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AECOM 
515 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
www.aecom.com 

213.593.7700   tel 
213.593.7715   fax 

 
 

 
These meeting minutes are the best recollection of the writer and will stand as is unless comments are received within five business 
days of issuance. 

 

Commenter Comment Received 

Dr. Tom Williams 
Sierra Club 

- Project being segmented between indirect and direct impacts. 
Where will the water go after it is put into the groundwater 
basin? Where will the water be taken out? If this is additional 
water, where does the unused water go? What is the indirect 
inducted growth? 

- Where will the brine discharge go and what will be the impact of 
the salt on the County’s wastewater disposal facilities? 

- Suggest having more Spanish language materials at the other 
scoping meetings. 

- Please provide the scoping report prior to the release of the 
Draft EIR. 

- What are the project alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft 
EIR? 

- Please provide a draft of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program as part of the Draft EIR instead of making the public 
wait until the Final EIR. 

- Provide groundwater modeling as part of the Draft EIR. Why 
can’t LADWP inject the water into the groundwater basin near 
the Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant and the 
proposed project site near the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area 
instead of pumping the water up to the Pacoima and Hansen 
Spreading Grounds and injecting near the spreading grounds? 

- How much will the project cost? Who will pay for the project – 
existing or future ratepayers? How will these increase water 
rates? Will other LADWP facilities be decommissioned or 
neglected because funds will be allocated to this project? 
 

Meeting Notes 
Project Name Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project (GWR) 

Meeting Subject Scoping Meeting Comments 

Meeting Location Sepulveda Garden Center, Encino 

Meeting Date September 25, 2013 
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Gerald Silver 
Encino Homeowners 
Association 

- The project and the Draft EIR need to include a clearer 
description of purified recycled water. The public needs to 
understand that this is highly purified effluent or sewage water. 
The toilet to tap concept needs to be made clear. 

- Ratepayers should have the opportunity to vote on the project 
and be the group to decide if the City’s wants this project. 

- How much does recycled water cost? An economic analysis of 
the cost of the project should be included in the Draft EIR. 

- Recycled water is a driving force behind growth and 
development in Los Angeles. Constraints on infrastructure are 
the only way to control unchecked growth. This project will allow 
further growth. 

- What is the cost per acre foot for advanced treated water? How 
does that compare per acre foot to Colorado River water or 
Aqueduct water? 

- If highly treated water is so good, why can’t LADWP pump it 
directly into the drinking water system? 

- How were announcements made for this meeting? 
- Will specific outreach be conducted to every ratepayer to ask if it 

is acceptable to use purified recycled water as part of the local 
supply? I suggest using the mailer within the water bill to get the 
word out about the project. 

Barbara Shellow 

- The City desperately needs reclaimed water and the Japanese 
Gardens volunteers strongly in favor of the use of reclaimed 
water. 

- The Japanese Gardens volunteers have worked with LADWP 
and looked at five potential sites for the proposed facility so we 
are surprised that LADWP is only going to consider two of the 
five sites in the EIR. LADWP has already violated CEQA and 
gone back on a promise made to us over the summer. 

- The proposed project site is the worst site location within the 
Tillman property and will have the greatest impact on the 
Japanese Gardens. Putting an industrial facility next to children 
playing the Recreation Area is not a good idea. 

- The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers owns the Donald C. Tillman 
property and may not let any project occur on its property. 

- The Contractor Laydown Area would be the perfect location 
within the Tillman property. It is undeveloped, but previously 
disturbed, meets the elevation criteria, and would not require a 
relocation of existing facilities. 

- I invite everyone to see the Japanese Gardens and then they 
will understand why the volunteers prefer the site at the Valley 
Generating Station. 

- This is a hugely expensive project and will require a lot of 
approvals from different agencies before it can be built. 
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Paul Berg 

- Table 7.3 in the water recycling packet shows that the 
Contractor Laydown site has 14 firsts, but the preferred site only 
have 4 firsts. 

- The proposed buildings will impinge upon the Japanese 
Gardens. 

- Site #2 will cost $338 million, which I believe underestimates the 
cost, but the cost drops to $316 million at the Contractor 
Laydown site. Why isn’t there a higher emphasis on the 
Contractor Laydown site? 
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AECOM 
515 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
www.aecom.com 

213.593.7700   tel 
213.593.7715   fax 

 
 

 
These meeting minutes are the best recollection of the writer and will stand as is unless comments are received within five business 
days of issuance. 

 

Commenter Comment Received 

Mark Lopez 
Arleta Neighborhood Council 

- Thank the City for reducing dependence on imported water and 
for using recycled water. 

- Live at Gruen and Canterbury so will be directly affected by the 
project. 

- Project will be located directly adjacent to residences for the 18-
month construction period.  

- Concerned about soil degradation, liquefaction, eruption, 
increased seismic activity or faulting, flooding and subsidence. 

- What would the injection wells and pipeline look like? Need to 
include plan and section views. 

- How will this project affect the East Valley Transit Corridor? 
Construction of this project will occur right as the East Valley 
Transit Corridor construction is ending. 

- What will happen to the tenants of the transmission line 
corridor? 

- Should look at other sites and use other existing City facilities 
that are not so close to residences. 

- Request that LADWP attend the Arleta Neighborhood Council 
meetings on a quarterly basis to provide project updates. 

- Project materials should be provided in English and Spanish. 
- Request that LADWP work with the community on mitigation 

measures to benefit the community. 
- Arleta is sick of being the City’s utility corridor and deserves 

better. 

Meeting Notes 
Project Name Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project (GWR) 

Meeting Subject Scoping Meeting Comments 

Meeting Location Canterbury Elementary/Magnet School, Arleta 

Meeting Date October 3, 2013 
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Bob Peppermuller 
Mid-Town North Hollywood 
Neighborhood Council 

- If we do not go through with this project, the environmental 
impact in the long-term will be much greater than the 
construction impacts. 

- Predict that water will become more valuable than oil as 
jurisdictions fight over supply. 

- Need to clean up the aquifer and build up a buffer supply for dry 
years. 

- LADWP should work with the local community to minimize 
impacts. 

- Want to see the implementation schedule pushed up. 

Jack Lindblad 
East San Fernando Valley 
CBE 

- There is a well on my property to track the plume so to see this 
project to fruition after decades is gratifying. 

- It is important to produce accurate reports. On page 3 of the 
summary, the MGD and AFY numbers appear to be transposed. 
Units need to be kept straight and easy for the public to 
understand. 

- Have to do cleanup [of the groundwater basin] before can drill 
any injection wells. 

- Use of injection wells during the rainy season could lead to a 
higher groundwater table level and localized flooding, especially 
in extreme weather events from climate change. 

- Uranium in the water is five times background now so need 
filtration of carcinogens and radioactive hot particles for 
extracted water. 

Eric Aguilar 
LADWP employee 

- Groundwater rights have established limits so would this lead to 
an expansion of LADWP’s withdrawal rights? 

- Would this project uplift LADWP’s environmental responsibility 
and will there be any negative effects on the community? 

- Would there be a re-establishment of LADWP’s production 
wells? 

- Which source would dominate the recycled water stream – 
imported water or stormwater? 

- Which type of water model will be used to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the project? 

- What is the estimated net benefit of replenishment? 
- Will this project affect cultural resources? 
- Will this project affect the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

alternatives in the new study for the Los Angeles River? 
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Ken Murray 

- Project is necessary to secure water supplies for the City. 
- Want to see the project go faster and be bigger. 
- Only two alternatives were presented tonight, but EIRs typically 

show a range of alternatives. Will the EIR include more 
alternatives? 
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515 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
www.aecom.com 

213.593.7700   tel 
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These meeting minutes are the best recollection of the writer and will stand as is unless comments are received within five business 
days of issuance. 

 

Commenter Comment Received 

Joyce Dillard 

- Concerned about the placement of project documents. They 
need to be put in the Central Library and all regional libraries. 

- This project is creating supplies for future growth.  
- The Brown’s Canyon project and its water demand need to be 

considered. 
- CRA [Community Redevelopment Agency] is selling air rights to 

allow more density, but the City does not have the capacity for 
future growth. 

- Have not looked at Flood Control District [Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District, Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works] and the potential for flooding to occur. 

- This project needs to be considered an alternative use. 
- Are we going to get our [water] supplies from the [Sacramento 

Bay] Delta? 
- Worried about fracking and the potential for seismicity. 
- People do not understand what you are doing about discharge. 
- Where would this water service? Universal has to find wells 

outside of the City. 
- Where is the contamination? What does that have to do with the 

oil wells? Water quality issues need to be addressed. 
- Spend a lot of time looking at how this water would be used. 
- Planning Department needs to be in the room. 
- What are the costs and who will pay? 

Joey Guzman 

- All ratepayers of LADWP need to be individually informed 
through their billing that sewage water would be used to inject 
into the ground. 

- This affects the water supply of the City, not just the Valley, and 
we have no other alternatives. 

- The AWPF [Advanced Water Purification Facility] would be 
located at the southern end of the property so if there is a 
breach [of the levee], this plant would be inundated. 

- The contractor laydown area is at the elevation of the berm. 
- All five sites would be carried forward according to the handout, 

but you are only showing two sites. LADWP needs to consider 

Meeting Notes 
Project Name Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project (GWR) 

Meeting Subject Scoping Meeting Comments 

Meeting Location LADWP – Headquarters, Downtown 

Meeting Date October 12, 2013 
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all sites. 
- DCT SW [proposed project location] only received four #1 

ratings, but other locations received 14 #1 ratings.  
- Since all five sites are not included, the CEQA process is invalid. 
- All work should cease until a new CEQA process is put out. 

Candace Burrow 

- Page 2-4 of the Initial Study lists the environmental factors 
potentially affected. Two of the factors that are not checked were 
covered in the presentation. Aesthetics was not checked and 
was not covered in the presentation. 

- The project does affect aesthetics. 
- People will see this when they go into the [Japanese] Garden so 

aesthetics needs to be reviewed. 

Jack Humphreyville, 
Greater Wilshire 
Neighborhood Council 

- Nothing was mentioned about finances. How much will it cost 
and how will it affect water rates? 

- Nothing was mentioned about the purple pipe project through 
Elysian Park and Downtown Los Angeles. 

- Provide more information on the three eliminated sites. 

Catherine Schick, 
Japanese Garden 

- Agree with the previous commenters on points related to 
aesthetics. 

- I do not understand what happened to the three sites under 
consideration. 

- Seems that all the area will be LADWP or park. 
- There has been no consideration of migratory birds. 
- Building that will be removed are cement bunkers and there is 

no mention of emissions. 
- There is currently a problem with traffic on Woodley and 

construction would make this worse. 
- The area is like a park, but will have chemicals and industrial 

facilities in a park. 
- This project is like a done deal, but the Army Corps has yet to 

approve it. 
- LADWP is not taking into account objections to aesthetics. 

There is not one blade of grass so the garden will be choked by 
buildings. Going to make the area an LADWP compound. 

- The public at large has not been informed. LADWP needs to put 
a notice in the bill. 

Tony Wilkinson,  
Neighborhood Council and 
LADWP MOU Oversight 
Committee 

- Do not know why LADWP has long maintained that clean-up of 
the contamination is not part of the project. 

- Clearly going to change the flows in some ways and there is 
potential to push around existing contamination. 

- Large number of existing wells in the area of the injection wells 
that are already being treated with active charcoal. This may 
increase the clean-up costs. 

- Some clear relationship between groundwater recharge and 
clean-up. 

- Relationship to the Los Angeles River needs to be included. 
There are lots of plans for revitalization that will depend on water 
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that comes from DCT [Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation 
Plant]. The EIR flow should be existing flow. The EIR needs to 
show this water for beneficial use for drinking water not for 
parkland. 

Barbara Shellow, 
Volunteer at Japanese 
Garden 

- You are trying to reach the public but there were only 9 people 
at the Encino meeting and only the same number at the 
Canterbury Elementary School meeting and today 14 or so, for a 
total of only 31 people putting in public comment. The City 
knows nothing of this project and there has been no outreach. 

