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The existing Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP) River Supply Conduit (RSC) is a 
major water transmission pipeline in the LADWP water system. Because of differing system requirements and 
operational and maintenance needs between the northern and southern sections of this 13.7 mile long pipeline, 
LADWP has divided the RSC into reaches (Upper Reach and Lower Reach). The Upper Reach extends from 
the North Hollywood Pump Station to the Hollingsworth Spillway north of Griffith Park. The Lower Reach 
extends from Hollingsworth Spillway to the Ivanhoe Reservoir in the Silver Lake neighborhood of Los 
Angeles.  

The LADWP proposes to construct a new larger RSC pipeline to replace the Lower Reach of the existing RSC 
pipeline in a new alignment (Lower Reach RSC Project or proposed project). The existing RSC pipeline has 
provided over 50 years of continuous service to the City of Los Angeles, but its reliability and capacity are 
near its design life limits. The LADWP, as the lead agency for this project, has prepared a Draft Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines. This Executive Summary provides an overview of the key information presented in the Draft Final 
EIR. For a complete description of the proposed project, its impacts, and alternatives, the reader is referred to 
Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the EIR, respectively. 

ES.1  Project Overview 

The proposed project would involve the construction of approximately 37,400 linear feet (about 7.1 miles 
including two branch lines) of 48-, 60-, 66-, 72-, 84-, and 96-inch diameter welded steel underground pipeline 
and appurtenant structures (e.g., maintenance/access holes, flow meters, valves, and/or vaults). Construction 
of the proposed project pipeline would occur within existing street rights-of-way, LADWP property and 
easements, or open space/recreation areas.  

As part of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline construction, a regulator station would be built underground inside a 
vault within the Headworks Spreading Grounds site. This station would consist of approximately five smaller 
pipe legs (two 24-inch and three 16-inch legs). Each pipe leg would have a control valve, which would be 
operated as necessary to maintain the pressure requirements downstream within the proposed Lower Reach 
RSC pipeline.  

Factors contributing to the need for improvements to LADWP’s water distribution system include: (1) 
increased system demand, (2) aged pipeline with history of leaks, (3) California Department of Health Services 
Drinking Water Regulations, (4) reduced open reservoir storage due to more stringent state and federal water 
quality regulations, and (5) susceptibility to earthquake and other natural disasters. In addition, the LADWP’s 
water distribution system must be capable of handling system demands, and hydraulic losses must be 
minimized.  To address these issues, LADWP has identified the following objectives for the proposed project: 

• Provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los Angeles.  

• Provide a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current water requirements and future needs of the City of 
Los Angeles.  

• Provide higher water pressure to meet California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations. 

• Compensate for the loss of water storage within the LADWP water distribution system. 
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As the existing RSC has aged, numerous issues regarding the pipeline have emerged. Sections of the existing 
RSC pipeline are either unpressurized or are at very low pressures. As such, the existing pipeline is below the 
current requirements of the California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations (Title 22, 
§64566(c)), which require “water mains to be designed to have at least 5 psig [pounds per square inch gauge] 
pressure throughout any buried length of the main except when the main is removed from service for repairs 
or maintenance.” These minimum pressures help to prevent cross-contamination from other buried utilities, in 
particular, sanitary sewers. At the same time, some sections of the pipe are subject to pressures greater than 
those recommended by the manufacturer. Additionally, over the years, the existing RSC pipeline has 
experienced cases of pipe leaks. For example, in 2001, leaking pipe joints near the intersection of Los Feliz 
Boulevard and Riverside Drive were repaired using an internal seal system. Although the leaks were stopped, 
the seals, which are still in place, were only intended to be a temporary measure. Further impacting the service 
of the existing RSC, and in order to meet new state and federal water quality regulations, the LADWP is 
proposing to remove the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex, including both Silver Lake and Ivanhoe Reservoirs, 
which are destinations for the existing RSC, from direct service to the LADWP water distribution system. 
Water storage currently provided by the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex would be replaced by an underground 
covered storage reservoir at the former Headworks Spreading Grounds site.  

