APPENDIX H

COMMENT LETTERS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
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PAV -1:

Commentor was informed 5/14/01 that the Draft EIR was available on the LADWP website at
www . ladwp.com/water/projects. No response necessary.
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Mr.i Kelvin Law
Em}uonmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111:North Hope Street, Room 1044
Los Angeles; California 90012

Mulholland Water Piupeline Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments

Dear Mr. Law:

The Sante Monica Mountains Conservancy {Conservancy) approves of the Department of
Water and Power’s (DWP) decision to:circulate a draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for this project. However, we hiave found that the DEIR fails to satisfactorily address
our|concerns. and thus.wc are still unablc to suppor! thls project.
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‘Mr. Kelvin Law

Department of Water and Powet

Mulholland Water Pipeline Project

May 14, 2001 Page 2

bRae mdenhfiedotherae 'ded"mpmvamams* Itthese"' pmwmentsamslilimeded, the)l-:;'_ -
A sha Jd have been addressed casonably fozasncablcfp joots’ mtthnmulanvelmpai §
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- I

We are glad to see that an a!tematwes analyms was done. but are dlsappomted that otir
suggested alternative was not included.

Finglly, the Conservancy disagrees withi the assessmerit that there are no. growt‘h-inducing
1mpacts from this pm;ect ‘While not. the only barrier to development along the scenic
cortidor, lack of water is a major one. The placement of a water line along Mulholland
Driveis obviously a significanit project, as evidenced by this process. By placing a pipeline
aldng Muthaolland Drive, the DWP will be removing a !arge econpmic barrier to any future:
development plans, andwill be providing a direct economic benefit 10 the Mulholland Hills
Assncmtes and Woodland Hills Estates projects. Not only should this be considered a
.growth inducing i impact, but may also be considered a gift of public funds. While you state
thay such economic impacts are outsidé the scope of this DEIR, they do provide additional
teasons why we cannot support this project:
l o
Asstated in our comment letter of July 26, 2000, the Conservancy opposes any unriecessary
infrastructure within and through, Mulholiand Gateway Park and any projects that wonid
;md ¢e growth that is detrimental to existing public resources. This DEIR does not
quately Jusnfy the need for this project, nor does it address all of the concerns stated
m mu- previous camment Jetter. We expect that these problems will be addressed in the
Final Environmental Impact Report,

"Pl.c,{psc contact Paul Edelman of our Staff at (310) 589-3200 ext. 128 with any questions.

Sincerely, |

MICHAEL BERGER
Chairperson
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SMMC -1:

As indicated in Section 1.3 of the EIR, the proposed project is needed to: 1) improve water system
pressure and water service reliability; 2) provide emergency supply to the Kittridge Tanks service zone;
and 3) provide for improved flows to existing fire hydrants in the Topanga Tank service zones; and 4)
ensure that the demands for water service as a result of planned and approved development (e.g., 21000
Mulholland) are met.

SMMC - 2:

See Response to SMMC-1. As stated in Section 1.1, the project has been proposed to “improve overall
water system reliability for current users and to provide for approved development in the project
vicinity, as well as to provide an additional source of water for fire protection in surrounding
communities from potential brushfires, and other emergencies.” Fire protection in the immediate vicinity
of the project area, particularly in the Topanga Tank service zone, would be improved through increased
system pressures at existing fire hydrants.

SMMC - 3:

There are no other water system improvements that are planned or foreseeable in the near future in the
proposed project area.
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jortidentified other needed improvements. If thesei improvements are still needed, they
d have been addressed as rcasonab]y fomsccablc pro;ccts in the Cumuianve lmpac;s

As drated in ourcomment lefter of JuiyZﬁ 2000 the Conservancy opposesany unnecessary

astructure within and through, Mulholland Gateway Park and any projects that would

fuce growth that is dotrimental to existing public resources. This DEIR does not

uately. justlfy the need for this project, nor doss it address all of the concorns stated

in our previous comment Jeiter, We expect that these problems will be addressed in the
F“nﬁl Environmental Impact Report,

‘Pledse contact Paul Edelman of our Staffat (310) 589-3200 ext. 128 with any questions,

Sincerely,

MICHAEL BERGER
Chairperson



SMMC - 4:

The comment refers to an alternative identified in a comment on the Proposed Negative
Declaration/Initial Study dated June 26, 2000. The comment proposes the acquisition of Tract 33454
and the construction of a water tank in the ‘bowl’ of this parcel. Tract 33454 is an approved
development.  Acquisition of a parcel already approved for development by the Department is
considered to be infeasible. In addition, construction of a water tank at an elevation of 1,260 feet would
be incapable of providing water to surrounding water system users, which are located at a higher
elevation. Consequently, this alternative was considered to be infeasible and not addressed in the EIR.

SMMC-5§:

As discussed in Section 4.3, the installation of a new water source “would potentially attract new
development to the project area” and thus have the potential to induce growth in the area. The proposed
project would potentially allow for greater ease of connection, thereby potentially inducing development
in the area. However, as also indicated in Section 4.3, the absence of other infrastructure-related
facilities, collectively, are even a greater barrier to development in the area. Therefore, the degree to
which the pipeline would influence the rate, location and amount of growth is not considered significant.

The remainder of the comment is of a subjective nature and refers to the economics of the proposed
project. Pursuant to CEQA, economic concerns are beyond the scope of this document. The comment is
noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for consideration.
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CT-1:

Comment acknowledged. As indicated in Section 5.0, TRANS-1: Truck trips would be limited to off-
peak commute periods along congested freeway corridors (Topanga Canyon Boulevard and US-101). In
addition, construction contractors would be required to obtain Caltrans Transportation Permits for the
transport of oversize/overweight vehicles on State highways.
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MIS -1:

Comment noted. As indicated in Section 4.3.2, “the SMMC intends to acquire approximately 876 acres
of private land comprising six acquisition projects, as listed in Table 2.2.” Included in this listing are the
Avatar and 21000 Mulholland properties. As also described in Section 4.3.2, due to the lack of other
available infrastructure, in addition to active and ongoing land acquisition efforts of the SMMC and the
American Land Conservancy, the proposed project would have a negligible impact on the amount of
growth anticipated in the project vicinity.

As indicated in Sections 1.1 and 1.3, the project has been proposed by the LADWP to improve overall
water system reliability for current users and to provide for approved development in the project
vicinity, as well as to provide an additional source of water for fire protection and other emergencies. In
the scenario of zero growth (i.e., acquisition of Avatar and 21000 Mulholland by the SMMC), the
following conditions would still exist: 1) low system pressures to residents and existing fire hydrants
(i.e., low fire protection) in the Topanga Tank service area; and 2) lack of a secondary source of water to
the Topanga Tank or the southern Kittridge Tanks service area in the event that the Granada Trunk line
fails (i.e., no redundancy feature).

In essence, in the zero growth scenario, the proposed project would still be necessary to improve overall
water system reliability for current users and to provide an additional source of water for fire protection
and other emergencies.

An analysis of the existing project need (i.e., zero growth) for the proposed project is further detailed in
the following response to MIS-2.

MIS - 2:

The number of complaints estimated in the Draft EIR was determined from LADWP Water Trouble
System records provided for the period 1992-1999. Records revealed the origin (i.e., address), type of
complaint (i.e., leaks, flooding, broken valves, mains and meters, low pressure, and no water) and
date/time call was placed. A total of 1,402 complaints were counted irrespective of the source,
frequency, time, or type of complaint. The total includes multiple calls from the same residents for the
same complaint on different occasions, cancelled service orders, and multiple calls from different
residents on the same street and for the same problem. In determining the number of complaints driving
the purpose and need for the proposed project, the Draft EIR identified a total of 111 ‘no water’ and
‘low pressure’ complaints which included some redundant calls (i.e., multiple calls within the same
month for the same problem). Upon reviewing the records in greater detail, 24 additional redundant ‘no
water’/’low pressure’ complaints were counted bringing the total to 135. Nine of the streets included in
the records search were outside the 1337, 1677 and 1305 service zones and thus eliminated bringing the
revised total to 120.

In further defining ‘no water’/’low pressure’ complaints, those calls that were placed within the same
month in the same year from multiple residents living on the same street were counted as one complaint
$0 as to avoid redundancy. The revised total is 86 (see Section 1.3).

The attached Table 1 depicts the origin of the complaints by street name for each year between 1992 and
1999 and the totals used for the Draft EIR. Two additional columns have been added to identify the
combined service complaints and the redundant calls. The table shows that most of the complaints
occurred in 1994 from 19 different streets within the 1337, 1677, and 1305 service zones. In general, the
number of complaints have been consistent throughout the period averaging 11 complaints per year.

11



These customer complaints were intended to provide an easy-to-understand illustration of the pressure
problems experienced in the proposed project’s service area. In addition, LADWP gathered field data
during August and September 2000 in an effort to confirm the presence of low pressure in the service
arca. Based on the field data taken at three discrete hydrant locations, water system pressures in
portions of the 1337 service zone did not meet current LAFD requirements for proper operation of fire
hydrants. In addition, follow-up readings were taken at these hydrants during July and August 2001.
Follow-up findings are consistent with previous readings. Although not included as part of the Draft
EIR, these readings (August and September 2000 and July and August 2001) have been included in
Appendix I of this Final EIR. In that it is the responsibility of LADWP to address this deficiency and
improve water service reliability to its customers, the Mulholland Water Pipeline Project has been
proposed.

12
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RUTH - 1:

Comment noted. As indicated in Section 4.3, the proposed project has the potential to attract
development to the area mainly due to the ease of connection to an existing infrastructure. However,
when considering the collective absence of other major barriers to development in the area and on-going
efforts by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy to purchase property targeted for development, the
impact is not considered significant and the undeveloped land would likely remain in its current
condition. If successful, the Conservancy would likely prohibit any commercial or housing development
in the area.

16
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_ A Califomis Nonprofit Corporation
4128 Morro Drive, Woodlend Hills, Califomnia 91364
(818) 346-5842 eunuil g murley@worldastatt.net
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WHHO - 1:

The comment references a letter dated May 17, 1998, at a time when the LADWP was evaluating the
impacts of power deregulation and the USEPA’s Surface Water Treatment Rule. These two items
required immediate attention in order assure the LADWP’s ability to provide adequate and reliable
service to its customers. In order to comply with the Surface Water Treatment Rule, resources were
being focussed on increased covered water storage and improved filtration systems. Now that these
improvements to the water system are under way, the emphasis has moved towards water conveyance.

The comment is correct in that no fire hydrants are proposed as part of the proposed project. However,

the proposed project would improve fire protection to the existing fire protection system by improving
system pressures to these hydrants.

18
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WHHO - 2:

The comment refers to the project funding and does not pertain to potential environmental impacts that
may be associated with the proposed project. The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the
appropriate decision-makers for consideration.

WHHO - 3:

Comment noted. See response to MIS-2.

WHHO - 4:

Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Draft EIR provides a description of “a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most
of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The EIR need not identify the
“most feasible” alternative, but only compare their respective environmental impacts.

Alternative 2 is feasible under the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan (1985) in that it is the one
alternative with the majority of the alignment outside the Outer Corridor, thereby, avoiding impacts to
the dirt portion of Mulholland Drive while maintaining the integrity of the roadway.

WHHO - 5:

The construction of new homes in any area increases the potential for human induced structural fires, as
well as, wildland fires from careless users and visitors to the adjacent open space. The proposed project
would serve to improve the existing fire fighting capabilities in the area in the event of such a fire. The
project would not solely benefit the approved Tract No. 33454 development. Rather, the proposed
project would also serve the emergency needs of the Kittridge Tanks service zones as well as provide
improved fire protection services to existing residents.

See also response to MIS-2.

WHHO-6:

The 150 gpm referenced in the comment refers to a volume of usage rate estimated for Tract 33454, It
does not refer to water pressure. Tract 33454 consists of the construction of approximately 25 homes.

A flow of five gpm per home was utilized for design purposes, whereas the total development may
receive up to 150 gpm. Existing service area customers and users would receive up to 1,050 gpm.

20
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223 Alternative 3 - Topanga Tank Expansion

. This altemative would require grading on an imstable hillside and the required buildings
required if the figurea are correct makes one wonder if that alone would solve the so called 31

complaims, Whai hes not been mentionsd is that curvenily it appears that the Topanga Tenk is

complaints of low pressure would oceis ance every 4 months,
There is 110 practical sational for fire hydrents along dirt Mutholland since they wonld be

useless in a wildfire. They are fixed and will ettract vandals and the few that are slong
Mutholland have rot served the public at'all in prior fires. So thisisa specious argument
against this alternative, )

_22.4No Project Alternative

This is the superior altemative for this proposed project because TAADWP has not shown any
¢riteria that makes its case for the good of the current résidents of Woodland Hills or the City
of Los Angeles: This ia'a gift of moniey for a development that in its own testisony befors the
Deputy Advisory Agency stated that it did not have to bring the water down ffom the Corbin

, Tank to satisfy it need for water.

13 Cumulative Devélopment

The list of cusmulative development shaws how poorly this EIR has been developed, There are
a mimber of projects listed that show “approved” that are completed, With the exception of S

3.0 Effects Found Not To Be Significant

3.7 Land Use and Planning
“This proposed project 1s growth inducing because LADWP docs in fuct sell water to other

agencies, This has the potential to increase heavily the construction of homes in tho watershed
of the Los Angeles River. Since the Los Angeles River is already over burdeaed and the Army
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WHHO-7:

The precise Jocation of maintenance covers for the pipeline would be determined when engineering
design is completed and would be based on geotechnical investigations for the proper placement of such
covers so as to minimize slope instability. Design would consider topography, drainage, accessibility,
and other issues as appropriate. The EIR discusses the potential impacts and applicable mitigation
measures associated with the presence of these covers. (See Section 4.2.4).

WHHO - 8:

The comment refers to the erodibility of the unpaved roadway during construction and operation of the
project. Any excavation and/or trenching that is to occur would be backfilled with native materials, to
the existing surface grade and would have essentially the same resistance to erosion as the native
material. The proposed pipeline would not alter the existing grades or drainage patterns. The proposed
project would occur within the existing roadway, and would not involve widening, recontouring,
realigning, or altering the roadway.

During operation, the roadway’s condition and use are expected to continue as is upon implementation
of the proposed project, thus, having no influence on erosion potential.

WHHO - 9:

The existing 6-inch line referenced in the comment is an inlet/outlet line that is connected to the 12 to
16-inch line. It does not connect the 12-inch and 16-inch lines together and does little to improve
system pressures in the 12 to 16-inch line. The constriction is the 12-inch line, which the proposed
project would increase to a 16-inch line.

As stated in Section 1.3, “The LADWP has received several documented pressure complaints from
water service users in the southwestern San Fernando Valley since the early 1990s.”  This
documentation is in the form of LADWP Water Trouble System records between 1992 and 1999. See
also response to MIS-2.

