp.ctm, blo.olld. and grarh.f&lng l.p.ct, .s.ocl.tsd v l th  the 
drvelop.nt of th. 2010 Plan. 

hu stat. and f.d.r.1 1lst.d mndonqered opcc1.m t h a t  was Ld.ntlfle4 En t h e  
Elk doc-nt tha t  may b. affectad by tha projmct w.0 th. 10a.t Be11'0 rlr .o 
(Ylrrp Pcllll a). me 1.a.t &11.. v1r.o (r1r.o) u r  b. .ff.ctcs by 
the preposed .xp.nmLon of th. Vn1tt.r Ilmrrws Unter ieclumtlon Plant 
( W ) .  Thl. Impact -Id occur r l t h  th. d . m t ~ c t l o n  of 1 t o  1 . 5  .era. of 
rlparlmn .=rub hab1t.t a.soc1.t.d wlth tho s ~ n ~ t r u c t l o n  of tha propo..d 
primary ..dl"nt t.nL., r a t  r l l ,  - mtation mnd f l l l  plmced fo r  a 
roadray. hmpt.r 11 .Iotmlc.l .nd Ulldllf. kmsoure..'. pal* 16 idmtlfl.. 
th. r1parl.n hab1t.t a t  th. Uh1tt.r i(arrc.r. YV a8 .potentl.l bc..dlnl 
h.bitmt for t h m  1.a.t I.11'. r1r.o.. In  addttlsn t o  the lo.* of sult.ble 
br..dlng hmb1t.t for th. r1r.o. a propeaad roadway Ell1 w u l d  h p m t  an 
undl.closed .er..g. of rud.r.1 n g e t a t l o n  thar horn u1.f.t and arroyo 
r l l low r.pt.tlsn that u y  provtd. sultabl. fora&ln8 hab1t.t for  thh 
epacl.. . V1r.o mnnp ahould b. regularly e+ted b.n..n Aprll 1 to 
July 31 by a qum1lfl.d bIolm&l.t Eul1l.r r l t h  th. rocallrmtlolu of thi. 
apoel.. . 



Addltl-1 Impact. te th. r1r.o md 0th.. mI&r.tory monlblrdm could r..ult 
I r a  eon*truetlon n o l m  and th. p h c . m t  and op.r.tlon of i l g h t s  a t  th. 
J d n t  Uatar P d l u t l a ,  C o n t r d  Plmnt or a t  th. Ilh1tt.r i.rr.um and Smn Jo.. 
Cr..k Urntar I .e l .u t lm Plont .It.-. hl.. I.r.1. from cmn.truetlon o r  
plant  op.t.tlonm must b. a t  60 dmelb.1. or be lo r  t o  w o l d  mffeet. t o  
migratory aongblrds. much .a. the r1r.e d u r l n t  th. brmedlnl ...son. L l l h t s  
mhould b. shl.l&d a r  b. l o r  prof110 to .Nur. t h a t  they do not 1uln.t. 
r lpar lan  er t r o l r a t m r  u r m b  hmbltmtm. 

Amthe. .ubJ.et of concern te thm S a n k .  1. the  'ble.olld. una[.unt 
p1.n.. tamed on preJ.ctlone d.r.1op.d f a r  th. 2010 Plan. I t  1, ..pasted 
t h i t  2.000 t e  2.400 r a t  ton. o r  575 dry  tone per day ef bIo.011d. 4 1 1  be 
pr0duc.d le th. J d n t  Outfa l l  Symtu .  mane blomdld. umt b. d1npos.d er 
r.us.d. Tho.. blct.ollds d1.pos.d rut be p1.c.d In  nppropr1.t. 1.ndflll.. 
Landfills currently w e d  Lnclud. the  ben t .  Ul l la  L.ndfll1:  U.llo[[ Supply. 
Inc. and PI.. Ore Syat.u In  The-I; Iacyc. Inc. I n  Corona: and A[ Tach 
C a p m y  In  .I-. Arlr-. Futur. .It.. t h a t  u y  b. usad Lnclud. s w a r d  
1.d .pplLc.tlon .It.. I n  Kern and Uln[ Countl..; 1.1. Station Landf i l l  I n  
S m  Iernmrdlno County: b& Ileuntaln Landf l l l  In I lvars ld .  County and 
i..pult. I.llorul L.ndfl11 In  l.p.rl.1 County. I t  ran st.t.d In  Chaptar I1 
.Iot.nlc.l mnd Wlldllf. I..ourso. . thmt In  th. d h p o l a l  of blo.olld. the  
Sanl ta t lon  Dlstr let .  -Id r q u l r .  contrmctor* t o  de.onstr*t. thmt v l l d l l f a  
mnd w11d111. h a w  b..m .rdd.d .r t h a t  Impact, h a w  been reduead t o  lams- 
than-.lgnlflc.nt 1w.l. throu[h pr.par.tlon of .It.-.peelflc .nvlronrent.l 
docuant. .r co.p l l .~ .  r l t h  f.d.r.1. s ta t .  mnd loca l  r.pl.tloru. Slm. 
the propom.6 project  would dlr.ct1y roau l t  I n  th. ~ e n r . t l o n  1.r~. quantity 
o f  b lomd1d.m da l ly  barnla the blolotlc.1 1.p.etm ~s.oslmted r l t h  the  
pr~pomed dl.po..l .f Chi. rm.t. u m t  b. .lmultan.oumly ddr....d as pa r t  of  
th. J o l n t  Outfall  apt.. 2010 lbmt.r hdlltl.. P1.n. Thl. 1. .n 
Int.rre1at.d . c t l v l t y  a..ocl.t.d r l t h  pro jeer  md ha. the  pocmntl.1 t o  
1.pa.t thr..tmlud and m&nger.d .p.cl.m. Thlm potmntl.1 Impact must b. 
.ddr..s.d mart .f t h l s  ~ l m m l n a  e f fo r t .  I t  11 r.co-.n&d tha t  the 
.xl.ting c.p&tty end proj;ct.d lit. of th.s* ~ a n d t ~ l t s  be d e s c r ~ b e d  i n  th. 
fln.1 CII prepaced t o t  th. p ro j ec t .  I n  addlt lon.  llst of thr..tm.d and 
endan8er.d mp.cl.s t h a t  oeeur In  the r l e ln l t ) .  of ..ch l m d f l l l  sit. should 

A f l ~ 1  1S.u. of concern I. the adJ.et  of growth rm1.L.d 1.p.et.. F1ft.en 
S m l t ~ t l o n  01.trLct. that mr. 1.e.t.d i n  r t r o r l l r r n  Lo. Anl.1.. C m q  
p.rtlc1p.t. l o  th. J o l n t  Outfa l l  A p . w n t  f i l c h  prald.. t o r  e d l n d  
Im..cmt In  ra.tmrat.r carny-. and tr.acwnt f.ellltl.. . Thmsm 15 
D l s t r l e t s  .re col l .e t lwly  known a. t h e  J o l n t  Outf.11 Dlstr lctm (JOD) and 
.re I u a t d  In the e.ntr.1 la. hg.1.s h m l n  i n  tho  0a.t.m and swth.rn 
portlone s f  la. rnlm1.s Cnnty. Tha JOD wtmd mouth .nd -a t  from the 
f o a t h l l l s  of the Sen Cabr1.l M n n t . 1 ~  t o  tho h l o s  V0rd.s P.nln.ul. Snd 
are b0nd.d te th. ..at by Ormg. and S m  h M r d 1 n o  Cnnt1.m. t o  th. m e t  
by th* C1tl.s of LP. Ang.1.a and 01.ad.h and Smt* b n l s .  Bmy, and to  th. 
mouth by S.n h d t a  1.y. 



Reswnse to Comments from the US. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1-1. 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 Occuning 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 Enaa to the Draft EIR", for changes to these tables. 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requks a lead agency to consider the 
effects of the preferred altemative on endangered species (in this case, Alternative 1: 
Upgrade JWF'CPExpand Los Coyotes WRPISan 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 JWPCP 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, 

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

no special-status plant or wildlife species were observed during 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 biological assessment need 
not be prepared for the JWPCP project element (US. 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. 

1-2. Impacts associated with the Whinier 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 Whinier Narrows WRP expansion is not part of the 
2010 Plan recommended altemative 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 



impacts of the Whinier Nanows WRP expansion, including those related to breeding 
and foraging habitat for the least Bell's vireo, would be examined in detail. Sweys  
for the least Bell's vireo would be coordinated and conducted by a qualified biologist 
consistent with USFWS protocol for the species if expansion of this WRP were 
pursued by the Dismcts. 

1-3. Mitigation Measure 11-3 on page 11-21 of the draft EIR states that at 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 Disaicts identified this expansion 
as a preferred project-specific alternative. If the Districts decide to pursue the 
Whinier Narrows expansion in the future, mitigation measures would be developed 
based on the results of surveys and consultation with the USFWS. The Districts - 

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 Measurk . 

11-3. 

1-4. 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 
Narmws Flood Control Basin from the impon of fill to elevate the proposed Whinier 
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 dnft EIR is raquired. 

1-5. 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 dnft EIR indicates that the noise environment in the JWPCP 
area is currently dominated by tmffic noise mostly associated with the elevated 
Harbor Freeway (1-1 10). which is adjacent to the JWPCP marsh. Existing noise 
levels near the JWPCP range from 62 to 64 dB. Additionally, ihe 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 d~sturbance 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), Sepulveda 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 
(see pages 9-16 through 9-19 in the draft EIR). No change to the draft EIR is 
required. 

1-6. The Districts have revised Mitigation Measure 11-2. "Prepare and Implement a 
Mmhland Management Plan", for the JWPCP marsh site to enhance the riparian 
forest and convert rudeml vegetation. USFWS' request to review the draft plan has 
been incorporated into the mitigation measure. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, 
"Changes and Errata to the Dnft 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 commercial nursery to the north and east 
(see Figure 11-2 of the dnft 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. 

1-7. USFWS identified five sites used by the Districts 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: 

w Kellogg Supply, Inc.. 
w Recyc Inc., 

Ag Tech Company, and 
w Pima Gm 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; 
McCanhy 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) 

Recyc Inc. (reuse) I 0 I I 
Ag Tech Company (reuse) I 1,346 I 2,000 I 
Bio Gro Systems (reuse) I 812 I 2,000 I 
M c h t h y  Family Farms (reuse) I 1,699 I 2.000 I 
Yakima Company (reuse) I 580 

Puente Hills Landfill (disposal) 5,565 I 1.000 

not applicable I 
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 Pir 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 



Table 2-2. Environmental Documentation for Existing Biosolids 

Recyc Inc. 

Ag Tech Company 

Bio Gro Systems 

McCarthy Family F m s  

Yakima Company 

Puente Hills Landfill 

- 
Disposd ahd Reuse Sites 

W t t e d  Capacity 
(wet tons per week? 

Note: ND = Negative Declaration. 

EIR (1227/89); State Clearinghouse 
number 88 1 003 18 

Y-: ND (1991) State 
Clearinghouse number 91051081 

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

Mitigated 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 8903 1307 

ND (1RW91) Riverside County 
Ordinance Regulating Land 
Application of Sewage Sludge; State 
Clearinghouse number 9101 2065 

Mitigated ND (W5194) Resolution 
number 94-214. 
Cenual Valley RWQCB' 

Mitigated ND (1/27/95) Resolution 
number 95-01 1, 
Central Valley RWQCBc 

EIR (3123194); State Clearinghouse 
number 91121070 

Assumes 25% total solids and an application rate of 7.5 dry tonslacre 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 repon 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. 

1-8. 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 
defmition 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 relaed specifically to growth 
inducement. Page 17-13 specifically identifies the loss of special-stahls 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 1 2 4  in Leaer 12 of the final EIR). No change 
to the draft EIR is required. 

1-9. The Districts recognize the need for efforts to conserve and enhance large contiguous 
tracts of land with high biological value. The Disnicts, 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 m a  and the greater Los Angeles 
County supporting natural habitats. Plans currently undenuay to preserve these 
natural area include the Palos Verdes Peninsula Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan, which encompasses 1.500 acres, and the Ocean Tnils 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 Pwnte Hills Landfill include 
preservation and enhancement of approximately 230 acres of natural habitat, planting 
of over 1,700 trees grown from coast live oak acorns 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. 



