
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

DONALD L. WOLFE, Director

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENU
ALHARA CALIFORNA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
ww.ladpw.org ADDRESS ALL CORRSPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHARA CALIFORNA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: W-O

August 3,2006

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY
RECYCLED WATER MAIN PIPELINE COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 5
3 VOTES

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY
OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40,
ANTELOPE VALLEY:

1. Consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit A) certified by the
City of Lancaster, on February 14, 2006, together with the environmental

findings adopted by the City contained therein; and certify that you have
independently considered and reached your own conclusions regarding the
environmental effects of the proposed project and have determined that the
Mitigated Negative Declaration and environmental findings adequately

address the environmental impacts of the proposed recycled water pipeline
project, which is the subject of the enclosed draft Cooperative Agreement.

2. Execute the enclosed Cooperative Agreement between the City and the

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Antelope Valley, to upsize a
proposed recycled water main pipeline project from 15 to 24 inches
in diameter to be located on Division Street within the City, in conformance
with the District's Recycled Water Master Plan.
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PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The purpose of this recommendation is to allow the City to upsize a proposed recycled
water main project from 15 to 24 inches in diameter.

The District has completed a Recycled Water Master Plan that requires
a 24-inch-diameter recycled water backbone system be installed along the same
alignment as the City's project. Therefore, to save construction and administrative

costs, the District requested that the City upsize the proposed recycled water main.

The District proposes to pay 60 percent of the construction costs, which is the difference
in flow capacities between a 15- and a 24-inch-diameter recycled water main pipeline.

Implementation of Strateaic Plan Goals

This action is consistent with the County Strategic Plan Goal of Fiscal Responsibility
since having the City upsize the recycled water main pipeline wil save the District
money by sharing the contract administration, advertisement, pipe installation, and
pavement resurfacing costs.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

This action wil have no impact on the County's General Fund.

The District's share of the project cost is estimated to be $3.4 million.
Recycled Water Fees have been collected from new developments for the purpose of
developing a recycled water backbone system. Financing for this project is included in
the District's 2006-07 Accumulative Capital Outlay Fund (N64).

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The Cooperative Agreement has been reviewed by County Counsel and approved as to
form.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The City, in its role as a lead agency in matters pertaining to compliance with the

California Environmental Quality Act, has certified the Mitigated Negative Declaration
and adopted certain findings contained therein with respect to the environmental effects
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of the proposed project. In its role as a responsible agency, your Board must

independently consider the environmental document prepared by the lead agency and
reach your own conclusions regarding the environmental effects of the proposed
project. After having done so, it is recommended that your Board determine that the
Mitigated Negative Declaration and environmental findings adequately address the
environmental impacts of the proposed project.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

There will be no negative impact on current County services or projects during the
performance of the recommended services.

CONCLUSION

Please return two adopted copies of the Cooperative Agreement marked LACWWD and
CITY and two adopted copies of this letter to Public Works, Waterworks and
Sewer Maintenance Division. The copy of the Cooperative Agreement marked
COUNTY is for your files.

Respectfully submitted,

DONALD L. WOLFE
Director of Public Works

GE:jtz
SDL 2231

Enc.

cc: Chief Administrative Office

County Counsel



COOPERAIlVE AGREEMENI

This COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT (hereinafter referred to as AGREEMENT),
made and entered into by and between the CITY OF LANCASTER, a municipal
corporation in the County of Los Angeles (hereinafter referred to as CITY), and the
LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY,
a public county waterworks district formed pursuant to the County Waterworks

District Law (hereinafter referred to as DISTRICT):

WlINESSEIH

WHEREAS, CITY has designed and is ready to award a contract for the
construction of an equivalent 15-inch-diameter recycled water main pipeline including:
a pump station, service laterals and modifications to the existing DISTRICT'S
one-milion-gallon reservoir, along Division Street, from Avenue E to near
Lancaster Boulevard and an 8-inch-diameter recycled water main pipeline in Avenue F
from Division Street to approximately 5th Street East, all located in the
County of Los Angeles and City of Lancaster; and

WHEREAS, the above-mentioned 15-inch-diameter recycled water pipeline and
associated improvements as mutually agreed upon (hereinafter referred to as
PROJECT) are to provide the needed capacity for the City's recycled water uses; and

WHEREAS, the associated improvements include the pump station and
modifications to the existing one-millon-gallon reservoir located near the intersection of
Avenue H-4 and Division Street; and

WHEREAS, DISTRICT has developed a master plan for a regional backbone
recycled water system (herein referred to as MASTER PLAN) for the Cities of Lancaster
and Palmdale and the surrounding County of Los Angeles; and

WHEREAS, the MASTER PLAN calls for the portion of the PROJECT in
Division Street, to be 24 inches in diameter; and

WHEREAS, the DISTRICT and the CITY desire to upsize the PROJECT from
15- to 24-inch-diameter pursuant to the MASTER PLAN (hereinafter referred to as
UPSIZING); and

WHEREAS, to pay for the UPSIZING and associated improvements pursuant to
the MASTER PLAN, DISTRICT will fund sixt percent (60%) of the
CONSTRUCTION COST OF PROJECT (as defined below), up to a maximum of
three million four hundred thousand dollars ($3,400,000) (hereinafter referred to as the
DISTRICT'S SHARE).
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits to be derived by
both CITY and DISTRICT, it is hereby agreed as follows:

(1) CITY AGREES:

a. To award the PROJECT and administer the construction contract, to do all
things necessary to complete the PROJECT pursuant to plans and
specifications (hereinafter referred to as PLANS), and to act, only after
consulting with DISTRICT, on behalf of DISTRICT in all nègotiations
pertaining to the PROJECT.

b. To allow the DISTRICT to review, comment on, and approve the PLANS.

c. To obtain and maintain all necessary State, local, or other needed
regulatory approvals or applicable permits and environmental documents
(collectively PERMITS), including, without limitation, performing all acts
required by or in connection with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act, for the construction and operation of
the PROJECT.

d. To notify DISTRICT 48 hours in advance of the start of construction of
PROJECT so that the DISTRICT may furnish an inspector, at no cost to
CITY, to inspect construction of PROJECT. CITY'S inspector shall consult
with DISTRICT'S inspector with respect to PROJECT, but CITY'S
inspector's instructions to CITY'S contractor shall be finaL. Any inspection
or any approvals of the PLANS or the PROJECT by the DISTRICT will not
relieve the CITY of its obligations relating to the PROJECT.

e. To furnish for approval by the DISTRICT, within 60 days after acceptance

of PROJECT by Lancaster City Council, a final accounting of the actual
cost of PROJECT.

f. To furnish DISTRICT, within 60 days after acceptance of PROJECT by

Lancaster City Council, a reproducible set of as-built drawings of
PROJECT.

g. To take all necessary steps to complete the PROJECT pursuant to the

approved PLANS.

h. To operate and maintain the PROJECT at the CITY'S sole cost and
expense, until said time as the PROJECT may be transferred to and
accepted by the DISTRICT or an agreed-upon third party.

i. As long as the CITY owns the PROJECT, that the DISTRICT or its
designee wil have the right to use and participate in sixty percent (60%) of
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the capacity of the PROJECT (the "DISTRICT'S PARTICIPATION
RIGHT"). The use of sixty percent (60%) of the capacity of the PROJECT
shall be at no additional cost to the DISTRICT or said designee, except for
the District's share of the cost of operation and maintenance of the
Project. As an example only, if the PROJECT were to have the capacity
to convey 15.7 cubic feet per second of recycled water, the DISTRICT or
its designee would have the right, but not the obligation, to place in the
PROJECT recycled water for the DISTRICT'S or its designee's customers
that flows up to 9.42 cubic feet per second. The DISTRICT and the CITY
will share the operation and maintenance costs for the PROJECT in
proportion to the quantity of recycled water used by each agency
conveyed through the PROJECT.

j. Upon request of the DISTRICT or the CiTY, the parties agree to meet to

discuss the transfer of the PROJECT to DISTRICT or any third party. In
the event that ownership of the PROJECT is transferred to DISTRICT or a
third party, the CITY shall be allowed to use and participate in
forty percent (40%) of the capacity of the PROJECT, consistent with the
above example. In all cases, the CITY shall not transfer the PROJECT
without the express prior written consent of the DISTRICT, granted at the
DISTRICT'S sole and absolute discretion.

(2) DISTRICT AGREES:

a. Following opening of construction bids for PROJECT and upon receipt of

a written invoice from CITY, to deposit with CITY one-half (50%) of the
DISTRICT'S SHARE based on the amount as shown on the bid that is
accepted for award for the construction of the PROJECT and to make
such payment within 60 days of receipt of invoice from CITY.

b. The DISTRICT shall pay the CITY within 60 days of receipt of a written
invoice from CITY, the remainder of the DISTRICT'S SHARE upon:
i) completion of the PROJECT pursuant to the PLANS and to the
DISTRICT'S satisfaction; ii) acceptance of the PROJECT by Lancaster
City Council; and iii) delivery by the CITY to the DISTRICT of a final
accounting that shows the actual construction costs spent for the
PROJECT as defined below (hereinafter referred to as FINAL
ACCOUNTING).

c. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the total amount paid by the DISTRICT

based on the FINAL ACCOUNTING shall in no case exceed three millon
four hundred thousand dollars ($3,400,000).