WHHO - 10:

Comment noted. As stated in Section 2.2.1, Alternative 1 would involve excavation in previously
undisturbed terrain and follow a new roadway proposed as part of the approved Mulholland Hills Estates
project (Tract 50784). Although the SMMC has entered into negotiations with the property owner to
purchase the land, final transactions have not been made (i.e., close of escrow) at the time the Draft EIR
was written, so this alternative is still considered feasible. Consequently, this alternative is not the
preferred alternative.

As stated in Section 1.3, fire hydrants along ‘Dirt” Mulholland Drive are not being proposed as part of
this project. The ability for the Los Angeles Fire Department to install these hydrants is considered a
secondary benefit to the proposed project, providing immediate access to the remote open space in the
event of a wildland fire. The direct benefits to fire protection would be the increase in system pressures
to existing fire hydrants in already developed areas. Fire protection is within the purview and mission of
the Los Angeles Fire Department and the decision to put in hydrants would be at their discretion.

WHHO - 11:

Construction of Alternative 2 would result in similar environmental impacts as the proposed project, but
would differ in its level of impact on biological resources, noise, public services, transportation and
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utilities and service systems. While this alternative may have fewer negative impacts to natural
resources than the proposed project, it is anticipated to have greater impacts than the proposed project to
noise, public services, transportation, and utilities and service systems.

Construction of Alternative 2 would likely result in increased noise levels and groundborne vibration
given the proximity of homes along the entire length of the alignment. Most homes are within 20-30
feet of the edge of the road. Due to the highly developed nature of the area, relocation and temporary
disruptions to existing utility systems (e.g., sewer, stormdrain, water, gas, etc.) anticipated. In addition,
Alternative 2 would result in greater construction traffic impacts than the proposed project, in that
construction would take place along existing roadways traveled primarily by surrounding area residents.
Construction of this alternative would not necessarily add more vehicles to the road or substantially
increase traffic congestion, but would delay and interrupt normal traffic flows by temporarily closing
lanes within the construction zone. It is assumed that through-traffic would be maintained. Operation of
Alternative 2 would have no significant impact on transportation or traffic. Alternative 2 would also
generate substantially more waste and debris from pavement breaking activities than the proposed
project. Despite adequate capacity of local landfills to accommodate the waste, this alternative places a
greater burden on utility services than the proposed project.

See response to WHHO-10 regarding fire hydrant-related issues.
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There s no practical rational for fire hydrams slorig din Mulholland since they would be

useless in a wildfire. They are fixed and will attract vandals and the fiw that are along

Mulholland have not served the public at all in prior fires. 86 this is & specions argument
§ + I‘Ii LN al - I'w‘

223 Alternative 3~ Topanga Tank Expansion

3.0 Effécts Pound Not To Bo Significant
3.7 Land Use and Planuing
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- Lo Ngimeels 1as : hcly stated ﬂlat_-'iiﬁ a 5010 lOOyearsto;mthey canexpectﬂ Sodi S

 Th fcttht the proposed project would increse the walor storgscapaciy at e Kitidge
i

courage greater development and destruction e watershed at the

T AR
11 Recreation
-
To try and justify the project by installing drinking fountains on Mutholland is absurd. There
are few on the paved portion and they have been instelled by the Santa Monica Mountains
_Conscrvancy and not maintained by LADWP or Recreation end Parks.

4.0 Proposed Project and Alternative Analysis

The praposed project will be the most devastating of all the proposals because the animals use

both sides of Mulholland and breed where there is close proximity of wuter and there sre

numerous springs that are close to the roadway, It will impact mere plant species and reptile

species than any other proposal. This FIR is so deficent this section alone renders it
_incomplete and unacceptable as & document.

4.1 Biclogical Resuurces

The fact that there was a survey covering just one day February 22, 2001 is a violation of
CEQA. CEQA requires that a comprehensive study be made of all the biological resources in
an affected area.

“There is no documentation of the number of species noted, and whethier or niot they were
sctually seen. The list of birds is deficient of at least 15 species that frequent the arca and are
gommonly seen and should not have been missed if the species noted were actually seen.
The animal species is missing at least 6 species and no mention is even made of reptilian
species including homed lizards and toads and frogs. Nor is there mention of the vast variety
of inscets including butterflies. This EIR is inadequate in jts biclogical study of animal
species.

4123 Cumulative Imprets

This tries 1o justify the project on the basis of fire hydrants along Dirt Mutholland. Since these
have not been a priority to allow development in the Mouniains it cannot be used to justify a
project to serve a subdivision that in its EIR stated that it would not bring water from the

!
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WHHO - 12:

Construction of a new or improved pump station alone would provide some benefit to water pressure;
however, it would do little to improve service pressures to houses located in higher elevations. In
addition, a new pump station, without the increase in tank capacity, would still require upgraded inlet
lines as described in Alternative 3 of the EIR.

The existing Topanga Tank is kept full in operational terms. In other words, the water level in Topanga
Tank is kept at an elevation of about two feet from the top to provide adequate freeboard to prevent
against spillage. This level is considered “full”.

The slopes below the existing Topanga Tank are not currently known to be unstable. The existing tank
was constructed in 1936 and has performed adequately since that time, which appears to demonstrate
that the site is not unstable. However, prior to the design of a new tank, a comprehensive geologic and
geotechnical investigation of the site would be performed and its design based on recommendations in
the report. The investigation would include stability analysis of the site slopes.

See response to WHHO-10 regarding fire hydrant-related issues.

WHHO -13;

As described in Sections 1.1 and 1.3, in addition to providing water service to the already approved
Tract 33454, the proposed project would achieve the following objectives:

1) Create a water supply redundancy feature in the existing water service system to the southwestern
San Fernando Valley area.

2) Provide a supplemental water supply source to the Topanga Tank service area thereby improving
system pressures to existing users in the Topanga Tank service area to both residences and existing
fire hydrants.

3) Provide a secondary source of water to the western San Fernando Valley area in case of fire or other
emergency.

4) Meet the water demands of developments (e.g., Tract 33454) approved by the City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning.

These objectives have been added as a newly inserted Section 1.4.

WHHO - 14:

Several individuals from the City of Los Angeles were consulted in the preparation of the cumulative
projects list for the Draft EIR to identify projects with the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts
such as air quality emissions from construction activities, biological resources, growth inducement,
public services, construction traffic, and disruption of utility services. The status and/or phase of
development for each project was confirmed with each person consulted. A list of City planning
representatives is provided in Section 6.0 of the EIR.

WHHO -15:

The LADWP does not “sell” water to other water service agencies. Service agreements are entered into
with other “agencies” to temporarily provide water during emergency situations or when until
supporting infrastructure can be provided to ensure water service reliability. This “temporarily
provided” water is paid for by the “borrowing” agency. As indicated in Section 4.3.2, the proposed
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project would potentially induce growth to the immediate area surrounding the project site. Additional
discussion and clarification of potential growth inducing impacts and their level of significance is
contained in Section 4.3. The effect of growth inducement in the Los Angeles River watershed, beyond
the service area of the proposed project, is speculative and beyond the scope of this EIR.
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" Corp of Engincers has publicly stated that in a 50 to 100 year storm they can expect flooding
from Sherman Oaks to Long Beach.

The fact that the proposed project would incrense the water storage capacity at the Kittridge
l site- would encourage preater development and destruction of the watershed at the head of Los

| Angeles River and thus increase ths likslihood of yearly flooding from Sherman Oaks to
Long Beach.

-

3.11 Recreation

=

4.1.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

-

B WHHO 19 "This thies o Jushi‘y the prowci ori the basis of fire hydmpm aloy
“ - havenotbeena priovity to allow develapmun::msﬂm M ; carnnbt e used to jushfy a
i pruject o serve a: subdmmon that infis ER stated thstlt woul nott bring wmcrﬁum ﬁm

29



611,81

 WHHO-19 o

16: 28

ND.594

Aiil.il.": AltemntiveAnalysls -

“Alternative 1 —Malholland Gateway Park

'This is the very reason given as to why this one is unacceptable. Totally destructive.
Alternative 2 — Ellenita/Wells/Cauoga Alignment

Since this proposed project is unneeded, the fact that you stretch the facts o a leve] of

absurdity, makes the proposed project even more preposterous. This would have little effect
except on the homo sapiens or commonly know as ratepayers.

'Alternstive 3 — Topanga Tank Expansion
I doubt that this would be worse than the proposed project, This is ot 2 justification for the

proposed project.

‘No Project Alternative

Thisis the only one that protects the public from gross abuse of ratepayer funds that would

subsidize a developer.

4,14 Mitigation

"To say the proposed project would not have 4 significant impact on biological resources flies

in the face of the foregoing analysis. Just the list of proposed mitigation measures tells ug of
the great potential impact that you could not mitigate. Since you fail to mention the impacts on
species you failed to mention that reside in the area does not wider CEQA absolve you from
having to mitigate. The fact is you cannot mitigate the irreversible and permanent damage that
you will do to-this already fragile ecological arca, The fact is that you have not mitipated one
thing whem it comes to plants and animals. You are destroying and replacing, not mitigating..

‘BIO -1: You admit that fiers will be destruction of animal nesting and testing areas. You fuil

to mention any other specic other than raptors. How can a DEIR be so deficient and present
such a cavalier attitude?
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WHHO - 16:

As stated in Section 3.11 of the EIR, “the project would enhance the ability of the City to provide
drinking fountains as per the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan.” Installation of drinking
fountains is not proposed as part of the proposed project. Additional language has been incorporated into
Section 3.11 to clarify this.

WHHO -17:

Any potential impacts to wildlife species would be avoided and/or minimized to the maximum extent
practicable by the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures as described in Section 4.1.4 of
the EIR. In addition, as indicated in Section 2.1.4 of the EIR, construction activities not completed by the
close of each work day would be secured by fencing off open excavations or covering them with steel
plates to ensure public safety. This measure would further minimize the potential impacts to animals that
may potentially enter into open excavations. Though wildlife (i.e., coyotes, bobcats, mountain lions) may
utilize the roadway, these animals are primarily nocturnal and travel by night. Impacts to wildlife and
their migration patterns from construction activities is not considered significant since construction would
only occur during the daytime. Wildlife movement would not be hindered by the project upon
implementation of the project since the pipeline is a subsurface facility.

As per the author’s concern regarding the numerous springs close to “ Dirt * Mulholland Drive, in fact,
the proposed construction will only occur within the boundaries of the “Dirt” road itself. All water
sources outside the road will not be disturbed.

WHHO - 18:

A California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) search was conducted for sensitive species and the
results included in the Draft and Final EIR as Appendix E. The search was conducted to provide a
comprehensive list of sensitive species that may frequent the area. The CNDDB search identifies sitings
of San Diego Horned Lizard. The plant and wildlife species list generated (Appendix A and B of the
Biological Survey Report, Appendix E) reflect those plant and animal species observed during the on-
site survey. In some cases, only evidence of an animal’s presence was noted (i.e., scat or footprints).
Follow up biological resources survey were conducted on June 4, 2001 and August 15 and 16, 2001 ; see
Appendix E. Biology surveys conducted for the project were conducted in full compliance with United
States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol.

WHHO-19:

In determining cumulative biological impacts, the potential future construction of fire hydrants along
‘Dirt’ Mullholland Drive to mitigate fire hazard impacts resulting from the Mulholland Scenic Parkway
Specific Plan was considered, but not intended to justify the purpose and need of the project. The
purpose and need for the project is to provide reliable water service to existing and future LADWP
customers as well as to provide sufficient water storage supplies in the event of an emergency.

See also responses to WHHO-1 and WHHO-13.
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Corbin Tank but get it from L.A. County Water district. Also, since on May 17, 1998 the
proposed project was very low priority this hardly is justified by what was put.in the
Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan. Since this project does not put fire hydrants on
Mumnumditcannntbcumdasareasonforﬂieéproject; ,

4.1.3 Alternntive Analysis

~ fomention any oiher specie other than taptors. How ean 8 DEIR be so-defigient and present
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4.2 Geology and.SnfE -

- We find that the statements es to the quality of work will not excesd the minirmum

requirements shows that the low level of mitigations will not be met, and that all of the
concems raised makes all of the potential problems SIGNIFICANT,
Proposed Project

Unacceptable to tear up as stable geology as we have increase erosion currently due to the

UNOCAL project. The project just does not need to be done.

"Alternate 1 Multholland Gatewny Park

iSo much destruction by construction it is unacceptable. It will take 10 to fiftcen years to

restore what this witl desecrate. The project just does not need to be done.

Alternate 2 — Ellentia/Wells! Canoga
Not destructive o plant and animal habitat, but it, as well, is unneeded based on no proof that

any problems exist except on a rare occasion that exists daily Citywide in Los Angeles and all
other cities., The project just does not need to be done,

Alternative 3 Topanga Tank Expansion

Too destructive to plant, animals and existing residents. The project just does not need to be

done.

'4.2.2,1 Cumulative kmpact

Once agdin frying to use the fire hydrant red herring is unacoeptable. The idea has no merit not
anly to cost, but also to practicability . Also you neglect to mention maintenance cavers, open
trenich effect on slope stability, erosion, nor differentiat settlement. These oversights seem to
be quite intentional , because if the whole EIR is not carefully read one would miss the
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WHHO - 20:
See responses to WHHO-10 through WHHO-13.

WHHO - 21:
See responses to WHHO-17 and WHHO-18.

As stated in Section 4.1.1.1 of the EIR, the “dirt” road was not found to support native vegetation or
wildlife. Construction of the proposed project would not disrupt, destroy, or disturb vegetation and
animals residing within the ‘Dirt” Mulholland Drive. Any direct impacts resulting from construction
activities would be avoided where practicable and, if necessary, mitigated through the implementation of
the recommended mitigation measures, BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3. The proposed project would not result
in irreversible and/or permanent damage due to the fact that the pipeline would be constructed in an
already disturbed area, the existing roadway.

As per the author’s concern regarding bird species other than raptors, the wildlife species list in
Appendix B of the Biological Survey Report (Appendix E in the Final EIR) contains twenty-five bird
species. For maximum protection of all bird species, Mitigation Measure BIO ~ 1 is revised to read:

BIO - 1:  Should construction activities commence during the breeding season (late May - early
August), a pre-construction focused survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist one
wecek prior to construction to identify the location of nesting raptors, and other birds, if any,
within close proximity to the proposed construction zone. Should nesting raptors and birds
be present, construction of the pipeline within 500-feet of an active nest shall be avoided
until after the breeding season or the birds have fledged.

As per the author’s concern regarding mitigation for trees, appropriate planting techniques would be
implemented to provide for the long-term viability of the newly planted trees. In addition, all limits of
grading and construction would be clearly delineated so that no native vegetation outside the delineated
limits would be disturbed by construction personnel or equipment.
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'BOI-2: You admit you will destroy older trees and replace them with small trees and plants
and only look at them once in the spring and once in the fall. This shows how calious
LADWP is toward the established animal. and plant species. This smacks of a scorched earth

policy.