511n a cu-oawu 
Letter 2 

PETE W1150W. GdG 
~ ~. . ~ . 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
14mrENrH SlRCEl 
-ACAIYCNTO. CA M I 4  

January 3, 1995 

GARY YOSHIDA 
COVHn SANITATION DISTRICl'S, 11)s MCELES 
1955 YORI(IIM MILL ROAD 
IIMITTIER, CA 90601 

Subject: JOINT 0mPAI.L 8YSTm 2010 NSATEiI FACILITIES P W  801 1: 
94021011 

b a r  GARY YOSHIDA: 

Tho Statm claaringhousa mub.1tt.d tho above named environmental 
document to nlectad mtata agencies for review. The revlw p r i  
im closed and none of the mtate agmnciea have comments. This 2.1 
letter acknowlmdgma that you have complied wlth the stata 
Clearinghouee revlw rmquirementm for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to ths California mvlronmental Quality Act. 1 
Please call nark COWS at (916) 445-0611 if you havc any questions 
regarding the environmantal revlew process. When contacting the 
clearlnghouma in this mmttar, please ume tho sight-diglt State 
Clesringhouee nlubcr mo that we may respond promptly. 

Ilichael chirlat~i, ~r.' 
Chiat, Stat. Clearinghouse 



Response to Comments from the Governor's Otrrce of Planning and Research (first letter) 

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



Letter 3 
SrAlE ff CILCORHL PETE WHSON. Oaam 

GOVERNOA'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
44OO TENTH STREET 
URAMENTO. CAW14 

January 12, 1995 

GARY YOSHIDA 
COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS, IAS ANGELES 
1955 NORIMllll HILL ROaD 
WHITTIER, a 90601 

subject: JOINT 0rnmr.L S Y S T ~  2010 MSATER FACILITIES PW SCH I: 
94021011 

Dear GARY YOSHIDA: 

Lead agenclem are not required to respond to late comments. 
However, you may wiah to incorporate these additional c w e n t s  
into the preparation of your final environmantal document. 

Tha enclosed c w o n t e  on your draft environmental documents wero 
received by the state Clearlnghouae after the end of the state 
review perlod. We are forwarding these comments to you because 
they provide infomatlon or raise iaeues which may asslst you in 
project review. 

Please contact Mark Gosa at (916) 445-0613 if you have any 
questions concarni the review process. When you contact the 
Clearinqhoume in t 2 s  matter, pleaee us. the eight-digit State 
Clearinghouse number a0 that we may respond promptly. 

3.1 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 



Response to Comments from the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (second letter) 

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. 



M e m o r a n d u m  

'* Mr. Mark Coss 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tentn Street, Pool 121 
Sacramento, A 95814 county-oi 1.0s Anqeles 

JOINT OllTFALL SYSTM 
2010 MASTER FACILITIES 
P U N  

-; Project Review Comments 

caltrans ham reviewed the above-referenced Joint Outfall System 
2010 Master Qacllities Plan. Based on the information received, and 
in addltlon to our previous comments made on Yebruar 25, 1994, we 
are not satistied with the docueentea traEfic analysra. 

Ya would like to see an Intersection Capacity Utillzatlon (ICVI 
analysis for the intersection of Pacific Coast Hlghwoy (SR-I) and 
rlgueros Street mimllar to that done tor Sapulveds Boulevard and 
F1gueroa Street. 

hn trrnsport of hazardous waste or heavy construction equlp- 
ment uhlch requires the use of oversize transport vehicles on 
state Freeways/Hlghuaym will require a Caltrans transportation 

14-2 

permit. We recommend that largo s i m  trucks that are transport1 
construction materialm, equipment. and axporting contaminated 621 (1-3 
b. Ilmited to ott-pmk couute periods. 

The applicant shall comply with all appllcabls hazardous 
waste safety meamuras when transporting materiala from the sitss. 

14-4 
It you have any questions regsrdinq this responms. please 

call me at 12131 197-1131. 

cc: 

. . 

Mr. Charles Y. Carry 
Chlet Engineer and General Manager 
County Sanitation Districts oE Las Ang 
1955 Workman MI11 Road 
Yhlttler, CA 90601-1400 
Attention: Gary Yoshida 



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

4-1. In response to this comment, a level of service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the 
Pacific Coast Highway or State Route 1 (SR 1)IFigueroa 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 turning movement counts were conducted 
at the SR lfigueroa Street intersection in February 1995. Figure 7-6, which has 
been added to the fmal 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 Enata to the Draft EIR"). Results 
indicate that this intersection is currently 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 genention analysis for 
the JWPCP construction activities. 

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

Figure 7-6 shows the projected 2002 turning movement volumes at the 
SR IFigueroa Street intersection and Table 7-41 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 P r o m  for Los Angeles 
County (Los Angeles County Metropolitan Tmsportation Authority 1993). 
Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. The draft EIR is hexby 
changed to incorporate the discussion of this less-than-significant impact. See 
Chapter 3 of the fmal EIR, "Changes and Enata to the Draft EIR". 

It should be noted that the capacity analyses performed in the dnft 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 



project has decreased. The analysis provided in the final EIR reflects the updated 
data while the analysis in the draft EIR reflects a more conservative scenario. 

4-2, 4-3. 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. 
Conrractors 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. 

4-4. Shipment of hazardous materials or waste to or from the Dismcts' 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 (1-1 10). truck transport of chemicals and other hazardous materials 
to and from the JWPCP is generally via 1-1 10. Vehicles exit 1-1 10 at Sepulveda 
Boulevard, travel east to Figueroa Street and south to the JWPCP. Additionally, the 
AT-SF Railroad has sidings at the JWPCP for material transported by railcar. No 
change to the h f t  EIR is required. 



Mr. Gary K. Yorhidr 
Division Emgimr 
P l l ~ i q  a d  P m  M~N~WWW 
Cwmy Saniution D i s l i ~ u  d Lor Angcks Cwnty 
1955 Wohmm Mi l l  Road 
Whitlier. CA 90601-l4lXl 

Dear Mr. Yoshiia: 

REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR): COUNTY SANITATION 
DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY. JOINT OUTFAU SYSTFM 2010 MASTER 
FAClUTIES PLAN. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 94021011. STATE REVOLVING 
FUND (SRF) U)AN NO. 4001-220, FINAL INCREMENT SECONDARY TREATMENT 

Thad for the oppormniry to review ihc above-rekred daumm. The EIR ir ldequrle 
for our plrpacs a d  we hruc m comments. 

We look forward lo  continuing lo wort with you and ihc U.S. Envimnmenul Pmkclion 
A l m v  to cmrdirnv SRF loan acnnm mi- with Nalionrl Env immnu l  Poltv 

AS Pall 01 ihc SRF r r v b  p m r S ,  on NOmnbcr 18. 1994, W c i ~ l a l e d  ihc dnh  EIR to 
apncks mpmsibk  lor intplmrning ledenl mimmnul laws and mylalions. Thc lim 
has passed for commcma a d  d y  the U.S. Fish a d  WiMlile Serv*e (Sewice) has 
rrqanded. The Service has rcpucd. and r hn gnnrd, a time extension to Jamury 26, 
1995 

~ ~ 6 . 1 9 9 4 , ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ c ~ i h c Y H i r * ~ r v a 1 * I W ~ ~  
on our Dnenn'mtion 01 No ENa l  la this pjal 

Mr. Gary K. Ymhida 2- JW I T  m% 

MS. U'iImh Bawi 
U.S. EPA. Warn Mamgemcm Divit i i  
75 HaMhonr slmu 
S.n Pntrchco. CA 94105-3901 



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 
COUNlY OF I D S  ANCELES 

DEPARlMEM OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

December 5. 1994 

Mr Charks W Cany 
CMEng inm k Gmml Mrnycr 
SANITATION DISTRICTS 
County o T h  Angeln 
1955 Workrrmn Mill RwJ 
W ) l i n m . C A ~ l - I 4 M ,  

DRAFT ?ROCRAM CNWRONMENTAL IMPACT REWRT 
PORTRE JOINT O W A L L  SYSTEM 

~ u t n ~ d h a  P&O& EM 7 k  D d  1010 Plu lbrmdJr .ddmsn Ion8 lam wane 
Wet autmml. UK o l r a h h d  wa ud &d d s  Tor the County lhrwgh lk y u r  2010 

The Prourn Menut iwr  3 md 4 m m d d w  -Id inMd the Wkittin Nmows Resrutiorul 

The daumn du, uato tht. .impw$ un be d t @ d  l o  a kt, lh &&cam level, by 
rnlOfin0 riparian m b  ud T a n (  h.bitas'(Page ES 8 oTtk Executive Summary) This 
potenrial lo ts  or habitat vovld result horn ~ l t m c t i o n  mivity Tor the Whitlier Nsnows Wale 
Rnlmation Area expmnria rtl t odu l y  d ndk di((mcnt of an approximately 2 mile Ion8  IN^ 

6.1 

w w  systm, m f h  oTlhc popowd erprnlion uu 



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

6-1. 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. 

6 2 .  The draft EIR identifies the recommended alternative as "Alternative 1: Upgrade 
JWPCPlExpand Los Coyotes WRPISan Jose Creek WRY. 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 environmental review process. 

6-3. 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. 



Letter 7 

INRUM 8. FEDJE 
Director 

Charlea W. C # r q  
Chief Endneer mnd General Mansmr 
County Sanildim k t r i c U  d h Angela County 
1955 W01h.n Mi l l  R a d  
Whillier, CA 80601-1400 
Attenlion: Oary Yomhidm 

Re: Drmn Rqrm Envimnmental Impact &port (EIRI for the Joint Outfall 
Syatem 2010 Muter Facili l in PIm 

h r  Mr. Cmrw: 

The Cily d E l  Strundo hms mimed the D r d l  R q r . m  Enrirmmental Impact RspDlt 
(EIR) for the Joint Outbll Sptcm 9010 Mwter Pmcilitic. Plan. The Cily appmiatcs the 
opportunily Lo mmmenl m the pmjecl and would like (o submil the fo lbwin~ mmmcnt. 
(o he inmrpaalcd inLo the Final EIR Lo allow far a mom ~ccurmls -men1 of the 
p ro j r l h  impact.: 

pg 2. Joint Outbll 
1VZ/2V94 

1.1 The .na a s 1  d9cpuM.  Boukard in El S y n d o  ia and by the LACSD. Ihe 
service charge and the m n a l b n  fea br the pmPcrUa in lhin area will be 
incnaud lpagn 2 - 81 to finance lha p m a m .  Allhaugh the actual fee iinc- b 
no1 known m t  thii time. the Cit, L. m c a n c d  about the sonmnic impncl that the 
inereme may have m busin- in E l  Scwnda. 

Again, lhank pu for the oepntmily to comment. Wa b k  forward Lo receiving the F i n d  
ElR. If you have any qualkns. p k r  amtai l  J u n  B u d m  at (310) 322.4610. Ert. 402 

7-1 

or any &her Flannlng Diri.(m .L.Knmmber 

: Jim Mnnimn. City M m y a  
EIR Rapma Pi* 

2.) I h e  conltrvclion aclivilia to implement the prqram should indicab the imput. 
for the 'maintcnanrc of bci l i tks including nudo' under the Public Fmcilitia 
Section d t h e  Table 3 cheklial (page8 3 - 17). The document rurrently indicah 
no impact. I 7-2 



Response to Comments from the City of El Segundo Department 
of planning and Building Safety 

7-1. 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. 

7-2. Page 3 of 5 in Table 3 of the notice of preparation (NOP) for the EIR (dated 
Februq  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 potential 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 JWPCP also 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. 



raw H. RENS. CHIEF, m R m n r  DIVISION 
PREVENTION BURMU 



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 suppiy 
one engine to the San Jose Creek WRP. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes 
and Errata to the Draft EIR". 



Letter 9 - - - - - - - 

COUNTY OF LOS ANCELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
'a, Yll'" ,.1"0*1 *w "l" 

A I 1 I A I . I .  .-.LWO.*II.I"I IIII 

February 13. 1995 

nr. Charles W. Carry 
Chlef Englneer and General Manager 
County Sanltatlon Dlstrlcta of Loa Angeles County 
1955 Workman MI11 Road 
Whlttier, CA 90601-1400 

Attention nr. Gary loahlda 

Dear Mr. Carry: 

JOS 2010 MASTER IACILITITS PLAN 

we have revleuad the draft Jolnt Outfall System 2010 Master 
Facilltles Plan and Environmental Impact Report and have the 
following connenta: 

Jos Draft Plan 

I. Page 2-8, last paragraph - The entlre reach of Rlo Hondo 
Channel downstream of Whlttler Ilarrowa Dam 1s Ilned wlth 
concrete. 