- Property under consideration is the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and they are currently playing hardball. They 
are only allowing the barest minimum to occur. 

- Still need approval on state and federal levels. 
- Need to rethink this project. 
- I love the Japanese Garden and this project will impede on the 

garden. There are better places on this campus that would have 
less of an impact. 

Ken Murray 

- Congratulate the agencies involved in this forward thinking 
project. 

- Need an alternative to what happens if do not recycle water and 
continue to depend on water from other sources. What are the 
effects to the ratepayers and access to water in the future? 

- The safety of the water to be produced needs to be addressed. 
- Cost issues need to include long-term cost (20, 40, 60 years) to 

ratepayers and the impact to ratepayers going forward to pay for 
imported water. 

Sergio Ibarra,  
Arleta Neighborhood Council 

- Concerned about outreach for this project. 
- Issue of aesthetics to improve existing properties. 
- Issue of treating polluted water in vicinity of injection wells. 
- Injection wells located in a residential community, why not at the 

Pacoima Spreading Grounds or Tujunga Wellfield instead of in a 
residential community? 

- In full support of the purple pipe, but why does the purple pipe 
have to be installed on Canterbury Avenue? 

- LADWP should put recreational facilities at Pacoima and 
Hansen Spreading Grounds.  

- Explore the issue of traffic, including the Interstate 5 and 
Interstate 710 construction projects. 

- Add vegetation or parkland around the injection wells. 
- Are the chemicals that are being pumped out going airborne? 

Dennis Schneider, 
Recycled Water Advisory 
Group Committee 

- Critical that we do have a water supply if something interrupts it. 
- Seen almost a complete removal of smell around Hyperion 

[Water Treatment Plant]. 
- This is a backup system not to prepare for overdevelopment, 

which the City is not charging developers for. 
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2013.10.17 

Meeting with the LA County DPW on the GWR Project Initial Study 

County Comments for Scoping 

• Analyze water chemistry and impacts on minerals: Purified water from AWPF could leach out 
minerals and degrade the binding structure of the soil 
 

• Injection Wells 
o Mounding issues: 

 Mounding will drop recharge rates for stormwater. While useful as seawater 
intrusion barriers, at the proposed site, these wells could create a stormwater 
recharge barrier (slowing infiltration from the PSG). 

 Possibility of flooding, e.g. basements or underground storage. If this flooding 
occurs after the wells are installed, City may be blamed. 

o 4 cfs per well is extremely optimistic. At seawater barriers, water is injected at 0.01 to 
0.5 cfs per well (with 0.5 cfs being a really good well) 

o Need to develop wells / create hydraulic conductivity after installation, by extracting 
water first 

o Yearly maintenance is critical, as wells will plug up 
 Causes: biogrowth from the aquifer itself; chemical fouling from additives in the 

water 
 Maintenance involves both mechanical maintenance and also extracting water 

and cleaning it (clearing out muck) 
o Expensive to install 

 

• During summer, at each spreading ground, all the basins will be dried out at the same time. This 
could last up to 1 month. Vegetation will be striped. 

o During this maintenance, the other spreading ground can generally be utilized at times if 
capacity is available. (I.e. when HSG is undergoing maintenance, use PSG, and vice versa) 

o It’s also critical to dry out the SGs to re‐establish percolation rates. 
 

• During the storm season, in normal to wet years, storm water will always take precedence. 
o Channel capacity will be used for flood control. If a flooding situation occurs and 

capacity has been used for GWR Project related volumes, we may face law suites. 
 I.e., during storm events, AWPF product water should not be diverted to 

channels.  
 

• Potential for algae matts. Algae matts are becoming an issue at the San Gabriel SG, however, 
this project involves higher quality water that doesn’t contain the high nutrients used at SGSG. 



But nutrients already in the soil or from storm water, along with the constant feed of AWPF 
water, may cause growth.  Algea matts cause odors. Algea grows strongly in July when it’s hot. 
 

• As there may be long periods where the SGs will be unavailable, City should consider creating a 
system to keep water circulating at DCT to keep the AWPF running. 
 

• City should consider acquiring land and dedicating it to spreading AWPF product water, copying 
the OCWD model. Consider land from retired gravel pits. 























































On Sunday, October 20, 2013 8:45 AM, Barbara Shellow <bshellow@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Statement - I am a DWP rate payer and a long time docent/volunteer at the Japanese 
Garden adjacent to the DCTWRP and 100% in favor of cleansing our waste water to be 
recycled as potable. I am only concerned that this planned project if constructed on the 
Tillman site in the maintenance area will adversely impact the function of the Japanese 
Garden, both environmentally and by decreasing its accessibility. to the 
public.  Therefore...I am, 
 
Concerned - CEQU invalid.  It was publicly announced by DWP and Sanitation and 
appears in the minutes of the July 23rd meeting of the Sepulveda Basin Wildlife 
Steering Committee that all of the potential 5 sites would be developed for inclusion in 
the EIR.  This has not been done as you are only developing the Tillman maintenance 
site and the VGS.  Therefore your CEQU document is invalid. This document will form 
the basis for all considerations that will be put forward in the eventual EIR, thus making 
the whole process flawed. You are skewing the options and further eroding the public 
trust. 
 
Concerned - Of the final five sites that are all supposedly under consideration , site 5 
(contractors lay-down area) on the Tillman site met 14 of the 18 critical criteria far 
outnumbering the other four sites. Again misguiding the public with skewed so called 
facts.  How can we make an informed decision with such biased information. 
 
Concerned - The projected costs of the project at the Tillman Maintenance site seem to 
be quit illusive and non-conclusive.  There seems to be false estimates of the actual 
cost of the destruction/ reconstruction of the maintenance facilities phase and no 
mention of the cost of maintaining the infrastructure for this project. 
 
Concerned - public outreach for input seems to be negligible and sneaky.  Again 
negating the validity of the process. Notification in the legal notice section of the Times 
and perhaps a more widely read Spanish language paper is not sufficient.  Plus, 
scoping meetings were only scheduled at sites close to the two chosen by DWP, i.e., 
Tillman maintenance site and the VGS.  This project will be paid by all of the city rate 
payers, shouldn't they have some input also? 
 
Concerned - Environmentally, you have addressed this project as being in an industrial 
area.  In fact, it is in the middle of the Sepulveda Recreational area, a popular and 
widely used venue.  The main site you are proposing (Tillman maintenance area) is 
within feet of a densely used public park. The public will potentially be exposed to toxic 
materials and the delivery route for said materials will be Woodley Avenue.  None of this 
would be a problem if site 5 (contractors lay down area at the NE corner of the Tillman 
campus) were used. 
 
Concerned - Environmentally, pumping the finished product of this project would mean 
that you would essentially be transferring potable water to the Hanson Dam spreading 
grounds and losing most of it through evaporation before it would even be able to 
percolate through to the aquifer. This would be during the summer months, i.e., 
summer=heat=evaporation.  In the winter months you would be using the injection wells 



with the potential of increasing the contamination of the aquifer.  
 
Concerned - If you used all of the proposed output from Tillman, a situation that will not 
happen, environmentally, what will happen to the flow of the LA river? 
 
Concerned - You are planning this project that will probably cost the rate payers, ME, 
almost a Billion dollars, (only a slight exaggeration) without the written approval from 
(RWQCB) that they will approve a permit for ground water recharge.  
 
Concerned - Not wanting to be a NIMBY, but the VGS seems to be a more appropriate 
site. Already in an industrial area,  No need to pretty it up,  it's form would speak for 
itself in respects to public education,  and it is in closer proximity to the spreading 
grounds.  I realize that a brine discharge line would have to be run, but still costs would 
not be as astronomical. 
 
Concerned - That the most appropriate site on the Tillman campus,  the contractors lay 
down area is being ignored only because DWP has deemed the maintenance area a 
better public relations opportunity. The lay down area has the advantages of being away 
from impacting public safety, not subjected to threats from flooding with just a few feet 
elevation in height, and far less expensive in the long run. 
 
Concerned - That my passion for maintaining the integrity of the Japanese Garden and 
its mission to educate the public on the beauty of reclaiming water will be undermined 
by my rambling concerns. 
 
Yes, I would like to remain on your mailing list and receive further project updates. 
 
Barbara I Shellow 
1757 Roscomare Road 
Los Angeles, CA. 90077-2212 
310)472-6522 
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DATE:  4pm  10/21/13  
 
TO: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
 Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 Attn.:   Michael Mercado,  213-367-0395 
  "Michael Mercado" <michael.mercado@ladwp.com> 
 
cc: CM/CD2, Paul Krekorian, councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org 
 CM/CD4, Tom Labonge, councilmember.labonge@lacity.org 
 CM/CD6, Nury Martinez, councilmember.martinez@lacity.org 
 CM/CD7, Felipe Fuentes, councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org 

AM/39   Raul Bocanegra, Raul.Bocanegra@asm.ca.gov 
AM/43   Mike Gatto, Mike.Gatto@asm.ca.gov 
AM/46   Adrin Nazarian Adrian.Nazarian@asm.ca.gov 
    Staff - Mariana.Sabeniano@asm.ca.gov 

 
FROM: Dr. Tom Williams, Citizens Coalition for Safe Community 
       Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter, Water Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
  Los Angeles Groundwater Replenish Project (LAGWR/LAGRP) 
  SCH-20130905?? 
RE:  Comments on NOP, IS, and Project Description 
 
Sources:  NOP 5 pgs 
  IS / Project Decription, Checklist, and Assessment 66 pgs 
  Sepulveda Garden Center Public Meeting 
  LACo Integrated Regional Water Management Strategic Plan (IRWMP) 
 
We have reviewed various accessible documents regarding the proposed "Project" and have participated in 
one public meeting.   
 
We request that a Scoping Report be circulated at a later date (i.e., Dec. 1, 2013) with a request for additional 
public comments, OR that DWP revise and recirculate the entire NOP for further comments by November 1, 
2013. 
 
Our request for revisions and extension of comment periods reflects our General Comments for inclusion in 
the DEIR as follows (along with the many detailed comments thereafter, attached): 
 
Definitions/Terms - Use of terms and acronyms is confusing for the public without considerable background 

in several subjects.  A section of Definitions, Glossary, and Acronyms and their consistent and 
comprehensive application throughout all documents would comply with CEQA requirements for publicly 
accessible discussion, for example "development" for water resources is different from land use 
"development" and water resources development refers to an industrial sector including sourcing, reuse, 
recycling and retailing. Others include: Reliability, Risk, Contingency, Flexibility, etc. 

Project Description - The Project Description is incomplete and inadequate for review and comment and 
requires all elements of supply and resources from source (treatment facility) to use (tap) and for 
recharge to discharge and does not include any info regarding the groundwater basin or the HTP; 

Regional/State Level Water Resources Management - One apparent goal for the project relates to 
statewide and regional context which is not provided, e.g., 2015-2040 Import Conditions and Physical 
Capacity Limits, Import Reliability and Local Contingencies, physical limited/maximum achievable 
operational service capacities, and Inter-/Intra-Agency coordination and cooperation agreements (ie.e, 
40,000AFY of "Transfers". 

Issues - Goals/Objectives-Purposes/Needs - Although a specific CEQA EIR section is not provided and 
various other terms are used without connections with the issues and goals for the Department and for 
the Project and how this one particular project connects with others in the Department, City, County, 
region, Delta and Sacramento basin, and California, and even beyond (Colorado River basin). 

Reliability and Replacement of Imported Water - Reliability is commonly defined in relationship to the costs 
to customers of the unreliability or risks realized and losses incurred vs the costs to augment the 
supply/transmission/delivery and therefore provide contingencies against the risks.  Costs, revenues, 
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financial, and fiscal aspects of all project components are specifically avoided in the project description 
and in the assessments of socioeconomic and fiscal/financial issues and in the development of 
reasonable alternatives. 