'BIO —3: This clearly siates that there will be large destruction in the proposed project
construction zone. Just the word “should” means you don't care and have no intention of
protecting anything but your paycheck.

"42 Geology and Solls
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L slgmﬁcant nuances that the wording cleerly points out the immense igmﬁ&ritadverse effects

vafgi(»23 ?: S
Te b immenselysigtﬁﬁcammdin'evez‘s;ble

; ‘and' thl be g-g_l]e_d pnavoﬁable becausc noe

'4.2.3 Alternative Analysis
‘Alternafives ~1-2-3

“None of the alternatives are any more susceptible than the proposed project to geology

problems, but the no project alternative does not increase any risks and thercfore is the
preferred project,

'4.2.4 Mitigation

"Geo-1; The word “should*” makes this not a mitigation measure because there is no assurance

this will not happen.

'Gex~2: Giving an altemnative and not siudying the possible effects makes this unacceptable. |

'Geo —3: The words “should [imit” potemtial for significant ezosion impacts says that you don't

know and further more you don’t care.

'Geo —4: The words “should consider™ placing covers along embankment and landscaping to

tninimize ervosion tells us that erosion will be not only significant but the LADWP could care
jess about the harm it would do with going ahead with the proposed project.

“4.'3 Growth Inducenient/Population and Housing
'4.3.1 Environmental Setting

" Asstated in Section 15126:2 (d) of CEQA this is a growth inducing project because without

water you will not have life: This pipeline is not due to pressure in the area but to subsidizing a
project that will result in other areas to use the increased and oversupply of water that his
project is intended to produce to insure greater development to the detriment of all the other
infrastructures that arc deficient and will remain deficient.

6.0 Organizations and Persous Consulted

_Itm mtemagmnoteﬁmnoone from the 11" Council District was listed ascontacted since

this entire project is in that district. However, you did contact someone from the 3" Council
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WHHO - 22:

Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures is considered to reduce the potential environmental
impacts to a level of insignificance. All recommended mitigation measures contained within the Final
EIR will be incorporated into the Mitigation Program for the proposed project, which would be
presented for adoption by the Board of Water and Power Commissioners. In addition, design and
construction of the pipeline would follow design and construction standards, delineated in the Los Angeles
Building Code (City of Los Angeles, 1999), which is based on the California Building Code (State of
California, 1998) and the Uniform Building Code (International Conference of Building Officials, 1997)
and regulated by the design review, permitting, and construction inspection procedures enforced by the City
of Los Angeles. Therefore, the pipeline would be designed and constructed following the current standard
of practice. In addition, geotechnical criteria, such as the degree of backfill compaction that is appropriate,
would be specified by the geotechnical engineer. Construction of the pipeline will meet or exceed these
criteria. The geotechnical engineer of record would be required to verify that these criteria are met during
construction.

Responses to concerns raised about each of the alternatives is provided in responses WHHO - 10,
WHHO - 11, and WHHO — 12. The analysis of the alternatives concerning biological resources and
geology/soils is provided in Section 4.2.2 and 4.2.3.

WHHO - 23:

See responses to WHHO-7, WHHO-8 and WHHO - 10.  Open trench effects on slope stability, erosion
potential, and differential settlement are addressed in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR. A fifth mitigation
measures, GEO -5 , has been added to ensure that differential settlement is minimized, if not altogether
avoided, and that the stability of the slopes is protected. See Section 4.2.4 of the EIR.
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significant nuances that the wording clearly points out the immense s gmﬁcant adverse effects
that will take place and wilt be called unavoidable because no care is required o protect this
valuable resource. The cumulative impact not only geological but biological will be
{immensely significant and irreversible.

'4.2,3 Alternative Analysis

‘Alternatives ~1-2-3

43 Growth Inducemient/Population and Housing

'4.3.1 Enivironmentnl Setting

WHHO.25 WYL

6.0 Organizations and Persons Consulted
. WHH027 " -It is interesting to notf: that 1o one the' 11" Council District was isted as comar:t’ d. since
o tbis ennrepmjecnsm matdxsmct.ﬁowwei- ynudxdcomctmmaﬁneﬂmnﬁmﬁ Counen
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

‘This DEIR did not address the concerns from the letter dated July 26®, 2000 by the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservarncy.

‘This DEIR did not address issnes raised in the letters dated July 14, 2000 and Deceniber 26,

2000 by Mulholland Tomorrow.

1. Kitiridge Task expansion alone,

2. Connecting to MWD pipeline for redundancy. This has not been addressed in any of the
CEQA docuanents generated for this project,

3. The cumulative impacts on all environmental issues is not addressed .

“This DEIR failed to address the concems by a noted Engineering Geologist, James E. Slosson

Ph.D. Failure to address the concetns in his letler dated July 14® makes this DEIR inadequate,
This DEIR makes the same statements that Mr. Slosson addressed as incorrect,

'We find this DEIR does not meet the imtent of CEQA because it doos not fully address the
total in an unbiased manner as required, The omissions are glaring and have been painted out
hers and the past letters,

"RM’(

)
Gordon Murley
President
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WHHO - 24:

The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for consideration.

WHHO - 25:

Mitigation measures GEO — 1 and GEO - 2 are revised to reflect the change in text from “should” to
“will.” If Alternative 3 is considered, an evaluation of seismically induced flooding would be performed.

Mitigation measure GEO — 3 is revised to reflect the change in text from “should limit” to “would
greatly reduce.” The types of erosion control measures noted in the EIR are commonly employed during
construction activities throughout southem California and are known to be effective. There is no reason to
doubt that these erosion control measures would not be effective for either the proposed project or
alternatives. However, as noted in the EIR, limited wind and water erosion might occur locally during the
construction. The construction contract for the project will include provisions to repair any significant
crosion that may occur as a result of construction activities.

Mitigation measure GEO — 4 is revised to read:

“Should maintenance hole covers be installed, they will be located adjacent to and on the downhill side
of the roadway. The soil around the entrance to the maintenance holes will be landscaped with native
vegetation to maintain erosion potential at its current level or better.”

Also, see response to GEO-3,

WHHO - 26:

See response to SMMC-5. In addition, growth in the immediate project vicinity has actually slowed due
largely to the active pursuit by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy to acquire undeveloped land
and maintain it as open space in perpetuity.

The remainder of the comment refers to project funding and does not relate to the potential
environmental impacts that may be associated with the proposed project. The comment is noted and
will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for consideration.

WHHO -27:

The Chief Field Deputy of Council District 11 was consulted to assess the cumulative and growth
inducing impacts of the proposed project. Additional inquiries were made to the City Planner for the
Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan. All projects before the Design Review Board of the
Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan were reviewed at the Valley District 11 office on Ventura
Boulevard in Encino.  As part of the Final EIR, a formal written inquiry (via e-mail) was sent to
Council District 11 to solicit input on development and growth potential in the area. The District
commented that sale of the Avatar property to the SMMC is considered certain, and that there is strong
interest by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy to purchase the 21000 Mulholland property, the
status of negotiations of which is not certain (City of Los Angeles, 2001). See Sections 1.5 and 4.3.1 .4
of the EIR.
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District and it is north of the freeway. Those you did contact from the Planning Department
are very unknowledgeable about the area, geology and growth patterns as well as
infrastructure of the area.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

 his‘leti

'We find this DEIR doss not meet the irmtent of CEQA because it does not fully address the

total in an unbiased manner as required. The omissions are glaring and have been pointed out
here and the past letters,
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WHHO - 28:

Concerns raised in the July 26, 2000 comment letter from the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy are
addressed in the EIR, as follows:

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

The Topanga Tank Alternative, referenced in the 1997 Mulholiand Pipeline Report, is an alternative
evaluated in the EIR.

Future water service demands in the City of Los Angeles are uncertain. Consequently, there is “no
guarantee that future related projects will not be proposed by the Department.”

The funding source of the proposed project is not related to the environmental impacts of the
proposed project, and is not required by CEQA.

Tract 33454 is an approved development. Acquisition of this property is beyond the scope of the
proposed project. In addition, construction of a water tank at an elevation of 1,260 feet would be
incapable of providing water to a higher elevation.

The Corbin Tank EIR indicates that a total of 13,790 linear feet of water main would be constructed
along Mulholland Drive westerly from the Corbin Tank.

The growth inducing impacts of the proposed project have been addressed in Section 4.3 of the Draft
EIR.

The following concerns raised in the July 14, 2000 and December 26, 2000 comment letters from
Mulholfand Tomorrow have been addressed in the EIR, as follows:

1

2)

3)

Expansion of the Kittridge Tanks would only increase storage in case of emergency. This option
would neither increase system pressures to the eastern portion of the 1337-foot service zone
{Topanga Tank service zone) nor provide water to Tract 33454,

Connection to the MWD line would only serve as an emergency connection since this line is the
primary water conveyance source to Ventura County. Additionally, this connection would be
located to the west of the area that would be served by the proposed project. The proposed project
would bring water from the east, creating a loop where none exists now. The MWD connection
would not remedy the existing water service “dead-end”.

Comment noted. Pursuant to Section 15143 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR focuses on the
significant effects on the environment. “Effects dismissed in an Initial Study as clearly insignificant
and unlikely to occur need not be discussed further in the EIR.” Consequently, the cumulative
impacts of those environmental effects identified as clearly insignificant were not discussed any
further in the EIR.

M. Slosson’s comments refer to the existing geological conditions of the project site and their potential
impacts on the proposed project, not the impact of the proposed project on the geologic environment,
pursuant to CEQA. The EIR adequately addresses issues raised in Mr. Slosson’s letter. (See subsequent
geology report prepared by URS Corporation contained in Appendix F of the EIR).
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To:

Fu':g #:
From:
Subject:

FAX TRANSMISSION

MULHOLLAND TOMORROW
7510 Sunset Boulevard #1401
Los Angeiass, California 80048-3418
" (810)318-2777
Fax: {310) 374-1870

Kelvin Lew , Date:  June 44, 2001
Department of Water and Power

(213) 367-3852 Puges: 18 . Including this
Barry Read

pover shest.

Comments on DEIR for Mulholland Pipeline Project:
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Mulholland Tomorrow

Prasiden! :
Robert M. wa:barg

Bourd of Dirpciory

irving Axolf

Waires Benty

Raben 8, Colbart i

Oan Harley :

Robat M. Herizbarg June 11, 2001
Gala Anma My i

Paul Migda!

Jock Nigholion

"Mr. Kelvin Low
City of Los Angeles,
Deparimenit of Water and power
111 Notth Hops Street, Room 1044
Los Angelas, CA 50012

‘Re;  Mulholland Water Pipsline Project — Draft Environmental
Impact Report

Desar Mr. Low!

On behalf of Mulholland Tomorrow, | am submitting the comments
below on the Draft Enviranmental Impact Repart distributed by the
Departmant of Water and Power for the Mutholland Water Pipaline

Prolec_t

Our specmc cornmants on tho DEiR ara as 1ouows'

'mo-sm‘gm Bowlsvard #1401 4 Loa Angeles, CA §0048-3418 4 Holline {213) 427-8148 & E-msll: muftom @earthiink.net
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MT -1:

The comment is of a general nature. Specific issues raised are addressed in the following responses
specifically in MT-11, MT-13, MT-14, MT-15, and MT-16.
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MT-4

‘those allernatives compared ta the propased project, The truncation of '.tha--_p_iujé:;;- : ;
- description in-the DEIR makes a fuil sssessment of the environmental impacts ofthe
- proposed projact and alternatives impiesaible, - .- T e e o

The description of the proposed project should aigo Include adequate information
about the anvironmantal selling of the proposed project to facilitate a reasonable
consideration of the impacts of and altornailves 1o the proposed project. For axample,
the DEIR doses not digcuss ourrently planned improvements in the DWP water system
thal may bs relevant to tha proposed project. Evaluation of the alternatives to the
propesad project — and particularly the No Project alternative — might reach differant
concluslons if thase known end ressanably foreseagble projects ware included in the
project's environmental setting.

The description of the proposed projact indjcatas that the pipeline isto be
constructed in the roadway of Mulholland Drive. If there i3 eny potential, howaver. that
the pipeline will leava the roadway (see, for instance, the lstter dated July 26, 2000,
fram the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy regarding the Conservancy's
unwillingness to permit conatrustion across its property), the Impacts of this portion of
theiproject. particularly on biglogical rasources and geological stabiiity, ahould be
sxamined under CEQA.

and Noed. The DEIR atates {Page No. 1-3) that betwsen 1992 and
1998, 111 compiaints — up from 31 complaints in the Draft Initlal Study — were
recelved from DWP customers citing “no water” and “low water praasure.” Just ag in
tha Draft Initial Study, howaver, there is nothing in the DEIR to link these complaints to
any circumstances that would be allevisted by the construction of the proposed project .
Mulholisnd Tomorrow has raceived and reviewsd a large numbar of thess complaints
that were produced by DWP purauant to a Public Recards Act régiiest. 1t was avident

that many of these complaints woilld bs unmitigated by the construction of a pipsline —

they ware found to be caused by malfunctioning equipment Instalied at the

complainant's individual residence, or they were dua to construction, repairs or

accldents that would not be prevented by the proposed project. Discusesion of these

complaints should be teleted from tha Final EIR, or else tha Final EIR should explgin:

a What type of complaints ware made? Ware they gll from residential water
users? Did they complain of parsistent prasgure probloms, or episodic
instances? Are the complaints only related ta pressure and not supply? If 5o,
why isn't the projact dirscted apac’lgcally toward measires to Improve pressure?

b.  When wers thesa complaints received? Ware thay recsived recently or
throughout the ten yaar perlod? Did a significant number of tham follow the
Northridge earthquake? Has the number of complaints besn consistent
throughout the decade? _ _

c. From what arga of the Southwestern San Fernando Valley did these complaints
originate? The Girard Tract? From within the service area of this praject?

d, How would thie project addrass those complaints? Will thesa properties be

{ connected to the proposed water line?

3
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MT -2:

Comment acknowledged. The EIR inadvertently references the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific
Plan (Specific Plan) instead of the Specific Plan EIR in two instances (Sections 3.1 and 3.11). Such
references have been corrected in the Final EIR.

The Specific Plan EIR, which served as a decision making tool, identified potentially significant
environtnental impacts resulting from the implementation of the Specific Plan, as well as measures for
mitigating those impacts. Approval of the Specific Plan and adoption of the plan as a City ordinance
(Ordinance 167.943) was contingent upon certification of the EIR and the recommended mitigation
measures contained within it.

MT -3:

Comment noted. The following text has been incorporated into Section 2.1 of the EIR. “ The proposed
pipeline would operate by gravity, whereby it would convey water from the existing Corbin Tank (1677-
foot elevation system) to the existing Topanga Tank (1337-foot elevation system) and Kittridge Tanks
(1305-foot elevation system) service zones.”