ES.2 Environmental Analysis 

An Initial Study for the proposed RSC pipeline replacement, which included both the Upper and Lower 
Reaches, was issued in August 2004, and is provided in Appendix A.2 for reference.  Although there is a 
need, as outlined in Section 2.2 of this document, to replace both the Upper Reach RSC and the Lower Reach 
RSC, complications associated with project design, budget considerations, and alignment constraints have 
pushed the Upper Reach RSC off to sometime in the future.  Independent of the Upper Reach RSC, operating 
constraints due to the physical condition of the Lower Reach RSC dictate that LADWP move forward with the 
replacement of this section of the pipeline. When LADWP decides to replace the Upper Reach RSC, a 
separate environmental review for that project will be conducted to satisfy the requirements of CEQA.  
Although the construction schedule for the Upper Reach RSC is speculative at this time, the potential 
cumulative impacts of the construction of the proposed Upper Reach RSC have been addressed within this 
document in Section 3.  

As part of the Initial Study, mitigation measures were identified and have been committed to by the LADWP 
to reduce the impacts associated with the proposed project. While the criteria for determining significant 
impacts are unique to each issue area, the environmental analysis applies a uniform classification of the 
impacts based on the following definitions: 

• A designation of no impact is given when no adverse changes in the environment are expected. 

• A less-than-significant impact would cause no substantial adverse change in the environment. 

• A less-than-significant impact with mitigation avoids substantial adverse impacts on the environment 
through mitigation. 

• A significant but unavoidable impact would cause a substantial adverse impact on the environment, and 
no feasible mitigation measures would be available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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In the Initial Study, mitigation measures were identified for aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, 
geology and soils, and hazards and hazardous materials, which would reduce impacts within these 
environmental issue areas to less-than-significant levels (see Appendix A.2 and Section 5.4). Impacts 
associated with agricultural resources, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems were found to be less than 
significant or have no impacts; therefore, no mitigation measures were required. However, the Initial Study 
concluded that the proposed project would have the potential to cause a significant impact for the following 
environmental issue areas: transportation and traffic, air quality, and noise.  

The Draft Final EIR analyzes those issue areas with the potential to be significant for the Lower Reach RSC 
Project, and proposes mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts as much as feasibly possible 
(transportation and traffic and air quality), or to less-than-significant levels (noise). Table ES-1 (at the end of 
this section) summarizes the identified transportation and traffic, air quality, and noise impacts of the proposed 
project and those mitigation measures recommended to reduce significant impacts, to the extent feasible. For a 
complete listing of mitigation measures proposed for the Lower Reach RSC Project, refer to Appendix B.  

Construction of the pipeline and related facilities would temporarily impact pedestrian movements on 
sidewalks and at crosswalk locations, temporarily affect transit interface locations (e.g., bus stops) and transit 
vehicle travel times, and temporarily eliminate on-street parking at the location of trenching activities. While 
typical traffic impact mitigation measures, such as stoplights, would not be available for impacts caused by 
construction, the need for manual traffic control, detours, and roadway/approach closures would be defined 
through a Traffic Construction Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1). Additionally, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures T-2 through T-5 would reduce impacts to public and emergency vehicle access, parking, 
public transit, and pedestrian safety to less-than-significant levels. However, since there are no measures that 
can be implemented to make the proposed project’s traffic flow impacts less than significant, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would be required for construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce construction related air quality impacts 
(PM10 and NOx); however, due to the magnitude of the construction activities the air pollutant emissions would 
continue to be significant and unavoidable. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for 
construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project.   

Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-6 would reduce potentially significant construction 
noise impacts to levels that would be less than significant. For operations, potentially adverse noise impacts 
associated with the regulator station would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

ES.3 Alternatives to the Project  

The proposed project, which includes the installation of approximately 7.1 miles of new pipeline within the 
City of Los Angeles, would replace and realign the existing Lower Reach of the RSC pipeline, which has 
provided over 50 years of continuous service to the City of Los Angeles. Various project alternatives were 
evaluated to determine the extent to which they attain the basic project objectives, while lessening any 
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potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed project (e.g. transportation and traffic, air quality, 
and noise).  

The following four alternatives to the proposed project were initially considered: 

• No Project – With this alternative, proposed project development would not occur; or the predictable or 
reasonably foreseeable circumstance that would result if the project did not proceed or was not approved would 
occur. 

• Griffith Park Fire Service Road Bridle Trail Route – This alternative evaluates the feasibility of constructing a 
section of RSC Units 2 and 3 through an existing Griffith Park Fire Service Road Bridle Trail traveling parallel to 
the I-5 freeway east of the Harding Municipal Golf Course.  

• Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Route - This alternative evaluates the construction of RSC Unit 2 through the 
existing Los Angeles Zoo parking lot. 