(3) IT IS MUTUALLY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

a. The "CONSTRUCTION COST OF PROJECT" shall mean payments made
to third-party contractors pursuant to contracts (hereinafter referred to as
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CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS) that are competitively bid for the
construction of the PROJECT.

b. The DISTRICT or its designee shall have the right to provide recycled
water through metered services to the DISTRICT'S or designee's
customers, and collect any charges, fees, and rates in connection with the
DISTRICT'S PARTICIPATION RIGHT

c. The DISTRICT shall have the right to review and approve the
FINAL ACCOUNTING and verify the accuracy and validity of the
CONSTRUCTION COST OF PROJECT. The DISTRICT reserves the
right to adjust the final payment based on a review of the
FINAL ACCOUNTING.

d. No supervisor, official, agent, attorney, representative, or employee of
either the DISTRICT or the County of Los Angeles, shall be responsible
for any damage or liability occurring by reason of any acts of omission on
the part of CITY in connection with the PROJECT. Notwithstanding the
provisions of Government Code Section 895 et. seq., the CITY shall fully
release, indemnify, defend (including payment of all attorneys' and
experts' fees and costs), and hold harmless the DISTRICT and the
County of Los Angeles and their supervisors, officials, agents, attorneys,
representatives and employees from any liability, claims, damages, or
injury (including as defined by Government Code Section 810.8) relating
to the PROJECT, including, without limitation, in connection with the
design and construction of the PROJECT or in connection with any
PERMIT and in connection with the operation of the PROJECT until the
date that the ownership of the PROJECT may be accepted by the
DISTRICT. The foregoing release by the CITY is granted hereby waiving
and notwithstanding the provisions in Civil Code Section 1542, which
states: "A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS
WHICH THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TO EXIST IN
HIS OR HER FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTING THE RELEASE,
WHICH IF KNOWN BY HIM OR HER MUST HAVE MATERIALLY
AFFECTED HIS OR HER SETTLEMENT WITH THE DEBTOR."

e. That the provisions of any General Services Agreement or
Assumption Liability Agreement shall not apply to this AGREEMENT or
the PROJECT.

f. This AGREEMENT constitutes the full and complete understanding of the
parties regarding the design and construction of the PROJECT.
This AGREEMENT hereby supersedes any prior or contemporaneous
agreements between the parties regarding the foregoing matters.

g. Except as provided herein, this AGREEMENT is intended solely for the
benefit of the CITY and the DISTRICT, not any third parties.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this AGREEMENT to
be executed by their respective offcers, duly authorized, by the CITY OF LANCASTER
on , 2006, and by the LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS
DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY, on , 2006.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS
DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY

ATTEST:

SACHI A. HAMAl
Executive Offcer of the
Board of Supervisors of
the County of Los Angeles

By
Mayor, Board of Supervisors
of the County of Los Angeles as governing
body there of

By
Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

RAYMOND G. FORTNER, JR.
County Couns

By

ATTEST: CITY OF LANCASTER

By g£.... K .8..1t~
Geri K. Bryan, Cit erk

By

~
d by Dept. Head
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION

The project proposes to connect to the existing County Sanitation District No. 14 of Los Angeles
County (District No. 14) recycled water transmission line to provide recycled water to the City.
Under the proposed project, the City of Lancaster would construct a recycled water distribution
system to provide up to an estimated 1,090 acre-feet-per-year (afy) of disinfected tertiary treated
recycled water 

1 (recycled water) produced at the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant (L WR) to

users along Division Street. This distribution system would include a main pipeline, lateral
pipelines, storage tank, and pump station. The proposed 24-inch recycled water main pipeline
would connect to the District No. 14 recycled water transmission line at Avenue E and travel
approximately 4.5 miles along Division Street to Lancaster Boulevard. Laterals up to 12-inches

in diameter would branch off this main line to serve specific users.

The Draft Initial Study was circulated for public review from November 30th through December
30th. Notification was sent to the following agencies and organizations:

. Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
County Sanitation Districts of LA County
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (Waterworks District No. 40)
Los Angeles County Department of Health Services
County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Department
Antelope Valley Union High School District
Lancaster Cemetery District
Waste Management - Lancaster Landfill
Lancaster School District
Lancaster University Center
Lancaster Coalition of Neighborhood Organizations

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

In addition, copies were sent to the State Clearinghouse who notified the following State
agencies:

· California Air Resources Board

· California Department of Fish and Game, Region 5

· Department of Health Services

· State Historic Preservation Office

· Department of Parks and Recreation

· Regional Water Quality Control Board, #6 Lahontan Region

· State Water Resources Control Board: Water Quality

· Department of Water Resources

i As defined in Title 22 of 
Cali fomi a Code of Regulations (June, 2001).
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Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 1 - INTRODUCTION

A notice of the availabilty of the document and notice of intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration was placed in the Antelope Valley Press, a newspaper of general circulation, on
December 8 and 15th, 2005 (see proof of publication attached). A copy of the Initial Study was
sent to the Lancaster Public Library and was available at the public counter at City Hall.
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(2015.5 C.c.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

) s s
County of Los Angeles

Notice Type: NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
A NEGATIVE

, I am a citize of the Unite St¡es and a resident of the County

aforesid; I am over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to
or ûiterested in the above entitled matter. I am the principaJ clerk
of the printer of the Antelope Valley Pre, a newspaper of
general circulation, printed and published daily in the city of
Palmdale, County or Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been
adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by the Supetior Court
of the County of Los Angeles, State of Californa, under date of
October 24,1931, Cas Number 32.8601; Modified Case Number
65mO April i I, 1956; also operating as the Leger-Gazette,
adjudicated a Legal newspaper June 15, 1927, by Superior Court
decree No. 224545; also operating as the Desert Mailer News,
formery known as the South Antelope Valley Foothil News,
adjudicat a newspaper of general circulaton by the Superior
Court of tie County of Los Angeles, State of California on June
is, 1967, Cae Number N0C564 and adjudicated a newspaper of
gener circulation for the City of Lancaster, State of Californa on
Januar 26, 1990; that the notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy (set in type not smaller than nonpareil), has been

published in each regular and entire issue of said newspaper and
not in any supplement thereof on the following dates, to-wit:

December 8, is, 2005

J certfy (Of declare) under penalty of perjul) that the fore-going is

-~h~
Signature

Dated: December 15, 2005
Executed at Palmdale, California

\
\

ANTELOPE V ALLEY PRES
37404 SIERRA HWY., PALMDALE CA 93550
Telephone (661)267-4112!Fax (661)947-470

~ M _____ ~ . "n.

The space above for filng stamp only
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Chapter 2 CHANGES TO DRAFT INITIAL STUDY

The following are the changes to the Draft Initial Study that resulted from comments received
and responses to those comments.

Cover
State Clearinghouse Number (SCH 2005 1 11134) has been added to the cover.

Page 1-6 (Figure 1-2)
Figure 1-2 has been updated to show the locations of the WWD's 6 active wells and 10 inactive
wells within one mile of the proposed project.

Page 1-7 (fable 1-1)
Footnote 3 on the last line in the Timing column in Table 1-1 has been deleted.

Page 1-9 (Section 1.5 Proposed Project)
The proposed project area would encompass approximately 8,000 acres (12.5 sq-miles) including
the area bounded by Avenue J (to the south), 10th Street West (to thewest), 15th Street East (to
the east), and Avenue E (to the north) (see Figure 1-2). Although the Lancaster Landfill is not
within City boundaries, it is within the City's sphere of influence. The estimated irrigated area
for the proposed recycled water users is 250 acres.

Page 1-13 (Section 1.5)
The following paragraph has been added to Section 1.5 Gust before Section 1.5.1):

The recycled water provided to the project wil be tertiary treated at all times, but the type of
tertiary treatment process wil change when the L WR upgrades are complete. The recycled
water (tertiary treated effuent) provided at project start-up would include 0.5 mgd from the
A VTTP and 1.0 mgd from the pilot MBR project (membrane bioreactor fitration with
ultraviolet disinfection) (see Table 1-1). The combination from these two sources would be
supplied from approximately June 2006 to 20 1 0, when the L WRP upgrades are expected to be
complete. The recycled water (tertiary treated effuent) supplied from that point on would be
from the L WRP upgraded plant (Stage V expansion) and would include primary treatment.
secondary activated sludge/nitrification-denitrification (NDN) treatment, and tertiary treatment
through mono-media fitration and disinfection (chlorination) (ESA. 2004: LACSD, 2006). A
back-up water supply source for the RW storage tank wil be provided via an 8-inch potable
water back-up line from well 4-15. The back-up water supply line wil be connected to the
recycled water storage tank via a 20-inch air gap (per the City's plans).