Regarding the potential connection between the Adele and Girard pumping stations: there is no
connection from the Corbin Tank (1677-foot system) to the Topanga Tank (1337-foot system) through
the Adele and Girard Pumping Stations. The discharge side of the Girard Pumping Station (1240-foot
system) serves as the suction side of the Adele Pumping Station (1677-foot system) during emergencies.
In addition, there is an isolation valve between the Adele and Girard Pump Stations, which is normally
closed and isolates the two pump stations from each other. The normal supply to the 1240-foot system
comes from Winnetka and Wells Drive Pump Stations. A new pipeline would still need to be
constructed to connect the 1677-foot system to the 1337-foot system, which is what the proposed project
would accomplish. It is the eastern portion of the 1337-foot system that would primarily receive and be
affected by the higher elevation water,

MT -4:

As indicated in the project description, the proposed project would provide an additional source of water
(i.e., provide redundancy supply) to portions of the western San Fernando Valley in the event of an
emergency. Available water from the Corbin Tank would be provided to the Topanga and Kittridge
Tanks service zones. There are no foreseeable additions or medifications to the water system in the
western San Fernando Valley that would be served by the proposed project.
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thosa allernatives compared to the proposed projact, The trungation of ths project
description in the DEIR makes a full assessment of the environmental impacts of the
proposed project and alternatives imposaibie.
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Further, a stated primary purpose of the project is to provide an alternative
source of water service to the West San Fernando Valley. Presumably, the West
Valley has an adequate source of water to meel service demand under normal
conditions, and the Corbin Tank alternative would only be required under emergency
conditions (e.g., fire, earthquake). Under normal circumstances — that is, the vast
majarity of time that the pipeline is In operation — the Mulholland watsr pipetine would
aithar be (a) empty, except for the water it will provide to the proposed subdivision at
Tratt No 334564, or (b} full, carrying water that is not currenily neaded to meast demand
in the Wast Valley. The DEIR siates thai the proposed project is being constructed to
provide water at a rate of 13 cfs, but normal usage will only ba 2-3 cfs. {Page No. 2-2)
Tha conclusion then Is that (s) the water pipeline is baing constructed largely at the
ratspayar's expense primasily to service Tract No. 33454, or (b) the water pipsline is
beihg constructed to increase the supply of water to the West San Fernando Valley,
thereby fostering increased water usage and Inducing growth. These impacts are not
identified or addressed in tha DEIR.

Mare spacifically, the DEIR states (Page No. 2-1) that “the 18-inch line would be
dedicated for emergency purposes while the existing 12-ineh line would provide
domaatic and fire protection o residences.” From this statement, it appears that there
wiit:be na substantial impravaments in either fire protection or residential water
pressure, as cited in the DEIR. The Final EIR should explein how the existing 12-inch
water pipaline will ba used in coordination with the proposed 18-inch pipeting in
inadeguate to achiave the claimed purposes of the proposed project.

Altarnatives Sslaction. Tha sslection and identification of alternatives o be
examined in the DEIR is insdequate. First, the DEIR ignores alternativas to tha
proposed projact that would call for a regional approach to providing redundancy in
waler supply to the West San Fernando Valley, Sscond, the DEIR ignores
nonstructural alternatives 1o the construction of a water pipeline or water tanks. Third,
{he:altarnatives chosen for analysis include two — the Mulholland Gateway Park
alternative and the Elisnita/WValls/ Canoga Alignment — that have such obvious flaws
a8 to render them infeasible on their face and their selection as alternatives for
evaluation questionable. The Mulholland Gateway Park alternative would traverse an
op&n space and parkland, with apparent and anficipated environmental impacts. The
only apparent explanation for the selsction af this altamativa is that this route would

4
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MT - 5:

The proposed project is the only currently planned improvement in the San Fernando Valley that would
serve the southwestern San Fernando Valley area.

MT -6:

Comment acknowledged. As indicated in Section 1.1 of the EIR, “the proposed project would be
constructed within the existing roadway.” Moreover, the proposed project is not prohibited under the
MSPSP and is within the existing right-of-way negotiated with the SMMC. Should it be determined that
the proposed project alignment would deviate from the existing roadway, the project would be further
reviewed under CEQA.

MT -7

Comment acknowledged. The customer complaints referenced in the EIR were intended to provide an
easy-to-understand illustration of the pressure problems experienced in the proposed project’s service
areca. A more technical analysis of fire hydrants in the proposed project service area, also indicated that
system pressures were inadequate. It was felt that the customer service complaints would illustrate the
pressure problems in the area and consequently, the hydrant data was not considered necessary to
include in the EIR. The hydrant analysis consisted of pressure readings taken over a two month period
in August and September 2000 at three discrete hydrant locations. At one of these hydrants, located on
Mulholand Drive at Rosario Road, pressures were found to range from 3 to 18 psi. The current Los
Angeles Fire Department minimum pressure for operation is 20 psi. In addition, follow-up readings were
taken at these hydrants in July and August 2001. Follow-up readings were found to be consistent with
earlier readings and are included in Appendix I of the EIR. Please also see Response to MIS-2.
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e Haw does this complaint rate compare to other areas? Far similar numbers of
customers, or geographically simiar ereas elgewhers in the City, s this a
substantially larger number of complaints?

1. Why ia the Dapariment proposing to apend $3 million to addreas 111 complaints
over a 10-year period?

9. How doee the conveyance of water from the Department's sysiem to the County

system at the Topanga Tank affect the prassure and reliability of water in the

service aren of the propoesd water pipeline? Are thesa conveyances being
atidreassd in this project?
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MT-10

. -cannot be met more ecoriomically, more effe
- Impicts by saparate projects, rather than.a single projec

the separate purPoses

follow a once-designated roadway that is no longer going to be built through a
residential development that is not gaing to be built. The Ellenita/Wslis/Canoga:

- Alignment would go through established residential areas; with apparentand

anicipated social impacts. Fourth, the alternatives analysis-does not evaluate whethar Sl e
is.project = redundancy in water supply. . - -

g S

provision of water.

conomicaily, mo

~ The Final EIR should Include cansideration of the impacts of the follawing
skernative msasures, among others:

— The Final EIR should consider the alternative
of a permanent amergency connaction bstwaen the DWP water system and the
County of Los Angeles water system. The Public Works Department of the
County of Los Angeles has proposed to conatruct @ major water line up Topanga
Canyon to increaae and improve water service {o the partions of tha County
adjacent to the Mulholland pipaline service area. Under an arrangement similar
to that under which the Gounty currently diverts water from the DWP syatem in
an emargency, the DWP could arrange ta divert water from the County's
Topangs lins. Since the planning harizen for water supply systems can be
decades long, inter-connacting the two systems could provide for greater long-
tarm security of supply than expanding @ single system.

Matropolitan Watar Distriet — Tho DEIR points out (Page 1-2) that there is
currently a contractual watar supply relationship betwean DWP and the
Metropolitan Water District. The Final EIR should consider the altemative of a
permanent emergency connection between the DWP water system and the
Metropoliten Water District water system. The Metropolitan Water District’s West
Valisy and Calabasas Feeder lines paraliel the Grenada Trunk aver much of ite
length. Interconnactions between these lines at, for instance, Leonora and
Valley Gircla, could enhance aystem reliability in the West Valley by allowing
each system to support the other In imaes of system outages.

Partable Pumping Equipmant — The Final EIR should evaluate the impacts of
the Depariment purchasing portable pumping equipmant to reapond to water
outages caused by pipeline breaks and equipmant malfunctions. Ths goal of
increasing the reliability of the water system in the West San Farnando Valley
has been explained by the Dapartmant, in part, as an effort to ensure that water
can be provided to this area in times of emergency, such as the 1684 Northridge
agrthquake, or other Instances of major disruplions from power outages and
aquipment failure. The DEIR states (Page 1-3, 1-4) that during the 1984
Northridge earthquake, failures in the water lines serving the West Valley were
“patched” on a temporary basie by employing fire depantment pumpar trucke to
pump water around the breaks. As a non-structural atemative, the Dapartment

6
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MT - 8:

As stated in Section 2.1, “the new pipeline could convey up to 13 cubic feet per second... of water;
however the typical flow would be two to three cfs.” The 13 cfs is the maximum amount of water
capable of being conveyed in an emergency situation. Emergency water service, by nature, is not
considered a new source of continuously available water, and is therefore not considered growth
inducing.

MT-09:

As stated in Section 2.1 of the EIR: “The existing 12-inch line, located in Mulholland Drive between
Saltillo Street and Picasso Avenue, may be abandoned some time in the future. The existing pipeline is
still in good condition but it is too small to handle the flows from the new 16-inch line. The operation of
both lines would be more efficient where the 16-inch line would be dedicated for emergency purposes
while the existing 12-inch line would provide domestic and fire protection to residents.” The proposed
project would provide an additional source of water (from Corbin Tank) to residents in the 1337-foot
service area, which would be a substantial and immediate improvement in both fire protection and
residential water pressure. When the existing 12-inch line is abandoned, the new 16-inch line would
serve both functions: water service to the southwestern San Fernando Valley (1337-foot service zone)
and emergency service to the western San Fernando Valley (the southern portion of the 1305-foot
service zone).

MT - 10:

Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR describes “a range or reasonable
alternatives to the project or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project.

Although no significant impacts were anticipated to occur from the construction of the proposed project,
based on the comments received during the public review of the Proposed Negative Declaration initially
prepared for the proposed project, it was decided that an EIR be prepared. Alternatives mentioned in the
Notice of Preparation and subsequently evaluated in the Draft EIR were selected based on comments
received during the Negative Declaration review period. Alternatives were selected as follows:

1. Mulholland Gateway Park — proposed as a part of approved Tentative Tract #50784.

2. Ellenita/Wells/Canoga Alignment — suggested by representatives of Tarzana Property Owners
Association and Woodland Hills Homeowners Association.

3. Topanga Tank Alternative — suggested by several commentors referencing the 1997 Mulholland
Pipeline Report.

4. No Project — pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Water service redundancy throughout the City of Los Angeles is a goal of the LADWP. The Topanga
Tank Service area (1337-foot service zone) is a water service “dead-end”. Plans to connect the 1677-
foot service zone with the 1337-foot service zone, thus providing a redundancy feature to this area, were
described in the Corbin Tank EIR.
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should consider purchasing and having available its own portable pumping
equipment and related equipment thet can be dispatched to theae emergency
locations. By having its own equipment, the Depastment could avold conflicts
with the Fire Dapariment over priorities in the use of this aquipment, and could
use tha equipment In other parts of tha Depariment's sarvice area. By having ite
own equipment, the Department could also incraase the flexibility of ite response
to outages, padticularly in the event that waler pipelines are damagad throughout
the ragion in another selsmic incident.

— jon. The descriptions of the Alernativas to the
proposed project in the DEIR are inadequate to allow a resscnad evaluation of their
ability to address the purposes of the propossd project, or to compare the impacts of
the alternatives and the proposal.
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follow a once-designated roadway thal is ne tonger going to be buiit through @
residential development that i not going to be built. The Ellanits/Walls/Canoga
Alugnment would go through established rasidential areas, with apparent and
anticlpatcd sacial impacts. Fourth, the alternatives analysis does not evaluate whether
the separate purposes identified for this project — redundancy in water supply,
provision of water to Tract No. 33454, and fire protection (sse discussion below) —
cannot be met mare economically, more effectively and with fawsr enviranmantal
impacts by separate projacts, rather than a single project.

The Final EIR should include consideration of the impacts of the follawing
aiternative measures, among others:

— The Final EIR should cansider the alternative
of & parmanent emergency connaction batwaen the DWP water system and the
County of Los Angeles water system. The Public Works Department of the

MT-11 County of Los Angeles has proposed to conetruct @ major water line up Topanga
Canyon to increase and improve waler service 1o the portions of the County
adjacent to the Mulholland pipaline service area. Under an arrangament simitar
to that under which the County currently diverts water from the DWP system in
an emargency, the DWP could arrange to divert water from the County's
Topanga line. Since the planning horizon for water supply systems can be
decades long, inter-connacting ths two systems could provide for greater long-
tarm security of supply than expanding @ single system.

Matropolitan Watar Diatrigt — The DEIR pointe out (Page 1-2) that thera I8
currently @ contractual water supply ralationship between DWP and tha
Metropolfitan Water District. The Final EIR should consider the aitemative of a

MT-12 permanent emergency connection between the DWP water system and the

. Motropolitan Water District water system. The Mstropolitan Water Distriet's Waest

Vallay and Calabasas Feeder lines paralle! the Grenada Trunk over much of ite
fength. Interconnections between these lines at, for instanca, Lecnora end
Valley Gircle, could enhance systern reliability in the Waest Valley by allowing
each syetem to support the other In imes of system outages.

— The Final EIR should evaluate the impacts of
tha Dspartment purchasing portable pumping equipmant to respond to water
sutages caused by pipaline breaks and equipment malfunctions. The goal of
incraasing the reliability of the water system in the West San Fernando Valley

MT-13 has been explained by the Dapartmant, in part, a8 an effort 1o ensure that water
can be provided to this area in times of emergency. such s the 1904 Norhridge
agrthquake, or other instances of major disruptions from power oulages and
aquipment failure. The DEIR states (Page 1-3, 1-4) that during the 1904
Northridga earthquake, failures in the water lines serving the West Vailey were
“patchad" on a tamporary basis by employing fire department pumper trucks o
pump water around tha breaks. Az a non-structural atarnative, the Dapartment

6
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MT -11:

See response to MT-10, above. The additional alternatives suggested in the comment letter and also
proposed in comments received on the Notice of Preparation were not evaluated for the following
reasons:

County of Los Angeles Topanga Canyon Trunk Line — This alternative would achieve a single objective,
providing emergency service to the 1305 service zone. It is uncertain if this line will be constructed any
time in the foreseeable future. In addition, reliance on other water service providers for water service,
even under emergency situations, is not practical because LADWP would be unable to assure the
availability of this water in the future. Furthermore, until this pipeline is constructed, it is uncertain if
the hydraulic grade or capacity of the line would be capable of providing emergency service to LADWP
customers in the area.

MT -~ 12:

Metropolitan Water District — See response to MT-11 above.