Other Agencies / Programs Context - This Project is not borne or evolving in isolation and when included 
as a reliability or contingency issue, the relationships of this east end of SFB Project must be related in 
Purposes and needs and Project Description to its position with other programs and their agencies, e.g.:  

Department of Health Services (1970-2013) Direct/Indirect Reuse Requirements 
Bay-Delta Emergency Plans - Delta Levee Breaches (DWR, WR Board, CWP, etc.) 
CWP Emergency Plans - Canals/Tunnels Breaches (MWD, DWR,...) 
Global-Warming/Climate-Changes, Good Water Stewardship 
Improved locally available supplies  (LACounty and Watermaster) 
Reuse of previously imported freshwater (Bureau of Sanitation) 
USACOE/LACity - LA River Plan 

Alternatives - The word "Alternatives" has been mentioned three times in 80+pages, although one purpose 
of Scoping is to promote public submission of reasonable alternatives.  This is a serious issue and 
reflects upon the objectivity of the DWP Scoping process and documents and presumes that there are no 
other feasible alternatives (i.e., Project = Locally Preferred/Environmentally Superior Alternative). 

Economics and Financials -  Rates/Available Funds-Financing Plan are not adequately and completely 
provided, have low levels of reliability, and especially do not relfelct life-cycle costs/ability-to-pay in a 
planning period to 2040. As the population/employment-based models (SCAG, 2016-2040) may influence 
allocations of population, employment, and various fiscal/financial aspects for LA County and City, the 
potential source of water supply for >250,000 population would seems significant for the EIR to consider. 

Secondary/Indirect Impacts - All infrastructure projects may have relatively small direct impacts but have 
major significant impacts in their service areas, or in the source and supply areas herein.  Indirect impacts 
must be addressed and cannot be simply dismissed. 

Growth Inducements - Land Conversion, Public/Infrastructure Services, and Utilities may be influenced by 
the supply of water for say >250,000 residents and would have considerable potential for growth 
inducements. 

Environmental Justice   CD2, 6, 7  vs CD1, 9, 10, 13 - "Purified Wastewater" will be sourced from the San 
Fernando Valley and supplied to LA areas downflow of SR-134/SR-2, and the sources and users reflect 
widely different socioeconomic/ethnic communities which is avoided and renders the Project description 
is incomplete. 

Programmatic vs Project EIR - As for most water resources and infrastructure projects, the Project is only a 
part of the SoCal-MWD/LACo/LACity water supply system and also herein the sewerage and drainage 
system. A programmatic EIR would be more appropriate and should deal with all recharging of surface 
waters to all LACounty groundwater basins, with the east-end of the SFB as only as one project within the 
greater program context. 

Studies - Availability/Accessibility/Search-Ability - As briefly mentioned in the IS/NOP, the current Project 
represents only one element of a long and multi-agency development.  All documents related to 
groundwater, advanced sewage treatment, and agencies must be hyper-linked to this, preevious, and 
subsequent projects, and all documents must be searchable to assure public access to and knowledge of 
relevant contents. 

 
We deeply appreciate the opportunities to assist in these important developing efforts on the part of DWP to 
assure consistent and comprehensive review of major department programs for the State of California.  
Again, based on comments herein and summarized above, a comprehensive Scoping Report or Scoping 
recirculation should be considered and implemented. 
 
Dr. Tom Williams, Senior Technical Advisor 
Sierra Club, Angeles Chapter, Water Committee  Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community 
4117 Barrett Road, Los Angeles, CA 90032-1712 
323-528-9682, ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com 
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Format for Comments - General description of what is believed to be the DWP's issue of concern with 
CCSC Comments: Bolded and Italics 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS - Request for consideration/inclusion in later CEQA documents (PEIR or EIR) 
 
Definitions/Terms - Provide section of Definitions, Glossary, and Acronyms to be consistently and 

comprehensively applied throughout all documents, for example "development" for water 
resources is different from land use "development" and water resources development refers to an 
industrial sector including sourcing, reuse, recycling and retailing, such as those below: 

Reliability, Contingency, Back-up, Excess Supply 
"Purified" - pure H2O cannot be used in cement coated pipe, therefore actual water supplied is NOT 

PURE WATER. 
"Transfer" can be water transferred from non-local sources and imported and can be stored recycled 

or locally sourced water conveyed to another jurisdiction. 
"GW Recharge or Replenishment" 
"GW exfiltration/discharge" occurs in basin 
"Chemicals of Emerging Concerns" - CECs 
"Product Water" (not = produced water) 
"Reject/Brine/Waste Water" for "purification and other treatment processes" 
 
ISSUES- Goals/Objectives - Purposes/Needs 
Issues 

Bay-Delta Emergency Plans - Delta Levee Breaches  
CWP Emergency Plans - Canals/Tunnels Breaches 
Global-Warming/Climate-Changes 
Good Water Stewardship 

Goals/Objectives-Purposes/Needs  
Improve locally available supplies 
Reuse of previously imported freshwater 
Objective, Quantitative, and Sources 

Provide industry definitions and processes for establishing "reliability" in California from the sources 
through delivery of water to the end-users ("The Tap"). 

Provide quantitative/numerical purposes and needs so that development and comparisons of 
alternatives can be quantitative.   

Provide comparisons with total imported supplies (including Owens Valley/LA Aqueduct and any 
transfers from supplies north of Castaic). 

 
Project Description must include: 

All elements/components of water supply vs resources from source (treatment facility) to use 
(tap); 

All relationships to other water resources and to other groundwater related agencies and their 
programs; 

Source Areas for wastewater, Treatment/Recharge, and Service/Supply areas; 
Rates/Available Funds-Financing Plans, including life-cycle costs and ability-to-pay. 
 
Future Import Conditions and Physical Capacity Limits and their Reliability and Local Contingencies 
Provide reliability estimates for all imported sources within the maximum capacities of existing 

importing facilities/systems. 
Infrastructure Projects require specific physical limits or application of maximum achievable 

operational service - wells + spreading grounds - local water sources are additive to maximum 
physical service of overall physical system 

Provide a complete Project Description of all existing, to be modified, and future facilities and 
systems, including those for various wastewaters discharged to surface waters. 

 
Numerous other Inter-/Intra-Agency GW Projects and Programs in California, North LA Basins, and Overall 

LA Basins exist and are developing - CalFed, DWR/BDCP, MWD/SCAG, CWP Transfers and Pass-
Throughs, Water Master - Stormwater and Adjudicated Water Rights,  Orange County (MWD and Pass-
Through Transfers), LA County - Sanitation and Public Works and local water districts, South and West 
Basin Water Districts, San Gabriel Valley Districts, and Water Departments and Companies, in addition to 
the LACity Dept. Public Works and Water and Power 
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Provide the programmatic context of this Project and opportunities for this system to be integrated 
with others - sources, disposition of wastewaters, groundwater storage and transfers, etc. 

 
 
DETAILED COMMENTS 
 
NOP1/1 (=page 1/ paragraph 1 of Notice of Preparation) 

Los Angeles Ground Water Replenishment Project - LAGWR 
Advanced Water Purification Facility - AWPF 
Tertiary Effluent - Treated Recycled Water - TRW 
Purified Recycled Water - PRW 
AFY, cfs, etc.  

DEIR must include definitions, consistent terminology, acronyms, and units (and conversions) and 
provide consistent application throughout documents. 

Some use ground water and others use groundwater - pick one and use throughout. 
Use of "purification" is confusing and must be changed. 
 
NOP1/1  Provide graphical quantified Flowcharts and single table of all Project Components for the 

Project -  
a.  DCTWRP >> AWPF/PRW >> BalboaPS >> Extg/New Ppls  >> 10Kft lateral Ppls >> SFB/HSG 

& PSG & HsTk7MG/VGS >> SFB >> Well-Pumps >> LA Central service areas 
b.  DCTWRP >> AWPF/PRW >> BalboaPS >> Extg/New Ppls  >> 10Kft lateral Ppls >> injection 

wells >> SFB 
c.  Reject/Backwash Water >> relief sewer >> Relief Sewer  >>  Hyperion Treatment Plant HTP 

>> Treatment Process >> Santa Monica Bay Outfall >> SM Bay 
 
NOP1/2   AWPF...to treat secondary or tertiary effluent by the DCTWRP... 
Provide flowchart as to where all LACity/LACo secondary and tertiary effluents may be produced and 

whether/how both can be used for feed source for same AWPF process. 
Provide additional requirements for treating secondary compared to tertiary or Title 22 effluents. 
 
NOP1/2 
...using an existing pipeline...to the Hansen Tank at VGS 
...need to be modified to reach the PSG 
...new lateral...pipeline...10,000 feet...to recharge the PSG. 
...would also be connected to the...[PRW]...distribution system. 
Provide a flowchart and uses of all existing facilities and pipeline/power supply lines to be used for 

PRW and what services/flows those provide at present and how such will be provided if PRW 
replaces current uses/fluids. 

Provide a single-paged (8x11 or 11x17) process flow diagram (high level vs detailed). 
Clearly state and identify modifications of existing facilities for project functions and reassignments 

of existing functions to other existing or future facilities. 
Clearly define transmission vs distribution system involved in any PRW facilities and define on 

drawings/charts. 
 
NOP1/3   ...up to 35,000 AFY at the HSG and up to 23,000 AFY...PSG...[58,000AFY]   2/1   ...estimates that 
an average of 15,000 AFY of...PRW...would be recharged at both the HSG and the PSG [=30,000FY??; 
excludes any injection capacity]. 
Provide a single table with ranges if needed regarding the maximum, median, modal, and average 

rates for sources/supply and recharging volumes. 
Unclear as to whether 15,000 at both together or separately (15K or 30K AFY); provide clear table as 

to the maximum and operational typical recharge (mean/mode/median) volumes per year, per 
month, and per day. 

Based on the above, provide estimates of groundwater production from the Project-affected downflow 
groundwater basin and any further treatment or other processes required for direct potable 
service. 
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NOP-2/2 Project Location 
Provide clear map and sections of the groundwater basins/subbasins for those Project recharge 

areas, storage areas, and production areas and the probable flow-lines for recharge>> storage>> 
producing. 

Provide map of any existing recharge areas and production wells/fields which maybe replaced or 
altered by the Project.  

Provide LA River and tributaries map showing where river channel is recharging of or receiving 
groundwater from the SFB. 

 
NOP-2/3  Potential Environmental Effects  [abbreviation of effect categories] 
 Total-15: AVR, AQ, BR, CR, G&S, GHG, H&HM, H&WQ, LU&P, N, P&H, PS, R, T&T, U&SS 
NOP 2/3   ...potential environmental effects of the proposed project to be addressed in the Draft EIR... 
Aesthetic and Visual Resources,   Air Quality,   Biological Resources,   Cultural Resources,   Geology and 
Soils,   Greenhouse Gas Emissions (excluded as Factors),   Hazards and Hazardous Materials,   
Hydrology and Water Quality,   Land Use and Planning,   (No Mineral Resources) ,   Noise,   Population and 
Housing,   Public Services,   Recreation,   Transportation and Traffic,   Utilities and Services Systems 
IS2-4/1  IS-Factors included NOP Effects Not Included as Factors   GHG included in NOP-Effects 
IS2-4/1  Factors-Total 17:  A, AG, AQ, BR, CR, G/S, H&HM, H/WQ, LUP, MR, N, P/H, PS, R, T/T, U/SS, 

MFS  -  IS2-5 - 2-22 Tables 
Include all factors and effects - NOP and IS must be identical and based on an initial assessment. 
Inconsistent effects and factors to be included in the DEIR are confusing and creates expectations of 

coverage which may be erroneous  -  Provide and use a single table of effects and factors and of 
DEIR inclusions, and those with at least one potentially significant impact. 

 
Inconsistencies exist between summaries, tables, and texts for factors/issues/effects. 
Many assessed conditions reflect only the direct effects of construction and physical operations of 

only the treatment and recharge elements and disregard the undefined storage, production, and 
services effects which could be considerable/significant and remain un-assessed or outright 
dismissed.  

Such As - DEIR must include: 
4.c  No "impacts" on Biological Resources and Recreation   
Effects on maintenance/raising base-flow of LA River/floodplain (100-year zones) from 

groundwater discharge/recharge to the river, floodplains, and wetlands must be assessed.  
Potential growth inducement impacts must be assessed. 
 