February 2006 City of Lancaster 2-1
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Page 2-2 (Checklist Form)
The third bullet has been modified as shown and an additional bullet has been added:

· Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): NPDES permit for
construction aeti'/ities and preparation of Storm Warer Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and Reeyeled Water User Permit Water Reclamation Requirements

· City of Lancaster/Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 14: Industrial Waste Permit
(dual agency) for emergency discharge from storage tank to local sewer system

Page 2-20 (Section 2.6 b)
The second paragraph under sub-section (b) has been modified as follows:

Construction activities of one acre or more that affect Waters of the US are subject to the
permitting requirements of the NPD ES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit). The proposed proiect would not affect
Waters of the US therefore an NPDES permit is not required. Th.e project sponsor must submit a
Notice of Intent to the RWQCB LR prior to the beginnil'g of cOflstruction to be co';ered by the
Gefleral Constrction Permit. The General COflstruction Permit requires the preparation and
implementatiofl of a formal Although not required because the project area does not discharge to
waters of the United States, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which must
would be prepared as part of Mitigation Measure WQ-1 before construction begins. The SWPPP
includes specifications for BMPs to be implemented during project construction to control
sedimentation/soil erosion in storm water runoff, and defines conditions for complying \vith the
SWRCB NPDES permit requirements. Implementation of the SWPPP starts with the
commencement of construction and continues through project completion. Upon completion of
the project, th.e sponsor must submit a Notice of Termination to the RWQCB to indieate that the
construction is complete. Soil erosion impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels
with implementation of Measures AQ-l and WQ-l.

Page 2-27 (Section 2.8)
The following analysis has been added to Section 2.8 (a) in Response to Comment 2-10 before
the last paragraph on page 2-27 and modifies the last paragraph:

Recycled water typically contains plant nutrients. including nitrogen. phosphorus. and potassium.
in higher concentrations than potable water. Nitrogen is an essential plant nutrient and a key
component of fertilzer. Because the plants wil use the nitrogen in the recycled water. less

fertilizer wil be needed. If landscape fertilzation practices remain unchanged after the
implementation of the proposed recycled water proiect. landscaped areas may become stressed
due to excess nutrients. Additionally. overwatering of landscaping can promote the migration of
nitrates to groundwater: however. ifthe recycled water is applied at the agronomic rates of the 

plants. water wil be taken up by the plants and would reduce this risk to a less than significant
leveL. Implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-2 addresses both over application of
fertilzers and overwatering and would therefore reduce this impact to less than significant levels.

February 2006 City of Lancaster 2-3
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Adherence of the proposed project to all appropriate Title 22 requirements water quality
mitigations (as stated in Mitigation Measure WQ-2) would ensure that potential impacts to water
quality or public health are reduced to a less-than-significant leveL.

Page 2-27 (Section 2.8)
Table 2-1 has been modified and expanded as shown:

Page 2-30 (Mitigation Measure WQ-l)
Mitigation Measure WQ-l has been modified as shown below:

Mitigation Measure WQ-l: During construction, practices shall be implemented to
minimize potential water quality impacts during and after construction, and a SWPPP
shall be developed and implemented prior to and during construction.

The City shall require contractors to fie a Notice of Intent ';iith the RWQCB LR indicting
compliance viith the NPDE8 General Permit for Discharges of8torm Water Runoff .\ssociated
with Construction Acti';ity (General Permit) and to prepare and implement a SWPPP outlining
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for construction/post-construction activities as specified by
the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook (California Storm Water
Quality Association, 2004) and/or the Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sediment Control
Measures (ABAG, 1995).
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 . COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Page 2-30 (Mitigation Measure WQ-2)
Mitigation Measure WQ-2 on page 2-30 has been revised with the following to specifically
identify the requirements to be implemented to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant leveL.

Mitigation Measure WQ-2: The proposed project shall be designed and operated to
minimize potential adverse impact on eroundwater aualitv. in fteeOrdRnee with the
RpplieRhle requirements of Title 22.

,AJllandseape irrigation systems shall be operated in accordance ,;¡¡th the reqlllrements of Title

22 of the California Code of Regulations ææd ææy reclamation permits issued by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontææ Region. Reclamation permits typically require
that irrigation rates match the e'/apotranspiration rates of the plants being irrigat-ed, and that no
irrigation occur \vithin 50 feet of any domestic suply '.vells. Gi'/en the extent to which the
recycled water is treated, odors are not expected to be a problem at or near '.vater use sites, at or
near the storage tank Of pump staion (which would be enclosed), Of in the e'/ent of a pipeline
ruture

· Recycled water wil be used at the use site in accordance with the general rules set
forth in the Los Angeles County Recycled Water Advisory Committee's Recvcled
Water User Manual (2005) (or equivalent). The Recycled Water User Manual has
been approved by State DHS and LA County DHS. and circulated to the Los
Angeles Regional Water Ouality Control Board. The City wil provide the Recycled
Water User Manual to a designated site supervisor as part of entering a User
Agreement with each individual user. The Recycled Water Manual specifies in
particular the following:

o The recycled water system wil not be allowed to operate for periods longer
than needed to satisfy the landscape water requirements. Recycled water
wil not be applied at a rate that is greater than the infitration rate of the soil
or the agronomic rate (see Section C - Operation & Maintenance).
Exceptions to this requirement for purposes such as leaching of soil wil be
specified in the User Agreements to be entered by the City and the users.

o No irrigation wil occur within 50 feet of any domestic supply well per Title
22 requirements (see Section B - Design & Construction).

· Compliance with the rules set forth in the Recycled Water User Manual wil be
required as part of the User Agreements. The City wil reserve the right to revoke a
User Agreement and terminate service, if any or all of the service conditions are not
satisfied at all times.

· The City and/or LACSD wil implement an inspection program to ensure that end
users comply with the User Agreement requirements.

· The City wil review available recycled water data to be provided by LACSD and
groundwater quality data from wells located within a mile of the use areas to be
provided by WWD for such constituents as TDS and total nitrogen on a quarterly
basis after recycled water delivery and use has begun.

· Should the TDS or nitrogen data suggest that groundwater water quality
degradation is occurring at the well sites. the City wil work with LACSD to define
and implement a source control program: this source control program wil be the
responsibilty of the City to implement.

February 2006 City of Lancaster 2-7



Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Page 2-46 (Section 2-16 a)
a) The proposed project is limited to construction and operation of a recycled water

pipeline, storage tank and pump station. Pipeline operation and use of recycled water
would be in accordance with Title 22, and the RWQCB-issued NPDES permit and Waste
Discharge Requirements Water Reclamation Requirements for use of recycled water that
would detail any wastewater treatment and monitoring requirements held by the LACSD.
Therefore, project implementation would not result in any exceedance of wastewater
treatment requirements.

Page 3-2 (References)
The following references have been added to Section 3.2 References:

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD) 2006. Water Ouality Data
received from Nikos Melitas via e-maiL. January 2006.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works - Waterworks District No. 40 (WWD) 2006.
Water Ouality Data for Existing Wells within one mile of the proposed project received from
Kenneth Hu via e-maiL. January 2006.

Los Angeles County Recycled Water Advisory Committee 2005. Recycled Water User ManuaL.

Appendix B - Water Quality Analysis

Additional water quality data tables have been added to Appendix B in Section D. Findings and
Table 2 has been updated as shown:

Table 2 summarizes the recent L WRP and estimated A VTTP effuent quality, water quality
monitoring data for the Lancaster area, and federal and state water quality objectives. Tables 3.
4 and 5 have been added to provide A VTTP water quality data for 2004-2005 and estimated
levels for the recycled water when the plant upgrades are in place.
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table 2: Summary of Water Quality Data and Objectives

: Total Dissolved Solids Nitrate : Total Trihalomethanes
i

!

i

I

A VTTP Effuent 3 720 maIL 2.92 maIL for 0.11 maIL
Nitrate+Nitrite as N

Local water quality 1 160 - 848 maIL NO - 20.50 maIL for NO -18.00 maIL
Nitrate as N03

USEPA Drinking 500 mg/L 1 10.00 mg/L for Nitrate 0.08 mg/L
Water Standards as N2

California Drinking 500 - 1,500 mg/L 1 45.00 mg/L for Nitrate 0.10mg/L
Water Standards as NOl

10.00 mg/L for
Nitrate+Nitrite as N

USEPA 500 - 2,000 mg/L NR NR
Recommended Limits
for Recycled Effuent
(1992)
Notes:
ND - Not detected
NR - no recommended limits
1 - Secondary MCL
2 - Primary MCL
3 - Data from LACSD (February 2006),
4 - Chlorinated Groundwater Data from Los Anaeles County Waterworks District No. 40. Reaion 4. Lancaster Annual Water Qualitv

ReDorts (2002. 2003 and 2004) and the Final LWRP 2020 Plan EIR (ESA 2004),
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table 3: Estimated Recycled Water Quality Data for LWRP, AVTTP, MBR/UV and MBR/Chlorination
I I I i I
i