MT -13:

Portable Pumping Equipment — This alternative is practically infeasible and would achieve only a single
project objective, emergency service. In addition to requiring continuous maintenance to assure the
dependable operation, the mobilization and operation of equipment in the event of an emergency would
divert personnel and resources away from other areas of need in the event of an emergency. The
diversion of water in the proposed pipeline would require the opening and/or closing of a valve gate by a
single individual. This alternative would not improve existing water service.
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.~ Tank facillty by constructing ons-or mora additional tanks.at this existing facility. - -
.+ There is, however, no description of the size or configuration of this expansion, - :
.. oreof how this expansion would address the purposes of tha project. Furthar, the . ..
" - DEIR admittedly containa no analyais of the gaologieal or biclogical conditions at .+

. this site facllity currently provides additio '

Ellsnitans|is/Canoga Alignment — The DEIR (Page 2-7) proposes routing the
water pipeline through existing sireets and neighborhaods aleng Elenita, Walls,
and Canoga Streets, The description of this siternative s inadequate in part
becalse it does not racognize that DWP routinely excevates streets in routing
pipeline construction projects. For instance, DWP recently completed a sevaral
months-long excavation of Mulholland Drive between Laurel Canyon and Bavarly
Glan (probably pursuant to a categorical axemption from CEQA and without an
EIR). The description of this aiternative algo doas not explain why this
allernative would require the consiruction of a 20-inch, rather than & 18-inch,
pipeline. The description alsc does not explain why the propossd pipeline
cannot connect to the existing pipeline in Wells Avanue, theraby reducing the
amount of trenching and limiting the environmanta! impact of this alternative. The
description of this alternative should contain information sufficlant to parmit the
public and decision makers to compara thia projsct to the scope and number of
ather pipeline projects DWP undertakes throughout the City on a routine basis.

Topanga Tank Expansion — The description of the Topanga Tank Expansion
alternative (Page 2-8) does not contain adequate information to permit an
informed evaluation of thia alternative. The is no description of the location of
the expandad tank faciiities, either at Topanga or at Kittridge, no description of
the natura of the modifications to the water dellvery system from this facility. no
description of the role of tha Kittridge Tanks, or how expansion and operation of
the Topanga and Kittridge Tanks would address the purposes of the proposed
project. The DEIR also does not explain why 1,250 feet of offelta piping for naw
infels and outlets woukd need to be constructed under this aftarnative, or why and
whers 9500 fest of 16-inch piping would be instalied. Significantly, the
description of this alternative and of the proposed projact do not make clear
whether this new piping would also be requirad as part of, or as a rasult of,
improvemants in the Topanga tank service area foliowing conatruction of the
proposed praject.

No Prgjsct Alterpatlys = The DEIR indicates {Page 2-8) that the No Project
alternative has been rejected on basis of City Charter raquirement to provide

7
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MT - 14:

Construction of Water Tank at Tract 33454 — Since water tank service systems operate by gravity, in
order for a tank at this site to provide adequate pressure, it would need to be located at an elevation 150
to 200 feet higher than the highest house. With the specified limitations (e.g., construction of the tank in
the ‘bowl” of Tract 33454), this alternative is not feasible. A new tank could, however be constructed
along the ridge of Tract 33454. In addition, this alternative would require the construction of an
additional pump station and would likely involve the enlargement of the existing Girard Pump Station
and the replacement of the Girard inlet and outlet lines described in Alternative 3 of the EIR. This
alternative, however, would only achieve a single objective, providing water service to Tract 33454.

MT -15:

Construction/Expansion of the Existing 1240 Water Pipeline — This alternative would be similar to the
Ellenita/Wells/Canoga Alignment alternative. As previously indicated in response to MT-3, there is no
connection from the Corbin Tank (1677-foot system) to the Topanga Tank (1337-foot system) through
the Adele and Girard Pumping Stations. The discharge side of the Girard Pumping Station (1240-foot
system) serves as the suction side of the Adele Pumping Station (1677-foot system) during emergencies.
The Girard Pumping Station pumps water from 1123-foot system to the 1240- and 1337-foot systems.
The Nogales and Adele Pumping Stations pump water from the 1240-foot system to the 1677-foot
system. Again, as previously indicated, a new pipeline would need to be constructed to connect the
1677-foot system to the 1337-foot system, which is what the proposed project would accomplish.
Because of the difference in hydraulic grades in service zones, in is not easy to cross service zones to
utilize available water supplies. A pipeline may be placed in the 1240 service zone but cannot be
utilized to transfer water from the 1677- to 1337- foot system. In addition, construction of new pipelines
in roadways where existing substructures exist are generally more time consuming and costly.

MT - 16:

Improvements to the Existing DWP System — The comment requires further clarification. The proposed
project would “defer the need for additional water storage facilities and the replacement of pipelines
within the currently developed area”. In other words, construction of the proposed project would serve
to meet the existing water demands of the service area. Should future demands of the service area
exceed the capabilities of the proposed project, the facilities would merit reevaluation regarding the need
for subsequent improvements. As previously indicated, there are no other foreseeable planned
improvements to this area. With the installation of the proposed project, the replacement of the Girard
Pump Station, inlet and outlet lines and other facilities would be deferred.

MT -17:

As indicated in Section 2.2.3, the new Kittridge Tank would hold 7.0 million gallons of water and would
be located at the existing Kittridge Tank site. Section 2.2.3 further indicates that the 7.0-million gallon
capacity is necessary to be equivalent to the 11 cfs emergency source that would be available from the
proposed project or Alternatives 1 or 2. The 7.0-million gallon tank size is based on the equivalent
amount of water that the proposed project could convey in a single day. For example, if it takes three to
four days to fix a break in the trunkline, as in the Granada Trunk Line during the 1994 Northridge
Earthquake, the amount of water conveyance capacity that could be provided by the proposed project,
and requiring storage, would be 21 to 28 million gallons.

Expansion of the Kittridge Tank facility alone would achieve only one of the proposed project
objectives. In order to achieve more than a single project objective, the Kittridge Tank expansion has

57



been included as an additional improvement that would be necessary as part of the Topanga Tank
Alternative. A brief description of the biological conditions of the site is described in Section 4.1.3. In
addition, although not geologically evaluated in Section 4.2, Section 4.2.3 provides an evaluation of the
seismic conditions of the Kittridge site.
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Tank facliity by constructing ons or more additionat tanks at this existing facility.
There is, however, no description of the size or configuration of this expansion,
or of how this expansaion would address the purposes of the project. Furthar, the
DEIR admittedly contains no analysis of the gaolagical er biclogical conditions at
this site. This facility currently provides additional stored water to serve the Wast
Valley area during interruptions of water supply through the Granada Trunk line.
Expansion of the tank capacity at this location would provide still-greater
redundancy In water supply. Because this site is already the Jocation of storage
facilities, and additional construction should have minimal environmental impact,
the expanaion of this facility shoukt be considered as a stand-alone alternative to
the proposed project.,
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Assthatics. The DEIR asserts (Page 3.1) that the proposed projeet, including
appurtenant structures, ig consistent with the uaes outlined in Section 5.A.5 of the
Muthotland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 167,843). Ultility facilitios are
allowed in the inner Corridor of the Mutholland Scenic Paroway. The DEIR, however,
overlooke the prerequisite in Section 5.A.5 of the Spacific Plan that “feasible aternate
locations [for the utility facility] do not exist cutside the Inner corridor...” In this instance.
feasible alternatives clearly sxist in the Alternatives avaluated In the DEIR, and other
altematives proposed by varlous commenters. Consaquently, the proposad projact
does not eonfarm to the Mulholland Scanic Parkway Specific Plan, and must be
concludad to have potentially significant Impacts on the land use considerations and
assthetic resources of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway.

The Final EiR should address the presanca of construction eguipment, the
erosion of the roadway from differential absorption, snd the erosion around the
maintensnce valves, and tha impacts of this equipment and activity on the ability of
cllizens to anjoy tha scenic charactar of this portion of the Mulholiand Scanic Parkway.

Luiturat Resources. The DEIR statos (Page 3-11), with regard to the proposal

1o nominate Dirt Muthclland to the National registry of Hiatoric Piaces, that “the axisting
roadway will be restored to essentially its existing conditlon, and is not anticipated to

- Influence the outeome of thia nomination.* Our convarsations with individuals with
experience in the nomination of roadways for historic designation (particularly Harrison
Scott, tha individual who succeedad In placing the Old Ridge Road in Los Angoles
County on the Register) indicates that this statement is Inaccurate. The National
Registry apparantiy gives consideration to whether properties proposed for inclusion
have baan altered from their historical condition. The prasance of a water pipeline
benoath the roadbed of Mulholland Drive may, indeed, atfect the nomination process.
It any event, the accuracy of this assertion should ba varifisd, not assumed.

Land Use The Final EIR should discuss the impact and consistency of the
profiosed project on the "applicable environmental plans and policies* adopted by the
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the United States National Park Service, the
Cafifornia Depariment of Parks and Recreation, and the City of Los Angeles. The Final
EIR should also discuss in what way the project will be compatible with the exiating land
use in the vicinity, sinca it is inconstatent with the Mulho!land Scenic Parkway Spacific
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MT - 18:

The need to construct a 20-inch pipeline rather than a 16-inch pipeline for this alternative is in order to
provide equivalent pressure as the proposed project due to hydraulic losses incurred from the greater
distance traveled. The lines in Wells Avenue referenced in the comment provide water to the 1240-foot
system. The proposed project would provide water from the 1677-foot system. It would be infeasible to
connect these two systems. The existing 12-inch pipe, which would be inadequate to convey water over
the required distance, would need to be upsized to 20-inch pipe.

The reference to “other pipeline projects” is unclear. Pursuant to CEQA, the environmental impacts
from a proposed project are analyzed to determine its significance. The determination of significance is
not based on the “routineness” of construction activities,

MT -19:

As indicated mn Sections 2.2.3, 4.1.3 and 4.2.1, construction of both a new Topanga Tank and Kittridge
Tank would require modification and expansion of the current tank pads. These pads would need to be
modified to accommodate a 0.8 million gallon tank to serve the 1337 system and a 7.0 million gallon
tank to provide additional emergency water supply, respectively.

The 1,250 feet of new inlet/outlet pipe is needed to adequately fill the new Topanga Tank back up for
use the next day. The 9,500 feet of 16-inch pipe would be installed in Ventura Boulevard, Billeboso
Avenue, and Feliciano Drive. This pipe would be the new Girard Pumping Station inlet line. Increased
flows to the pumping station require the existing inlet line with a new one.

MT - 20:

Tract 33454 was recently approved by the Los Angeles City Planning Department in June 2000. The
LADWP is required by Charter to provide water to customers within the City of Los Angeles. Should
Tract 33454 be acquired by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, water service would no longer
be needed by this tract. However, the other objectives of the proposed project described in Section 1.3
would still need to be met.

In addition, as described throughout the EIR, the proposed pipeline consists of two portions: 13,000 feet
of new 16-inch steel pipeline and 2,200 feet of new 16-inch ductile iron pipeline. The 2,200 feet of 16-
inch ductile iron pipeline is “replacement” pipeline that would parallel the existing 12-inch pipeline
present between Picasso Avenue and Saltillo Street until the 12-inch line is abandoned. The 13,000
linear feet of steel pipeline between Greenbriar Drive and Saltillo Street is that portion serving the
Topanga Tank service zone.
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water to Tract 33454. This raises the quastion of whether the pending purchasa
of Tract 33454 by the Santa Monica Mountains Consarvancy would remove this
objection to this proposad alternative. It also raises the question of why DWP
has taken six year to comply with thie Chanter requirement, Further, it appears
that Tract No 33454 has access to water through the existing 12-inch water
pipsline, which should satisfy the Charter raquirement. Sinca the new 18-Inch
water line is intended ta be uaed for emargencies, and the 12-inch line used for
domestic use, it is not apparent how this project wil change the water supply
systam sarving Tract No. 33454,
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Hazarsds and Hazardous Matsrlals. The DEIR states (Page 3-13) that
combustible-fusled construction equipment used in the conatruction of the proposed
waler pipaline will pose an increased potential for firs. This is accurate. The DEIR,
however, only identifles one scenario in which an accident could cause a fire — the
slippage of a pisce of construction equipment from the roadway. The DEIR assumes
that tha raadway will support their weight of equipment, ignoring the fact that Mulholisnd
Drive in this section is a degraded, unpaved romdway that doss not have tha baaring
capacity of a normal roadway. Furthar, the DEIR ignores other foreseeable scoident

. scenarios that could lead to fire danger, such as smoking by construction workers or
errant sparks from welding equipment. The discuselon of hazards and hazardous
malerial in the Final EIR should provide » more meaningful discussion of these issues.

The Final EIR should address the considerabla vehicular activity required for
hauling materiales, excavating and hauling soil, and transporting cement and sofl slurry
entailed in this proposed project, including spacifying where these materials, including
fuels and walding gaaes, are to be stored, used, or disposed of. The Final EiR should
evaluate the impacts and risks of the use and storage of thase materials on the
anvironment and other resaurcas in the vicinity of the project.

_ The DEIR cites two ofl plpetines that occupy the path of the proposed pipeline,
but.does not otherwise describe the location of thess pipeline or how and where they in
prokimity lo the proposed projact, and pariicularly where excavation of the water
pipeline trench might risk rupture of the plpeiines. The explanation In the DEIR that
DWP will confirm the location of the pipelines befora conatrugtion is elemental, but doas
not adequately address accidental rupture or the foresseable impacts of an accidental
rupture on the environment of the Santa Monica Mountains in a manner that provides
for informed diacussion of this potentisi hazard.

. The air quality analysis assumes that PM-10 emission reductions

can be achleved by rerauting 16 vehicle trips per day of residential traffic away from

" Muiholiand Drive and onto paved streets, This sssumption is unsupportable. Fire, if
there are passenger vehicles using Dirt Mulholiand as & primary access route, thay can
ba counted — they do not need to be assumed (Table 3.3-8, 3-3,10). Second, the
assumption that the rasidents nearest Dirt Mulholland eurrantly usa a rutted dirt read for
daily primary access Instead of a paved street, merely because it is cioser, is not
cradible. Third, it is not clear that tho assumplions made in the DEIR account for tha
fact that Dirt Multhotland is currently slosed to iraffio throughout much of its langth,
me?nlng that thare is no passenger traffic to mitigate. Fourth, although credit is taken

-]
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MT - 21:

Responses MT-10 through MT-16 explain why suggested alternatives were discounted and eliminated
from further consideration.

Sections 3.1 and 3.11 acknowledge that the presence of construction equipment on site would have a
short-term aesthetic and recreational impact; however, this temporary effect is considered insignificant.
Maintenance covers and erosion related issues are addressed in responses to WHHO-7, WHHO-8 and
CDPR-1.

MT - 22:

Construction of the pipeline under the proposed project is intended to follow the existing alignment of
the existing roadway. No widening, recontouring, realigning, or any other modifications to the roadway
are planned as part of the proposed project that would threaten or alter its present condition. The
proposed project does not involve paving the roadway, which could be considered a significant change
in the existing conditions. Such a change could potentially influence the nomination process.