2. Page 2-21. last paragraph I 
a. Rlo Hondo Coastal Baaln Spreadlng Grounds Is operated and 

owned by the Los Angeles County Department of Publlc 
Works (LhCDPWI . I 

c. Both sprmadlng grounds are operated on a battery cycle. 
The t h e  It takes to flll a battery la dependent upon the 
Inflow, mlzc of the battery, and the percolatlon rate. I 

b. San Gabrlel Coamtal Bamln Spreadlng Grounds 1s operated 
by ths LIICDPW. However, It is only partially owned by 
us. We have a long-term Leaae for the grounds. The 
operation and maintenance of the rlver was transferred to 
ue on Aprll 29, 1969 by the U.S. A m y  Corps of Englneers. 

d. The water 1. swltched to another bdttery to dlsrupt the 
brecdlng cycle of vectors and to allow the battery to 
rejuvenate and restore the percolatlon rate. 

*2 

Mr. Charles W. Carry 
February 13, 1995 
Page 2 

a. san Gabrlal coaatbl msln Spraedlnq Qmunds has en Inflow 
capaclty of 350 cfs (226 mgd) and Rlo Hondo Coastal Bash 9-2 
Spraadlng Grounds has an intake capaclty of 2,000. cfm 
(1293 mgd). 

I 
3. Page 3-1, Table 3.1-1 - Waste Dlmcharga and uatar rausa 

pemltm explred in August 1994 for Long Baach, Loe Coyotes. 
Whlttler Rarrwm, and P-ne water Rulaution Plants (WRP)) 9-3 
the peraltm for the Sen Joma creek WRP axplrad in March 1994. 
Have these pemlta h e n  renewed or extendad? If no, the JoS 
Plan ahould atate the nmw expiration data(s). I 

4. Page 3-11, Iamt paragraph - Tho officlal na- for San Gabriel 
Spreadlng Grounds 10 W n  Gabrlml Coastal Easln Spreadlng 94 
Grounds. Thle faslllt). coneleta of two batterlesr a) the 
off-channsl sprmdlnq grounds and b) tha rlrmr baains. I 
a. Water from SJEVIIC can ba apraad at elthar Rio Hondo or ! 

San ~ b r l e l  cometal heln Spreading Grounds. I 0-5 
b. Likmwlse, for water frca WWRP. I 
c. Relmbursawnt for tha reclalmod watmr is made by the 

Hater Replenlshunt Dlstrlct (WIID) but the water la 
epread by the W D P W .  I 

6 Page 4-4, thlrd paragraph - The WRD does not spread the watmr. 
The water la spread at W D P Y  groundwater recharge facllltlea. g a  We operate the faclllty, control the Inflow, and detemlne 
where the water Im apread. I 

1. Page 4-6, Iaet paragraph - same c o m n t a  ea noted in 1 t n  
no. 6. 

8. Page 3-40, thlrd paragraph - Revlme the title WRD of Southern 
callfornla to LIIcDPw. 1 

9. P a p  5-49 - Same c a e n t  am noted in Itam No. 8. 1 So 
10. Page 5-94, thlrd paragraph - The Main San Gabriel Bamln 

Includes the follwlng W D P Y  groundwater rmcharge facilltlea: I 
a. Sen Lomond S.G. e. Inlndale S.B./Uannlng Plt 
b. Suena Vlsta 6.8. I. peck Road Water Coneervatlon Park 
C. Cltrua S.G. 0.  Walnut 9.8. - ~ 

d. Eaton 5.8. 6. santa ye 5.0. 



Hr. Charlea Y. Carrq 
February 13, 1995 
Page 3 

The only faclllty capabl. of replenlshlnq 10,000 AF 1. 
Santa Is Spreadlnq Grounds. I 

11. Paqa 5-55. sacond paragraph - Thlm paraqraph dlscusmem thm 
work that HRD 1nltl.t.d but the facllltles are owrated by thm 9 1 1  
LACDPI . I 

11. Paga 6-101. thlrd parmqrmph - typoqraphlcal error; VSS, not 
ws should be umed for volatlle suspended aollda. 

lxafk4m 
I. Paqe 3-4, t h l M  paraqraph 

a. Thm Ilo Hondo Channel orlglnstes from thm mplllnay of 
Peck Road Water Conmervarlon Park. 

b. Flol data for th. Rlo Hondo channel 1s .vallable from 
Gaqlnq Statlon Ron. r1928-1, F64-1, and F45B-R. Gaqlnq 
Statlon r458-R 1. the last statlon on the Rlo Hondo 
Channel before the conflusnc. wlth the Los Anqelee Rlvar. 

c. r l w  data for the tO. hnqelee Rlver 1s avsllable from 
Gaqlnq Statlon Horn. 1300-11, F105-R, F57C-R, I34D-R, and 
F 3 9  Statlon F319-R 1. the laat gaqlng statlon on the 
Los Anpalas Rlrer beform It dlscharqes to the Paclflc 
Ocean. 

d. Tha ebova-noted qaqlnq statlon data la avallabls to the 
publlc and can be obtalnad at the LACDPY'm publlc counter 
InHydraullclHater Coneervatlon Dlvlalon or by contactlnq 
Hr. Georqa taraq of that Dlvlelon at (010) 450-6111. t n  
addltlon, the V.S. Army Corps of Enqlneers also hsa 
qaqlnq statlon. on tha Rlo Hondo Channel and Lom Anqelee 
Rlver. 

1. Paqa 1-10. aacond paraqraph 

a. Rlo Hondo Coa.t.1 msln Spreadlnq Ground. ham 430 acrms 
of wettad area. I 

b. san Gmbrlel Coastal tlamln Sprmdlnq Ground. has l total 
of 151 acre. of wettad area, 96 acres In the off-channel 
spreadlnq groundm, and 156 acres In the rlver baalna. 1 9 1 4  

3. Paqs 3-10. thlcd paragraph - Plaame rmfmr to our C-nt No. ( 0-1s 
1 under JDS Draft Plan on page 1 of thlm latter. 

4 Paqe 3-14. flrnt p r a q n p h  - Vma elth-r l a m  Anqelem County 
r l w d  control Dlatrlct or U C D W  not DP* r l d  Control 0-16 
Dlvlslon. I 

p~eami contact Mr. cunq tquyen a t  (0111 458-6301 if you have any 
quemtlona or If we may be of asslstanca. 

very truly yours, 

CTMradq 
JOSPLN 

C .  Remove the parenthetical documentatlon "(County 
Sanltatlon Dl~trlcts of Lo. Angelen Clty, 1991bl." I 



Res~onse to Comments from the Los Aneeles Countv DeDartment of Public Works 

Response to Comments on the Draft 2010 Plan 

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 renewal, 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 
Replenishment District and recharged in facilities operated by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works. N6 change to the Draft 2010 Plan is required. 

Changes made to Section 4.1.1, page 4-4, third paragmph. 

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

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

9-15. The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect these corrections. See Chapter 3 of the 
final Em, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR". 

9-16. The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect these corrections. See Chapter 3 of the 
final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR". 



January 3, 1995 

Mr. Charlee W. Carry 
chlef Enalneer and 
General ianag-r 
county senitation Dhtrict. 
of la. maelrs County 

Mr. Charles w. Carry 
January 1, 199s 
Page I 

Thank you for your lottor datod Mov0.b.r 14. 1994, rcpu.stinq 
that the city of Corritoo rovisw and c m c n l  on the draft outfall 
syotem lolo Ma.tor racilltiao Plan, and the draft Environmental 
Impact Report. Yo rscognira that your staff 1. rovl.wing varlou. 
alternatlveo deslgnmd to n e t  the wamtowmter management noads of 
the Dietrlct'. Joint outfall Systmm IJOSI. 

Wo aro raquesting that Your offica keep us informed relativ. to 
any flnal decisions whlch may develop regarding thlm matter. 11 (10-5 
you have any questions or dmalrs any sddltional information from 
my offico, please feel fres to contact Ron nabel. water 
Suporintmndent at (310) 160-0311, Cxt. 245 at your convenience. 

slncoroly. 

we have rovlmwsd the four proposed m1tOrnatlv.s whlch arm 
outlined in the plmn. The City is primarily concerned wlth any 
Mdificatiom prop0s.d mt the Xas Coyotes Plant In C.rrltom 
because the city-mod end operated Iron-wood Golf course and 
drlving range u y  be iwacted. 

Upon reviewing tho four sltornmtivoe, tho clty pmfers 
Alternmtivm I1 uhlch involvom no modific~tionm to tho la. Coyotss 
Plant am our flrmt choice. Tho City'o next breference 1s 
Alternative I1 uhlch involvom Increaming tho capacity of the la. 
Coyote. Plant from 31.5 q d  to 50 mgd. Howaver, this mxpanslon 
wlll be to thm south of th. oxlsthq driving range and will not 
Impact any existing City facilltioo. Alternatives I2 and I4 are 
the least deelcablm options to us. 

Vincm Brer 
Dlrector of mbllc works 

10-1 

10-2 

should ths Dlstrict malect Alt*rb*tlv~ I1 as its primary choice, 
the City would rquest that tho Dimtrict provide a Traffic 
Management Plan which vould Include tho storage of on-sit* 1101 
material and oqulpsent, mitigation of any vehicular/pedestrian 
clrculatlon and n o h e  concerns, and 1 landscaping plan whlch 
vould addrems aqothetlc concerns. The City vould strongly oppose 
Alternatives I 2  and I4 If they were selected because of their 
substantial impact on the City's recreational facility. 



Response to Comments from the Citv of Cerritos 

10-1. 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 leased 
to the City of Cenitos 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' mommtnded alternative (Alternative 1) would 
not q u i r e  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. 

10-2. 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 to 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. 

10-3. 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 consuuction 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 consuuction material storage areas 
outside visually sensitive areas where feasible. If this is not feasible, this measure 
requires that these areas be screened from general view. Funhermore, Mitigation 
Measures 15-5, 15-8, and 15-10 call for partially screening new project elements 
from public view, establishing parkway planting sfrips, and improving existing 
greenbelt areas to minimize visual effects of project operations. No change to the 
draft EIR is required. 

10-4. See response to Comments 10-1 and 10-2. 

10-5. The City of Cemtos 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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Chlef Englneer and 6encr.l Manager 
County sanitation Dlstrlcts of Lo. Angelas County 
1955 Workman Mlll Road 
whlttler, CA 90601-1400 
Attention: Mr. Gary loshlda 

Thank you for the apportunlty to rmvlew the Draft Program EIR for 
the Joint outfall System 2010 Master Pacilitlem Plan. The la. 
Angcles Clty Plannlng Department. Communlty Planning Bureau has the 
following comments: 

The Jolnt water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) site 1s located 
prlmarlly wlthln the Clty of Carson, however. a portlon of the 
ProlrertY south Of Lollta BOUlevard and East of tha Harbor F r - r u m v  - - - - - - - - - - - 
is iocated in the c ~ t y  of w m  ~ngel-s. That G X o n  in ~ o s  ~ngelc; 
Is located wlthln the WI1mlngton-Harbor Clty Communlty Plan whlch 
was adopted by the Lo- Angeles Clt Council on June 15. 1919. m. 
Distrlct Plan's land use designatron for the subject property la 
Open Space/PubllclQuasl Public corresponding to the 0s. A1 and Pi 
zones. Currently the property Is zoned R1. however. the Clty is In 
the process of changlng the zonlng east of Ylquaroa Street to os 
and west of Plgueroa Strmst to Pi to correspond to the P1.n. The 
expanslan and upqrade of the JUPCP Is Planned only for the portlon 
of the nit. located wlthln the Clty of Carson. The use of the1 

joint outfall system 2010 Master Pacilltlee Plan DEIR 
Page 2 

tm%hth 
objectives of the wilmlngton-Harbor Clty District Plan Include 
enhancing the eesthetlc quallty and dedgn of the bullt envlronrmt 
and establlshlng a system of open space landscaped buffers for 
recreational and aesthetic purposes and for the ssparstlan of 
Incmpatlble land uses. ~ltlgatlon maasures should include 
extensive landscape buffer. to screen the project from publlc vlsw, 11.2 
reducing bulk of bulldlngs and structures as much as possible. and 
placing any new power lines underground. I - 
zt Is an Objective of the Wllmlnqton-Harbor Clty Dimtrlct Plan -to 
Improve trafflc safety and control industrlal truck trafflc In 
resldentlal nelqhborhoods.. It Is 41.0 a policy of the wllminqton- 
Harbor Clty Distrlct Plan .to develop Designated BIkeUays (. . .) In 
accordance wlth the standardm and crlterla contained In the Blcycla 
Plen, a part of the clrculatlon Clement of tha Clty's General P l m .  
to p m l t  safe blcycle urn. end to llnk reeldents to other blkcray 
systau vhlch provld. access to schools and recrestlonsl 
facllltl~e: The backbone blcycle trail system proceeds north 
along Flgu~roa Street to lalta Boulevard, traveling cast along 
Lomlta Boulevard to Yilmlnqton Strut/Maln Street an4 continuing 
north Into the Clty of Carson. Mltlgatlon measures contained In 
the CIR address Indumtrlal truck trafflc safety. however the 11 
backbone blcyclo trail system has not been addressed. I 

property wlthln the Clty of Los Angales is a rccreatlon area east 
of ileueroa Street and an esscntlally unimproved publlcly owned 11-1 
parcel containlnq some OII wells west of iigueroa street. These euMkm&b 
uses are consistent wlth the Wilmlngton-Harbor City Dlstrlct Plan. ~t 1. an objectlvc of the wllmlngton-Harbor City DlsCrkt Plan to 

reducc and manage the risks associated with the handllw. storage, 

To contribute to the process of oxygen regeneration, cleansing of 
the air of harmful pollutants. and rewval of air-born 
partlculatss. a11 projwts should be landscaped for air quality 
enhancement. Tree. used in much landscaping mhould be selected tor 
thelr ablllty to maxlmlze air qumllty benefit* includlrm absorption 
of gases that ma contrlbute dlrsctly or indlrectly to atmospheric 
wsrminq, for therr ability to uximlre energy conetrvstlon and with 
a vln, to thelr long term mmlntan.nce requlrementa. The use of 
vlnes should bc encouraged on walls, bulldlngs, and &ructuree. 