: I MBRI
i LWRP/NDN

PARAMETER UNIT i AVTTP , MBR/UV
i

I i Chlorination , I (after planned upgrades
i I

,
i are complete),

, I i , i

mgi
Total Nitroççen mçç-NII 3.71 7 7 10
Nitrate+Nitrite mçç-N/I 2.31 5 5 8
Ammonia mg-N/I 0.31 .:1 .:1 1

Total Kjeldahl mg-N/I 1.1' .:2 .:2 2
Total Cyanides Dg/L .:5 .:5 .:5 .:5
Total Organic mg/L 10 10 10 10Carbon
Sulfate mçç/L 80 80 80 80
Chloride maIL 194' 140 140 140
Boron mg/L 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
MBAS mçç/L 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Calcium maIL 40 40 40 40
Magnesium mg/L 12 12 12 12
Arsenic mg/L .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01
Barium maIL .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01
Aluminum mg/L .:0.1 .:0.1 .:0.1 .:0.1
Cadmium mg/L .:0.0004 .:0.0004 .:0.0004 .:0.0004
Total Chromium mg/L .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01
Copper mçç/L .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01 .:0.01
Iron maIL .:0.05 .:0.05 .:0.05 .:0.05
Manganese mg/L .:0.02 .:0.02 .:0.02 .:0.02
Mercury mg/L .:0.00004 .:0.00004 .:0.00004 .:0.00004
Nickel maIL .:0.02 .:0.02 .:0.02 .:0.02
Potassium mg/L 17 17 17 17
Selenium mg/L .:0.001 .:0.001 .:0.001 .:0.001
Silver mçç/L .:0.0004 .:0.0004 .:0.0004 .:0.0004
Sodium maIL 160 160 160 160
Zinc mg/L .:0.05 .:0.05 .:0.05 .:0.05
Antimony mg/L .:0.0005 .:0.0005 .:0.0005 .:0.0005
Beryllum mçç/L .:0.0007 .:0.0007 .:0.0007 .:0.0007
Thallum mg/L .:0.001 .:0.001 .:0.001 .:0.001
Trihalomethanes Dg/L 1021 100 20 30
Haloacetic acids

Dg/L 80 80 20 30
5
Chlorite mçç/L .:0.1 .:0.1 .:0.1 .:0.1
Bromate maIL .:0.025 .:0.025 .:0.025 .:0.025

TDS IL 703 550 550 550

AVTTP: Antelope Valley Tertiary Treatment Plant (0.5 MGD)
MBRlChlorination: Membrane Bioreactor Unit with temporary chlorination (unit will run from approximately July 1, 2006 for
approximately two months until permanent UV facilty is field tested
and certified).

MBRlUV: Membrane Bioreactor Unit with ultraviolet disinfection (1 MGD)

LWRP/NDN: Future Lancaster tertiary treatment facilty per the 2020 Facilties Plan
Source: LACSD February 2006.
Notes: (1.) 2005 Annual Average Measured Concentrations. TDS, Chloride, THMs sampled in October and December 2005.
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

-- ~ ---- ì ~~~_~~_t_~~y Samples _ _ _ ----- 1__ -- Mrnt_h''~~Il_~~e~_ - I riscella_neO¡is -

M Ihl I Sol"bl. I Sol"hl, I Sol"bl, CMb, BOD, 'N'I I A ,i K,"d'hl I TOS I Chi 'd 'THMon y BOD COD i (SCBOD) I i ra e i mmonia I N't on e I
Statistics I 115 II I II mg-N/I: mg-N/I i ro~~n mg/i mg/i i ¡Jg/Img mg i mg I ' i mg- ii I i i
Jan. 2005 NO FLOW

Feb. 2005 NO FLOW

Mar. 2005

Mean -= 3 22 -= 3 0.9 -= 0.1 -= 0.4

Max. -= 3 23 -= 3 0.9 -c 0.1 0: 0.4

Min. 0: 3 20 -c 3 0.9 -c 0.1 0: 0.4

Apr. 2005

Mean -= 3 17 -= 3 0.95 0.2 0.6

Max. -= 3 23 0: 3 0.95 0.2 0.6

Min. 0: 3 10 0: 3 0.95 0.2 0.6

May-05

Mean -= 3 21 -= 3 2.41 2.5 3.6

Max. -c 3 24 -c 3 2.41 2.5 3.6

Min. 0: 3 18 -c 3 2.41 2.5 3.6

Jun. 2005

Mean -= 4 24 -= 5 2.40 0.1 0.3

Max. 5 28 5 2.40 0.1 0.3

Min. 0: 3 19 -c 3 2.40 0.1 0.3

Jul. 2005

Mean -= 3 26 -= 3 0.15 0: 0.1 1.2

Max. 3 28 -c 3 0.15 0: 0.1 1.2

Min. 0: 3 23 0: 3 . 0.15 -c 0.1 1.2

Aug. 2005

Mean -= 3 23 -= 3 0.16 -c 0.1 -c0.3

Max. -c 3 24 0: 3 0.16 0: 0.1 -c0.3

Min. 0: 3 22 -c 3 0.16 -c 0.1 0: 0.3

Sep. 2005

Mean -= 3 23 -= 3 1.74 0.2 1.1

Max. -= 3 24 -c 3 1.74 0.2 1.1

Min. -= 3 21 -c 3 1.74 0.2 1.1

Oct. 2005

Mean -= 3 17 -= 3 4.04 -c0.2 1.0 661 184 94.5

Max. -c 3 18 0: 3 5.57 0.3 1.4 661 184 94.5

Min. 0: 3 15 -c 3 2.50 0:0.1 0.6 661 184 94.5

Nov. 2005 

Mean -= 5 13 -= 5 7.90 0.1 0.8

Max. -c 6 14 0: 6 7.90 0.1 0.8

Min. -c 3 12 0: 3 7.90 0.1 0.8

Table 4: AVTTP 2005 Effluent Water Quality Data
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 . COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table 4: AVTTP 2005 Effluent Water Quality Data

d Bimonthly S,mple, Monthly S,mple, I Mi"eii,neo",

---- ---,- -- --I - ---- ------ - '-----------1 - 1- ---, - --- fi , i I I '
Sol"ble I Sol"ble : Sol"ble C"b, BOD, 'N't t I A 'i Kjeld,ht I TOS 'Chi 'd 'THM
BODs COD' (SCBOO) ,i ra e mmonia i Nitro en i i on e IStatistics II I II I II i mg-N/I mg-N/I i ~/I I mg/i mg/i I i-g/lmg mg I mg I ! mg- I I ii, , ,

Dec. 2005

Mean .: 3 19 .: 3 2.10 .:0.1 -:0.8 745 204 110.2

Max. -: 3 20 -: 3 3.12 -:0.1 1.1 750 208 134.5

Min. -: 2 18 -: 2 -:0.08 -:0.1 -:0.3 740 200 85.8

Annual

Mean -: 3 21 -: 3 2.28 -:0.3 -: 1.1 703 194 102.4

Max. 6 28 6 7.90 2.5 3.6 750 208 134.5

Min. -: 2 10 -: 2 -:0.08 -: 0.1 -:0.3 661 184 85.8
Source: LACSO February 2006.
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

. . . II' . . .. . . .

Monthly Statistics
Soluble

BODs
mg/l

Bimonthly Samples
Soluble Carbo

BODs
(SCBOD)

mg/l

Soluble
COD
mg/l

Nitrate
mg-N/I

Monthly Samples

Kjeldahl
Nitrogen

mg-N/I

Ammonia
mg-N/I

Jan. 2004 NO FLOW

Feb. 2004 NO FLOW

Mar. 2004 NO FLOW

Apr. Mean ~3 16 ~4
2004 Max. 4 28 4 4.27 ~0.1 0.80

Min. ~3 3 ~3

May-04 Mean ~3 25 ~3
Max. ~3 27 ~3 3.56 ~0.1 0.5
Min. ~3 23 ~3

Jun. Mean
~3 24 ~32004 Max.
3 34 ~3 5.15 ~0.1 2.2Min.
~3 13 ~3

Jul.
2004 Mean ~12 33 ~3

Max. 20 38 3 2.70 ~ 0.10 1.5
Min. ~3 28 2

Aug.
Mean 6 30 62004
Max. 6 24 6 1.49 ~ 0.10 ~ 0.91

Min. 5 26 5

Sep.
Mean ~3 25 ~32004
Max. ~4 28 ~4 2.06 ~ 0.10 2.70
Min. 1 21 ~1

Oct.
Mean ~3 26 ~32004
Max. ~3 26 ~3 0.39 ~ 0.10 ~ 0.30
Min. ~3 25 ~3

Nov.
Mean ~3 23 ~32004
Max. ~3 23 ~3 0.82 ~ 0.10 0.30
Min. ~3 23 ~3

Dec.
Mean 34 ~32004 ~3
Max. ~3 34 ~3 1.56 ~ 1.8 3.1
Min. ~3 34 ~3

Annual Mean ~4 26 ~3 2.44 ~ 0.3 ~ 1.4

Max. 20 38 6 5.15 ~1.8 3.1
Min. ~1 3 ~1 0.39 ~ 0.10 ~0.30

Source: LACSD 2006
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table 6: Summary of Total Dissolved Solids Concentrations (ppm) in Lancaster Area Drinking
Water

1. Re-~ge of Delec;tion .l.,,~re-g~.Level ....._ .Rar1.ge 2fg_election.
. _____ J u___~~~~~g~ ;~~d _-J l~~=~l~.2004 320 320 160-626

Source: WW Annual Drinking Water Quality Reports, 2002, 2003, and 2004.
Note: The range of detection specifies the minimum and maximum amounts of TDS detected.