MT - 23:

The proposed new pipeline would not be inconsistent or incompatible with the existing land use because
no new development is proposed under the project. Potential land use impacts associated with future
development would be evaluated as appropriate during the environmental review process for such
development. Potential growth-inducing impacts of the project are discussed in Section 4.3 and in
response to comment SMMC-5. To reiterate, the presence of a water pipeline, alone, is not the only
major factor driving development. Other barriers to development (such as lack of sewers, power, gas,
etc.) need also be considered. In addition, the SMMC is actively pursuing the acquisition of private land
holdings for the purpose of maintaining the property as open space. Per the SMMC’s Mulholland
Gateway Park Additions Project Plan (2000), a total of “873 acres of undeveloped land identified in this
plan would be acquired in fee by a public park agency.” One of the objectives of the plan is “to
prioritize the first tier acquisitions necessary to ensure that no additional development or grading will
occur within the “Inner Corridor” and “Outer Corridor” of ‘Dirt’ Mulholland Drive as defined by the
Mutholland Scenice Parkway Specific Plan.”

The plan identifies properties threatened by development such as the Avatar property owned by
Mutholland Hills Associates and immediately adjacent to the roadway, the 21000 Mulholland Drive
property owned by the EPAC Woodland Hills Partners LLC, also adjacent to the roadway, 33.5-acres in
an unincorporated area within the Topanga Canyon watershed owned by Mulholland Associates 11, a
one-acre lot to the east of Corbin water tank, and a 5.4-acre property adjacent to the city park (Caplow).
The feasibility of such acquisition efforts are foreseeable in that some owners have expressed
willingness to sell their property, namely Mulholland Hills Associates and Mutholland Associates IL
The 21000 Mulholland Drive property owners have already been granted their grading permits. The
SMCC is actively pursuing Proposition 12 funding to purchase the property, the status of negotiations of
which is not known. As per the report, the development potential of the one-acre parcel is not substantial
nor is the 5.4-acre site a priority (SMMC 2000).
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‘Plan and the pianning efforte of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the United
States National Park Service, the California Department of Parks and Recrestion, and
the City of Loa Angeles. Because the projsct will make water service more readily
available in an area that is currently undavalopad, the project has the potantial to reeult
in development that is incongistent with the exlsting !and uge in the vicinity, which is
primarily open space.
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MT-27 3

~ The air quality anaiysis further assumes (Table 3.3-7) that PM-10 emission
reduction can gainad by watering down the unpaved rcadways thrae times per day.
The evatustion of this mitigation measure should includs a dascription of the manner in
which the rosdway would be watered, the amount of water used, and the sffactivaness
of this measure in controlling dust in varlous weather conditions (@.g.. how effective will
this measure bs when the Santa Ana winds are blowing, or whan the temperature is
approaching 100 degrees F?7). Tha potentiai diract and indirect environmental effects of
tha: daily application of water to a dry dint roadway on the structure and biota of the
roadway should be examined pursuant to CEQA,

The alr quality analysie also cites (Table 3.3-7) the washing of truck whoa! welis
as a mitigation measure for PM-10 smissions, but atates that this measure will be taken
onty after the truck has left the unpaved roadway for the paved roadway. This raises
the question of whether the most substantial part of the PM-10 emissions from truck
whee! wells will not heve already occurred along the two-mile trip prior to washing,
diminishing the effect of this measure.

Tables 3.3-8 and 3.3-7 of the DEIR indicate that conatruction materials will be
stored as part of this project, but the DEIR does not Indicate whera these materisis are
to be stored, used, or disposed of. These aclivitiss will have an environmental impact,
whether they take place at the project site or @ remote storage araa, but this impact is
not discussed. Table 3.3-7 of the DEIR atso Indicates that truck wheel wells will be
washad, but not whare or how much water use is anticipated, and how the wash water
disposal will be handied. The process and impacts of this washing aclivity should be
described and evaluated,

The Final EIR should also sxplain why the amission values In Table 3.3-7 are
different from the values in tha Table 4 in the Draft Negative Declaration and Initial
Study for this project (June 12, 2000). For instance, in Tabls 3.3-7 of the DEIR, the
driving distance for passenger vehicles from the DWP Waest Vailey District Cemer ls
staled as 80 VMT/day, where In the Initial Study, that same distance was stated as 90
VMT/day. Assuming that the DWP Waest Valley District Center did not move cloger to
the proposed project aite, this revisiona deserves explanation. Further, the field
Inspection vehicles llated on Table 4 of the Initial Study are not included in the DEIR
Table 3.3-7. The emission rate for trucks hauling dirt Is listed as 1 Ib./mi. in the DEIR,
but 8.3 lbs/mile. Since both of thees tables cite Tables A9-9 and A11-9-A of the
SCAQMD CEQA Handbook as their sourca, It Is puzziing why they would bs different.
This discrepancy should be explained in the Final EIR,

10
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MT -24:

The comment does not provide sufficient information regarding the bearing capacity of the road nor the
road’s inability to support construction related equipment. The roadway has demonstrated its ability to
support the weight of construction equipment both for the installation of the existing gas pipelines and
the routine roadway grading activities. Similar equipment would be utilized for the construction of the
proposed water pipeline.

The potential fire hazard danger from errant sparks would be mitigated to below a level of significance
by the following measure:

HA ~ I: Potential fire hazards associated with construction activities would be minimized by the
clearing of loose brush and non-native vegetation immediately surrounding active
welding sites. Wherever feasible, protective shields shall be erected around such sites.
In addition, all construction personnel shall be prohibited from smoking on-site.

MT - 25:

No fuel would be stored at the project site. The vehicular activities associated with the construction of
the proposed project are considered in Section 3.3 Air Quality. Risks associated with the use and
storage of fuels were considered in the Initial Study and were found to be insignificant.

MT - 26:

In response to the comment regarding the potential for an accidental spill and/or rupture of the gas
pipeline within ‘Dirt” Mulholland Drive during construction activities, the following mitigation
measures shall be implemented (see Section 3.5.3):

HA - 2: Prior to construction, an Emergency Response Plan addressing accidental spills and/or
gas pipeline ruptures shall be prepared.

HA-3: Prior to construction, the present owners of the existing gas pipeline shall be consulted.

MT - 27:

For purposes of the air quality analysis, reasonable assumptions were used to estimate the amount of air
pollution resulting from the proposed project during construction activities, As stated in Section 3.12,
Mulholland Drive “between Santa Maria Road and Greenbriar Drive [the road] is currently gated and
closed to public thru-traffic.” That portion between Picasso and Santa Maria is open to vehicle traffic.
Vehicle traffic was observed accessing and egressing Mulholland Drive via Santa Maria Road during
periodic site visits. In addition, in 2 comment letter from Fair Hills Farms, located along Santa Maria
Road, it was specifically indicated that Mulholland Drive is relied on entirely for ingress and egress of
their horse trailers as well as for supplies that are delivered by semi-truck. This comment in addition to
field observations formed the basis of the assumptions presented in the EIR.

The comment regarding unidentified mitigation measures for rerouting traffic as stated in Table 3.3-10
is noted. The following is an additional and recommended mitigation measure that has been added to
Section 3.3.1:

AlR - 6: During construction activities at the westerly terminus of the proposed pipeline
alignment, local residential traffic utilizing the unpaved portion of Mulholland Drive
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shall be diverted onto paved streets. The recommended route shall be clearly marked and

posted along Topanga Canyon Boulevard, Dumetz Road, Canoga Avenue, and other
residential streets.

68



This Page Intentionally Left Blank



96,1181 16:28 CORPURATE SAFETY » 7144337761 N0, 594 e

JUN—11—81 @2:48 PN PARRY RERAD.PhD ) 19 3T4 187e P.11

for rarouting traffic in Table 3.3-10, this is not listed as a mitigation measure in Section
3.3.1 of the DEIR. Since the PM-10 emisslon reduction claimed for the rerouting of this
traffic is essantial to the DEIR's ¢laim that PM-10 emiasions wil! not be significent, and
since a minimal change in the assumptions (e.g.. from 18 vehicles to 14 vehicles)
praducas a significantly different result, thess assumptiions should be scrutinized and
documented more carefully. '
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MT - 28:

Mitigation measure AIR - 3 (see Section 3.3.1) has been revised to read:

AIR - 3: The active construction site being excavated and unpaved roads utilized by construction
equipment and equipment hauling trucks shall be watered at a frequency sufficient to
manage potential dust from surface disturbance. The water truck is assumed to have a
standard capacity of about 2,400 gallons. In addition, on excessively windy days (i.e.,
when wind speed is greater than 25 miles per hour), active construction and road use
areas shall be watered on an as needed basis so as to maintain a surface crust for
preventing the emission of visible dust. To ensure proper application of water as a dust
suppressant, an air quality management plan will be prepared that specifically addresses
conditions under which water shall be applied and the limits of its use so as to protect the
roadway and adjacent biota and to maintain air quality conditions.

MT - 29:

As indicated in Section 3.3, it is the implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in Table
3.3-7 in conjunction with the secondary benefit of vehicles routed away from ‘Dirt’ Mulholland that
would result in net fugitive dust emissions within SCAQMD thresholds.

MT - 30:

Comment noted. The preferred location for staging and materials storage would be in the immediate
vicinity of construction activities. In the event that an adequate site cannot be located, Section 3.3
conservatively assumes that materials would be stored and transported from the West Valley District
Yard.

The washing of truck wheel wells is an SCAQMD-recommended mitigation measure to control fugitive
dust. It is estimated that up to 300 gallons per day of water would be used for wheel-washing activities.
The location of washing would be prior to entering onto paved roads, e.g., Saltillo Street. Disposal of
wash water is not anticipated due to the low quantity of water anticipated and the nature of the materials
(i.e., uncontaminated soil) being washed off. If wash water is to be discharged into the storm drain
system, this activity would comply with regulations governing such activity.

MT - 31:

Comment acknowledged. Since the preparation of the Draft Negative Declaration and Initial Study for
the proposed project (June 12, 2000), the proposed project and construction activities have been further
refined, in part due to comments received and additional technical information. The Draft Negative
Declaration assumed a one-way travel distance of 10 miles from the Valley District Center to the project
site, resulting in the 120 VMT. Since that time, it was determined that 7.5 miles (reflected in the EIR) is
more realistic, resulting in the 90 VMT. Field inspection vehicles were not included in the EIR because
they were considered to be redundant as a construction supervisor and sufficient vehicles suitable for
inspection would be onsite during construction activities. As referenced in Table 3.3-7 of the EIR, a
newer, more accurate emission factor from the SCAQMD (2001), specific to dirt hauling, was utilized.
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Tha DEIR notes (Page 3:18, 3-17) that the 1986 -
rkway Specmc Plan found

 Pukllc Services.
: Envlrcnmental Impact Repod for the Mulholland Sceni
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Fifth, the DEIR doas not include considetation of the rale of fira in maintalning
the chaparral ecosyatem In the vicinity of the proposed project, and the impact on these
biclogical resources of the proposed project when used as a fire suppression system.

Finally, there has been no analysis of whether water mains and hydrants are a
preferred or sven reasonable means of providing fire protaction to open spacs in this
grea. It is questionable whether fire pratection In this trea should rely on vehicies that
must negotiata a single winding, narrow, unpaved rord in the midd'e of a fire area to gat
to fire hydrants. Such a strategy would expose both the open space and the fire
fighters to unnecessary danger. It would be more reasonable for fire protection In this
area to rely Instead on aircraft carrying water and fire retardant from areas outside of
the fire zone, as has been the practice In recent years. '

Racrestion. The DEIR states thal the praposed project would facilitate
recreation along Dirt Muihalland by “anhancing the abllity of the City to provide drinking
fountains as per the Mulholland Scenic Perkway Specific Plan.” The Specific Plan dogs
not oall for the instaliation of drinking fountains glong the Scenic Parkway. If this project
contemptates the installation of drinking watsr fountains, the environmental impacts of

~ those facilittes and their effect on increasing recreational use shoukd be addressed.

— i . Alternatives analysis in the DEIR
dosa not inciude @ biological survey of Kitiriuge area, and thersfore is incomplate.
Becauge there was no study, there | no evidence to support the conciusicn that this
alternative will result in greater impacts that the proposad project. Tha same mitigation
meesures proposed for the proposed water pipeline could also mitigate any impacts of
construction at the Kittridge Tanks.

‘ 3 — . Itis net surprising that the
DEIR concludes that the Mulhotiand Gateway Park alternativa will resull in significant
Impacts. If you undertake & major construction project through an undeveloped park,
that:wouid be expected. It is not a credible conclusion, hewever, that excavation of a
pipsline in paved roadways through existing developed areas (the Ellanita/Welis/
Canoga Alignment) will have Impacte that ara “similar” to the excavation of a pipsline
through an undeveloped open ares adjacent o, or through, parkianda. Further, the

- impacta of construction of the Ellenita/Wells/ Canoga Alignment on biological resources
wolld nat ba significantly different from the impacts of the numerous water pipsiine
conétruction projects DWP constructs in streets throughout the City. »

— i . The Final EIR

should discuss the potentisl for disruption of wildlife habitat and movement throughout
the length of the proposed congtrustion site during thase activitias. The presence of

12
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MT - 32:

Comment noted. The statement referenced from Section 3.10 of the EIR was intended to provide some
background of the existing public service conditions in the proposed project area. The comment is
correct in that the proposed project would have little effect on LAFD response times along Mulholland
Drive between Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Mandeville Canyon Road.

The latter part of the comment refers to the fire protection aspects of the proposed project. The
following clarification is provided. While it is true that no new fire hydrants are proposed, the proposed
project would provide improved fire protection to existing developed areas. In addition to providing a
redundancy feature to the water system, the proposed project would provide a supplemental source of
water to the 1337 elevation service zone, whereby pressures in the existing developed service area
would be improved. In that fire hydrants already exist in these developed areas, and are connected to the
same water system, they too would experience an improvement in pressures. See also response to MT—
7.

MT - 33:
Comment acknowledged. See also response to MT-2.

MT - 34:

Comment noted. As previously indicated, installation of fire hydrants is not an objective of the
proposed project. Construction of the proposed project would merely provide the ability to install fire
hydrants along ‘Dirt’ Mulholland. Please refer to Section 1.3, which identifies the purpose and need for
the proposed project.

MT - 35:

Please refer to responses MT-32 and MT-34. Development of Tract 33454, which would be served by
the proposed project, would require fire protection. Thus, the proposed project (a new water main),
would provide the ability to install new fire hydrants, and would be built concurrent with development.
Construction of the pipeline would comply with the recommended mitigation measures identified in the
EIR for the Tract 33454 development.
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that there will be such developmant in the future, this mitigation measure is inapplicable
to this propnsod projact.

P 'Z'Flﬂh !ha DEIR doaa not Include cona!derallon ofthe
MT-36 : he haparral ecosystem in the. vlclnlty of the prupou‘d PI'OJB
Lo T biplbgical resources of.the proposed.: p j

le of tirain maintalnlng e
ind the: lmpacton !hes
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— . The Fingl EIR should include the
resylts of a study of both rare and sansitive plants and animails in the vicinity of the
proposed project. In particutar, the study sheuld focus on Federally designated specles
of concern, including the San Diego Mouniain King Snake and the San Diago Coast
uometd.Lizafd. as well as other designated spacies found in the Santa Menica

ounteing.