Population and Housing with water supplies cheaper/larger/reliable require conversion of existing habitats 

unless infilling is required as mitigation, which is not referenced.,  
Potential growth inducement impacts must be assessed. 
 
6aii/iii & 6c Geology 
Effects on maintenance/raising groundwater base-flow on liquefaction and foundation stability) 

must be assessed.  
 
8h Hazards -  increased population/housing in SFV 
Potential growth inducement impacts in fire and seismically affected areas must be assessed. 
 
9 Hydrology/WaterQuality -  
Effects on maintenance/raising base-flow of LA River/floodplain (100-year zones) must be 

assessed with computerized model results for the affected SFB. 
9b/9g/9h  Provide computerized numerical modeling results for any LARiver Baseflows changes. 
Water rights not mentioned - if basin is improved who benefits other than DWP.    
Provide maps/charts of: 1) all water rights and subsurface properties ownerships/leases, 2) 

integration of groundwater recharge with Stormwater Programs, and 3) all suitable 
well/caisson injection sites east of I-405. 

 
LU-10b - significant - "Potentially Significant Impact" but not indicated on Factor table - at least one - land 

use planning blank but 10b indicated as significant. 
Provide maps of existing groundwater uses by commercial and industrial land uses and all 

suitable well/caisson production sites east of I-405. 
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11a/b  Minerals - increased GW associated wth oil/gas fields in northeast SFV 
Provide maps/description of all oil and gas fields, leases, and wells in LACity east of I-405. 
 
13a   Population and Housing - extension of infrastructure and supplies in SFV - Assessments and 

mitigation must consider indirect, induced growth by increased water supply.  
 
14a   Public Services - increased housing in SFV - cited as little impact but would be significant.  
15 Recreation - Raising baseflow and water table levels 
  Changing recreational irrigation and water supplies  
Assessments and mitigation must consider indirect, induced growth by increased water supply. 
 
18a   Biol/Cult Res Potentially significant cultural impact  BUT biol.res. not considered significant 
Assessments must be consistent and must include induced development effects on cultural and 

biological resources. 
 
NO Environmental Justice -  
Provide initial study for Environmental Justice issues for recycled water source and service areas 

and potential for increased population and urban landuses in both higher and lower 
socioeconomic service areas, e.g.,  SFValley-North of SR134-US101 and LACity south of SR-
110 - same issues as for LACoDPW sanitation plants. 

 
Growth Induced and Cumulative Impacts not discussed or dismissed 
NOP-3/3  ...any reasonably foreseeable projects, programs, or plans that may have overlapping influence with 

the proposed project. 
No definition of reasonably foreseeable and dismissal as an issue does not reflect the interrelated 

nature of water supplies, uses, and discharges throughout the state and especially for Southern 
California.  As the whole concept of reliability relates to all potential sources, users, and 
dispositions of water resources -   
 Growth Inducing Impacts for the SFValley 
 Cumulative Effects not mention 

Provide a thorough review of utilities services, road, recreation and other sectors related to potential 
growth inducements of service for an additional >250,000 population. 

 
IS - Initial Study 
IS-0-1  Title Page Bureau of Sanitation is included on title page. 
IS-0-2  Title Page excludes Bureau of Sanitation and removed thereafter. 
IS 2-1/3   Project Sponsor's [sic, Sponsors'] Name[s] and Address[es]: 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power  AND 
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division 

Correct and Clarify title authority and involved Lead/Responsible Agencies and compare to Sponsors.  
If BoS is included recognize in DEIR text and assure that the Board of Public Works shall review 
and jointly certified as appropriate in addition to the Board of Water and Power. 

 
IS-ii - iii   Acronyms and Abbreviations - CFS: cubic feet per second; MG: million gallons vs mgd: 
million gallons per day;  PM2.5: Particulate matter... 
Provide consistent capitalization of acronyms and terms and converted values and apply consistently 

throughout all documents.. 
 
IS 1-1/1   1.1  Overview of the Project   To maintain the reliability of the City’s water supply and reduce 
dependence on imported sources of water, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
proposes to use up to 30,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of purified recycled water...for replenishment of the 
San Fernando Groundwater Basin (SFB). 
IS 2/1   ...15,000 AFY recharged at HSG...PSG... 
...Maximum Operational Flexibility...up to 13 injection wells along Canterbury Ave... 
...for use when Hansen/Pacoima SG used for stormwater. 
Generally poor Project Description - no flow charts, process flow diagrams, and comparisons 
Provide clear definitions of reliability, dependence, contingency, and maximum operational flexibility 

and use consistently throughout the DEIR. 
Clarify/provide in DEIR:  process flow diagram(s) and flowcharts with maximum physical capacities 

and operational mean/mode/median annual, monthly, and daily flows. 
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Provide a full description of the overall SFB and the Project-affected portions of the SFB, including 
current recharge rates (top down) from stormwater, septic tanks, and network leakages, 
subsurface GW inflows, geological discharges to aquifers, artificial recharges, and private and 
public production withdrawals, and downstream outflow.  Provide GW model for the overall SFB 
and the Project Affected Sub-Basins HSG, PSG, and injection wells-corridor. 

 
Initial Study 
IS1-1/1    To maintain the reliability...and reduce dependence on imported sources of water...use up to 
30,000 acre-feet per year (AFY)...proposed project) consists of: 1) treatment...; 2) conveyance...; and 3) 
replenishment – spreading...at...(HSG) and...(PSG)...and would include installation of up to 13 new injection 
wells for direct injection into the SFB to increase groundwater supply by supplementing local potable 
water supplies. 
Groundwater storage and production ( 4) & 5) )are not mentioned but are vital to water supply Project. 
Reliability and dependence are not defined in regard to actual physical capacity of existing facilities. 
Reliability also relates to equipment and materials and their expected reliable service lifes, and given 

the water pipe replacement periods of >200 years (or even >300 years), increases in water 
supplies while not replacing pipes within existing conveyance/distribution systems appears to 
reflect inconsistent and/or conflicting concepts in service reliability and failures.   

Provide text/numerical definitions of reliability and their applications to all parts of the water supply 
system (e.g., sources, transmission/general conveyance, storage, treatment/production, 
distribution/delivery, etc.) and then provide costs for the reliabilities achieved for each system 
component. 

   
ALTERNATIVES 
NOP3/3  The following information would be useful to include in your response: 
...you believe should be addressed in the EIR, including any suggested alternatives... 
This is one of three mentions of "Alternatives" in the NOP, along with three in the IS. The purpose of 

scoping has traditionally been to provide for identification of reasonable community-based 
proposal of alternatives which has not been done in these documents. 

The DEIR must provide alternatives, e.g.: 
Do-Nothing/Future without Project 
Locally Preferred/Environmentally Superior Alternatives, 
Technically- and Financially-Feasible Alternatives, 
GW Pump>Ultra-HiTreat.>Storage>Supply - Distributed/Concentrated, (T2T), 
GW Pump>Treat>Supply>Recharge>Pump>Supply - Distributed/Concentrated - optimal cost sized 

units, say 3000AFY x 20 different sites with 60 day travel times, compared to the project, 
concentrated projects, 15,000AFY x 2 sites + 30 wells,  

Tertiary Treat>Recharge and Pump>Treat>Supply Project without RO,  
GW Recharge outside of LACity groundwater basins (GW Banking, Local/Distant "Transfers", 

etc.), and 
Treated water source locations 

SFV/SFB - Eastern, Central, and Western 
LARiver - Central (SR-134 - I-10) and South (south of I-10) 
Ballona Creek and West Basin (west of I-405) 

Provide groundwater storage capacities with quantitative descriptions and comparisons, along with 
conceptual life-of-project pricing and ability-to-pay annual revenues and rates. 

IS1-1/3   The EIR will also include an evaluation of alternatives to the proposed project that would reduce or 
avoid significant impacts, including a No Project Alternative and alternative sites for the AWPF and other 
facilities. 
1-7/5   Groundwater contamination exists throughout the SFB...Under a separate initiative, LADWP is 
studying alternatives for the remediation, containment, removal and cleanup of the contaminants from 
easterly portions of the SFB where the City’s major well fields are located.  
1-16/3   Approval of the proposed project or an alternative to the proposed project, including 

a No Project alternative  [=Future without Project] 
Total of four uses of "alternatives" are included in the NOP and IS. 
Only alternative sites for the AWPF and undesignated "other facilities" are to be considered. 
EIR must include alternatives for: 

Maximum recharge/injection capacity of proposed facilities and of all SFB treated wastewater 
source facilities  
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Recharge by injection in Central SFB areas between I-405 and SR-170 (e.g., SR-170 ROW, 
Burbank Airport, MTA-ROWs, LOSSAN ROWs,  ) and between Reseda Blvd. and I-405  
(e.g., VanNuys Airport, I-405 ROW, etc.) 

Provide for options (e.g., minor modificatins within each alternative) and their Mitigation-
Compensation Measures within any alternative or the proposed Project by each project element:   
Sourcing,   Conveyance,   Final Treatment,   Recharge/Injection,   GWFlow Paths/Storage,   
Pumped Supplies and exfiltration/discharges,   and   PRW Service Areas - CD1, 2, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15 

 
IS1-5/1   with 80 million gallons per day (mgd) [250AFD] dry weather flow capacity. The facility provides 
primary treatment, biological nutrient (nitrogen) removal, filtration and disinfection (chlorination). The existing 
tertiary treatment system consists of two phases, with 40 mgd average flow capacity each...in single phase 
operation. Incoming flow has been [administratively] limited to 38 mgd (42,700 AFY) [120AFD]... 
Project descriptions must use maximum physical capacity which cannot be changed with physical 

changes which in turn would be subject to CEQA considerations.  If an additional 40MGD has 
been assessed through a certified CEQA document, then the full "unlimited" capacity must be 
used for subsequent or supplement or separate CEQA considerations. 

Provide the basis for operational constraints of 80MGD down to 40MGD and indicate changes 
required to double production of potential sources to PRW operations. 

1-5/2   ...flows from DCT to the lakes and the Los Angeles River vary daily and seasonally..., and have ranged 
on...30,300 AFY) and ...25,900 AFY)...3,360 AFY...2,250 AFY...balance of the treated flow is currently 
discharged to the Los Angeles River over the DCTWRP overflow weir. 
Provide a single set of units (AFs or Gals or cuft...) and use of seconds, days, years, etc. and include 

conversion table. Best for all text references to cite a single table. 
Provide in project descriptions all administrative, operational, regulatory, and legal limits, restrictions, 

or other non-physical constraints/controls on capacities, flows, and conditions. 
  
1-5/3   This pump station and pipeline are currently used to convey DCTWRP recycled water to irrigation 
and industrial cooling customers in the San Fernando Valley. 
As existing systems, facilities, and equipment are being used for existing recycled water, provide full 

description of diversion of facilities for PRW-use and any adverse effects/changes on Utilities and 
Services; provide for any losses of recycled water uses be balanced against Project's PRW uses.  

Provide map of all treated water pipeline networks and maximum pipe and current pumping capacities 
 
IS  1-7/1   The City of Los Angeles has three major sources of groundwater located within the Upper Los 
Angeles River Area: the SFB, the Sylmar Basin, and the Eagle Rock Basin. The proposed project would 
replenish groundwater in the SFB.  
Provide definitions/delineations/descriptions of all groundwater resources, water rights, and recharge 

capabilities provided anywhere by DWP and/or are naturally occurring.  Similarly provide map of 
groundwater contaminations and responsibilities assigned anywhere by DWP or other 
organizations having jurisdiction and authority to do so.. 

Provide a map of all groundwater basins and their storage and recharge capabilities and 
contaminations within or partially include in the City of Los Angeles. 

Provide a map delineations and quantities of all water rights within and/or under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Los Angeles.  