Av.er~9.~Je_v.~L
270.3.._---"-------
257.1
279.0

February 2006 City of Lancaster 2-14
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Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 . COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

KjeldahlNitrate Ammonia Kjeldahl
_~--~rlIi?A-u---_g:_~~_n_j I~.-.- .r~1I__.

_~~)(nL ~6.1 _u_I~56 ____20.5 _1J.:_~___
Min 14.0 0.14 0.4 9.8

Nitrate
0.83
2.70
0.01

Source:
(1.) LWRP Annual Monitoring Report 2002 (Table 4-2 in Appendix C of the LWRP 2020 Facilties Plan.
(2.) LACSD February 2006.

Ammonia
..0.1
..0.1-~-~-----
..0.1

February 2006 2-15City of Lancaster



Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 . COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Chapter 3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Three letters were received during the public comment period from:

· California Offce of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
(January 4, 2006)

· Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahontan Region (December 30, 2005)

· Native American Heritage Commission (December 20,2005)

February 2006 City of Lancaster 3-1



Arold
Schwarzenegger

Governor

S TAT E OF C A L I FOR N I A

Governor's Office 'of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

&~~hf; .1'tl* i.t _I.~~",
~GOFCAl\f\i

Sean Walsh'
Director

January 4, 2006

Steve Dassler
City of Lancaster
44933 N. Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534

Subject: Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project
SCH#: 20051 l1134

Dear Steve Dassler:

The enclosed comment (s) on your Negative Declaration was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse
after the end of the state review period, which closed on December 29,2005. We are forwarding these
comments to you because they provide informtion or raise issues that should be addressed in your final
environmental document.

The California Enviroom1ental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmcntal
document and to consider them prior to taking filal action on the proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concernig the

environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2005111134) when contacting this offce.

Sincerely,

,,I ''1 ß~.~...~(_:-"'-

Terry Roberts
Senior P.lamier, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRANTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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S TAT E OF C A L IF 0 R N.r A

. Governo.r's Office of Planning and Researc1;

StateClear-inghciuse 'and Planning Unit.'.. . . ... ....
~O,.~"'q, .

f.~\.~ -Q.~~",
. . 'f~OFi:AUUff'l

. . . SeeWalsh'
Dire¡tor '.

Arold'
Schwarzneggei .'

;Governor

....

RECi:IVED. . .
'. ,JAN. fO:Z006

ENGlNfflNQ.' ..' ..' '..

. .J~:3,iQ0

", Steve DíS:Ie:
City o;f Lancaster .
44933 N. FemAven:ue . .
tanc~ter, CÅ 93534 . . . . ..'

"

. Subject: Pivisiotl Str~t Coirdo~ Recycled'Water';poj~ct
SGH#:': 20QSl1 U34. " '.,

De~ Ste.ve ijassler: .' ,'.

.Th~: Stat!; ëleàrigh~$$esubIntte(fthe- above ~~d N~tiY~'i?edaràtiö~ tò s~lect~d ståtc:.'~IDnci~ for
. . review. The review perod closed on December 29,2005, àn no state'Rgencies subimtted,co~ents by

. . that date, TJleeel' aclmowledg!3s that'youhaye.complied'with'the.Sfat, GleaighouÚ,'revie,, ". "

. . ièquirements t'~r &iÛ 61lVionntal di)curcIIts; pii~uå tO~e,aiitOIDa Bivttonniital QuaIity Act., ,
. d 'Please: c'allthe S~te Clearhi:~se a1 (9 i()) '445~0613ifyo~have any que~tiöii tëgardllg the '

en11ommental ~eviewpróc~. , If you have aquestiçn about thè abovc-named projeêt please refer to. the '.
ten~digit~tate cièa~gh~~enumi,w1en conta~ti~..tt8 oft~;d ~:.,; . ,

Shhëeiely, ..' . . .- . ..

~ . . ~ßß~~,"T~'RO~' .
DireCtor, 1:tateCleargb,ouse-

, . .

','

. .
" , '. ..... ..'.

: ~

.'. /.. ...

.. .

. "
~. .'

. .
'." .'

. ~ .. ~,~
r

. . 'r' :,,". _ ._.'":: :
':. .. ... ~ .....:. .. . ..' .

. ;: (: ¡;'-:; ~ ~ ;;.~. ~:. :::~ ~':',:: :\'l.~:'.~~~. (~.: ~ ~ .,.:... ~:';;: '-.:;'; ;':.7 ,;. y ~ 01 ~'. : ~.' _::..!; ..~~. f:. r '.~ .C'. : ~ ¡'.::~:

. ..' . " ,. '. .-\ .:. ': L:' : '.. ': t. ':.,'. .' ~.:' ~:. . .................

, . ,. , .~ - .',. \:~.' .' .-

1400 TENT'STREET P.O. BOX 8Q4 SAcRANTO, CALIFORN. 96812-8044
TEL (918) 44.0613 FAX (916) 82S.80is ww.opr.øa.go



~\; .California Regional Water,Quality Control Board
Lahontan Region . e

Alan C. Lloyd Ph.D.
. Agency SecreUl

Vlelorvlle Offtce

14440 Civic Drive. Suito 200. Victoille. Caiforna 92392-2306
(760) 241-6583' Faa (760) 241-7308

http://ww.watrooards.ca.govllahnta

Arnold Schwarzenegger
Govrnor

December 30, 2005
WDID No. 6B19050100i

Steve Dasler
City of Lancaster
44933 Nort Fern Avenue
Lancaster, CA 93534

DIVISION STRET CORRDOR RECYCLED WATER PROJECT PROPOSED BY THE ',.
CITY OF LANCASTER, LOS ANGELES COUNTY

-'.

On Decmber 5, 2005, we received a report titled: Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration,
Division Steet Corridor Recyçled Water Project~ City. of Lancasr (Draft), prepard by RMC
Wate and Environment, November 30, 2005. The. report stated that comnents ar due December
30, 2005.

Project Description

The City's proposed Division Street Corrdor Recycled Water Project includes an ara of
approximately i 5 squar miles and is located along Division Street between Avenues E and J, in .
Lacaser. Recycled water use would occur at both existing and proposed facilties. The uses would
be limited to those allowed wwder Title 22, California Code of Regulations and would include use
for: (a) irgation oflandscape within the project area O.e., approximately six parks, five schools and

one cemeter); and (b) soil compacton and dust control at constction prjects and at the Lancaster

Ladfill. The 1ótal estimated water demand for these ~es il the prject ara is 1090 acre-feet per .

year (0.974 millon gallons per day). A force-main tru pipeline is curently under constction for .

1- - i trsporting recycled water along Division Street. A latera pipeline for each individual site would
be constrcted once the site is ready to receive recycled water~

The Los Angeles County Santation District 14 (Distrct) proposes to produce additional Disinfected
Tertiar Recycled Water for the City's Project. The additional reycled water would be generated by
the Distct's existg 0.5 milion gallons per day (mgd) tertar tratment plant and proposed 1.0

mgd tertar treatment plant, which will include nitrogen removal, a membrae bioreactor and
ultraviolet disinection. The existing tertiar treatment plllt is curently not operated at full capacity

and there is some additionai capacity available for the Project. .

The production of recycled water for use in the Project was evaluated iii the Disttct's 2020
Environmental Impact Report (ElR). The Distrct is currntly preparg an addendum to the EIR to
more fully address industral and muncipal uses of recycled water within its service area.

California EnvironmentalProtection Agency

o . 
Recyled Pape1'
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Comments

~-1 '

3.

').. 3

/l-l(

?-'-5

1. The initiaJ study did not include a State Clearnghouse identification number. This n~ber
needs to be included with documents prepared and circulated under the Californa
Environmental QuaJity Act (CEQA).

2. A revised CEQA document is needed to address the following comments on the initial stdy.

In addition to the initial study, Board sttiffhas received a copy of the executive sumar of a
document titled: City of Lancaster, Recycled Water Facilnes and Operations Master Plan
(Draft), prepared by RMC Water and Environmental, August 2005. The master plai

discusses use of low-quality groundwater as a supplemental source of wate for recycled
water projects. Information contaned in the màster plan and posted on the U.S. Gelogical
Survey (USGS) website indicate concentrations of arenic and hexavalent chromium in
gr()undwater underlying pomons of the .Lancaster area exceed criteria/standards for potable
uses (human consumption, bathing/showering). .',' .
Board st review indicates the initial study neither m~ntioned nor evaluated use .of low-
quality groundwater in the Division Street project. Use oflow-quaity water for ths project

would therefore not be authorized under any permit the Regional Board issues for the
project. If the City should propose at a later date to use 10w"'quaIity groundwater in the
project, the City would need to prepare a revised CEQA document to evaluate and address
potential impacts associated with its use. The revised CEQA document would also need to
be circulated again for review and comment by interested paries.