Blolopical Rasqurces — Slitallon. The DEIR also statea that the construction
of the proposed projeci will be suspanded during rainy pariads, but does not svaluate
the potential impacts on aither the stabllity of solls and the roadbed, or on the biota of
the ares of lsaving a construction site untended during these perinds of typleally heavy
tainfall, Rainfall in the Santa Monica Mountains can be intenss, and Dirt Mulholland is
known to produce muddy, sit-laden runoff and dirt slides during these episodas,
Leaving & construction tranch incomplete and dirt piles covered with plastic during
thess rainfall events creates a serious potentiat for silting adjacent iand and waterways,
Including vernal pools. The gsological and biological affects of suspending construction
during peariods of high rainfall shouid be examined in the Final EIR.

- Excavation and Storags. The DEIR states that over 7,600 cublc yards of dirt
willhe ramoved from the proposed project site for disposal off-site. The Final EIR
should describe tha proposed method and looation of dispoeal of this dit, and any
indirect snvironmental impacts of this disposal.

Gaglogloal Gtability. To enable the public and degision makera t© evaluste the
gealogica! risks association with the construction and opsration of the proposed project.
the Final EIR should inciuds mera detalls on the design of the propoaed project, such
as the locatien of the proposed excavation and the desigh criteria for curves and grade
changes in the roadbed. The Final EIR shouki also address the Deparimant's proposal
to install maintenance hole access covers In the embankment adjacent to the roadway.
The soil surrounding these structures will be subject {o erosion, which will weaken the
structure of the rordway and tha geological stabllity of the hllislde, and cause
daterioration In water quality and wildlife habitat. Further, if the rosdway is left unpavad,
the compaction of the earth overlying the proposed pipeline will create a significant
potential for differential absorption rates batween the project site and the adjacent
unpavzd ic;madwayr. This differentlai could increase runoff and eroslon of the madway
and hillside,

- Leakand Line Failurs. On Maroh 1, 1964, tha Los Angalas Times reported that
800,000 galions of water isakad from the Corbin Tank. In the article, a DWP officials
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MT - 36:

Please refer to response to MT-34. The issue of fire protection and public safety are addressed in the
Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, and are beyond the scope of this EIR.

MT - 37:

Comment noted. As previously indicated, fire hydrants are not a component of the proposed project,

MT - 38:

The proposed project does not contemplate the installation of drinking water fountains as part of the
project.

MT -39:

As indicated in Appendix E, “no surveys were performed along any of the alternative locations;
however, these proposed sites were generally assessed based on low level aerial photographs,
observation from Mulholland Drive, and other available information.” As stated in Appendix E, “The
expansion would require the removal of a mixed community of Coastal Sage Scrub and Chaparral.” The
proposed project would be located within the existing roadway, an already disturbed area. Should
Alternative 3 be selected, a biological survey would be conducted of the site prior to development.

MT - 40:

Comment noted. The biological environments associated with Alternative 2 and the proposed project are
different, resulting in differing levels of impact. However, construction activities associated with both
scenarios would be similar in that they would occur within existing roadways. In addition, although
surrounded by relatively disturbed vegetation, oaks and numerous other tree species are present along
the Alternative 2 alignment, which support birds and other fauna that would be subject to disturbance by
construction activities. See also response to MT-18.

MT -41:

Comment noted. Construction activities are considered short-term and temporary in nature. Daily
active construction activities would temporarily ward-off most wildlife from the immediate area, thereby
protecting them from harm. However, as the construction site progresses and moves forward along a
linear path, previously affected areas within the roadway would revert back to current conditions. Any
potential impacts to wildlife species would be avoided and/or minimized to the maximum extent
practicable by the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures as described in the EIR. In
addition, standard construction practices for open trench activities would be adhered to. Some standard
practices involve the covering and/or in-filling of excavated and open trenches at the end of each work
day so as to avoid the possibility of trapping wildlife or persons in an open pit. Though wildlife (i.e.,
coyotes, bobcat, mountain lions) may utilize the roadway, these animals are primarily nocturnal and
travel by night. Impacts to wildlife and their migration patterns from construction activities is not
considered significant since construction would only occur during the daytime. Wildlife movement
would not be hindered by the project upon implementation of the project since the pipeline is a
subsurface facility. Any modifications or alterations in wildlife patterns from construction of the
proposed project would be temporary and not considered to be significant,
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men and machinery, the excavation of the roadbed, and the storage of equipment and
materlals will aiter the patterns of wildlife activity and movement In tha parklands and
opsn lands abutting the roadway and elsewhere in the vicinity. The Final EIR should
analyze, characterize and quantify these impacts.

77

#23
P.14




! 96/11.81 16:28 CORPORATE SAFETY » 71443377@1 NO.534 24 !
JUNR-11+D1 B2:42 FPM PARRY READ.FPhD . 10 T4 1878 F.13

- MT-46

wa quoted as atating that the laak wan the Tesult of the January, 1994, earthquake. . .
T_h:i‘;s_‘-incide‘r_;t_;rqi‘nes' goncarng th prppggég;tprpqu’,re;._gzwen'fag.mp::cpmm,--.g.-:,;-‘ o

uscaptible to 6i

‘;ii, L1 [al

Growth Inducemant/Pepulation and Housing. The DEIR limits the analysis of
the impacts of the projact on growth inducement, population, and housing to the area of
undeveloped land adjacent to Dirt Mutholland. This approach is near-sighted and
untealistic. Water in this pipeline will be used by current and future development
throughout the West San Farnando Valley, not just In the undeveloped area. The DEIR
must conakder the impact of this additionsl or “redundant” supply of water on
development decisions throughout the area to ba served by thie project, which is not the
aren where the projsct is jocated,

Further, the DEIR limits the analysls of population growth to whether poputation
projections-made in the City's community plans that cover the area whare the propoasd
project s to be located would be exceeded (Page No, 4-21). This approach ia
nonsensical, Right now, there Is no population living adjacent to Dirt Mulholland for the
greatest part of its length. Any increase In population in the tracts adjacent to Qirt
Mulholland — including Tract 33454 — reeulting from the crestion of a water supply by
this proposed projact will be a growth impact of this project. If the DWP Is to consider
growth projections, they should include in the Final EIR any projections of population
growth made by DWP itself as part of its water service planning actlvitiea.

. The Impacts of the proposed project on growth inducement, population growth
and housing should be considered in four ways: (1) tha effact of the proposad project in
inducing development on tracts adjacent to, or in close proximity to, the proposed wator
pipaline in an area that Ie currently undevelopad open space; (2} the effect of the
proposed project in Inducing growth in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline through
development of water supply. an increase In water pressure, the provision of
redundancy In supply, and sc forth, especlally Tract No. 33454, the Girard Tract, and
areas considered undersarvad by Topanga Tank system; (3) the effect of the proposed
project in inducing growth in arsas throughout the West Valiey that will ba racsiving
water from this system; and (4) the impact of the propased project on areas of the West
Vallsy whers weter service may bs enhanced by the elimination of water demand from
the projact service area.

. Furthet, the Final EIR should consider the potential growth inducemant impact of
the propoaad water pipaline on areas in Los Angeles County adjacent to the ares to ba
sarved by the proposed water pipaline, which are currently subject to watar supply

14
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MT - 42:

A supplemental survey was conducted on June 4, 2001 to identify rare and sensitive plant species in the
vicinity of the project. No federally designated species of concern were observed. According to the
National Park Service, mountain lion sightings in the Santa Monica Mountains occur well north of the
project site. However, according to local area residents responding to this EIR, mountain lions have
been sighted in the vicinity of the project area. The proposed project would have an insignificant impact
on this species for the reasons stated in response WHHO — 17 and MT —41.

MT ~43:

Comment noted. Although not specifically discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the EIR, as indicated in
Section 2.1.4 of the EIR, construction activities not completed by the close of each work day would be
secured by fencing off open excavations or covering them with steel plates to ensure public safety. This
measure would further minimize the potential impacts to erosion and to animals that may potentially
enter into open excavations. In addition, to further minimize any potential impacts to erosion, the
following mitigation measure is provided in Section 4.2.4 of the EIR to further ensure that erosion and
siltation is minimized to the maximum extent feasible when construction is halted during heavy rainfall
periods.

GEO-5: Erosion: During the rainy season the length of excavation and trenching will be
minimized to allow for quick and immediate construction of a protective cover over the
open trench or for backfilling.

MT - 44:

As described in Section 3.13 of the EIR, if a secondary use for excavated soils and asphalt cannot be
found, the nearest landfill site most likely to receive the construction debris is the Calabasas Landfill. A
secondary use location (e.g., concurrent development project in need of fill dirt, or an asphalt recycling
facility capable of accepting additional material) would not be identified until the proposed project is
scheduled for construction. If the material is found to be unsuitable for reuse, then it would be disposed
of at a landfill. For the purposes of the EIR, the reuse/disposal locations were estimated to be up to 15
miles away. This estimate (presented in Table 3.3-6) was then used to analyze the environmental
impacts associated with this activity (e.g., traffic, air quality).

MT - 45:

A geological assessment of the proposed project site has been included in Appendix F of the EIR, which
provides a discussion of the geologic conditions of the site and recommendations for project design and
construction. In addition, as stated in Section 2.1 of the EIR, “the proposed project would be designed,
constructed, and operated in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations and formally adopted City
standards. Construction would adhere to uniform practices established by the Southern California
Chapter of the American Public Works Association (e.g., Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction) as specifically adopted by the City of Los Angeles.“ See also responses to WHHO-7 and
WHHO-8.

As indicated in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR, “should maintenance hole access covers be installed within the
dirt portion of the roadway, the potential for soil erosion and/or differential erosion may occur around
the perimeter of the cover during a storm even depending on the directional flow of water in the
roadway. Such an affect would be relatively small in scale and would not negatively impact the overall
site conditions.” See also Response to WHHO-25.
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MT - 46:

Comment noted. As indicated in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR, the proposed project may increase the
potential for landslides in the event of a pipeline rupture during a seismic event and the subsequent
release of water. The release of water from a rupture can be minimized by the installation of shut-off
valves, which is planned under the proposed project. Section 3.5.1 has been revised to describe the
method by which leaks are detected. Consequently, should there be a leak or rupture in the pipe, the
source of water may be shut-off until repairs can be made. As a result, this potential impact is not
considered to be significant.
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wag quoted as atating that the leak wan the rasuit of the January, 1994, eanthguaxe.
This incident raises concerns that the proposed project, as well as the Corbin,
Topanga, and Kittridge Tanks, are susceptible to similar salamic events. This concern
Is enhanced as to the proposed projact because the pipeline will be buried in an
ineccassibla ares, and could leak for a considerable time before being detected. The
Final EIR should address the likelthood that any leak or failure in the proposed pipsline
would go undatected (a8 has happened in tha past). Such undstected leaks could
deatabilize the rosdway and adjecent hilisides through soll saturation, and endanger
water supplies to neighborhoods served by the proposed project.
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" ‘make additlonal water sUpplies evallable for divaraion by the Co
* Increasing growth and development in.a currently undeveloped grea.. -

. The DEIR proposes as mitigation measure BIO-1. thet a
preconstruction survey of rare plants and raptor nesting aroas be conducted. This
meaiure should have bean implemented prigr to preparation of the EIR, not after the
fact, This aspect of the DEIR does not meet the CEQA standard of commitment and
?bézg‘l;;mv Isee Sacramento Old City Assgciation v, ity Councli, 228 Cal. App 3d 1011

1881}

Further, the summary of mitigation measures in Section 5.0 of the DEIR s
incomplete. it should be revised to list all of the mitigation measures discussed in the
substantive portion of the EIR.

Mulholiand Scenle Parkway Specific Pian RIR. The DEIR relies on the
Mulholland EIR as an authority for many of its conclusions. The Mulhotland EIR,
however, was prapared In 1985. Many of the assumptions in that EIR regarding
develapment of the adjacent o Mulholiand Drive and the increased pressurs on
Mulholiand Drive from recreational users have provon Ihaccurate in the face of changed
circumetancas (e.9., the purchase of property by public agencies, the closure of Dirt
Mulholland to vehicias). The rellance on the Mulholiand EIR in the Final EIR should ba
reconsidered in light of these changes In conditions affecting the conclusions and
mitigation measures discussed in the 1685 EIR.

In summary. the DEIR is inadequate over all, inaccurate in many particulars, and
largely unsubstantiated. We have commented on many of thess issues in our previous
lettars of July 14, 2000, and Decemnber 28, 2000, and adopt those commants herein, as
pertinant. We strongly urge the Department to hold publie hearings on this DEIR end
obiain further commants before procesading to the preparation of a Final EIR.

if you have any questions In this regard, plsass contact me at (310) 318-2Y77. or
by flax at (310) 374-1870.

Sinceraly,

777, 5N S

Barry Read
Exscutive Diractor

Viafax to (213) 367-3582 and regular mal

]
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MT -47:

Section 4.3 of the EIR provides an analysis of the growth inducing potential of the proposed project on
the undeveloped areas that could be served by the project. Already developed areas have an existing
water supply and are not limited by the absence of water supply infrastructure. In addition, the creation
of a redundant water supply to an already developed area is not additional water, rather it is a back-up
source of water. The purpose of redundancy is to provide reliable service. The objective is to be able to
provide water from more than a single source in the event that one of those sources should fail. Water is
currently available throughout the western San Fernando Valley. However, the dependability of
providing this water is significantly compromised should its source be cut-off.

MT - 48:

As indicated in the EIR (e.g., Section 4.3.2), the Mulholland Estates Tract 33454 has already been
approved and currently under construction. In that Tract 33454 has been approved and that construction
activities have already commenced for this development, the proposed project, for all practical purposes
is simply fulfilling such legally approved need and, as such, is not considered growth inducing to this
development.

Through the Framework Element and the individual Community Plans of the City of Los Angeles
General Plan, the Los Angeles Planning Department lays out the areas of development throughout the
City. These plans, in addition to the projections that are prepared by the Southern California
Association of Governments provide the basis for projected growth that the City’s infrastructure is
designed for. As noted by Tract 33454, the LADWP does not plan growth, but rather accommodates it.

The proposed project would allow for greater ease of connection by future development projects in the
area already planned for in the City’s community plans. For purposes of the analysis, growth impacts
are considered significant if population projections exceed estimated and planned growth as identified in
the community plans. LADWP projections have already been accounted for in the EIR when
conducting the growth inducing analysis.

MT - 49:

The EIR does consider growth inducement on the undeveloped tracts adjacent to the proposed project.
As stated in Section 4.3.2, “Consideration is given to the potential for developers to target undeveloped
property in the canyons and hills for development based on the presence of such infrastructure as a water
pipeline.”