114 
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These comprise our commants on this project, If you havo any 
further quastion., please call Nancy Scrivner at (113) 415-6647. 

transfer and disposal of hazardous uterials and hazardous wastes. 
The Draft Program EIR discusses the potential for accidental 

very truly yours, 

release of acutely hazardous material at the JUPCP. Thls 
dl.cussion focusas on the risks associated with the handling and 
.torage of these materials on tho plant site, but lacks dimcus.lon 
rcgardlng tho transfer and dlsposal of these materials off sit.. 
Particularly with the proximity of thls plant to residential areas 
and schools, the DEIR should d1.cu.s the procedure- tor tho 

CON HOVE 
Director of Planning 

ll-s 

transfer and disposal of theso Mterials. 



Response to Comments from the City of Los Angels 

11-1. Consistency of existing land uses at the JWPCP with the Wilmington-Harbor City 
District Plan is noted. 

112. 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. 

11-3. Mitigation Measure 7-1 in the drati 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 Dnft EIR". 

11-4. Mitigation Measure 15-8 in the draft EIR specifically calls for the establishment of 
parkway planting strips and trees along the north and south sides of Lomita 
Boulevard, along Figueroa Smet 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 JWPCP because of maintenance issues associated with the vines. No change 
to the draft EIR is required. 

11-5. 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. 



Letter 12 

@ EF'ARTh4ENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
205 Sw(h W l W r d  Avo. 
Complm. Calilomia 90220 

(310) 605-5505 

CITY OF COMPTON 
February 6, 1995 

Lttss: us. am- losbids 

Thank you for glving us this opportunity to consnt on this ZIR. 

Blncerely, 

The report dssls malnly on th. srpan.lon and upgrade of tho various 
exlating Wastewater Tr-atrent Plants to secondary treatment syst-¤ to 
comply wlth- Consent Decree. and to accommodate wastewater increasm 
through the year 2010. This rcport did not address any spcciflc work 
In conncctlon wlth ths coll.ctlon of wastewater andlor dimtrlbutlon 
systems for "gray* water to *xisting and potentla1 users. 

Since these wastewater treatment plants are miles away from the City 

cc: Clt aanaqmr Assistant C1t.y Managsr 
Plannlnq Dlrector 
Water Dept. Manager 

of Compton. such project sees to hive no immediate or dlrect Impact tb 
the City, at thls tlms. 

Should therm b. any work to b. done wlthln the Clty in connactlon wlth 
thcla pro!ecta. whether it will be on the collection system or 
distribution system, It rill b. nsceraary that you provide us with the 
studles snd plans for our revlew In connection with the Clty's 
requlrcmmnts; it's snvlronmental impact; or on other factors affecting 
the health, convanlsncs. soclsl and economic 11fs of the cltirms. 

Additionally, thars 1s s nead to provlds tho City wlth access to the 
use of reclaimed or .grayw rater for landscaping, Irriqatlon. and 
other non-potable, non-toxic urnas, such as for street clemninq, storm 
drain cleaning, concrste mixing, stc. Accordlngly. sxtension andlor 
stub-Outs for much reclaimad water distribution mains should k 
constructed to the Clty limlts on major arterial streets. parks, etc.. 
such as on Rosscrans Avenue. Compton Boulevard and Alondra Boulevard. 
to name a few. 

12-2 



Response to Comments from the City of Compton 

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 local 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 Cornpton 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. 



Mr. Charles U. Carry 
chlef Enqlneer and General Manager 
county sanltatlon Dlstrlcts 

of Los Anqeles County 
1955 Workman MI11 Road 
Whlttler. Callfornla 90601-1400 

Dear Mr. Carry: 

Draft Joint hltfall System 
2010 Master Facllltlee Plan and 

1 Imvact Revort 

We have received the Draft Jolnt Outfall System (JOS) 
2010 Master Facll1tl.s Plan (Plan) and Draft Pragram 
Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR). The County Sanitation 
Dlstrlctm of Lo. Angeles County (Dlstrlcts) are propoalnq to 
upgrad. the D1.trIcts' Jolnt ustar Pollution control Plant 
(JWPCP) to full secondary treatnant and expand the JOS wastewater 
treatment plants to acconmod.tc projected growth through 2010. 
The comments hcreln rcprement the Metropolltan Water District's 
(Metropolltan) tcsponee as a potentially affected publlc agency. 

Mmtropolltan requests that you make the followlnq 
change. and corrections to the Program EIR: 

Page 3-10, thlrd paragraph, h a t  sentence should read: 
The Rcplenlshment Dlstrlct purchases reclslmed water 

from the Dl8trlcts and purchases Impartad water aupplles I r w  the 
Central Basin Munlclpal Uater oletrlct, whlch are then mixed and 
spread by the DPU (Los ACqeleS Dspartmant of Publlc Works) In the 
Rlo Hondo and San cabrlel Rlver psrcolatlon basins. 

Page 14-1, fourth parsgraph. second sentence should read: 
The Netropolitm Water District of Southern calltornh 

(nwo) provldes imported water supplles to supplement the local 
suppllee of the more than 15 million residents In Its 5.154 
square-mile eervlcm area. This ssrvlce area covers approximately 
51 of the total land area of Callfornla and has a $400 blllion 
economy. 

Page 14-1, last paragraph, flrst sentence should read: 
MUD Is composed of member cltl*~, munlclpal watmr 

113-3 dlstrlctm and a county water authority. 
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Page 14-1, last mentence: 
In order to be conelstent wlth page 2-51 of the Plan. 

pleaae delete the Clty of La. Angelee and add the Clty of San 
Narlno to the llmt of cltlem wlthln the JOS msrvlce area. 

Page 14-2, second paragraph, fourth asntenca: 
Pleasm add Raymond Basin to tha list of adjudicated 

groundwater basins wlthln the JOS eervlcm area. 

Page 14-2. flfth paragraph should b. replaced wlth: 
W D  has water delivery contracts for Colorado River 

water wlth the U.S. Department of the Interlor for 1.212 sllllon 
acre-feet per year (MFY) and an addltlonal 110,000 scre-faat pal 
year (AFr) of surplus water. The capaclty of W ' s  Colorado 
Rlver Aqueduct la 1.800 cublc feet per second or 1.3 mllllan AFY. 
However. as a result of the 1964 U.S. Supreme Court decree In 

v. Calilornl., MUD'S depndabls aupply of Colorado River 
rater wes reduced to less than 550,000 AIY. Thls reduction In 
dependabl. supply occurred ulth the commencement of Colorado 
River dellverles by the Central Arizona Project (CAP). 

m D  hms a prlorlty to dlvert 550,000 AFY of 
callfornla's 1.4 MFY baslc awrtlonment under its water 
dellver~ cantract wlth the saeretarv of the Interior. In .----. ~~~ 

~adit1on. m D  has entered Into aqreiwnts with water agencies 
acrvinq colorado River water for~aqrlcultural purposes-In the 
Callfornla desert to increase its dependabls eupplles. Water u m  
by holders of preaent perfected rights (Indlan reservatlona, 
towns, and other individual. along the Colorado River that 
predate m ' e  rlghtq 1s estluted to reduce dependable 
diversions by about 30,000 Am. Conveyance lommes along tha 
Coloredo Rlver Aqueduct of 10,000 AFY further reduce the amount 
of Colorado Rlver rater rseslved in ths coastal plain. 

B a s 4  on an annual determination, the Secretary of the 
Interior has allwed NU0 in r m n t  years to dlvert Colorado Rlvml 
water apportioned to, but unused, by Arlzona and Nevada. Artronl 
and Nevada are not expected to use their full apportlonmnta 
until the years 2016 and 2005, respectively. 

Page 14-2. last paragraph and page 14-3, first two paraqraphm 
should be replaced withi 

MUD first rece1v.d dellverles of State Water Project 
(SUP) eupplies In 1972. m o  has contracted for the dellvery of 
approxi.ately 2.01 W r Y  of SUP water, or about 481 of the total 
contracted entltlemant. Contractor request. for SUP entitlement 
have h e n  lncreaalng, and In 1994. they reached 3.85 milllon 
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aere-feet (wr). Uhlle thls level of request algnlflcantly 
exceeds the dependabls yleld from exlating SUP facllltles, the 
SUP has been able to meet a11 contractorc' requests for 
entltleaant wster except during the drought perlods in 1977, 1990 
through 1992, and 1994. ln addltlon. surplum water has b.en 
delivered to contractors In m n y  years. SUP dallverlcs to MUD 
reached a hlgh in 1990 of 1.4 MA?. The only years when llVD 
received less SUP water than It naaded wers 1991 and 1992, wlth a 
SUP delivery In 1991 of 381.000 scre-feet (AI). 

Ths quantlty of SUP water avmilsble for dsllvsry Is 
controlled both by hydrolqy and opor.tlonal conslderatlons. In 
the past, SUP operatlons in thm Sacramento-san Joaquln m l t a  
(Delta) were gwerned by standards established under the state 
Water Resources Control Board's 1978 Water Rlghts Dcclsion 1415 
- 4  0-1485 rcqulred compliance wlth water quallty 
standarde and f l w  requlrcments tor the Delta and aaslgned 
responsiblllty to meet t h e n  standards exclumlvely to ths SUP and 
Central Valley Project. 

currmntly. ths SUP Is being operated in accordant. wlth 
the mcember 1994 conamsus .grecmnt on UayIDelta atandards. 
This agreement has rssultsd in a reduction in SUP supplle. In 
order to provlde added snvlronmental protections lor the M1t.a. 

Page 14-3. third paragraph, first sentence should read: 
Projected Uater Supply: Several program. have h e n  

propomed to increamm future supply rellabllity in the W D  ssrvlc. 
area. I lY 

Page 14-3. "cond bullet shwld b. replaced wlth: 
lacs1 Projects Proqram: m D  has determined that 

provldlng financial assistance toward the implcmcntatlon of 
reclamatlon projects would be a regional benetlt to its sntlra 
aervice area am reclaimed water could augment local water 
supplies and increase rellablllty. In 19112, W D  instituted the 
Local Projects Proqrmm (LPP) as a means by which it could 
participate wlth local aqencles in expanding focal watcr supplies 
through reclamatlon. The LPP provldes a contribution of $154 par 

Page 14-3, first bullet. last sentencm mhould read: 
Thla program la expcted to recover 200,000 AF'~ of 

contaminated qroundwater. Approximately 100.000 AFY of ths 
annual groundwater production wlll b. untapped local ylsld or new 
supplies, whllm the rcsainlng awunt wlll require replenishment 
by imported water supplies or reclaimed watcr to prevent 
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AF to qusl1lylng project. based on the mount of reclaimed water 
delivered and used by s project in a particular year. The LPP Is 
expected to yield an additional 100.000 A11 Of water by the y-sr 
2000. 

Pabs 14-3, thlrd bullet should be rmplaced with: 
Colorado River Programs: 

groundwater basln overdraft. 