4. The initial study reports a concentration tange 'of 646 to 918 mgf for total dissolved solids
(IDS) in groundwater. This range of cOrrcentrations is for groundwater underlying the

. Distnct's treatment plant site located approximately one mile south of the project area. The
range does not appear representative of the existing quality of groundwater underlying the
project ara. Regiona Board staf evalmition iiidicates a range of i 50 to 270 mg/ for the
projectarea. Ths range is based on resul!t of 16 groundwater saples collected between
1959 and 2003. Board staf obtained theresults.üom the U.S. Geological Survey's website.

A revised CEQA document is needed that includes appropriate infonnation on existing
quality of grimdwater underlying the prpject area. .

The initial study does not include suffci~nt information on the ~xisting quaity of
groundwater in the project ara. The inidal study references the existence of thr active

water supply wells (Wells.4-14, 4-.15 an4'4.16) operated by the ,Los Angeles County Water
Works No. 40 (Region 4), but does not provide data for the wells.

Additional information on grouidwater ~eeds to be included in the revised CEQA document
to allow for complete evaluation orthe ~tential impacts of the project to water quality. The
revised CEQA document needs to includ~ the fòllowing items for groundwater located
within one mile of the project ara, including:

5.

. ¡ , .
California Environniental Protection Agency

o Recyled PQper
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Mr. Dassler .3- December 30; 2005

i. A map shoWing locations of existing water wells (both active and inactive); direction
of groundwater flow, groundwater table elevations and ground surface elevations,fUd " .
Data on concentrtions of constuents in grouudwater including tota dissolved
solids, nitrate, arsenic, tota chro,nÏ\im and hexavalent chromium (please include
concentrations- for these constituents in groundwater produced by Wells 4- I 4, 4-15
fUd 4-16, referenced above.) -

11.

The initial study provides" expected concentrations for IDS and trihaIomethanes in recycled
water.- Concentrtions of additional constituents in recycled water nee to be hicorprated
into the revised CEQA document to allow for complete evaluation of the potential impacts
of the project to water quality. At a minimum, concentrations should be included for: total
iùtrogen, arsenic, total chromium, and hexavalent chrmium. Concentrations should also be
included for additional disiriection by-products (Le., haloacetic'acids (five) (HAAS),
bromate, and chlorite) uness the" City can show that the District's disínfection processes
would not create such by-products. " . " -

.....

7. The envIionmentalchecklist (page 2-24 of intial study) suggest "the project would cause
violation of water quality standars. The initiaa stdy does no~ specifically state which

stadards would be violated. Board sta believes that the stadar for nitrate in groundwater
is one that is likely to be violated, specifcally the maximum Contaminant level (MCL) of 10
mgI as N for nitrate. When evaluating whether irrigation with recycled water would violate
the nitrate stndard in groundwater, the concentration oftotal nitrogen in- the recycled water

must be considered. It must be considered because the different nitrog~n compounds in "
recycled water used. for landscape irrgation oftn converts to nitrate as the water migrtes in

soil towad grundwater. The initial s~dy onlý considers the prestnce of nitrate in recycled
water. A revised CEQAdocument is needed that includes"an evaluation that considers the
total nitrogen in the recycled water and its fate and trfUSport in the subsurface.

The ex?ting tertiar treatment"plant is located at the Distrct's tratment plfUt site adjacent to
the Distrct's priary and secondar tratment plfUt. The source of infuent wastewater now
for the tertiar plant is seconda effuent from the last oxidation pond for the District's
primar fUd seconda tratment plfUt. The District's existing treattent facilties do not
include nitrogen removaL.

8.

As discussed above; the revised CEQA document needs to include expected concentrtions
Qf tota nitrogen in the existing tertar recycled water. According to the Distctts 2004
anual self-monitoring reporttbe tota nitrogen concentrtion in the Districts djsinfected

tertary effuent from April 2004 through December 2004 ranged from ~.79 to 8.55 mgI.
The average was 4.08 mgI. These results were based on nie sampling events. The teriar

tratment plant has typically not .been operated durng the colder months. In 2004, it was not
operated from JfUUar though March. The Distrct is now proposing to operate the plant
dwig the winter to supply recycled water to proposed projects including the Division Street
project.

California Envirtmmental Protection Agency

o Recyled Paper
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Mr. DasJer -4 ~ December 30,2005.

AdditiQnal infonnation is needed on estimated concentrations of total nitrogen in the
District's tertiar effuent. Curently, the information for cold weather is lirited. Oxidation

ponds do not pedorm as well durng cold weather. The total nitrogen concentrations in the
existing tertiar effuent could exceed 10 mg/ durng cold weather. The revised CEQA .
document wil need to include estimated concentrations of total nitrogen in the existing
teriar recycled water. There may need to be more than one estimate. For example, there

may need to be one estimate for war weather and another for cold weather. The estimates
need to be conservative. The estated total nitrogen concentrations need to be based on .

data from actal results of sampling of the. tertiar ~ffuent durng both cold and war
weather.

9. The.environmental checklist (page 2-24 ofinitial stuçly) suggests the project would cause
violation of water quality standards.. According to the initial study this potential impact
would be less than signficat with mitigation. The initial stdy does not specifcally state
which stadards would be violated. Boàrd staff believes that stadards for TDS and nitrate
in groundwater are the ones most likely to be violated, spcifcally the secondar maximum
contamint ievel (MCL) of 500 mgI for TDS and the primar MCL of 10 mgI as N for.
nitrte. The estimated TDSconcentration in the reccled water is 588 mg/. Estimates for
total nitrogen concentrtions need to be estblished as discussed above.

Page 2-30 .of initial study proposes the followig mitigation:

II All landscape irgation systems shal be operated in accorøaac~ with the

requirements of Title 22 of the Californa Code of Regulations and any reclamation
permits issued by the Californa Regional Water Quality Contrl Board, Laontan
Region. Reclamation permts tyically. require that irrigation rates match the
evapotriration rates of the plants being irrgated ..."

Compliance with permit conditions by itself does not consttute acceptable mitigation.
Additionally, the first sentence is misleading. It implies that Title 22 includes reuirements
that pettn to preventing violation of water quality standars in grundwater. Title 22 is
dIrctea towards exposure prevention and does not include any such requiements for

pollutants such as IDS and nitrate. Compliance with Title 22 does not ensure ther Will be
compliance with these respective stadas in groundwater; therefore, the first sentence
should be removed.

The secnd sentence is also misleading. It i.mplies that compliance with a water reclamation
pennit issued by a Regional Board by itself would ensure compliance with water quality
standards~ The project proponent (City of Lacaster) is required tò thoroughly evaluate
potential impacts and propose mitigation as par of the proposed project. Compliance with a
water reclamation permit by itself is not considered mitigation; therefore, the secondsentence should also be removed. .

.california Environmental Protection Agency

o Recyled Paper



Â.-\O

1- - \\

':L - \ ').

"1.-\3

Mr. Dassler - 5- December 30, 2005

10. As discussed in the preceding commetit., the iiitial $tudy does not propose acceptable
mitigation to address violation of water quality stadads. Mitigation to prevent poUution in
grundwater from the application of chemicas (fertilzers and pesticides) to landscape areas
needs to be included in a revised CEQA document. Nitrogen loading to groundwater from
application of ferilzers and irrigation with recycled water may be the most significant

concern. The revised CEQA document needs to include mitigation measurs to address this

pOtential impact if this impact is dete~ed to be signficant. An effective stte-of-the-ar
plan to manage chemical application and irrgation may be an appropriate mitigation
measure. There needs to be evaluation in the revised CEQA document to show whether the
project (with the proposed mitigation meass implemented) wil cause increases iii
concentrations of nitrate and other pollutats in groundwater. The evaluation must also
provide estimates of the magntude of any increaes in concentrtions causd by the project.

11... Board staf is .concerned the project wo1¡d result in some additionals8t loading to .

. groundwater. l'e concentrtion ofTDS is likely to be higher in recycled water than in the
water cuuntly' being used to irrgate landscape areas: The IIitial study does not provide data
on TDS concentrations in the existing irrgation water. The revised CEQA document needs.
to include information on the concentration of TDS iII the exist water supply for the.

project ar including concentrtion in water supplied by the 'State Water Prject and Wells

4~l4, 4-15 and 4-16.'