 
1-7/3   Groundwater recharge into the SFB is currently achieved primarily through existing spreading 
grounds in the San Fernando Valley. LACDPW...HSG and the PSG...Tujunga, Branford, and Lopez 
Spreading Grounds... 
Define "primarily" or quantify and give maximum/mean/mode/median, standard errors, and standard 

deviations; provide efficiencies and receiving capacity of basins. 
Provide existing or develop models of all centralized and distributed recharge for stormwater, water 

system leakage, and other existing sources and their influences of groundwater surfaces within 
the SFB-GW.  

Provide description and relationships of Project spreading grounds and injection fields in relationship 
to all LA County related facilities in SFB.  Provide SFB flow models for existing and future 
with/without Project flows from County facilities. 

 
1-7/3   The HSG is located along the northwest side of the Tujunga Wash Channel...has 6 shallow spreading 
basins on 105 wetted acres with an estimated maximum storage volume of 1,420 acre-feet [14ft deep] 
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...receive a total maximum flow of 400 cfs [800AFD, 290,000AFY; from where]...average percolation rate is 
150 cfs...from Hansen Dam and Big Tujunga Dam. 
At 150cfs x105 acres (4.57Msf for 150cfs total =  of 2.8ft/day; or 150 x 105ac = 12.96Mft/d x 4.57Msqft = 

65MxMcfd, 13 x 105 = 1365Maf/d), Clarify/Provide the maximum recharging capacity of the 
facilities with supporting calculations compared to the total available seccondary and tertiary 
treated wastewater.  

Provide equivalent units presumably af/d, af/sec, ac/hr, etc.. 
Provide permeability/transmissivity values for all recharging basins from ground surface to top of 

median groundwater table surface. 
 
Provide typical annual inundation records for spreading grounds, including hours/depth of inundation 

and Maxima/Minima/Average/Median/Modes. 
 
1-7/4   ...PSG is located on both sides of old Pacoima Wash Channel...gross area of 169 acres...basins 
wetted area occupies 107 acres...comprised of 12 shallow basins with a total intake capacity of 600 
cfs...[1200AFD, 434,000AFY]  storage volume of 440 acre-feet...percolation rate is 65 cfs...from Pacoima 
Dam, partially controlled flow from Lopez Flood Control Basin, and uncontrolled flow (storm flow) from East 
Canyon and Pacoima Wash...receives imported water for groundwater replenishment... 
At 600cfs x107 acres (51.8Mcuft / 4.66Msf total = 11.3ft/day x say 100ac x 365d = 410000+ acft/yr 

12.96Mft/d x 4.57Msqft = 65MxMcfd, 13 x 105 = 1365Maf/d), clarify and provide the maximum 
recharging capacity of the facilities with supporting calculations compared to the total available 
seccondary and tertiary treated wastewater.  

Provide equivalent/comparable units presumably af/d, af/sec, ac/hr, etc.. that do not require 
recalculations/conversions for comparisons by the public. 

Provide permeability/transmissivity values for all recharging basins from ground surface to top of 
median groundwater table surface.  

Provide typical annual inundation records for spreading grounds, including hours/depth of inundation 
and Maxima/Minima/Average/Median/Modes. 

 
1-7/5   Groundwater levels in the area of the SFB vary...along the western sections of the Basin at 
approximately 50 feet below ground surface (bgs) to between 200 and 500 feet bgs in the eastern portions...  
Use of depth below ground surface is confused and almost meaningless without knowing ground 

surface elevations. 
Provide a ground surface and groundwater surface elevation map for the SFB and in detail for the 

spreading grounds and all areas downflow to the SR134 for the last ten years. 
Provide groundwater piezometric surfaces for all aquifers beneath the free groundwater table for the 

last ten years.  
 
IS  1.4.3 Existing Water Storage 
1-7/6   ...VGS...existing 7 million gallon (MG) recycled water storage tank, Hansen Tank... 
As cited elsewhere, provide flowcharts and numerical values for all existing facilities and systems 

and their existing uses and dependencies.  
 
IS  1-8/2  1.5  Project Objectives... 
The purpose...to enhance the reliability...supply by reducing dependence on imported water supplies 
and increasing local potable water supplies...opportunities to replenish the aquifer with additional sources 
of water, including purified recycled water, are considered beneficial to the SFB.  
1-8/2  ...primary project objective related to this purpose is to beneficially reuse advanced purified 
recycled water to increase recharge in the SFB.  
Define: purpose, objectives, and primary objective, then dependence/dependency, then 

beneficial/beneficially, etc.  
Define advanced vs non-advanced purified recycled water. 
Provide table of all explicit goals and objectives, quantitative/numerical equivalents, and of CEQA's 

purposes and needs.  
Provide a quantified comparisons of all "recharging" in the SFB compared to the increase..  
 
1-8/2   Subsequent extraction of this groundwater from the SFB will offset...imported water supplies with 
local groundwater. 
One of few references to "extraction" (production), offset means replace. Provide/use single terms for 

the same function ratherr than introducing new terms, inconsistently. 
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Offset does not remove the system's imported capacity; system's supply capacity remains intact and 
actually increases by >30,000AFY, 3-5% of total imports.  Therefore, increased local sources 
which were previously discharged to unused surface waters, e.g., HTP, represent additional 
supply and thereby induced growth of population, landuses, and infrastructures. 

 
1-8/4   ...City’s right...based on approximately 185 water right licenses...also owns the majority of 
land...and associated riparian water rights [Owens Valley)...dropped significantly due to reallocation of 
water for environmental mitigation and enhancement activities.  
Provide water rights, licenses and riparian water rights within the SFB and City of LA downstream of 

SR-134 Bridge.  
 
IS  1-9/2   ...LADWP...aggressive effort to create reliable and sustainable sources of water for the future of 
Los Angeles. 
Define and quantify aggressive, reliable, and sustainable.  
Provide definition of future and include the planning period of SoCalAssoc.Govts. through 2040. 
 
1-9/3   LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan set a goal of 59,000 AFY of potable water demands 
to be met with recycled water by 2035 as a sustainable source of local water and to maximize reuse. 
1-9/3   ...City recognized that in order to meet the water recycling goals in the Urban Water Management 
Plan, beneficial reuse of up to 30,000 AFY of purified recycled water...for groundwater replenishment into 
the SFB would be required. ...(proposed project) is a major element of the RWMP. 
Provide current and projected future productions of total wastewater, tertiary treated wastewater, 

recycled water, and purified recycled waters.  
 
1-9/4   ...Groundwater Replenishment Master Planning [GRMP] Report in 2012 as one component of the 
RWMP documents...Report summarizes the process of evaluating facilities...needed to purify recycled 
water...replenish the SFB. 
1-9/4   ...outcome of...GRMP...Report is a recommendation to construct and operate an AWPF located in the 
southwest corner of the DCTWRP and replenish the SFB through spreading at the HSG and PSG, and 
injection wells on Canterbury Avenue (the proposed project)....GRMP...process considered alternative 
locations for the AWPF within DCTWRP and at VGS, some of which are feasible and may be considered 
as part of the EIR.  
Provide both documents, GRMP/RWMP, as appendices/links with highlighted/page/paragraph 

references between the EIR and PRWP Project description.  
NOP/IS have not referred to any specific Alternatives or Options within an Alternative or the Project. 
Provide alternatives of Do-Nothing, Maximum Capacity, All Treated Wasterwater for recharge via 

spreading grounds and injection wells. 
 
1-9/4   Purified recycled water...wastewater...undergone multiple treatment steps, beyond standard 
wastewater treatment...tertiary water...further treated through advanced water treatment processes, 
including multiple barrier filtration (microfiltration and reverse osmosis) and advanced oxidation.  
Provide detailed appendices of the Project's specifications, equipment, and facilities and when they 

were first used in operational facilities.  Advanced filtration, reverse osmosis, and induced-
oxidation (Cl+UV, H2O2+UV+O3) have been used for more than 30 years. 

 
Purified recycled water is near-distilled water quality and meets the requirements of the California 
Department of Public Health and the Regional Water Quality Control Board to replenish the City’s 
groundwater supplies. 
Provide water quality comparison between   a) PRW,   b) Near-Distilled Water,   c) Distilled Water, d) 

current groundwater quality, and  e) expected production quality from groundwater. 
Provide compilation table of ALL current "requirements", specifications, standards, conditions, 

ordinances, and laws by department and Board and how the Project facilities and specifications 
meets or exceeds the requirements.  

 
1-9/5   1.6 Description of the Proposed Project 
The Project Description is totally inadequate to establish the effects of the Project; assignment of 

virtually all factors/issues/sectors as potentially significant avoids many problems that would 
avoid recirculation of the NOP/IS but does not avoid a substantial improvement of the Project 
Description. A total and comprehensive revision of the Project Description is required for this 
Project, based on clear and concise "Purposes and Needs".  
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IS 1/9-5   The proposed project consists of three components: treatment, conveyance, and replenishment. 
Actually five (5) components:    4) groundwater basin (SFB) represents the Project's storage facility, 

and   5) potable supply pumps and connections in order to make the Project work for water supply 
rather than groundwater resources. Revise and expand project description. 

Provide a much more thorough description and process flow diagrams from sewage treatment 
through the tap. 

Provide a full, documented, and comprehensive description of the physical and hydrodynamic 
conditions and features of the SFB and their relationships with existing production, water rights, 
water levels, and streambed discharges. 

 
IS 1-10/5   MF, RO, and...(UV/AOP) are Full Advanced Treatment (FAT) process recognized by the California 
Department of Public Health (CDPH) for groundwater replenishment reuse projects as currently outlined in 
the Groundwater Replenishment Reuse Draft Regulations. 
No referenced sources or web-links are provided. 
FAT process is not compared to "Purified". 
Provide definitions for all terms and/or references for industry's standard terminologies, definitions, 

glossaries, etc. 
 
IS 1-10/6   The MF process also provides an additional barrier to bacteria, protozoan cysts and viruses. 
Define "barrier", e.g., 100.000 or 99.999% reduction for viruses. 
Prove the statement, no reference is given for the claim regarding cysts and viruses. 
 
1-11/ Figure 4  Proposed DCTWRP Site Plan  
Includes two Project parking lots, warehouse, and maintenance facility and new but not part of 

Project office building, in addition to an "EQ" tank and AWPF facilities.   
Provide a complete Project description for all facilities related to the Project including those to be 

relocated or replaced or joined with and their current uses and any displaced uses. 
 
1-12/1...an AWPF would be constructed to treat secondary or tertiary effluent produced by the DCTWRP 
using advanced treatment technology. 
Here the AWPF is rated to take secondary or tertiary treated wastewater effluent while in other text it 

is referenced as Title 22 effluent without clarifications as to the differences between the three 
influents for the AWPF.   

Provide clear simple definitions of the terms and consistent usage throughout the EIR. 
 
1-12/1   The RO process operates...influent feed water...becomes the permeate stream...remainder...waste 
stream (i.e., concentrate or brine)...flow ratio of permeate to feed water...system recovery...one of the main 
operational parameters... 
1-12/3   Treatment Capacity   The AWPF would treat up to 44 mgd (49,000 AFY) of tertiary water and 
generate up to 35 mgd (39,000 AFY) of purified recycled water.   [reject: 9mgd/10,000AFY]  .    
1-12/4  Treatment Byproducts   Backwash and brine are byproducts of the AWPF treatment process. 
Backwash is water used to clean the MF strainers and MF membranes. Brine is generated from the RO 
filtration process. 
Provide flowchart and numerical tables with standardized terms consistent with those use in other 

studies and the industry for all streams   
Provide clear simple definitions of the terms and consistent usage throughout the EIR. 
 
1-12/5   MF backwash...diverted from the AWPF into the DCTWRP in-plant sewer for treatment at DCTWRP 
or Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP). 
Provide quantified, including median/mean/modal, values for Backwash and Reject waters flowing to  

a. the Sewer,  b. the Relief Sewer, and  c. Hyperion Treatment Plant (and presumably to the Santa 
Monica Bay outfall and estuary along with all existing capacities and flows, and percentages of 
use of existing facilities. 

Provide complete description of disposition of all reject/waste byproducts from all filtration, RO, and 
disinfection processes.  