Tltle 11 of Publlc Law 100-675 authorized thm Secretary 
of the Intarlor to Line 65 miles of the A11 berlcan Canal and 
the Coachella Canal. The projects are to b. constructed wlth 100 
percent non-federal tundlnp. Constructlnq a 23-mile concreta- 
Ilnad canal parallsl to tha erlstlng urthen A11 Amarkan Canal 
could conserve 67,700 AP of Colorado Rlver water annually. 
Constructlnq s 33-mile concrete-lined canal in the exlstlnq cross 
section of the Coachella canal could conserva 25.700 AF of 
Colorado River water annually. MUD Is proposlnp to drovlde t h e  
funding for lmplementatlon of the All Amerlcan Canal Llnlnq 
Project in exchange lor use of the conserved rater. mD would be 
relmburssd If another entlty wlth a hlqher-prlorlty right were to 
use the conaerved water. 

Inr.r.r.rict 
(CAWCD) executed m Agreement for s Dsmonstration Project on 
Underground Storage of Colorado Rlvar Water (Agreement) In 
0ctob.r 1992. Under the Agreement. 100,ODO AF of Colorado Rlvrr 
water has been releasea fro. Lake Mead, conveyed throuqh the 
Central Arirona Project'. Hayden-modes Aqusduct, and stored 
underground in Central ArlzoM. m D  and the Southern Nevada 
Water Authority (SWA) paid th- costs of storing the water, while 
CAWCD Is responsible for coats of rscovsry of ths water. There 
arm two potential usem of the stored water. CAWfD could use t h e  
watmr durlng shortaqaa dsclared by the ascretary ot the interior. 
Alternstively, MUD mnd smlA could sxchange this water for CAUCD'a 
Colorado Rlver water subssquent to a surplus occurrlnq or a 
release for flood control purposes from Lake Mead. MUD and U W C D  
have executed an Amendatory Aqreewnt to the Agreement that 
increases the total amount of water whlch may be stored from 
100,000 A1 to 300,000 AF and extends the t h e  for storaqe 
activitlea from December 31, 1996 to Dacember 31, 2000. W0 and 
CAwCD are seeklng the approval of the Amendatory Agreement from a 
number of agencies, lncluding the States of Arizona and Nevada, 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, by May 1995. 
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water 
Repre~entatives of water agcnciea, the Colorado Rlver 

Basin States. and the Buram of Reclamation are working to reach 
consensum On a numbar of components which rould improve water 
management in the Colorado River Daaln. A major element of this 
effort im to ensure adequate dependabl. supplies. in particular 
for urban user. of Colormda llver water in Arizona. Callfornla. 
and Nevada. The commaus, whlch could take the farm of 
regulations for adminl.terlng entitlements. may include 
provlslonr for tanking conserved and non-Colorado River mystem 
water. Interstate water leasea. quid~llnes for surplus and 
shortage declaratlana. and wheeling non-Colorado Rlver system 
water. 

Page 14-4. first bullet should be reDlaced with: 
-state water Project ~rograis: Due to many complex 

Issuca. the facilities needed to increase the yleld of the SUP 
have not been constructed. WD's Integrated Resources Planning 
1IRPI orocess identlflcs interim South Delta facilltlem. acoustic 
ilshbirriers,~and a ~ilta water transfer facility as additional 
SUP facllltles to be Included in the Preferred Resource nix. In 
addition, the California Department of Uater Resources (DWR) is 
uorklng on developing other water management programs whlch wlll 
increase the SUP yleld. m a  following describes these facllltlea 
and programs whlch are needed to increase SUP water supplies: - 

Acouatlc fish barriers have been Installed an a trial 
basis along the Sacramento Rlver at the Delta Cross Channel and 
at Gcorqlanna Slough. If proven to be effective, acoustic 
barriers will reducs SWP impacts to certain fish species and 
improve SUP operation and flexlblllty. 

In 1994, DUR issued tha update to the California Water 
Plan. bulletin 160-93. This bullatln listed several SUP 
programm, referred to am Uvel 1 optiona, that have undergon. 
extensive invmtigstlon and environmental analysla and are judged 
to have a higher likellhoad of hing implemented by 2020. The 
follovlng potentlal SUP programa Were listed as lave1 1 options: 

Interim South Delta Water banagement Program: 
The preferred alternmtlve for the Interim South Delta Program 
conalsts of an addltlonal SUP intake structure at Clifton 
court Forebay, Ilmltcd dredging in South Delta channels, and 
four South Delta channel flow-control structures. These 
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facilities are intended to allow the SUP to increase it. 
export pumping capacity, provide Increamd operational 
flexlblllty, rduca fishery impact# and improve rater levmls 
and circulation for local agricultural divertarm. 

Long-term Delta Solution: 
In 1991, Governor Wilson delivered a water policy statement 
that established a bay Imlta Overalght council to guide tho 
plannlng and envlronmental,docu.cntatlon process tor 
imnlementatlon of a lona-term Delta solution. In 1994. 
feberal regulatory awenSies joined the State of callfo~nla In 
this effori by foiming a coaiitlon. k n w n  as 'ca~~ad.' 
Members of CaIYed signed m Framework Agrenent that outlined a 
iolnt mtatelfederal oracssa to develoo a lonm-term solution. . ~ -  - - - - - ~  

lt is mtlci~ated process will tak; three to four 
years to identify solutlone and carry out tho California 
Environmental Quallty Act/National Enwlronmental Policy Act. 
process. . Kern Water Bank: 
The Kern Water Bank consists of local and State-owned 
groundwater storage programa In Kern County. DWR has 
cstlmated that, In total. approximately 1 million AF could be 
stored In these programs. ,Planning for Kern Water Bank har 
a1w.d to accouodat. the lonq-term Delta solution process. 

Lo- Bmnos Grandma Remervolr: 
Thlm proposed 1.75 milllon AF surface reaervolr. located near 
mnd functioning similmrly tb San Luis Reaarvoir. would provida 
addltion.1 SUP stormme and vield south of the Delta. The 
ached;~.  or this p;ojmct his also alwed to accommodate the 
long-term Delta solution process. 

procemm to develop a 
SUP Future Water supply program. This process im focusing on 
identifying new etrategisa to develop SUP water supplies during 
the next 30  years through interlm. short-term (next 10 years) an 
long-term mmaeure.. The mtrategies will include both tradltlona 
and 'non-tradltlon.1. ootions to develoo tha necessary supplies 
in a timaly manner.  tin ha. indicated'that they intend to gain 
broad-baaed support for this program through public and 
regulatory agency partlclpation programs. DWR plans to have a 
report outlining dctalls for Implementing the SUP Future Water 
Supply Plannlng Strategy by Spring 1996. 
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metropolltan slso request- that you make the follwlng 
chanqes and correctlons to tha Plan: I 
Page 2-57. flrst paragraph, flrst three sentences should read: 

water has played l central role In accommcdstlng 
developsent in the la. Angelas matropolitan area lncludlng the 
JoS aerelce area. Throughout the history of the region, major 
efforts have bean u d s  to supply s grwlnq population and 
Industrial bass wlth adequate amounts of water. Early in the 
tucntleth century, when it became apparent that local water 
suppllel ware not sufflclent to support continued development of 
the las Angelea reglon, the City of Los Anqeles began to import 
water from the Ouans Vslley In Northern Callfornia. Later. W D  
diverted water from the Colorado Rlver. More recently, the State 
of c.lllornla Mqan daliverlng water from the Sacramento-San 
haquln Delta In Mortharn C~lltornla. 

Paq. 2-57, thlrd paragraph, last sentence should read: 
In 1972. the MUD began dlatrlbuting wster,aupplles 

provided by the SUP to meet supplemental demands for water in ita 
mcrvlce area. 

13-13 

Psqc 2-57. mecond paragraph. laat two sentences should read: 
Imported water from the Colorado Rlver was Intended to 

supplemant local water supplies In the orlglnal 13 W D  member 
cities. The 242-mlle Colorado Rlver Aqueduct was completed in 
1941, and dclivcrle~ of Colorado Rlver water to Southern 

Page 2-57. last paragraph, flrat sentence should be replaced 

13-14 

wlth: 
W D  providas importmd water to supplement local water 

muppllas to mars than 13 mllllon resldcnts on the coastal plain 
of Southern Calltornla. Southern Califomla has a highly 
dlvarslflad economy wlth e value of goods and servlccm produced 
of approxlmately 100 bllllon dollars per year. This economy Is 
dependent on MUD'S sblllty to supply over 55 percent of the watsr 
umcd in southern Csllfornla. WD'e 5,154 square-mile mervlce 
area extends from Venturs to ths International boundary wlth 
Mcwlco and includes portlons of the six countles of la. Anqelee, 
Orange, Riverside. San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura. IBID'a 
misalon is to provlde its service area wlth adequate and rcllabh 
suppllea of hlqh-quallty water to meet present and future needs 
In an environmentally and ecenomlcally responslblc way. 

California began that year. 

Mr. charles Y. carry January 27, 1995 

Page 2-58, first paragraph, thlrd sentence should read: 
The lluo euppllee spproxlmatsly two-thlrda of the water 13-17 

uamd wlthln its nrvlca wee, but thm 508 munlclpalltles rely 
even Dorm heavlly on WD. 

I 
Pegs 2-51, first parsqrsph. last two ssntsnces should b. replaced 
with: 

since the Jo8 ssrvlce area 1s alsoet entirely wlthln 
m D 1 s  ssrvlce area and W D  incorporates both local and imported 
water Into its watar resources planning. an analysla of W D  water 
resources would b. reprssentetive of water resources avallablc to 
tha JOS service aree. 

2-64. mecond paragraph should read: - 
The coloredo River orlqlnates In the Rocky Ilountalns 

and flovm through flvs states snd tha Republic of Mexlco to the 
Gulf of cm11fornls. Rlshtm to us. Colorado River waterare 
dlvlded emo&t tha staims In the upper and lower Coloredo Rlver 
Basin and the Rspublle of Ilexlco. Colorado River water 1s used 
for mgrlcultursl, municlp.1. end industrial purpoms. Callfornia 
flrst begen umlng watm from the Colorado Rlver In 1855 and 
dellverles of Colorado River rater to thm Southern Calltornla 
coasts1 plain began in the marly 1940's following the conplctlon 
of the Colorado Rlvar Aqueduct. rmD has dellvsry contracts wlth 
the U.I. Department of the Interior for 1.212 HAFI or Colorado 
River rater, and for an addltlonal 180.000 AIY of surplus water. 
The capacity of MUD'S Colorado River Aqueduct Is 1,800 cubic feet 
per second or 1.3 HAI1. In 1964, hwevar, a U.S. Suprame Court 
decree handed d m  in hELLPlll v. S # U s a h  whlch would 
alqniflcently reduce Callfornls's dependable mupply of Colorado 
Rlver water. WD's dependable supply was m~bmequmtly reduced to 
la.. than 550,000 AFY wlth the crmencement or Colorado River 
rmtar dellverle. by thm CAP. The volusa of MUD'S dependable 
eupplles of coloredo Rlver water ere mffacted by uae of water by 
holders of present perfectad rlqhts to Colorado Rlvar water much 
am Indien rasarvetions and t w n s  located elong the Colorado 
Rlver. estimated to ba 30,000 AIY, snd by conveyance losnes mlonq 
the Colorado Rlver Aqueduct, whlch are sstlmated to bm 10.000 
A .  In Aprll 1994, the U.S. Fish and Vlldllfe servlce (Servlca) 
designated approxlmately two thousand ovmrlapping miles of 
crltlcal habitat along the Colorado Rlver and certain of its 
tributaries, in an effort to permlt f w r  endangered flsh speclss 
natlvc to the rlvere to survlve and recover. Yhlle the Service 
has stated that It did not foresee chanqes in current hydroloqlc 
opsratlons of the Lower Colorado Rlver, It remains to be 
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Page 2-60, Table 1.5-3 should ba corrected as tollows: 

Tshls 1 . I - 3  
KxlstImq eed Potemtiel mstmr Bupply tor ths 

25-1 llWD 
*wO and its member agencies are currently engaged in an 

Intagrated Resources Planninq (IRPI process. Tha primary 
obiectiva ot ths IRP ~rocess Is to dsvalon stflclent and raliabls 
wmier supply plans u t i ~ i ~ i w  mixes ot loci1 and lmportmd 
resources ss well s. demand management options. Water demand 
projactlons used in the IRP analyses are ConIIistcnt with SCAG'. 
ISouthsm Cslifornls A.moclstion ot Govwnmentml 1994 Remlonal 
~ompr.h.ns1ve Plan. one of the most important wtrsnqths-ot thm 
IRP procass is that it Is an opan, p.rticlpstory decision-making 
procass. Participants in the IRP process Includa Hetropolltm. 
its m0mb.r ma.nc1.s. othsr wstsr e u ~ ~ l v  sasncies. uatsr r*mourc.s 
agenciss, lo& ~ov;rnment, end rep~s;ntitivaa irom the 
businema, agricultural, and environmental conunltiem. A11 water 
resourcsa programs ere bainq evaluated in the IRP process. One 
of ths key products ot ths IRP process 1s a raqlonal r e m r c e  
management plan that will Include spscltlc goals and 
implementation strsteg1.s tor each watar supply resource and 
demand management option. Th. resourca management plan Is 
achaduled tor co.plet1on in mid-1995. 