12. As mentioned above, Board staff is concered the project would result is some additional
salt loading to groundwater. Over a long-tenn period, irgation water that migrates past the
plant root zone is likely to eventually reach groundwater. Assumg this occurs, irrgation
with higher TDS water is likely to cause degradation of' groundwater: This pOtential afect
on groundwater needs evaluation in the revised CEQA document. Mitigation measureS inust
be proposed if the impact is significant.. .

13~ if the project will result in degradation of waters of the State (e.g., increase in IDS and
nitrte".nce"ntrations in grôundwater), the City wil need to perfonn a degradation analysis.

In accordace With State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution No. 68-16

(Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Qulity of Waters in Ca/,ifornia) and
the Watet Quality Control Plan for the Lahonta Region (Basin Plan), water degrdation
may be allowed if the following conditions arè met: 1) any chmge iï water quality must be
consistent with maximum lJnefit to people of the State; 2) will not unasonably affect
present and anticipated beneficial uses; 3) will not resutin water. quaty less than .
prescribed in the Basin Plan; and 4) discharges must use the best practicable treatment or
control to avoid pollution or nuisace"and maintain the highest water quality consistent with

. maximum benefit to the people of the State.
I

t

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Mr. Dassler - 6 - , December 30, 2005

Than you for the oppOrtunity to provide comments on'the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration. If you should have any questions regarding our coIntmts, please contact me at (760)
241-7413 or Cur Shifrer at (760) 241-7376.

, Sincerely,

L'~,~-~~,
Cindi Mitton
Senior Engineer

cc: Attached Mailing List

CS\rc\division st Itr \

""':"?~.:,..~\~.,

/

California Environmental Protection Agency
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~~ OF CALIFORNIA
Art-old eChwRrl~ft"~r ~ov8mDr

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL. ROO SG4
SACAAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 653-40
Fax (1116) 6S7.53SO
Web Site ww.nshe.C8,goll

~
December 20" 2005

Amy Holmes
PCR
One Venture, Suite 150
Irvne, CA 9261 a

Sent by Fax: 949-753-7002
Number of PagèS: 2

RE: Proposed Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project (DSC Project) .
Lancaster; Los Angeles County

Dear Ms. Holmes:

A record search of the saored land file has failed to Indicate the presenc of Native American
cultural resouroes in the Immediate project area. The absence of specific site information in the
sacred lands file does not Indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other
sources of cultural resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and
recorded sites.

Enclosed is a list of Native Americans individuals/organizations who may have knowledge of
cultural resources in the projec area. The Commission makes no recommendation Or preference
of a single individual, or group over another. This list should provide a starting place in locating
areas of potential adverse impact witin the proposed project area. I suggest you contact all of
those indicated, If they cannot supply Infonnaton, they might recommend others with specific
knOWledge. By contactng all those listd. your organization wil be better able to respond to
claims of failure to consult with the appropriate tribe or group. If a response has not been
received within two weeks of notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a
telephone call to ensure that the project information has been received.

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from any of these
individuals or groups, please notif me. Wit your assistnce we are able to assure that our lists
contain current information. If you have any questions or need additional information, please
contact me at (916) 653.4040.

Sincerely,

.~ (,n~~RobWoo~.
Environmental Speialist II

"'f':' .

..
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Native Amerin Cotas
Los Angele County
December 19, 205

Charles Cooke
32835 Santiago Road
Acton . CA 9310

Chumash
Fernandeno
TataviamKiuk

(661) 2691244

Beverly Salazar Folkes
1931 Shadybook Drive
Thousand Oa . CA 91362

805 492-7255

Chuma
Tatam
Fernadeño

San Mauel Band of Mission Indians
Deron Marquez, ChairpersonPO ~x 2M ~"æm
Paton , CA 923
dmarquez~samauel-nsn.
(909) 864--003 EXT-3070
(909) 864-3370 Fax

Fernandeno Tataviam Band Of Mission Indians
Randy Guzman-Folkes, Dlr. Cultural and Environmentl Deparent
601 Sout Bra Bolevar. Sui 102 Femo
San Fernano. CA 91340 Tatviam
ce~tataviam.org
(818) 837-0794 Ofce
(818) 581-924 Cell
(818) 837-0796 Fax
LA City/County Native American Indian Commissn
Ron Andrade, Director
3175 West 6I Street. Am. 40
Los Angeles . CA 90
(213),351-5324
(213) 386-3995 FAX

Sa Fernando Band of Mion Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairpeson
P.O. Box 221838
Newhall , CA 91322
tsn2u2~msn.com

(661) 7533 Of
(760) 88-0955 Cell
(760) 942103 Ho

Femandeño
Tataviam
Serrano
Vanyume
Kinemuk

Randy Guzman - Folkes
30 Ea Street Chumash
Simi Valley ,CA 9339 Femandeño
randyolkes~sbclobl.net Tataviam

Shoshone Paiute

~=~ ~= (cel) Yaqui
San Mauel Band of Misn Indians
Beadette Briert, Cultural Resources Coordinator

PO Box 266 Serrano
Patton . CA 9269
bbñert~sanmanuel-ns.gov
(909) 864-893 EXT-22
(90) 8643370 Fax

Th Iletle c.or 11 of th da øf .. da
DD ot lh Iø do no iee My pe Of AI re~ _ dene In Se 705 of th He andS8et Cod, Se 50.94 of th Pu Re ~ and se :. of th Pu Re Co.
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Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street CQrridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT LETTER 1: California Offce of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit, January 4, 2006

Comment 1-1
Comment noted that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft documents pursuant to CEQA.

Comment 1-2
All comment letters provided by the State Clearinghouse have been reviewed and responses
provided. These comments wil be considered by the City prior to adopting the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and approving the project. The City of Lancaster wil notify in writing all
commenting agencies of the public hearing date for the project and provide responses to their
comments at least 10 days prior to the hearing date.

COMMENT LETTER 2: Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region,
December 30, 2005

Comment 2-1 (project Description)
The comment summarizes the project description for the Division Street Corridor project. The
comment states that "A force-main trunk pipeline is currently under construction for transporting
recycled water along Division Street. A lateral pipeline for each individual site would be
constructed once the site is ready to receive recycled water."

For clarification, the pipeline that is currently under constrction is not part of the City's DSC
project and does not run along Division Street. The pipeline under construction is a 36-inch
recycled water transmission line from the L WRP to the connection point to the Division Street
Corridor project (as stated in the is on page 1-5). This pipeline was evaluated in the LWRP 2020
Facilties Plan Final EIR. The DSC project pipeline begins at this connection point (at Division
Street and Avenue E) as shown on Figure 1-2 in the is and construction wil not begin until this
environmental review process is complete.

Comment 2-2 (State Clearinghouse Number)
The State Clearinghouse assigns an identification number to all Initial Studies (IS) and
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) circulated by the Clearinghouse. For an EIR, this number
is assigned when a Notice of Preparation (NOP) is submitted to the State Clearinghouse.
However, for an Initial Study (where no NOP is submitted), the number is assigned on the day
the Clearinghouse receives the is and they do not assign these numbers in advance. Since the is
was submitted to the Clearinghouse on the same day it was mailed to the public, it was not
possible, nor does CEQA require, that the number be included on the Draft Initial Study
circulated to the public. The Clearinghouse identification number for the DSC Project IS/MD
is 2005111134 and has been included on the cover of the Final Initial Study.
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Revisions to the CEQA document are incorporated through this response to comments and in the
changes made to the Initial Study as identified in Section 2 above.

Comment 2-3 (Use of groundwater as a supplemental source)
It is correct that there is the potential for low-quality groundwater (in terms of its arsenic
content2) to be used as a supplemental source of water for recycled water projects as stated in the
City of Lancaster, Recycled Water Facilities and Operations Master Plan (Draft) (RMC August
2005). However, the Division Street Corridor recycled water project wil not use low-quality
groundwater as a supplemental source of water. The recycled water storage tank wil be

supplemented by an8-inch potable water back-up line ftom well 4-15. A description ofthis
back-up water supply source has been added to the project description. Water quality data ftom
Well 4-15 is provided in the revised Table 2-1 and indicates that water quality ftom this well is
not low quality in terms of its arsenic content.

Comment 2-4 (TDS levels in groundwater)
The data presented in Appendix B, Table 2 has been revised to reflect more current data,
including updated information on TDS and nitrate concentrations in wells along the project
alignment. This data is shown in the Table 2 as "Local Water Quality", and constituent
concentrations for effuent ftom the tertiary treatment plant. Specific well data within the project
area is also provided in Table 2-1 in response to Comment 2-5.

Comment 2-5 (Water supply well data)
There are 12 active water supply wells and four inactive wells owned by the Los Angeles County
Water Works No. 40 (Region 4) within one mile of the project area. Table 2-1 has been updated
to show additional well data and Figure 1-2 has been updated to show the locations of these
wells.