 
A new 450-foot-long, 36-inch diameter pipeline would be constructed to transfer the brine from the proposed 
AWPF to the existing Additional Valley Outfall Relief Sewer (AVORS) located within the DCTWRP 
property.  
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Provide full description of capacities, flows, sources, and composition for the Sewer. 
Provide current and project flows through 2040 with and without the Project discharges to Sewer. 
 
Once discharged to the AVORS, the brine would combine with other DCTWRP biosolids and flow to the HTP 
via the La Cienega San Fernando Valley Relief Sewer for treatment. 
Frequently define/spell-out "HTP" and provide in Glossary of Terms. 
Provide map and profile for all sewers/conveyances to "HTP", Hyperion Treatment Plant, and its 

discharges, with and without further treatment. 
 
1-15/3   Injection Wells   For maximum operational flexibility...operate up to 13 new injection wells for use 
when the HSG and PSG are being used exclusively for stormwater spreading. 
Define "maximum operational flexibility" and "maximum capacities" for simultaneous operations. 
Provide projected/plan use of wells with maximum, modal, median, and mean uses and project 

schedule for their use, e.g., 120 days or less, 18 storms of 3+ days = 60 days]  
 
Each well is anticipated to have an operational capacity of 2.7 mgd, or 4.2 cfs [8.33AFD, 3041 AFY], to allow 
for direct injection of up to approximately 4,000 AFY of purified recycled water in to the SFB.   
Changes of units causes confusion, unless standard converted units are provided, Totals 39,530 AFY, 

24/7/365 or 52,000AFY.  Do not mix/use cfs or mgd without converted standards and consistently 
listed in acronyms/glossary.  AFY does not calculate correctly from the cfs with tenths. 

 
Each well...would be drilled to approximately 500 to 600 feet below ground surface. 
First indication of anything about the groundwater storage to be used. 
Provide thorough and comprehensive geological supporting documents and studies for all geological 

context from 1000ft above recharge and injection areas at 800-900ft elevation to SR-134 bridges, 
450ft elevation.  

 
1-15/4   ...a single above ground wellhead site...two or three wells would be clustered together...to minimize 
drilling interferences...clustered injection well facility would also have a catch basin and connection to an 
existing storm drain for disposal of well development and test water.  
Provide details and geological and groundwater context for clustering 2-3 wells compared to single 

well installations for 500-600ft depths. 
 
1-15/5   ...proposed locations...in an approximately 7,000 foot corridor along Canterbury Avenue.  [Reedley-
Filmore is 12,000ft] 
Piping required unknown, but presumably >7000ft and <12,000ft and must be included in the Project 

description. 
13 injection wells - 7000ft = 1/540ft with 8AFD injection.  270ft x 2 x 300ft  = wetted section - 

162,000sqft, 8.33 AFD/4.2 cfs = 363,000 cfd = 2ft/d-sqft. Provide well design and analyses for 
spacing and depths along the proposed corridor. 

 
1-16/3   1.8 Required Permits and Approvals   LADWP is the project lead agency...Numerous approvals 
and/or permits would be required to implement the Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project 
[LAGWR Project]. 
1-18/1   City...Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering   Excavation Permits 
2-1/3  Project Sponsor's City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation  
Limited mention of LADPW/Bureau of Sanitation and any needs of approvals from the Project's co-

sponsor, or Board of Public Works.   
Clarify and provide position/authorities of LA-DPW-BOS in the Project and any approvals, and 

memoranda of agreements and understandings. 
 
1-16/3 No references for applications, approvals, and permits by but included as a 

Responsible/Trustee Agency  
2-3/6  Responsible/Trustee Agencies: State of California Department of Public Health 
Is any approval required from DPH?   Provide clear responsibilities of all federal, state, regional, and 

local agencies and relevant authorities for each related to the Project. 
 
2-1/2   A “No Impact” or “Less than Significant Impact” determination is made when the proposed project...for 
that issue area based on a project specific analysis. 
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As indicated in the review of factors and issues to be included in the EIR, some "less than significant 
impact" factors/issues are to be included in the EIR even though not warranted by initial findings.  
Provide all project specific analysis for each issue and direct, indirect, and induced effects. 

 
2-1/3   Project Location:   ...in the San Fernando Valley area of Los Angeles. 
Elsewhere, projection location is more limited to the "Eastern San Fernando Valley", although the 

potential service area could extend well beyond the eastern portion of the SFB, when adding 
growth inducements for 250,000+ population, the new downflow service areas, and the lines and 
facilities connecting to and in HTP, and perhaps discharge outfall and zoning of mixing in Santa 
Monica Bay.. 

Provide clarification and/or refer to map or figure. 
 
2-1/3   City Council District:   District 6 
2-2/1   Neighborhood Council Districts:   Encino..., Lake Balboa..., Mission Hills..., Arleta..., and Sun Valley 
Neighborhood Councils. 
If including groundwater in SFB and service areas of wells, provide map of additional LA City Council 

Districts to include 1, 2, and 7 etc. and add many NC districts.  The Project Description must 
include a thorough description of the SFB and the influence of recharging at the proposed 
locations for flows up- and down-flow of the recharge sites. 

 
2-2/2&3  General Plan Designation and Zoning 
Discussion only applies to the direct facilities area, although not including the Canterbury Ave. 

corridor for injection wells. 
The Project could provide sufficient water supply for an additional >250,000 residents and land 

development, but such growth inducements are not mentioned throughout the NOP/IS and 
thereby would not be included in the DEIR. The brief discussion herein and presumably in the 
DEIR must acknowledge the potential growth inducement and effects on the General Plan and 
Zoning outside of the immediate and direct impacts of a typical infrastructure project. 

Provide thorough quantified presentation and assessment of growth inducement and any mitigative 
physical measures to control the maximum amounts of water supply services from the Project. 

 
2-2/4   Description of Project:   ...an AWPF would be constructed...to treat secondary or tertiary effluent 
produced...using advanced treatment technology...the AWPF...treat up to...49,000 AFY...and 
generate...39,000 AFY...of purified recycled water. 
Flows differ from those in other text, 49K vs 50K and 39K PRW rather than others and would also vary 

the reject/brine waters from up to 10,000AFY down to 6-7,500AFY. 
See discussion below as to provide single and consistently used set of flows and use maximal 

Project capacities based on facilities and equipment, not on administrative "Operating" capacity. 
 
2-2/5   ...water...conveyed to the spreading grounds using an existing...pipeline...from DCTWRP and the 
Balboa Pump Station to the Hansen Tank at VGS...portions of the pipeline...extended to reach the PSG. A 
new...transmission pipeline...constructed from the existing 54-inch-diameter pipeline...along Canterbury 
Avenue to the PSG...pipeline would be approximately 10,000 linear feet...existing...recycled water storage 
tank at VGS would be connected to the NEW purified recycled water distribution system. 
Provide the maximum, mean, mode, and median conveyance, recharging, storage, and production 

values and use for related factor impact assessments. 
 
2-2/6   ...recharge up to 35,000 AFY of purified recycled water at the HSG...average of 15,000 AFY of purified 
recycled water would be recharged at HSG 
...recharge up to 23,000 AFY...at the PSG based on the availability of supply and the annual capacity of the 
spreading grounds...15,000 AFY of purified recycled water would be recharged at the PSG. 
All flows need to be clarified and consistently applied. Here, a total of up to 58,000 AFY could be 

recharge and 30,000 AFT would be recharged.  Impact assessments must be made against the 
"maximum" production, especially when the injection wells are available for an additional 
300+days a year for injection in addition to spreading ground recharging.  Provide the maximum 
treatment, conveyance, recharging, storage, and production values and use for related factor 
impact assessments. 

Flows differ from those in other text, 49K vs 50K and 39K PRW rather than others and would also vary 
the reject/brine waters from up to 10,000AFY down to 6-7,500AFY. 
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2-2/7   ...maximum operational flexibility...also construct up to 13 injection wells along Canterbury 
Avenue...for use when...spreading grounds are being used exclusively for stormwater... 
Define maximum, operational, and flexibility and durations of "exclusively"  
Provide assessment of typical seasonal/annual stormwater spreading (e.g., 12 - 3/4in rains requiring 3 

days of spreading for each rain storm = 36 days per year) and its impact up on the PRW spreading 
and injection.  

Provide potential recharging effect of continuous (maximum) recharging via both grounds and 
continuous injection recharging and potential growth inducement of maximum operating 
recharging capacities. 

 
2-3/1   Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:   The proposed project would be located in the eastern San 
Fernando Valley. 
As a critical utility supply project within the SFB, service populations of >250,000 could be supported 

by the new water supplies or replaced existing supplies if not operational restricted, therefore 
provide new service areas in the SFB for such support, e.g., 250,000/4 =62,500+ residences with 
say 7.5 residences/acre = 8,300 acres of new land development infilling of Verdugo/SanRafael 
Hills and surrounding northern SFB hills. 

Provide currently planned infilling development within the existing DWP service areas and potential 
for expansion of existing services for >250,000 population, >62,000 residences, and >8000 ac of 
infilling and new service areas. 

 
2-4/1   Environmental Factors Potentially Affected... 
Only eight (8) factors are noted in graphic form and causes confusion as to what will be included in 

the DEIR, and the graphic form does not correspond with those identified in the NOP. 
DEIR SUMMARY 
#  IS 2-5/-2/12 2-4 Significance >>>>>>>>>> In DEIR - NOP 2/3** 
            Sign   Not Sign    Not       No  
          Mitigation  Sign.  Impact 
1. Aesthetic** -- 0 0 2 2 No 
2. Agricult...** -- 0 0 0 5 No 
3. Air Quality** xx 5 0 0 0 Yes 
4. Biol...Res...** xx 0 0 5 1 Yes/Yes/Yes/Yes/Yes/No 
Consistent comparisons are not made; items Less than Significant and No Impact, but still in EIR, 
while other Issues have been removed before comparisons - Fiscal and Employment. 
 
5. Cult...** xx 4 0 0 0 Yes 
6. Geol..** xx 2 0 4 2 ??/Not/Not/Not/Yes/??/Yes/No 
Some items not assigned in/out of EIR. 
 
7. GHG**... -- 00 2 0 0 0 Not Indicated in Graphic, Yes/Yes 
Not included in the graphical assignments of Factors 
 
8. Haz...** -- xx 3 0 4 1 Yes/Yes/Not/Yes/Not/Not/Not/Not 
9. Hydro...** xx 4 0 5 1 Yes/Yes/No/No-Yes/No/Yes/No/Yes/Yes/No 
Only 4 items agreed for Yes, but 5 indicated in text for assignment to EIR.  
 
10. Land U...**. -- 1 0 0 2 No/Yes/No 
To be included in EIR but not indicated in p.2-4 
 
11. Mineral... -- 0 0 0 2 No/No 
12. Noise** xx 4 0 2 0 Yes/Yes/Yes/Yes/No/No 
13. Popul...* -- 0 0 0 3 No/No/Nor 
50,000afy = 2.2Bcf = 16.3Bgal = 44.6MGD = 223-357,000 pop @ 200-125gal/p-d 
As existing facilities can continue to supply existing service populations, addition of about 10% of the 

total existing service population (estimated for 125 gal/person-day) can supply an additional 
population within the DWP service area, >250,000 population within the San Fernando Valley. 

Population and Housing must be included the EIR primarily as secondary/indirect effects and their 
impacts. 

 
14. Pub...Ser..** -- 0 0 2 3 No/No/No/No/No 



Dr. Tom Williams COMMENTS 10/21/13 

 PURIFIED RECYCLED GROUND WATER REPLENISHMENT PROJECT  15 

As the Project can supply >250,000 population within the SFB, additional service areas can be added 
and are not prohibited, and thereby all public services - police, fire, and other services and 
facilities would be required and need financial support. 

 
15. Recr...** -- 0 0 0 2 No/No 
As the Project can supply >250,000 population within the SFB, additional service areas can be added 

and are not prohibited, and thereby all public services - recreation, education, and other services 
and facilities would be required and need financial support. 