Paqs 1-69, second parsgraph: 
Ye requmst that the ts" -dry year condltions* ba 

turther pualitisd am -criticslly dry year condltlons.' The same 
1 13-30 

chanqa mpplims to rigurs 2.5-7. M E  

we mpprecimte the opportunity to provlde input T o  your 
plmnninq process. It w can ba of Curther assistance, m a r e  
contact me st (213) 217-7261. 

very truly yours, 

P ' C . &  
#C Erlan G. momam 

Assistant Chief 
Planning and Resources Divlslon 

Paas 2-69. last mrmorsnh. tirst sentence should read: I cc: Mr. Richard w. Atwater 
. In su&ary; givin implementation of demand management General nanager 

prograu identified in the MP's (nest nanaqement Practices) and Central Basin nunicip.1 Water olstrlct 
. ~ n n l u  mumant.tIan armram. and ~roiectm identified above, water 17140 S. Avalon Boulevard 

during the planning period. I Carson, Calitornla 90146-1211 

Additionally. Metropolitan requests that you add a 
section to Chapter 2. The sectlon should read ae folloua: 1 
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determined whether efforts to recover these species could impact 
mo'. Colorado River auppllc~~. In 1994, MUD diverted 
approximately 1.3 KAY of Colorado River water. Slnca the CAP 
began operation. In 1915, MUD has been able to continue divertin! 
Colorado River vater am needed to reat a portion of its service 
area's demand. and etorage objectives. This has been 
accompliehed through the uaa of aurplue and unused water end tho 
execution of agreements to: 

a Deliver Colorado River vater in advance to Coachella Valley 
Water Dlmtrict and Desert Water Aqency 

a Implement a water conaervatlon program wlth Imperial 
lrrlqatlon District 

Implement a teat land-fellwlng program vith palo vcrde 
Irrigation Dietrlct I 
Implement a demonstration program to store unused Colorado 
River water in central Arizona with the CAWCD. I 

However, deliveries of Colorado River water by the Unlted stater 
Bureau of Reclamation to MID could b. reduced in the future. I 

Page 2-65. first and eacond paragraph. should be replaced with 
the same language used in Metropolitan'# corrections to page 
14-2, 1a.t paragraph and page 14-3, flrst two paragraphs of the 
Program EIR. 

Page 2-64, last paragraph, last eantence should read: 
MID may k able to import additional water from the 

Colorado River during any given year but such diversions ere 
subject to hydrological conditiona in the Colorado Rlvor Basin 
and demands for Coloredo River water by other users. MUD is 
negotiating arrenqemente vith other vater aqenciea a d  thm U.S. 
Department of the Interior to increase its dependable suppllem of 

Page 2-65, laat sentence should road the same am Metropolitan's 
corrections to pag. 14-3, f1r.t bullet, 1a.t sentence of the 
Pcagram EIR. 

13-20 

Page 2-66, flret paragraph should read the same as tletropolltan's 
corrections to page 14-3, second bullet of the Program EIR. 1 13-23 

Colorado River uater. 

*'rn,W Ull mm7 a -I u- 

Mr. Charles w. carry -10- January 21, 1995 

Pag. 
wlth 

2-66, second paragraph. 
the following: 

replace - 
Studiem by the Bureau of Recleution indicate that, 

over l period or tlu. sur~lua Coloredo Rivar wetrr eauld k madm - . - - . . - - - - - -- - - 
available to in the fuiure in certain-veare. mo has 
diverted available surplus water. water apbortioned to but unused 
by Arizona and Nevada, and unumed Colorado River water 
apportioned to Callfornia tor use by other agsncie. for 
agricultural purpomee. Currently, the availability of surplus 
water and water apportioned to but unused by Arizona and Nevada 
is determined on a year-to-year basis by the Secretary of th. 
Interlor baaed on a rscouundation by the Couismioner of 
Reclamation. M e  awunt of unused mqriculturel prlorlty water 
available to MUD varies from year to year and im dependent upon 
agricultural economicm, typ. of crops g r w n  and acreage 
irrigated. Thereform, surplus and unused water are conelderad to 
be intermittent eupplles dui to the uncertainties associated ulth 
tha determination of thelr availabillty to WD. 

Page 2-66, third and fourth paragraphs should be replaced with 
the same language used in Metropolltan's inserts to page 14-3, 
thlrd bullet, entitled 'All American Canal and Coachella Canal 
Llning Projects' end -Interstate Underground Storage of Unused 
Colorado River Water' in the Program EIR. 

Page 2-67, paragraph two should k replaced with: I 

Page 2-67. paragraph three should k replaced ulth the same 
language umed in Metropolitan's insect to r g e  14-1, third 13-27 
bullet. entitled -Colorado River Basin R q  on+ Water Supply 
Solution' of the Program EIR. I 

Under these programs, MUD W l d  pay lmesees/lendownors 
in the Palo Verde andlor Imporla1 Valleys rho irrigate crops wlth 
Colorado Rlver water to leavm land fallow in exchange for use of 
the water saved. 

Page 1-67. fwrth paragraph should k replaced with the mame 
language used in Metropolitan's corrections to page 14-4, first 
bullet of the Program E m .  

13-26 



Response to Comments from the Metropolitan Water District 

Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 

The draft EIR is hereby changed to state that the Replenishment 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 consortium 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 reflect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final 
EIR, "Changes and En-ata 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 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 Ernta 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 



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

13-10. The draft EIR is hereby changed to include a description of the MWD Local Rojects 
Program. See Chapter 3 of the final EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR." 

13-11. The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final 
EIR, "Changes and Errata to the Draft Em." 

13-12. The draft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this correction. See Chapter 3 of the final 
EIR, "Changes and Enata to the Draft Em." 

Response to Comments on the Draft 2010 Plan 

Changes made to Section 2.5, page 2-57, fust 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, t h i i  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 pangraph, lines 15-18. 

Changes made to Section 2.5.4, pages 2-65 and 2-66, Imported 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. 



Changes made to Section 2.5.5. pages 2-67 and 2-68. Colorado River I'rogr;1& 
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, fmt 
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, fust paragraph. 

Section 2.5.8 has been added to the final 2010 Plan. 
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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-5.2-1, 
Table 1. 

Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 

14-1. The dnft EIR is hereby changed to reflect this updated demographic data. See 
Chapter 3 of the final ElR, "Changes and Emta to the Draft EIR". 

14-2. Consistency of the proposed project with SCAG growth management policies for the 
JOS service area is hereby noted. 

14-3. Genenl support for the purpose of the proposed project is hereby noted. 

14-4. Suppon 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 senice area through 2010 is also noted. 



JOS Draft Program EIR 
Harbor Park Mviaory Board 

January 17. 1995 

Mr. Charles W. carry 
Chief Engineer and General Manager 
County Sanitation Districtm of Los Angeles County 
1955 Horklnan Will Road 
Whittier. CA 90601-1400 via FAx : 310-695-6139 

Attention : Mr. Gary Yomhida 

Dear Mr. Yoahida : 

The Mvimory Board of Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park in 
Wilmington. California would like to provide the County 
Sanitation Districts of las Angelem County the following 
commenta on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
for the Joint outfall Symtcm 2010 Master Facilities Plan. 

Our comments arc aunnarizcd below; detail is provided on the 
attached. 

1. PrULIE I DIaCsm.9. The Phaae I Digeatera at the Joint 
Water Pollution Control Plant IJWPCP-Caraonl, currently 
proposed for the upland adjacent to the JWPCP marsh, 
should be relocated. The upland habitat should be 
restored and the marsh itself expanded. 

Rationale : The potential negative inpact. aseociated 
with locating the digesters on thim mite will be entlrcly 
climlnatcd. Beneficial use- of the u~land and wetland 
will be oubmtantially improved 

2.  n R T x m Y  L.mL R r c u m m  W A m .  The JWPCP uwrade mhould 
include provlmlon for generation of approxikiely B .O 
milllonm of gallonm per day llgdl of tertiary level 
reclaimed water. Thim rater mumt be multablc for uac at 
the adjacent JWPCP marmh, Yilnington ~ r i i n  and-Machado-- 
IHarborl Lake 11.0 mgdl and other appropriate local 
uaes auch as refinery proccmaing 1.5.0 d l .  

Rationale : Providing tertiary level capacity at JYPCP la 
consimtent with overall policy objectives of the 
Districts' Maater Facility Plan and will provide 
eignificant enhancement to the marsh and lake, improving 
both its natural resource values end quality of 
recreation uses. 

3 .  0111.1 cOIK..IUIS. In sdditign to the above, the Advisory 
sosrd would like the  district^ t o  conaider the following 
i t m a  in the EIR. 

a. Inconsistencies betwecn the proposed project and 
applicable general plans and regional plana. The EIR 
mhould provide greater detail in its dimeusmion of 
the relationmhip between the project and the Los 
Lngeles Region I11 Baain Plan of the Regional Water 
~uality Control Board. 

b. cumulative. growth-inducing. and grath-related 
impacts. The Draft Program EIR indicate. that theas 
projects impact# may be mbmtantial but that the 
responsibly for implementing possible nitigation 
measure. are the remponmibility of other agenciem 
or jurisdictions. 117-11. 

c. Lend use. As part of Program EIR it would he 
uacful for the District to provide information 
regarding plan. for the vacant land o n  the south 
of-the M ~ P  site. 

Much of the response provided is background infornation. The 

5-1 
epccific iasucs to which re hope the Diotricts will reepond 
are indicated in the text. 

A re-circulation of the project-mpecific portions the EIR, 
nay be appropriate if. In reaponme to c-nts received, 
details of mitigation ramures related to impacts of the 
JWPCP upgrade are subatantlally different than thome 
provided in this Draft. If .as other mutually agreeable 
method of resolving any issues raieed herein exists 
consimtent with CEQA such re-circulation may not be 
ncccmsary. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provid. theme c-ntm and 

5-2 
l m k a  forward to the successful iapleuntmtion of the Final 
Joint m t f a l l  Symten 2010 Uastcr Facilltlem Plan. 

Advisory Board 
IF" lalloy Harbor Regional Park 
Yilningtnn, CA 



JOS Draft Program EIR 
Harbor Park Adviaory Board 

Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park IWHRPI 1. a City of LOB 
Angeles facility containing active recreation areas. 
riparian wwdland. Ireahwater wetland and Machado IHarborl 
Lake. The park is located approximately l/4 mile southwest 
of the Districts' Joint Water Pollution Control Plant. 
W R P ' s  surface waters and weclandm receive urban runoff 
from the surrounding 1 0  equare mile ares via County of b e  
Angeles flood control channels. 

About 7 0 )  of this urban runoff entera the park from the 
County's Wilnington Drain. The Drain runs directly eapt of 
JUPCP and into the park'a northern wctland. INo treated 
waetewater f r m  JUPCP is k n m  to enter the flood control 
systeml. Water flows from the park via an underground 
culvert into Lo. Amgelca Harbor's West Basin. 

The park is heavily uacd by residents from the surrounding 
areas of Carson. Wilmington and Harbor City, however water 
quality in lake and wetland is very poor. Extensive trash 
entcra the system f r o  flood control channcla. The 
beneficial uses identified by the Regional Watcr Quality 
Control Board for Bixby Slough and Machado Lake are severely 
impaired. 

Harbor Park and Wilnington Drain contain the last fragments 
of a wetland and riparian roodland once extensive in 
Wilmington and generally k n o m  as the Bixby Slough. The 
Dietrictm' JUPCP warn conmtructed on the northern portion of 
the Slough'. wetland and the aurmh under the Districts' 
jurisdiction aC JUPCP is part of the historical Slough. 

Wetlands and riparian woodlandm are .special status 
biological connunitiem of high value to wildlife. a. the 
Draft Program EIR indicate. 111-4). The County of Lon 
Angeles ham designated the Slough a Significant Ecoloqical 

The Advisory Board'. ~~nts principally focus on these 
mpecial status biological connunitica : the potential 
negative environmental impacts which the project $nay create 
and opportunities for mitigation meaeures and enhancement 
programa for these areas. 

JOS Draft Program EIR 
Harbor Park Adviaory Board 

to the JUPCP upgrade a s  proposed in the Draft Program EIR 

we recommend relocating the Phase I Digemtern and improving 
the marsh and murrounding area. We believe this ia a 
feasible meaaure which will entirely eliminate possible 
negative environmental impacts associated with this project 
elemnt . 