Groundwater depths are provided on page 2-28 in Section 2.8 (b) of the draft Initial Study.
On a regional basis, groundwater flow in Lancaster is toward the north/northeast, however
pumping in the area has changed groundwater flow directions such that, based on limited data,
groundwater flow under the City of Lancaster appears to be towards the south in the area ofthe
project alignmene. Depth to groundwater appears to be approximately 150 feet below grade for
wells screened in the shallower zones to approximately 200 feet below grade for wells screened
in deeper zones. The ground surface elevation in Lancaster is 2,355 feet mean sea level (MSL)
therefore, the water table elevation is approximately between 2,205 and 2,155 feet MSL,
depending upon where the well is screened.

2 Defined as groundwater quality with arsenic levels in excess of30ug/
3 The general direction of groundwater flow in the Lancaster area is towards the center of the City, based on

communications with WW (Januar, 2006).

February 2006 City of Lancaster 3-13



Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project Chapter 3 .. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 2-6 (Additional water quality data)
Additional expected recycled water quality data has been added to Appendix B. Estimated
effuent water quality data for the L WR, the A VTTP, the MBRlV (1.0 mgd) and
MBR/Chlorination are provided for total nitrogen, arsenic, total chromium and for disinfection
by.products (halo acetic acids (five) (HA5), bromate, and chlorite). Because total chromium
levels are expected to be ..0.01 mg/, hexavalent chromium levels are not anticipated to have an
impact. This data is shown in Appendix B, Table 3. '

Comment 2-7 (Water quality violations)
The Initial Study checklist (on page 2-24) identifies a Less than Significant Impact with
Mitigation Incorporated for the question "Would the Project violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements?" The discussion for this item states that there are no federal
standards governing wastewater reclamation and reuse in the United States but that the
California Department of Health Services has established water quality criteria, treatment
process requirements, and treatment reliabilty criteria for reclamation operations, which are set
forth in Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Water
Recycling Criteria.

The Initial Study explains that the recycled water would be of very high quality and that it is
unlikely that nitrates would migrate through the soil into the groundwater, and if they did, they
would be at low concentrations. With the adherence to Mitigation Measure WQ-2, impacts to
water quality would be reduced to a less than significant leveL. Specific requirements to protect
water quality have been added to Mitigation Measure WQ-2 (see response 2-9 below) and no
water quality standards are expected to be violated with implementation ofthis measure.

Beneficial uses of groundwater include municipal use (which requires the highest water quality
of all the groundwater basin's beneficial uses). Municipal use requires that groundwater quality
meets all State and Federal standards for drinking water; therefore the State and Federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) for nitrate (as nitrogen) were used for comparing existing
groundwater quality with reclamation plant effuent. The Federal MCL is 10 mg/L for Nitrate as
N and the State MCL is 10 mg/L for Nitrate and Nitrite (combined) as Nand 45 mg/ for Nitrate
as N03. Data for 2002 ftom secondary and for 2005 ftom tertiary effuent were analyzed as
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN), nitrate, and ammonia, and these data are summarized in the
Table 7. Projected total nitrogen concentrations for the upgraded plant is shown in Appendix B,
Table 3. Total nitrogen concentrations are expected to be within acceptable limits once the MBR
process is online.

Based on the projected nitrogen (and related nitrogen compound) concentrations in effluent ftom
the upgraded wastewater treatment plant, the nitrogen concentrations are not anticipated to
impact groundwater municipal use. Effuent concentrations would indeed be below drinking
water standards.

Based on the projected nitrogen (and related nitrogen compound) concentrations in effuent ftom
the upgraded wastewater treatment plant, the limited amounts of water used, and assuming that
Mitigation Measure WQ-2 is implemented, the nitrogen concentrations are not anticipated to
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impact the ambient groundwater quality. Mitigation Measure WQ-2 would indeed ensure that (1)
much of the nitrogen contained in the recycled water applied as irrigation wil be used
(assimilated) by the plants as part oftheir growing process, and (2) recycled water wil be
applied only at the agronomic rate at which the plants wil use most of the water, thereby
minimizing the potential for percolation of recycled water to groundwater.

Comment 2-8 (Total nitrogen concentrations and cold weather estimates)
A summary of nitrogen loading in effuent for tertiary treated effuent in 2005 (LACSD, 2006) is
now provided in Appendix B Table 7 (as shown in terms ofKjeldahl, nitrate and ammonia) in
response to Comment 2-7. All three sites shown in the Table 7 (Piute Ponds, Nebeker Ranch,
and Apo 110 Lake) currently receive recycled water ftom the L WR, two at secondary treated
levels and one at tertiary treated levels. The nitrogen loading in the recycled water after the
L WR treatment plant upgrades wil be complete are shown in Table 3.

There is limited cold weather data is available for the A VTTP. Analyzing average annual quality
concentrations is considered more appropriate for purposes of evaluating the long-term impact of
recycled water use on groundwater quality and therefore, this information is included. .

Comment 2-9 (Water quality violations and mitigation measures)
See response to Comment 2-7 regarding violation of water quality standards.

Mitigation Measure WQ-2 has been revised to specifically identify the requirements to be
implemented to reduce the water quality impact to a less than significant leveL.

Comment 2-10 (Application of chemicals such as fertilzers and pesticides)
Text has been added to the Initial Study (on page 2-27) regarding the application of fertilizers
and pesticides. Mitigation Measure WQ-2 has been expanded to include providing a Recycled
Water Irrigation Guidance Document to recycled water users which addresses fertilizer and
pesticide use.

Comment 2-11 (TDS concentrations of existing irrigation water)
Landscape irrigation is currently being provided ftom either treated surface water or chlorinated
groundwater. Data on TDS concentrations in treated surface water and chlorinated groundwater
has been added to Appendix B in Table 6, which summarizes TDS concentrations in Lancaster
area drining water as reported by WWD in their Annual Drinking Water Quality Reports. TDS
data for the wells in the project area also has been added to Table 2-1 in response to Comment 2-
5 above.
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Comment 2-12 (Effect on groundwater of salt loading)
Undisinfected secondary effluent monitoring data from the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant
in 2002 indicates that TDS concentrations ranged from 495 to 618 mg/L with an average 546
mg/L. TDS concentrations in tertiary treated effluent are expected to be similar in concentration.
Based on data provided by WWD in their Annual Drinking Water Quality Reports ftom 2002,
2003, and 2004, TDS concentrations in groundwater ftom municipal wells in the Lancaster area
range ftom 160 to 848 mg/L with average TDS groundwater concentrations on the order of270
mg/L. Therefore, secondary effluent TDS concentrations are typically in excess ofthose
detected in groundwater (though occasional effuent concentrations may be below the maximum
TDS concentrations detected in groundwater as shown in Table 2 of Appendix B).

Although TDS levels in the recycled water may be higher than TDS levels in the groundwater, as
stated in Section 4.9 ofthe Initial Study, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-2,
recycled water would be applied to small landscaped areas in as effcient a manner as possible to
minimize salt build-up in soiL. The TDS loading (concentration multiplied by volume) wil be
small due to the small area of application; higher concentrations but smaller volumes. Even with
the irrigation practices outlined in the Recycled Water User Manual, it is likely that some salt
wil eventually migrate to groundwater either through direct percolation (following precipitation
events) or as a result of soil flushing. Even though the salt build up is anticipated to be a very
slow process, Mitigation Measure WQ-2 was proposed to minimize potential adverse impact to
the groundwater quality.

An alternative mitigation measure would be to further treat the recycled water and remove salt
using such treatment technologies as reverse osmosis. It is believed that the Division Street
Corridor Recycled Water Project as currently defined does not warrant such a mitigation
measure; in addition, this mitigation measure would not be financially viable by the City.

Comment 2-13 (Anti-degradation analysis)
State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 68-16, known as the anti-degradation policy,
states that the high quality waters ofthe state must be protected. It requires that water quality
must generally be maintained at background conditions or any degradation must "be consistent
with the maximum benefit of the people ofthe State," while not unreasonably affecting
beneficial uses.

As discussed in the responses to comments above, the proposed project is not expected to result
in significant increased nitrate (nitrogen) concentrations in groundwater and may cause some
increases in TDS concentrations in the vadose zone and shallow groundwater.

Because (1) implementation of the Division Street Corridor Recycled Water Project would
provide both the local users and State of California water supply benefits through the use of
recycled water for irrigation in lieu of existing drinking water, (2) implementation of Mitigation
Measure WQ-2 would constitute the best practical means of minimizing potential impacts to the
groundwater quality, and (3) because the alternative use of the recycled water if the Division
Street Corridor Recycled Water Project is not implemented would be only agricultural irrigation
and would not reduce potable water demands, the Division Street Corridor Recycled Water
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Project provides the best and most reasonable means of ensuring that the wastewater treatment
needs of the District No. 14 service area are met, existing potable water sources are put to their
best and highest use, and the protection of groundwater beneficial uses are being preserved to the
best of our ability.

Additional data on both existing water quality and expected recycled water quality has been
included in the Final Initial Study. These data and the analysis of potential impacts to water
quality as discussed in the Final Initial Study could provide the basis for an anti-degradation
analysis, if necessary, but would be separate ftom the CEQA process.

COMMENT LETTER 3: California Native American Heritage Commission, December 20,
2005

Comment 3-1
Comment noted.
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