 
Transport..**. xx 3 0 1 2 Yes/Yes/No/No/No/Yes 
As the Project can supply >250,000 population within the SFB, additional services, facilities and roads 

area can be added and are not prohibited, and thereby transportation services and facilities would 
be required for the new population and their transportation needs. 

 
Utilities...** xx 3 0 3 1 Yes/Yes/No/No/Yes/No??/No 
As recharging is constrained by stormwater drainage, at least drainage must be included in the EIR. 
As the Project can supply >250,000 population within the SFB, additional service areas can and would 

be added and is not prohibited and thereby Water Supply facilities would be required. 
As the Project may compete with stormwater recharging and may be in conflict regarding the water 

quality within the groundwater reservoir, a thorough quantitative model and comparisons must be 
included in the EIR. 

 
Mandatory... xx 3 0 0 0 Yes/Yes/Yes   No mention in NOP 
 
The Project NOP does not start with the basic CEQA document, NOC/EDT (Notice of Completion & 

Environmental Document Transmittal), including the issues listing, "Project Issues Discussed in 
Document", which includes a fuller ranges of issues than those provided in the current 
documents.  

Current Scoping documents specifically exclude the following issues/sectors:   Fiscal,  
Economic/Jobs, and Growth Inducement. 

Provide review of ALL issues/factors and quantified assessment of significance and requirements for 
mitigation. 

 
IS 3-4/2 - 3-6/2     AIR QUALITY 
As indicated elsewhere, air quality is affected indirectly by existing populations which could not 

reside in the service areas without piped water supplies.  Provide assessment of induced air 
emissions for >250,000 population and >8,000 ac of land development. 

 
2-6   IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
IS 3-6/3 - 3-8/3    IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations...? 
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations...? 
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands...(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct  removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede...use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?   LA River Riparian Corridor (SR-134-Broadway Bridge) 
No information is provided regarding groundwater recharge impacts on groundwater levels south of 

SR-134 (or anywhere between the recharge/injection areas and the LA River) and on supported 
riparian vegetation and associated aquatic and wildlife species.  

Provide setting on existing riparian/wetland habitats and associated groundwater resources and then 
assessment of groundwater changes and their effects on dependent biological resources. 

Similarly, provide assessment of well pumping-induced groundwater changes and their effects on 
dependent biological resources, including expansion of wetlands and flooding of riparian trees. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? Raising groundwater may devastate California Sycamore and other protected 
trees in riparian woodlands of the LA River Riparian Corridor (I-5/SR-134 to Broadway Bridge). 
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Provide assessment of induced groundwater changes in the LA riparian habitats downstream of the I-
5 bridge over the LA River.  

As indicated elsewhere, biological resources are affected indirectly by existing populations and land 
conversions which could not exist in the service areas without piped water supplies.   

Provide assessment of induced air emissions for >250,000 population and >8,000 ac of land 
development. 

f. Conflict with...adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?   LA River Riparian Corridor (SR-134-Broadway Bridge) 
No Impact or less than significant impacts 
As indicated elsewhere, biological resources are affected indirectly by existing populations and land 

conversions which could not exist in the service areas without piped water supplies.  Provide 
assessment of induced air emissions for >250,000 population and >8,000 ac of land development. 

 
2-7   VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 
3-9/3 -  3-11/4     VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS  
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects...involving:  
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map...for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?... 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?    iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?    
iv) Landslides? No or less than significant  
As indicated elsewhere, geological resources and related seismic effects differ in ground conditions 

and dependent urban developments throughout the SFB and downstream, and they are affected 
indirectly by future induced land conversions which could not exist in the service areas without 
piped water supplies.   

Provide setting on existing ground movement and liquefaction zones and related groundwater levels. 
Provide assessment of induced exposure to existing seismic risks for >8,000 ac of land development 

and of changes in groundwater and liquefaction risks downflow of the recharge areas. 
 
3-14/5 - 3-18/1    IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
3-15/2  Upon completion of the proposed project...the EIR will include an analysis of water quality 
associated with replenishment of purified recycled water into the SFB. 
Provide complete surface/subsurface hydrological setting and water quality conditions for 

stormwater, groundwater replenished by stormwater (5000ft downflow from recharge), other 
existing non-purified recharging sources/downflow conditions, and the Project's "purified" 
recharge/downflow conditions and comparisons for the same against existing groundwater 
conditions and compositions. 

Provide assessment of changes in surface and subsurface flows for recharges and discharges of 
groundwater. 

 
3-12/4 - 3-14/4    VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Provide map and inventory of all hazardous materials/wastes sites downflow of recharge basins and 

those likely to be affected by raising groundwater levels along the LA River from I-5 bridge 
downstream to C.Chavez Bridge. 

 
3-18/2 - 4  X. LAND USE AND PLANNING  
3-21/2 - 3-21/4  XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Would the project:   a) Induce substantial population growth...directly...or indirectly...? 
No Impact. ...The proposed project would increase groundwater replenishment and groundwater supplies 
in the SFB...project is intended to serve existing customers and would reduce reliance on imported water 
sources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in indirect population growth. No impact to 
population growth would occur, and no further analysis is required.   No Impacts 
Strongly disagree as indicated elsewhere. Administrative/operational controls can be easily 

overridden and water supply system expanded to meet 2040 population growth through 
expansion of R-1 and other zonings in SFB.   

Unless physical systems are bottlenecked, or downsized statement cannot be justified, and indirect 
population growth in the SFB must be included and mitigated in the EIR. 

Provide assessment of a reasonable projection of land development (densities and areas) suitable for 
>250,000 within the SFB through 2040. 

 
3-22/1 - 3-23/4    XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES  
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3-23/5 - 3-24/2   XV. RECREATION   No Impacts 
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered...facilities,...in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives... 
i) Fire protection?...As the proposed project would serve existing customers, it would not generate 
population growth.  
As indicated in Sec.s XII-XIII, indirect population growth can result in land development and needs for 

utilities expansion and increases through the plan period of 2040.  
Provide assessment of indirect effects and impacts of/from induced land use, population and 

housing, and their typical utilities and services. 
Provide assessment of indirect effects on stormwater drainage from induced runoff from >8,000 ac of 

land development. 
 
3-22/5   ii) Police protection?   Less Than Significant Impact...local law enforcement agency responsible 
for providing police protection services...As previously stated, the proposed project would not generate 
population growth.  
As indicated in Sec.s XII-XIII, indirect population growth can result in land development and needs for 

utilities expansion and increases through the plan period of 2040.  
Provide assessment of indirect effects and impacts of/from land use, population and housing, and 

utilities and services. 
 
3-23/2   iii) Schools?   No Impact. As the proposed project does not include development...no increase in 
residential population would occur...proposed project would serve existing customers and is intended to 
reduce reliance on imported water supplies. Therefore, no indirect population growth would occur. No new 
students would be generated...and no further analysis is required. 
As indicated in Sec.s XII-XIII, indirect population growth can result in land development and needs for 

utilities expansion and increases through the plan period of 2040.  
Provide assessment of indirect effects and impacts of/from land use, population and housing, and 

utilities and services. 
 
3-24/3 - 3-25/5   XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
As indicated in elsewhere, indirect population growth and resulting land development would induce 

additional roads and highways which would generate indirect impacts on other environmental 
sectors.  

Provide assessment of indirect effects and impacts of/from land use conversions and road systems 
and their operations indirect effects on air quality (e.g., >60,000 residences generating 600,000 
daily trips). 

 
3-26/1 - 3-27/3   XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
IS  3-26/   XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS   Would the project: 
3-26/1   a) EXCEED wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board?  (emphasis added) 
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project involves increased groundwater replenishment...to 
reduce dependence on imported water supplies.  
Project does not eliminate imported supplies by 30-50,000AFY which remains within the capacity of 

the import conveyance systems.   
As indicated in Sec.s XII-XIII, indirect population growth can result in land development and needs for 

utilities expansion and increases through the plan period of 2040.  
Provide assessment of indirect effects and impacts of/from land use conversions and expansion of 

utilities and services in the San Fernando Valley. 
 
3-26/1   ...wastewater discharged by the proposed project must comply with National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System requirements. 
...purified recycled water would be conveyed to injection wells and spreading grounds for replenishment into 
the SFB. Waste discharge would be generated at the AWPF.  
NPDES applies for local discharges to drainage system and would preclude any PRW/AWPF 

wastewaters (brine/reject waters) and if treated would incur significant costs and require disposal 
components 

No discussion of disposal of reject/brine from the purification process.   
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Provide full analysis of discharge and eventual disposition of all wastewater from the AWPF and 
related facilities to the sea and indirectly for the conversion and operations of >60,000 new 
residential units. 

 
3-26/1   Therefore, the EIR will include an analysis of the proposed project’s impacts on the wastewater 
treatment requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
Provide full disclosure of the groundwater rights for the recharge areas and those subsurface areas 

receiving recharged groundwater. 
In order to use stored PRW, wells must be drilled, operated, and connected to distribution networks 

which are not discussed.  
Provide probable well sites and service areas zones for recovery of recharged PRW. 
 
3-26/2   b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
3-26/2   Potentially Significant Impact. ...project involves the construction of a new wastewater treatment 
facility, which has the potential to result in significant environmental impacts...in applicable sections of the 
EIR.    
As an EIR, this section must focus on direct impacts of both the direct facilities required for the 

treatment-conveyance-recharge AND, indirectly, the locally increasing groundwater 
levels/pressure within the "managed" storage aquifers AND the supply production facilities (e.g., 
wells, caissons, etc.), both of which have been avoided in the Scoping for the Project. 

Provide thorough assessment of direct effects of increasing strengths and flows of project generated 
wastes and for indirectly generated flows from >60,000 dwelling units. 

 
3-26/2   The EIR will also evaluate the potential impacts to the City of Los Angeles’ Hyperion Treatment 
Plant [HTP] and the Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) due to an increase in process byproducts 
from the AWPF. 
Inclusion of HTP and undefined POTW(s) greatly broadens the assessment of effects of this 

"flagship" project on all wastewater treatment facilities in LACity and LACo. 
Provide a comprehensive flowchart of all materials from the generation of the feedstock to the 

production of PRW-from wells and to the final disposition of the filtrate/reject/brine wastewater 
from the AWPF. 

Provide a comprehensive assessment of wastewater flows on HTP and other POTWs from induced 
wastewater flows within the San Fernando Valley. 

 
3-26/3   c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
Injection (not producer) wells are included and can/must be operated whenever stormwater is being 

recharged and beyond. They can be operated totally separate from the existing stormwater 
recharge on spreading grounds for maybe 30-45 days.  So far, no information has been provided, 
and DEIR must include maximum stormwater recharge operational and physical components, and 
how the wells' production can be used year-around.  

Purified recycled water recharges can occur throughout the year. However if the imported water 
supply remains constant and PRW is recharged and recovered, the total DWP water supply would 
increase to allow increase in users within the service area or in service areas. 

No provision is made in the Project to assure that water imports would not increase even with the 
recharge and supply of 30-50,000 AFY of PRW. Similarly, DWP has reported that water transfers 
are assigned to local water even though they are largely transferred from holders in the San 
Joaquin Valley and delivered via imported water systems. 

Unless DEIR includes PHYSICAL limitations on imported water rather than an "administrative 
statement", DEIR must include the PRW as additional supply and as definite inducement for 
increased development of the service areas and impervious land uses requiring major increases 
in stormwater systems and opportunities for stormwater recharge spreading grounds. 

Provide assessment and appropriate mitigation to assure no inducement of future population growth 
and land use conversion occurs due to increasing water supply capacities in the San Fernando 
Valley, or elsewhere. 