As stated in Section 4.3.2, “Installation of the new pipeline would ease the connection of future
development to an existing water source. Although the improved availability of water would potentially
attract new development to the project area, this is not considered to be a substantial factor influencing
the rate of growth in the area. The proposed project site is deficient in a number of infrastructure related
services and facilities which serve to deter the rate of growth in the area.

See also previous responses to WHHO — 13, SMMC - 1, SMMC - 2 and MT-47.

MT - 50:

While the LADWP has entered into an agreement with the County of Los Angeles, to provide
supplemental water supply, it is only temporary. The LADWP will occasionally enter into an
“emergency” water service agreement with another water service provider to ensure water supply during
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shortages or “emergencies”. These agreements are only meant to be temporary, until a dependable water
supply can be provided. The water supplied to the County of Los Angeles is temporary, until the
County can complete the necessary improvements to its water supply system. Please also see previous
response to MT-11 Topanga Canyon Trunk Line.

84



This Page Intentionally Left Blank



@5,11-01 16:28 CORPORATE SAFETY » 714433778t

NO. 594 025
JUN-11~91 82:4X PM BARRY READ.PhD 310 X749 187@ P.16

restrictions. Thare is currently a connection between ths DWP water system and the
Los Angeles County water system at the Girard purnping station, and water is diverted
from the DWP system to the County system at this connection. An increass in the
svailsbility of water crealed by the construction of the Mutholland water pipeline would
make additional water supplias avaiiable for diversion by the County, potentlally
Increasing growth and development In a currently undeveloped area.

in summary. the DEIR is inadegquate over all, inaccurate in many partic
fargely unsubstantiated. We have commented on many of these issues in our previous
latiers of July 14, 2000, and December 28, 2000, end adopt thoss commants harain, as
pertinent. We strongly urge tha Dapartmant to hold public hearings on this DEIR and
obtaln further comments before proceading to the preparation of a Final EIR.

If you have any questions in this regard, plsese contact me at {(310) 318-2777. or

by Ifax at (310) 374-1870.
Sinmmlﬁ. . 2

. Barry Read
L Exacutive Director

Vi fax to (213) 367-3582 and regular mal

10
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MT - 51:

Surveys for sensitive plant species are conducted during the blooming season to ensure more accurate
identification. Consequently, this survey was deferred to the appropriate season for inclusion in the
Final EIR. In addition, since most birds are migratory in nature, “advance” nesting surveys conducted
prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR would be inherently inadequate and would provide little value
should project construction commence outside of the nesting season. See responses to WHHO - 17,
WHHO - 18 and WHHO - 21.

MT - 52:

All of the mitigation measures in Sections 3.0 and 4.0 are listed in Section 5.0. Section 5.0 has been
revised to account for new or revised mitigation measures.

MT - 53:

Comment noted. The mitigation measures presented in the EIR are specific to the proposed project and
not to the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan EIR. It is acknowledged that the Mulholiand
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan EIR is a 15-year old document. However, current circumstances
involving the pending purchase of the Avatar property (Tract 50784) by the SMMC suggest that
recreational use in the area would increase as assumed in the MSPSP EIR and therefore is reasonably
expected.
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Friends of Caballero Canyon

19528 Ventura Bowlevard, #217
Tarzana, CA 91356

June 11, 2001

Mr. Kelvin Lew |
Environmental Assessment e T
City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. -~

111 North Hope Streat, Room 1044

Los Angeles, CA 80012 getir T

Deliverad by Fax to 213/367.3582

Dear Mr. Lew:

Our group, Friends of Caballero Canyon, is a 301{c)(3) organization dedicated to the
preservation of the Big Wild as untouched open space. ‘

Wi are writing to dissent with your Apnl 28th, *"Mulholland Water Pipsiine Project: Draft
Environmental iImpact Report” ("your report’). We believe your conclusion that the Pipeline
would not induce significant growth is wrong since your report failed to consider two critical
factors: 1) Public Saclor Development and 2) Land Value.

1.  Public Sector Development.
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FCC-1:

Comment noted. Section 4.3.2 of the EIR does acknowledge that “installation of the new pipeline would
case the connection of future development to an existing water source”, which may in turn, facilitate the
construction of *grass parks, heliports, nature centers, trailheads and water tanks.” The EIR further
states that “although the improved availability of water would potentially attract new development to the
project area, this is not considered to be a substantial factor influencing the rate of growth in the area.”

The SMMC already has identified features as traitheads and nature centers in their Multholland Gateway
Park Plan 1991 and the adopted Mulholland Gateway Park Additions Project Plan (October 23, 2001),
even in the absence of a water pipeline. In that the improved availability of water resulting from the
proposed project is not a substantial factor in influencing the rate of growth in the area, any future
development by the Conservancy is speculative and beyond the scope of this EIR. Any future
development by the Conservancy or any other entity in the vicinity would be subject to environmental
review at that time, depending upon the specific future project under consideration.

FCC-2:
Comment noted. See the following responses, FCC — 3 and FCC - 4.

FCC -3:

The comment appears to refer to the project need and does not pertain to potential environmental
impacts that may be associated with the proposed project. In response to the comment, however, the
Los Angeles Fire Department was contacted. The LAFD has indicated that it has no current plans to
build a heliport (existing pad is not a heliport) nor build a fire station or fire hydrants in the project area
(Joe Johnson, 2001).
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Mulhoiiand Pipgline Draft EIR/Camments
June 11, 2001

Pagezla

" "3‘:'3:5?Siml=rly, we bEheve you ahould Intenrtew the !annl %
agencies fikely to the Pj pl "’
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FCC -4:

The comment appears to refer to the project need and does not pertain to potential environmental
impacts that may be associated with the proposed project. However, in response to the comment, the
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) was contacted. LADRP has indicated that it
has no plans to construct any recreational facility along the proposed pipeline route.

The Los Angeles Unified School District does not have plans to construct a new school along the

proposed pipeline route according to the district’s website (http://www.laschools.org/project-
status/7all rows=0&colflt.3=c).

The SMMC has prepared and adopted the Mulholland Gateway Park Additions Project Plan (October
2000) which proposes open space, trails, a nature center, restroom facilities, and parking use on the
21000 Mulholland property. The success of such recreational development is contingent upon purchase
of the targeted properties identified in the Dirt Mulholland Action Plan.

FCC-5:

The proposed pipeline is an element of the Corbin Tank Project and is described in the EIR for that
project. Construction of the proposed pipeline was not induced by the Corbin Tank. No other water
service facilities are planned along the project alignment. In addition, LADWP has no plans for the 2.1
acres of undeveloped land east of the Woodland Hills Estates Subdivision at this time.

FCC-6:

The comment pertains to the potential increase in land values created by the proposed project and its
potential to further increase development. The potential for growth inducement has been addressed in
Section 4.3 of the EIR. As illustrated in Figure 11, there are only two undeveloped parcels immediately
adjacent to the proposed project. Only one of these parcels, located at 21000 Mulholland, would receive
water from the proposed project. This parcel has already been approved for development. The other
parcel, Avatar (Tract 50784}, has water service available from existing lines in Chapter and Natoma and
is not dependent on the new pipeline for service. Thus, the presence of the pipeline has a marginal
influence on the development potential of these parcels. In addition, the SMMC has already entered into
negotiations with the property owners of Tract 50784 to purchase the property to preserve as open space.
Upon consultation with the Executive Director of the SMMC, it is not foreseeable that the SMMC
would sell off its land holdings merely because the value of the property has increased. (SMMC, 2001)
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FROM

p8:83 CORFPORATE SAFETY > 7146677147 NO. 588 a3

FRX NO. Jun, 11 2981 @8:88AM P3

Mulholiand Pipeline Draft EIR/Comments
June 11, 2001

Pﬂem.

In conclusion, we believe your cetermination that the Pipaline’s effect on the environment
would be benign is wrong since you failed to consider 1) how the public sector would be
likely takm advantage of the Pipeline's water and 2) how Increased land values would
stimulate dewlopl_nent along the Pipeline's route. We urge you to thoroughly snalyze
thess two grth_-mduceme:m faclors in your Report's final draft. We expect that should
you do 0, you will agree with us that the Pipeline, should it be built, would likely result in
substantial damage to the Big Wild's environment.

SM.

Charies R. Milboume
Bgard Member |
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FROM : ~{1FT FAX NO. : 3439839 Jul. 11 2001 B4:3ePM P1

FRI.ENDS of CABALLER.O CANYDN
19528 Venturs Boulevand, #217
Tarrana, California 91356
Hotline: 818/554-1655

“June 11, 2001
BY FAX

Mr., Kelvin Lew

Cityof LA

Department of Water & Power

(213) 387-3582 .

RE Addendum to Bosrd Momber Chuck Milbourne’s response
. to DEIR, Mutholland Water Pipeline Pro]oct

We respectiully request you includa the’ followmg w the Friends of Caballero Canyon
eommants

Trail mtﬂrsecnon- '
.- ha Caiifnrnla' L

A Geass Roots Cirizens Group Dedicated To Thn Preservadon of
Catallero Canyon. And The Ssnea Monics Mouniteina . P
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FCC-17:

Comment noted. Sitings of cougar/mountain lion (Felis concolor) is acknowledged in Section 4.1.1 of
the EIR as evidenced by the individuals mentioned in the comment letter, dated June 11, 2001.

The impact of construction activities on this animal are considered indirect, short-term, and temporary in
nature. Such indirect impacts would involve temporary obstruction of portions of the road and only
along certain segments of the roadway being worked on. Upon completion of the project, the road
would continue to provide the same accessibility as before the project. The cougar/mountain lion’s
habitat would remain intact and would not be destroyed upon implementation of the proposed project.

FCC-8:

The comment references excerpts from the Mulholland Gateway Park Draft Master Plan relating to the
effects of roads on wildlife habitat and impacts of paved roads on wildlife. As indicated in Section 1.1,
“no aspect of the proposed project would necessitate the need to pave the unpaved portion of the
existing roadway.”

FCC-9:

Comment noted. Please refer to response FCC - 7.
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Thank you for including these additional comments.
Siri_cetely.

Jill Swilt, Presigent
Friends of Caballerc Canyon
For fast response correspondence: 19261 Wells Or., Tarzana 91356

* 1. "Habitat Fragmentation anct Urban Edge Effects In the Santa Monica Mountains®,
1990, Raymond Sauvajot (Ph.D, pressntly with the Nationa! Park Service --SMMNRA)
and Dr. Marybeth Buechner.

+ 2. *Critical Wildlife GorridorMabitat Linkaga Areas Between the Santa Susana
Mountains, the Simi Hills and the Santa Monica Mountains®, Paul Edelman, Santa
Maonica Mountains Conservancy.

+« 13 ‘park Protection and Public Roads”, Christine Schognwald-Cox, National Park
Setvice Cooperative Studies Unit, U. of California, Davis, and Marybeth Buachner.

* Names of individuals who have seen cougar sither in Caballero Canyon or on gint
Mulholtand:

Virginia Halstead, lHustrator-artist and husband, Joe Martino

Harrtet and Don Levinson, residents adjacent to dint Muiholland

Dr. Jean Rosanfeld, historian and Dr.Howard Rosenfeid, MD )

Mrs. Halli Mason (Board Member, LA-Santa Monica Mts. Chapter, California
Native Plant Sociaty)
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June 14, 2001 Ceg
Charles Holloway
City of Los Angeles
Depariment of Water and Power

111 Notth Hope Street, Room 1044
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Ra: Mulholland Water Pipaline Project, SCH #2000061066
Da:hr Mr. Holloway:

The Califomnia Departmenl of Parks and Recreation, Angeles District, has had the
opporiunity to review the Dreft Environmental Impact report for the above — referenced
praject and offars the following comments for your consideration.

Aesthetice
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CDPR-1:

Section 3.1 of the EIR discusses the potential visual impacts from construction activities. The presence
of constructed equipment along the existing roadway would be temporary and would not result in a
permanent impacts to the viewshed or designated vistas in the area. As such, this temporary impact is
not considered to be significant.

As stated in Section 2.1 Project Description of the EIR, fire hydrants are not part of the proposed
project. See also response to WHHO-10.

CDPFPR-2:

The proposed project would be located along an existing roadway. As indicated in the Biological
Survey reports contained in Appendix E of the EIR, no native plant species were found in the existing
roadway. No mature oak trees would be removed as a result of the proposed project. As indicated in
Section 4.2 of the EIR, trees that could be impacted by construction activities would be mitigated at a
ratio of 5:1. See also response to WHHO-21.
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Mr.j Holloway
June 14, 2001
Page 2

Nof!u

I We are concermed that the proposed project will increase noiss Iavela apng D"
S Mulho!land from construction ‘equipment and delivery Py avel

_-:;--of peace. and’ quaatialong "Dirt‘-*Mulhulland

varlety of cor'ist'j .

+ Thank you for considering our comments,

Sincerely,

Russell G. Guiney

District Superintendent

cc: Arthur Eck, Superintendent, National Park Service, Sania Monica National
Racraation Aroa
iJoe Edminston, Executive Director, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
Margo Murman, Executive Officer, Resource Conservation District of the Sante
Monica Mountains
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CDPR-3:

Comment noted. The temporary increase in ambient noise levels is addressed in Section 3.9 of the EIR.
No sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals) are located in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
project. Noise levels would return to current conditions upon project completion. This impact would be
temporary and intermittent and is not considered to be significant.

CDPR-4:

Access along the proposed project route would be temporarily disrupted occurring only during the
periods of active construction. The entire length of the proposed project would not be completely closed
to recreational users at one time. In locations where the existing roadway is wide enough to ensure
public safety, pedestrian access would be maintained. Section 3.11 characterizes recreational impacts
resulting from the proposed project as an inconvenience to local users, however, under CEQA, this
inconvenience would not increase the use of other nearby parks or recreational facilities, nor require the
construction of any new facility to meet existing demand and, thus is not considered significant.

CDPR-5:
Please refer to responses to SMMC-5, RUTH-1, MT-47, and MT-49.
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APPENDIX 1

FIRE HYDRANT DATA



HYDRANT MULHOLLAND DRIVE AND
ROSARIO ROAD
08/04/00 — 09/29/00
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F-50504: Located on Mulholiand Drive at Rosario Road
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HYDRANT MULHOLLAND DRIVE AND
ROSARIO ROAD
07/18/01 - 08/13/01
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F-50504: Located on Mulholland Drive at Rosario Road
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HYDRANT 4219 ROSARIO ROAD
08/04/00 — 09/29/00
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HYDRANT MULHOLLAND DRIVE AND
PICASSO AVENUE
08/04/00 — 09/29/00



F-50497: Located on Mulholland Drive at Picasso Avenue
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F-50497: Located on Mulholland Drive at Picasso Avenue
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