• Maxwell Street Route – This alternative evaluates the feasibility of constructing a connection to the Rowena Tank 
from Riverside Drive by tunneling under Maxwell Street as part of RSC Unit 4. The pipeline would then continue 
from the Rowena Tank east on Rowena Avenue to West Silver Lake Drive and south along West Silver Lake 
Drive to Armstrong Avenue.   

Of these alternatives, the Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot and the Maxwell Street Route Alternatives were 
eliminated from further consideration because they would not reduce construction impacts, as discussed in 
Section 4.3.  

For the other alternatives (see Section 4.4), it was found that the No Project Alternative would be expected to 
reduce all proposed project impacts, but would meet none of the project goals and objectives. Without the 
proposed project improvements, the LADWP would need to implement additional solutions to address the 
concerns with the current distribution system and to meet the Department of Health and Safety regulations and 
standards not achieved under this alternative. As such, the Griffith Park Fire Service Road Bridle Trail Route 
Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative since it would reduce noise impacts and have 
comparable air quality and traffic impacts to the proposed project; however, this alternative would require 
additional design considerations to accommodate the project pipeline and the existing 30-inch reclaimed water 
pipeline within the fire service road bridle trail. Due to the design constraints of the Griffith Park Fire Service 
Road Bridle Trail Route Alternative, the LADWP has chosen to proceed with the proposed project.  

ES.4  Cumulative Impacts 

A list of past, present, and future projects within the vicinity of the proposed project was developed to evaluate 
cumulative impacts. The cumulative project list provided in Section 2.8 includes projects that are either 
reasonably foreseeable or are expected to be constructed or operated during the life of the proposed project. 
Cumulative impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project are discussed for 
each issue area (see Sections 3.1.6, 3.2.6, and 3.3.6).  

Transportation and traffic impacts would be cumulatively considerable if those projects listed in Section 2.8 
were constructed or operated concurrently with the construction of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline. Since 
several of the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8 would be constructed and/or operated during the 
construction period of the proposed project, and transportation and traffic impacts associated with the proposed 
project are significant, cumulative transportation and traffic impacts would also be significant.  
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Air quality emissions from those projects listed in Section 2.8 would only have the potential to cause 
cumulatively significant impacts if they were constructed concurrently with the Lower Reach RSC pipeline. 
Several of the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8 would be constructed at least partly during the 
construction period of the proposed project. In addition, it is anticipated that the majority of the projects would 
involve some level of ground disturbance, such as grading and trenching, that would result in at least moderate 
levels of diesel exhaust emissions and fugitive dust. Therefore, the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8 
could further exacerbate the projected short-term significant air quality impacts identified for the proposed 
project. Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts are considered to be significant. 

Noise levels from a cumulative project would have the potential to cause cumulatively considerable impacts if 
it were constructed at the same time and within approximately one-quarter mile of the proposed project. Of the 
cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8, only the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement 
(SLRCSR) Project would be located within one-quarter mile of the proposed Lower Reach alignment and 
would be constructed during the construction period of the proposed project. Mitigation measures would be 
implemented as part of the SLRCSR Project, as well as the proposed project, to reduce the impacts to less-
than-significant levels. Furthermore, all projects would be required to comply with local noise ordinances. 
Therefore, cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant. 

ES.5 Areas of Controversy  

CEQA Guidelines §15123(b)(2) requires that an EIR Executive Summary identify areas of controversy known 
to the lead agency, including issues raised by other agencies and the public. The LADWP has consulted with 
agencies such as the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), California Department of Transportation 
(CalTrans), City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, City of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works, City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, City of Burbank Public Works Department, 
City of Burbank Park, Recreation & Community Services Department, and all responsible and trustee 
agencies. While issues and concerns were expressed during the public review period for the Initial Study (see 
Appendix A.3), they were generally associated with the Upper Reach RSC pipeline, which has been removed 
from the scope of the proposed project. No outstanding issues or areas of controversy have been identified for 
the Lower Reach RSC Project.   

ES.6 Issues to be Resolved  

CEQA Guidelines §15123(b)(3) requires that an EIR represent issues to be resolved by the lead agency. 
Project-related environmental impacts have been mitigated to the extent feasible. Although mitigation measures 
have been applied to reduce impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified for 
transportation and traffic and air quality. To move forward with the proposed project, the LADWP must adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations along with project findings.   
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Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Identified for Transportation and Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise Identified in the 
EIR  

Impact Mitigation Measures* 
Level of 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Transportation and Traffic   
T-1. The installation of the water line within, 
adjacent to, or across a roadway would reduce 
the number of, or the available width of, one or 
more travel lanes during the peak traffic 
periods, resulting in a temporary disruption to 
traffic flow and/or increased traffic congestion. 