The benefits which JUPCP tertiary capacity would provide 
are, we believe. submtantial enough to warrant serious 
consideration for inclueion in the overall Master Facilities 
Plan. 

15-7 

Tertiary water could k umcd onmite and at area indumtriea. 
Unocal's Wilmington retinery ham an 5.0 mgd requiremnt, for 
example. 

In addition, reclaimed water at JWPCP Carmen could be usad 
for enhancement of the Bixby Slough wetlands, both.on-site 
and d m - l i n e  at Wilnington Drain and Harbor Park." 

We also rec-nd making proviaion for approximately 8 . 0  mgd 
tertiary level reclaiwed water at JUPCP. The Advisory Board 
recognizes that this proposal is a mi~nificant modification 

The rcco-ndationm are intended to be consistent with the 
goal. of the Districta' Mmatcr Facilitiem Plan. Baaed on 
projected regional growth the Di.trlcta need to expand and 
upgrade their wa.tewater treatment plant.. Relocating the 
Phase I diacater. at JWPCP rill eliminate direct wtcntial 
negative cnvironmtal lapact. a..ociatcd with this 
cxp.nsion and upgrade at JYPCP and alao mitigate negative 
impact. associated with growth within the Jos service area. 

Provision for generation of tertiary rater at JUPCP will I lC1O provide the Districta an opportunity for reclaimed water 
reuse. 

The proposrlm have almo been developed conaimtent with the 
objectivem aet forth in the following : 

Current federal wetlands policy. USEPA and othera. August 
1993. 

State of California policy guidelines for wetlands 
conservation. Executive Order W-59-93. August 1993 



JOS Draft Program EIR 
Harbor Park Advisory Board 

state of Californi. Water Resources Control Board 'Policy 
with Respect to Water Reclamation in California'. 77-1. 

State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Region 4 B m i n  Plan. April 21, 1994. 

la# Angeles County Guidelines for Management of Significant 
Ecological Arcam. August 1975. 

A Conment Decree Negotiated Between the District., the 
United States, the State of California, the Natural 
R C ~ U T C C ~  Defense council and Heal the Bay. June 6 .  1994. 

City of l a m  Angelem General Plan. Wilmington-Harbor City 
Dimtrict Plan. June 15, 1989. 

Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park Advimory Board, Master Plan. 
Uarch 17. 1994. 

The federal Clean Water Act and the California Porter- 
Cologne Water Quality Act provide the statutory basis for 
majority of the objectives detailed in the above. These 
laws, a m n g  others, are implamented in the Regional Water 
Quality Board'. April 1994 Basin Plan. 

Beneficial Umem and Water Quality Objectives identified in 
the Baain Plan for waters constituta the policy and 
statutory basis for the recoamndation that JWPCP tertiary 
water be uaed for improving Bixby Slwgh/Machado IHarborl 
Lake. 

Technical elemnts of thls proposal were first discummed in 
the Wachado Lake Reclaimed Water I n m e  Paper. dcvebqed by 
the City of Lam Angeles Department of Environmental Affair. 
in the fall of 1991. and in the Port of lam Angelen' 
February 1992 Wachado Lakc Reatoration and Enhancement 
Plan.. 

The Advisory Board of Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park 
consiats of area remidents, mtaff of City of las ~n~lgcles 
Departments and of other agencies. and City. County. Statc 
and federal elected officials. Board recommendations are 
strictly tholre of resident Board membtre and are intended to 
result in the improvement of the park. 

JOS Draft Program ElR 
Harbor Park Advisory Board 

The proposed expansion of JTPCP la11 aItcmativem1 includes 
Phaae I construction of seven digester. and a gallery on 
land immediately eamt of the JYPCP marah. [Pig 11-21. This 
project element w u l d  require replacing a nunkc of 
greenhouses with industrial-type UtNcturem of unspecified 
height and appearance; 112-171, and directing an unmpecificd 
number of mtondrains into the marsh 111-191. 

The Draft E1R identifie. a number of potentially signiflcnnt 
environmental impacts from conmtruction and operation of the 
Phase I Digestera. Mitigation meamurem are then proposed 
which w u l d  reduce these impacts to leas-than-significant 
levels. 

The Mviaory Board reconmendm that the Phame I Digeatera be 
relocated to another area of the facility. and that the 
entire land arca north of the railroad tracks and west Of 

I 
.--.- 

Flgueroa under the juriadlction of the Diatricte bc 
maintained as nur.hland and upland opcnmpace. Thia wuld 
rntirclv eliminate the m..lbllltv of neaativc environmental 

The Draft Program BIR provide. in Chapter 17 ICUmlativc. 
Growth-Inducing, and Qrath-Related Impacts1 umeful data on 
the importmnce of incorporating this proposed nodififfation 
into the final project dcmlgn. Chapter 17 atates 117-121 : 

According to the S U O  RCP 8111. grorth in the JOS 
aenice area could remult in the substantial lomm of 
the extent and quality of plan and wildlife habitat and 
sensitive biological c-nitiem. Dune. mcrub. 
chaparral, hcrbaceoua. marsh. riparian. rwdland and 
forest caunltiea -1d aapecimlly be affected. Thie 
impact 1. conmidered significant becauac the extent of 
scn#itive biological camunitlea in the JOS mervice 
arca ham been decreased mub.tsntially. (Southern 
callfornia Leaociation of O o v e n w n t s  19941.) 

M d  also 117-131 : 

project-induced growth could contribute to the lolls of 
mubatanti.1 portion. of .pecial-status epecies habitat 
and 18 biological C-unities. ~ i g u r c  11-1 shows areas 
aupporting natural habitats in the JOS mcrvice area and 
outlylng areas. 



JOS Draft Program EIR 
Harbor Park Advisory Board 

The District. have jurisdictiqn over the JUPCP mareh and 
adjacent upland and therefore the ability to provide direct 
mitigation for both direct and indirect project impact- 
through a relatively minor modification in project design. 

The Advisory Board defers to the judgement of Diatrict mtsff 
as to specific alternate locations for the Phase 1 
Digemterm. 

Although thia alternative meems feasible. and we mtrongly 
recommend it, a number of concerna exist about the 
mitigation meamurea for thin project element. 

The Draft docs not provide enough infomtion to evaluate 
the adequacy of the measures proposed to mitigate the 
impacta of locating the Phase I digestera directly adjacent 
to the wetland. In addition, m o n r  of the mitigation 
measurea are planned to be developed at a future date after 
approval of the project. 

We believe CBQII require. a Draft EIR dimcuss mitigation 
ncamures with a level of detail mufficient to permit 
meaningful evaluation of their adequacy. Further, 
development of mitigation measurea may not generally be 
deferred until after certification of an EIR. 

Aream of spccific concern are provided below: 

~ I t i g a t i o  n..ouro 3-1. Pr0p.r- .od 4 l u o t  0 #to-tor 
Pollution Provontiom PI-. ISUPPPl. The DEIR states .The 
contenta of the SWPPP and detailm of the remired BHPa 1Bc.t 
Uanasenent~ractice~l would be Prepared by <he ~iatri&a 
befoie they obtain the general conitructibn activity 
stomwater pernit from the Rwgcs.. and .The key to the SWPPP 
would be catablishnmt of oedimnt and eroaion control 
practice. rec-ndcd by a qualified epecialimt: 

JOS Draft Program EIR page 0 
Harbor Park Adviaory Board 

In order to evaluate the adeqqacy of thim mitigation 
measure, additional infornation is required on these drains. 15-14 
much as their number and anticipated size and the quality of 
atorwater which they rill dimcharge into the marmh. I 
Mitigation nommurm 11-1. Preparm and I.plmot a Narohlmd 
Nmnmgunt P1.n. 'In cooperation with the Loo Angelea 
County Department of Public Works. the Dimtrictm propose to 
prepare a marahland management plan to improve irrigation to 
the nar~h and maintain the marsh.' 

This marsh is a .special status biological cnrnunity of high 
value to wildlife* and is part of a Lom Angcles County 
'Significant Eco10giCa1 Area'. I IS-IS 

Additional infomtion im required to evaluate the adequacy 
of this propoeed nitigation measure. Detaih of the measure 
should not be deferred until after npproval of the project. I 
As propoaed the plan might consimt a few guys from the 
County's Imperial Uaintenance Yard driving by twice a month 
to look out the window of their pick-up truck or 
construction of a ltned trapcroldal lw-flow channel. The 
specific elements the mamh management plan might contain 
should be spelled odt and m opportunity provided for public 
and agency evaluation and corncnt. 

Othor Potontially lignifioult Irpaatm of tho Pb.00 I 
Dipootoro Not Dimauomd by thm Draft. 

Land Voa. Section 12 indicates that converting open space 
to developed use would constitute a mignlficant impact. 
This potential impact from constructing the Phase I 
Digesters directly adjacent to the marah on land now 
occupied by greenhomes im not adequately discummed. 

~Itigmtion n..auro 11-1. Install E~ergy DI~m1p~t.r. in 1 ... 

15-16 

Compliance by the Districts with the pernit requirements of 
the RK)cs nay conmtitute adequate mitigation for this 
potential impact. Detailing the provisions of the 
Sto-ater Pollution Prevention Plan, and providing in the 
Draft tht rccomuendstions of a qualified apecialiat, might 
elicit muggeetiona which improve theme neaeures. 

Drminmgmm into tho Nmrmb. This mitigation meaeurc will be 'a-lq 
installed .orior to c-letion of atorndrains into the I 

15-1 3 Aooth.tia.. Section 15 indicates that screening would be 
used between the complex of proposed digester0 and Figueroa 
Street. Thim measure would .effectively mcreen 301  of the 
viers within 10 years: 

~ r o m  the informat!on provided 
- - - - -  ......> -. - I it is not clear if the 

screening proposeo r o u ~ o  oe an adequate mitigation mcaeure 



JOS Draft Program EIR 
Harbor Park Advisory Board 

page 9 

RELOCATE PIUSE I DIQESTERS : Rempnse requeeted 

1. Please providc a revised project description which makes 
provision for relocation of the Phase I Digeeters and 
complete restoration and enhancement of the JUPCP marmh 
and surrounding upland. 

The below only apply if the Phame I Digestera will not be 
relocated : 

2. Should such a rcvimion not bc considered feaeiblc, please 
provide a quantitative and technically detailed 
discussion of this determination. 

3 .  Plcaee provide additional detail. about the S t o m a t c r  
Pollution Prevention Plan. I 15-20 

4. Please provide additional detailm about the ~ t o n n a t e r  
and aeeociated atomdrainm which will be directed into 15-2~ the Marsh. I 

5. Plcaae providc a additional information on the Uarahland 
uanagcment Plan sufficient to evaluate its adequacy as 13-22 
a mitigation measure. I 

6. Pleame explain h a  convermion of greenhousca. planting 
beds and open area adjacent to l senmltlvc biological 
re.ource doe. not con.titut* a vignificant land ume 

1 13-23 
impact. 

7. Please provide additional mpccific detail about the P b a c  
I Digeaters and the planting. which are intended to 
mitigate the ptcntiml negative inpact. on the aemthetic I 15-2A 
qualitiem of the project mite. 

JOS Draft Program ElR 
Harbor Park Adviaory Board 

page lo 

The Adviaory Board recommends that provimion bc made within 
the Ramter Facilities Plan for the capacity for processing 
approximately 8 ngd of tertiary water at the Joint Water 
Pollution Control Plant. 

The Joint Outfa11 2010 Mamter Paciliticm Plan haa among it. 
chief objectives an increaac in the Beneficial reuaes of 
reclaimed warntenter. 

A. part of the Consent Decree, the Districts have agreed to 
prepare by Deccnbcr 31. 1995 a plan for reclaimed 
wastcw.ter. and to umc beat effort. to attain and maintain 
within 7 wears a soal of 150 mad level of the Beneficial 

Currently the Dimtrict processes approximately 482 mgd of 
wmmtewater, 15t of capcity. Of thim 482 ngd throughput. 
330 ngd. or S o t  im processed by JUPCP Caraon, the rcmsindcr 
by the 5 Water Reclamation facilities. 

of the 152 mqd processed by the Water Rccla~tion 
facilitiea. 10 mqd, or 46t. is ccumcd. none of Carmen's.. 
wastewater is reused. Am a rcmult of thim allocation of 
volume, currently 1st of total aymtcm wamtewmter throughput 
is rcumcd. 

Under Alternative 1 recolncndcd in the Draft Program EIR, 
full syatcn capacity in 2010 will bc 628 mgd. Of that 
total. JUPCP represents 64t. 