 



Dr. Tom Williams COMMENTS 10/21/13 

 PURIFIED RECYCLED GROUND WATER REPLENISHMENT PROJECT  19 

3-26/3   Less Than Significant Impact. ...use existing City and County facilities and public roadway rights-of-
way...all drainage flows would be routed through existing storm water infrastructure serving the project site 
and surrounding areas. Following construction...flows would be similar to the current condition...would not 
require or result in the construction or expansion of storm water drainage facilities...less than significant, and 
no further analysis is required. 
As indicated elsewhere, growth inducements and related impervious land use development would 

alter runoff. 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
 
3-26/4   d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?    
Provide entitlements and water rights for existing flows of less-than-purified recycle waters 

(presumably downstream along Los Angeles River)  
Provide current groundwater entitlements/rights/assignments and how the recharge of additional 

treated waters and stormwater will alter groundwater levels in the SFB. 
 
3-26/4   No Impact.   High water demand...increase groundwater replenishment in the SFB to reduce 
dependence on imported water supplies.  
3-26/4   ...additional water supplies would not be needed. No impact would occur, and no further analysis is 
required. 
Dependence is not defined and in fact purified recycled water totally depends on the water supply 

which is largely imported water to the DWP service area. If the imported water supply remains 
constant and PRW is recharged and recovered, the total DWP water supply would increase to 
allow increase in users within the service area or in service areas. 

No provision is made in the Project to assure that water imports would not increase even with the 
recharge and supply of 30-50,000 AFY of PRW. Similarly, DWP has reported that water transfers 
are assigned to local water even though they are largely transferred from holders in the San 
Joaquin Valley and delivered via imported water systems. 

DEIR must include PHYSICAL limitations on imported water rather than an "administrative statement" 
which has no means of assuring "reduced dependence on imported water supplies". Without real 
limits, DEIR must include the PRW as additional supply rather than replacement and as definite 
inducement for increased density or expansion of the service areas and demands which would be 
met through existing importation facilities.  

Provide assessment and appropriate mitigation to assure no inducement of future population growth 
and land use conversion occurs due to increasing water supply capacities in the San Fernando 
Valley, or elsewhere. 

 
3-27/4 - 3-28/7   XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The pivotal issue for the EIR is cumulative effects of indirectly supported service area populations 

and their impact upon the SFB and western and northwestern LA County.  As indicated elsewhere, 
the Project does not replace existing facilities and systems but would provide a contingency or 
reliability factor of 30,000+ AFY of water supply. No measures have been provided to assure that if 
administratively or operationally decided, the groundwater production could be increased while 
also importing at maximum capacity from the CWP or "Transfers".   

The DEIR must assume that unless physically constrained the total physical capacity of sources and 
systems can be and will be used, especially as such use would be financially rewarding to the 
Project proponent as the same capital costs plus a minor increase in operating costs would 
generate higher "net surplus revenue" (=profit) for the Project proponents and the City of Los 
Angeles. 

All comments, herein, assume that the increased recycling for potable uses will support larger 
populations especially in the San Fernando Valley, especially east of I-405 and north of SR-134.  

 
a) ...potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,...or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?   Potentially Significant 
Impact...search for State and/or federally listed species in the vicinity...part of the EIR...potential for special 
status species...in the project vicinity...including direct impacts due to vegetation removal and indirect 
impacts to nearby habitats and river   3-28/1   flows...Impacts to biological resources...in the EIR. 
3-28/2   ...potential to impact important examples...California history or prehistory...will be assessed, and 
impacts...in the EIR. 
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No discussion of the "Quality of the Environment" is provided; provide expanded assessment beyond 
that of only biological and cultural resources, especially those related to growth inducement and 
changing groundwater levels. 

Without a clear description of the existing/changing groundwater basin (SFB), production wells, and 
elevations along the southeastern drainage channels from rising groundwater levels from the 
PRW and stormwater recharge, the Project may affect riparian habitats along the channels 
downstream/flows of the Project.   

Biological resources must be assessed along affected downstream channels that may be affected by 
rising groundwater levels above the channel elevations. 

 
3-28/3   b) Does the project have environmental effects that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable...incremental effects of a project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past...other current..., and...probable future projects... 
As indicated elsewhere, the Project will significantly affect the population, land uses, and related 

utilities, services, and transportation sector which may be each significantly adverse and taken 
together be significantly considerable. 

Provide a thorough and comprehensive assessment of induced growth and mitigation required to 
constraint the growth and induced considerable impacts. 

 
3-28/4   Potentially Significant Impact...a non-attainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5...potential to 
generate pollutant emissions in excess of the SCAQMD thresholds and contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable impact...included in the EIR. 
Cumulative traffic impacts can arise from the direct conditions of arising from the Project, including 

pumping facilities and from the service area which could be expanded for the new water supplies 
along with the supply from existing facilities at the same reliability measures as those existing 
now.   

Estimate vehicular exhaust emissions from potential service area expansion (for >250,000 population) 
and potential for increased traffic generation from such expansion (e.g., >60,000 dwellings x 4+ 
trips per dwelling per day =  +-300,000ADT). 

 
3-28/5   ...GHG emissions...cumulative by its very nature...threshold of significance and climate reduction 
strategies...would generate short-term emissions of GHGs...and long-term emissions...may exceed CARB’s 
thresholds of significance...in the EIR. 
No mention is made regarding the Project nor growth induced sources of GHGs from such cumulative 

sources and their impacts. 
DEIR must include GHG sources of temporary/permanent and direct/indirect, and growth inducement 

of the land development, population growth, and traffic/transportation in the San Fernando Valley 
resulting from the Project and all of its components, including potential for 300,000+ population, 
75,000 residences, 10,000 ac of land development, and 500,000+ Aver.DailyTrips.  

 
3-28/6   ...permanent or temporary increases in ambient noise levels, and contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable noise impact...in the EIR. 
Although noise is assigned as a cumulatively considerable impact, no discussion is provided for 

such determination nor inclusion as a stand-along factor/sector of the DEIR. 
No mention is made regarding the Project nor growth induced sources for such cumulative impacts. 
DEIR must include noise/vibration sources of temporary/permanent and direct/indirect, and growth 

inducement of the land development and population growth in the San Fernando Valley resulting 
from the Project and all of its components, including potential for 300,000+ population, 75,000 
residences, and 10,000 ac of land development.  

 
3-28/7   ...traffic analysis...include cumulative traffic impact...have the potential to result in significant 
impacts on area roadways...in the EIR. 
Cumulative traffic impacts can arise from the direct conditions of arising from the Project, including 

pumping facilities and from the service area which could be expanded for the new water supplies 
along with the supply from existing facilities at the same reliability measures as those existing 
now.  Estimate the potential service area expansion (for >250K population) and potential for 
increased traffic generation from such expansion (e.g., 60,000+ dwellings x 4+ trips per day =  
>250,000ADT).  
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3-28/8   c) ...environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
3-28/9   ...Potentially Significant Impact...could have potentially significant impacts to human 
beings...hazardous materials release or air quality...discussion of direct and indirect project impacts on 
human beings. 
Chemicals of Emerging Concern and viruses have been hazards which have been restricting 

increased use of recycled water since 1970, provide a thorough discussion of the initiation, 
development, and current status of potable water quality issues related to "Toilet to Tap" (T2T) 
and Toilet-to-Aquifer-to-Tap (TAT) and responses to issues related both chemical and viral 
hazards and summaries/bibliographies/addresses of all relevant studies, reports, and documents. 

As indicated elsewhere, various filtrates will be removed from the multi-barrier filtration/purification 
process to be used, provide a thorough description and assessment of the collection, 
conveyance, and disposition of the filtered reject waters and precautions used for controlling the 
hazard risk to humans and the environment. 

Provide a comprehensive and indepth study of CECs and their level/risk of hazards for direcct and 
indirect (Project) recycling of purified sewage. 

 



































 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

November 11, 2013 

 

To: Serge Haddad 
 (sent via Email:  serge.haddad@ladwp.org) 
 
From: Richard C. Slade 
 ULARA Watermaster 

Job No. 500-LAS01 
Re: Summary of Preliminary Comments to  
 “Initial Study, Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project”, 
 Prepared by LADWP & Others; September, 2013 
 
 
As Watermaster for the Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA), I have prepared this 

Memorandum to provide the following summary of my preliminary comments regarding the 

Initial Study for the Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project (GWR) proposed by 

LADWP: 

a) I am very pleased that LADWP proposes to utilize ±30,000 acre feet per year (AFY) of 
advanced purified recycled water for forthcoming recharge purposes into the San 
Fernando Basin (SFB), the largest of the 4 groundwater basins within the Court-
adjudicated ULARA region. 

b) Such an annual recharge volume is vital to the continued sustainability of SFB. 

c) Such an annual recharge volume is also particularly invaluable to SFB because of: 

 Possible climate change and possible reduced annual rainfall in the future, and 
the resulting reduced amounts of natural recharge and surface water available 
for use in the existing artificial recharge spreading basins in the northeastern 
portion of the San Fernando Valley; 

 The loss in the past few years of surface water available from the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct which, for many years, had been used as an additional source of 
imported water for artificial recharge in those same spreading basins. 

d) I am confident that LADWP will be able to properly design and eventually construct its 
new advanced water purification treatment facility at its existing Tillman Plant in order to 
provide the quality of recycled water that would be acceptable to existing regulators for 
purposes of groundwater replenishment. 
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Memorandum 
 
 

e) I am pleased to read that your plans include not only use of the existing facilities at the 
Hansen and Pacoima spreading grounds, but also the simultaneous use of new injection 
wells to further enhance your recharge operations in the SFB. 

f) As we have discussed on numerous prior occasions, the Watermaster believes the 
additional use of injection wells will: allow more water to be recharged; permit the 
advanced purified recycled water to be recharged at different depths and into specific 
aquifer systems within the SFB; allow the recharge to occur throughout each year, 
including wet periods, when the spreading basins are being actively used to conserve & 
recharge rainfall/runoff (stormwater); and provide for increased sustainability of the local 
groundwater resources. 

g) Figure 5 herein has been adapted directly from the subject LADWP document dated 
September 2013 to illustrate the locations of: the existing Hansen and Pacoima 
spreading grounds; the alignment of the existing 54-inch diameter pipeline that could 
deliver the advanced purified recycled water from the Tillman Plant to those existing 
spreading grounds; and the location and alignment of the 13 currently-proposed injection 
wells. 

h) Upon reviewing Figure 5, I further note the following: 

 The proposed injection wells are currently aligned in a north-south direction in a 
portion of SFB where groundwater flows approximately in the same north to 
south direction.  Such an alignment of injection wells relative to the local 
groundwater flow direction is not advantageous for groundwater recharge. 

 The injection wells are too close to the Pacoima spreading grounds. If injection 
were to occur in this area, coupled with recharge from these nearby Pacoima 
facilities, a sizeable groundwater mound would likely result. 

 There are too many injection wells for this area and the proposed wells would be 
too closely spaced; one paragraph in the report text (p. 1-15) suggests that 
“where two or three wells would be clustered together, the wells would be 
spaced a minimum of 15 to 20 feet apart to minimize drilling interferences…”  
Such a configuration could also cause mounding issues, and decrease the 
efficacy of injection. 

 There would likely be “interference” between the recharge taking place in the 
spreading grounds and in the nearby injection wells; local aquifer transmissivity 
may not be sufficient to allow continued downgradient flow of spreading basin 
recharge and recharge from the injection wells; again, mounding may occur in 
the current configuration. 

 There is no justification provided in the report text to document why drilling 
depths would be to “approximately 500 to 600 feet below ground surface”. 

 The text does not discuss the need to site and construct a few groundwater 
monitoring wells to help monitor the movement of the injected advanced purified 
recycled water within the local groundwater basin. 
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Memorandum 
 
 

i) Instead, I once again recommend constructing most, if not all, of the injection wells in a 
north-south direction along certain streets like Sepulveda, Kester, Van Nuys, Hazeltine, 
etc which all lie west of and directly upgradient from the City’s existing wellfields, and 
where the groundwater flow is generally west to east.  Perhaps 2 or 3 of the currently-
proposed injection wells, i.e., those at the southern end of the proposed alignment (see 
Figure 5 herein) could be useful in the general locations suggested at this time, to further 
augment groundwater recharge in that area.  This recharge, plus constructing the other 
injection wells farther to the west as discussed above, would help to further diversify the 
locations for, and the depths and amounts of recharge to SFB. 