Haever, no beneficial rcume of wastewater is projected 
under Alternative 1 Iaa well as the other project options1 . 
Even mhould the 150 mqd target emtabliahed by the decree be 
achieved by 2010, 1st of a11 wastewater processed by the 
Joint Outfall Syatem rill not be reumed: See rmble I .  

This allocation is not hard to undcrmtand. 

The Draft Program EIR refers briefly to some of the 
technical ismem involved : the Water Reclamation Plant. 
convey their solid residuals to JUPCP. wastewater with high 
dissolved solids are routed around the Reclamation Plants to 
JUPCP, and the JUPCP acrvicc area has a higher concsntrrtion 
of industrial dimchargem than the WRs. 

The Draft eumarirea this ainply : JUPCP processes .high 
strength' wastewater. 



JDS Draft Prcgram EIR 
Ilarbor Park Advisory Board 

page 1 1  

coste and site configuration are alao .a factor. Upgrading 
JWPCP to provide tertiary water la probably not the most 
cost-effective way to achieve the 150 mgd beneficial reuse 
target. 

Nevertheleas we believe providing a modest 0 wd tertiary 
proceaeing capacity at JNPCP ham merit. 

such l plan would a l l a  for i-diate realization of local 
beneficial uacs within the JNPcP mervice area which will 
meet clearly identified local needs. 

Am propoacd in the namter Facilities Plan. JWPCP will 
procesa about 6 0 )  of the eyaten'. wastcuater but its service 
area rill have access to m e  of the syetem's reclaimed 
water and the bcncflclal rechimed water will provide. 

This project dcmign meet* certain engineering and 
coec/bcncfit. constraint#, but there is a lack of proportior 
between the proposed project's potential negative impacts 
and the ~ a s u r c m  propoaed to mitigate these impacta. 

The existing Uachado Lake  enhancement plans developed by the 
Port of lam Angelem and City of las Angclea Environmental 
Affaira Department propoaed umc of reclaimed wastewater for 
improving Bixby Slough and Harbor L a k e .  

The State water Resourceo Control B a r d  .Policy with Reapect 
to Nater Reclamation in California. ldentlfiea enhancement 
of wetlands as r priority ume for reclaimed water. 

JOS Draft Program BID 
H a r b o r  Park Advisory Board 

page 12 
REV= 

TCITXARY L m L  ISCUMXU * A m  [I -1 : Reuponme Requested 

1. Pleaee provide a brief but detailed evaluation of the 
teasihility of providing 0 . 0  mgd tertiary level 
reclaimed water at JWPCP an Part of the nastcr Pacilit! 
Plan. 

Please include in chis evaluation an estimate of: 

I .  Capital and on-going Costa. 
2 .  Salem price of water produced per mgd 
3. Possible on-sire and local beneficial uses for sucl 

water. 
4 .  Suitability of such water for wetland enhancement. 
5 .  Alternative projects icg 2.5 mgdl which night 

achieve projccc objectives et o n r  coet. 



JOS Draft Progrn BIR 
Harbor Park Mvi.ory h r d  

3 .  - mllcnlm. Plaama rampond to t h  itmo indicated 
b l a  : 

a. Xnconaimtanciam b*t.ran tha pmp0m.d project and 
applicable general plane and regional plana. I 

?he JMI projmct goah includm both aapnalon of capcity ..1 
1ncra.a.d benaficlal uaa of raelaiwd rater. The Regional 
Hater hrality Cantrol Soard'a namln Plan prwidca detallad 
dlmcumaian of Seneficial Umam and btar Ouality Objcctivam 
for region.1 ~~~~~~. Additional infornrtion on the 
consistencies or inconmiatmnciea batwan the JOS naatar 
Facilitia. Plan and tha 140 Damin Plan ahould bc provided. 

b. N m l a t i ~ a ,  grath-induoing. and grouth-ralatcd impacts. 
rhm Draft Progras am inbicatem that theme project- impact* 
m y  b. mubatantla1 but that tha remponmibly for implementing 
pommlbls wit1gmcloi1 masurea mrm the ro.ponmibIlity of 0 t h . ~  
mgenciem or jurimdiationm 111-11 and cltmm c r a A  Ouldslinam 
eection 151301cl am follormt ... for m a  projectm, the only 
feasible mitigation for cumulatIvw i.p.eta involvea adopting 
ordinancam or ragulatiou rathar then ilpoaing project- 
~ w c i f f s  conditionm.' 

I- it the came that romponmIbIIity tor mitigmting the 
mignificant gmrth-inducing a n v i r ~ n t a l  i.pactm f r m  the 
proj.et arm ramta .ntir.ly with other mpnclem mnd 
jurimdictionmi 

I. it the came that ilpleuntaticm of the rltigatlon 
meamurea IdentiC1.d in mmctlcm 17 MY not ba Lnplementod in 
whole or in part? 

I. . I Pi', T 
~&:(.IIT (WII cmi~: n(.wl.a 

' U w l l l  VUil $ tU#:l i l  ba l l#  I U D  I .NIIn iC. LW.. .. ........................................................... ................. 

w!.t:U I I'.;." l i l t  ,111 . , . i 8  I , . .  :>A , 

Plna#a Provida a corroct varwian of thin Tabla I in tha Final IIR. 

c. Land Umc. Pleamg pmvida infoImation regarding plana 
for the vacant l w d  on the mouth of the JWPCP mite. 



Response to Comments from Ken Malloy Harbor Regional Park Advisory Board 

15-1. The Phase I digesters are needed to accommodate the increase in solids generafed 
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 I 
digesters, including the need to: 

rn 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 enable operation of the full secondary 
treatment at the JWPCP by December 31, 2002 (as required by the 
Consent Decree); 

rn minimize nuisance impacts on the surrounding community; 

provide for efficient, long-term operation of the facility; 

minimize risks to employee health and safety; and 

m minimize overall cost of the facility. 

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

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: 

rn 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; 

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

w Site 4: south of Lornita Boulevard and west of Figueroa Street. 

Site I has been reserved for construction of six Phase II digesters (see Figure 2-7 in 
the draft EIR). Of these six digesten, 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 digestes 
at this site cost-prohibitive. Digesters require steam 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 Figuema 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 matment 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 sludge 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 aesthetic reasons. A ponion 
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 I 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. 



In addition to cost considerations, other reasons for not locating digesters at this site 
include access and land use issues. Consaucting 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. Funhennore, 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 
n 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 I digesters at Sites 1 through 4 listed 
above, the Districts did not consider rhese sites funher. Because alternative sites are 
not considered feasible for reasons described above, the Dismcts 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. 

15-2. The Districts' existing JOS WRPs provide tertiary treatment to all influent 
wastewater to produce reclaimed water. Treatment at the WRPs consists of the 
following unit processes: primary tnatment 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 2010 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 matment provided and the quality or strength of the influent 
wastewater. The ability of the inland WRPs to produce highquality 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. 



The quality andlor suitability of treated effluent (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 andlor remove bacteria 
andlor viruses in wastewater. However, they are not efficient in removing TDS. 
Temary treatment/filtration removes TSS but not TDS (dissolved solids are by 
defmition 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 would kill many types of plants, nor could it be used 
for groundwater recharge as the Water Replenishment District of Southern California 
has set an upper limit of 700 milligrams per liter for TDS (tertiary effluent from the 
JWPCP would contain approximately 1,200-1,400 mg/l TDS), nor could it be used 
for many industrial processes that require highquality 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 also be doubtful because of 
high TDS and ammonia concentrations. 

15-3. 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. 

15-4. 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. Funhermore, 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. 



The parcel of Districts-owned land on the southwest comer 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 alternative 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 
paragmph 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 ElR 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 also be constructed between the 
proposed digesters and Rgueroa 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 treaunent during the initial 
phase of a storm in compliance with the existing storm water pollution prevention 
plan (SWPPP) for the JWPCP. 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 



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". 

15-12. See response to Comment 15-1. Also, the "upland area" adjacent to the JWPCP 
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. 

15-13. 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. 

15-14. See response to Comment 15-11b. 

15-15. 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". 

15-16. 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 I 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 



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 to 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 15-1 1 b. 

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 opention 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 currently 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 Cemtos, City of Lakewood, City of 
Bellflower, 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 andlor Bixby Slough could be acquired from 



one or more of these distribution systems. In addition. reclaimed water produced at 
the San Jose Creek and Whinier N m w s  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. 

15-28. 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 teniary treatment process employed at the inland WRPs 
would have to be supplemented by a reverse osmosis process to nmove 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 denimfication facilities consisting of conventional air-activated 
sludge facilities operated to achieve nitrification and &nitrifying filters consisting of 
anached-growth biological columns. Unit treatment processes required to produce 
usable reclaimed water at the JWPCP would include: preliminary aatment, advanced 
primary treatment, secondary treatment via a pure-oxygen activated sludge process, 
nitrification via conventional air activated sludge facilities, denitrification via 
deniuifying 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 nimfication, clarifiers, 
denitlifying 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 

Denitrification system 1 2.30 I 0.42 I 0.65 

Reverse osmosis facilities I 35.39 2.03 5.64 

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

I I I 

7.44 TOTAL 45.47 2.81 



Based on the above figures. the capital cost of additional facilities necessary to 
produce 8 mgd or approximately 24.5 AFIday of reclaimed water at the JWPCP 
would be approximately $45.5 ihilliofi. Annual operation and maintenance costs for 
these facilities would be approximately $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 JMTCP 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 alter the cost to produce and deliver reclaimed water. It 
would be more costly to produce and deliver smaller quantities of reclaimed water 
because certain fixed capital costs for production and dismbution facilities would 
have to be repaid by a smaller 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 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 System 
(NPDES) permit for operation of the JWPCP. 

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 andlor 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 alternative water 
supply) or one-fifth of the Disuicts' 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 Disuicts 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 



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 
highquality 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 al l  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 $83WAF. 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 S25WAF and the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) sells 
untreated and treated potable water for $335/AF and S412lAF 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 dmost nonexistent. 

No change to 2010 Plan is required. 

15-29. See response to Comment 15-3. 

15-30. See response to Comment 15-4. 

15-31. 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. 



15-32. Table ES-I of the draft EIR identifies the existing and proposed capacities of the 
JOS wastewater treaunent,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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Response to Comments from Heal the Bay 

16-1. The Districts would have a limited mle in the construction of the pumpback facility, 
which was identified for the Los Coyotes WRP in the 2010 Plan alternatives. 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 Cenitos 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 Centuly 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 quired.  

16-2. Alternative I was chosen over Alternative 3 by the Dismcts based on a combination 
of considerations, including cost, design and operational constraints, and 
environmental impacts. Of the four alternatives analyzed in detail, Alternative 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 Dismcts' 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 significant 
impacts associated with the Whinier Narrows WRP under Alternative 3. Other 
significant impacts addressed in the draft ElR that would occur only at the Whirtier 
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 s m b  habitat from 
construction at the Whinier Narrows WRP under Alternative 3, which is an issue of 
major concern to the USFWS because of the possible effects on the least Bell's 
vireo, a state- and federally listed endangered species (see Comment Lener 1). 
Under Alternative 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. Army 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 



proposes to replace the approximate 230,000 cubic yards of lost flood storage 
capacity. No change to the draft EIR is required. 

16-3. Similar to Alternative 3, Alternative 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. 

16-4. 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)(l)(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 
population. employment, travel, and congestion estimates as determined by the 
metropolitan planning organimtion . . .", which in this case is SCAG. 

Because past population projections have been inaccunte, 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 Whinier Narrows WRP 
would not be a feasible alternative because: 

w 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 



w it would have the same disadvantages as Alternative 4, which is analyzed 
in the 2010 Plan and draft EIR. 

No change to the draft EIR is required. 

16-5. The Carver-Greenfield dehydration system followed by fluidized bed combustion 
with energy recovery was built under the innovativelaltemative technology ponion 
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 
29-314 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 multipleeffect evaporation, indirect steam dryers, or & i t  dryers. These drying 
processes can produce a biosolids fuel at 85-958 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 in 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. 

16-6. The Districts constructed an in-vessel composter demonstration pilot plant at JWPCP 
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 
managementlodor 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. 



16-7. 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 concern. 

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. 

16-8. 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". 

16-9. The projected concentrations of and mass emissions in the WPCP 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 -. 

concenvations for the contaminants identified will be similar to the concentrations 
masured in the secondary effluent in 1993. No change to the draft EIR is required. 

16-10. Pages 5-40 through 5-43 discuss the potential for improved conditions for marine 
biota resulting from disposal of secondary-level treated effluent. 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 ax discussed. No change to the draft EIR 
is required. 

16-11. 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. 
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Response to Comments from the Surfrider Foundation 

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