T-1  Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC Project, LADWP shall submit a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for review and approval of those areas applicable 
to each agency prior to the start of any construction work. In the development of this plan, LADWP shall 
coordinate with LADOT regarding other LADWP projects occurring simultaneously in the area of the 
Lower Reach RSC Project during the construction phase. The plan shall show the location of roadway or 
lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, and local access (maintenance of), 
including bike lanes if applicable. The plan shall also discuss the use of flag persons, warning signs, 
lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to standard guidelines outlined in the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, and 
the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH). Additionally, LADWP shall coordinate with Caltrans 
to seek assistance with traffic controls for project related traffic impacts. 

Significant. 

T-2. A major roadway (arterial or collector 
classification) would be closed to through traffic 
as a result of construction activities and there 
would be no suitable alternative route available. 

T-1 (above). 
 

Significant. 

T-3. Construction activities would restrict access 
to or from adjacent land uses and there would 
be no suitable alternative access. 

T-2  LADWP shall provide a minimum of 48-hour advance notification of the potential for disrupted access to 
and parking for any business, residence, or recreational facility that may experience delayed access or 
reduced parking capacity in the vicinity. The notification shall include information on restoring access and 
the estimated amount of time that access may be blocked.  

T-3 If vehicular access to businesses, residences, and recreational facilities cannot be restored within eight 
(8) hours, LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide a one lane temporary vehicular bridge for 
access (LADWP Specification F01560 - Project Controls, Section 3.07D). 

T-4  No construction equipment, trucks or other construction-related vehicles shall stop or slow roadway 
through traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the construction site to exit or enter Forest 
Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial Park. No construction site employee shall 
stop or slow roadway traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the site to enter or exit the 
memorial parks. Processional traffic, entering or exiting the memorial parks shall have first priority over 
construction equipment or vehicles. 

Less than Significant. 
(Note: Impact was 
identified as 
significant in the 
Draft EIR.) 
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Impact Mitigation Measures* 
Level of 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

T-4. Construction activities would restrict the 
movements of emergency vehicles (police cars, 
fire trucks, ambulances, and paramedic units) 
and there would be no reasonable alternative 
access routes available. 

T-3 (above). 
T-54 LADWP shall coordinate in advance with emergency service providers to avoid restricting movements of 

emergency vehicles. Police departments, fire departments, ambulance services, and paramedic services 
shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed locations, nature, timing, and duration of any 
construction activities and advised of any access restrictions that could impact their effectiveness. At 
locations where access to nearby property is blocked, provision shall be ready at all times to 
accommodate emergency vehicles, such as plating over excavations, short detours, and alternate routes 
in conjunction with local agencies. The Traffic Construction Management Plan (T-1) shall include details 
regarding emergency services coordination and procedures.  

T-6 In the event of an emergency that requires land closure on Forest Lawn Drive, Forest Lawn Memorial 
Park Hollywood Hills and Mount Sinai Memorial Park would be immediately notified to coordinate 
activities to minimize adverse impacts to the memorial parks. 

T-7 At least two weeks prior to and throughout construction, contact information will be provided to allow 
Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills to advise LADWP of problems, concerns or upcoming events 
that might affect the construction site or construction activities.  An emergency contact will also be 
provided for after-hours, weekends, and holiday emergencies. 

Less than Significant. 

T-5. Construction activities or staging activities 
would increase the demand for and/or reduce 
the supply of parking spaces and there would 
be no provisions for accommodating the 
resulting parking deficiencies. 

T-2 (above). 
T-8 All parking of machinery, equipment and employee vehicles associated with Unit 1a of the Lower Reach 

RSC Project will be located on LADWP right of way unless construction activities prohibit it.* 

Less than Significant. 
(Note: Impact was 
identified as 
significant in the 
Draft EIR.) 

T-6. Construction activities would disrupt public 
transit service and there would be no suitable 
alternative routes or stops. 

T-95 LADWP shall coordinate in advance with MTA, by contacting the Metro Bus Operations Control Special 
Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632, to avoid restricting movements of public transportation during 
construction. MTA shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed locations, nature, timing, and 
duration of any construction activities and advised of any access restrictions that could impact existing 
bus stops and service routes. Traffic Construction Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T 1) shall 
include details regarding public transportation coordination and procedures, and copies shall be provided 
to MTA.  

Less than Significant. 

T-7. Construction activities of the project would 
result in safety problems for vehicular traffic, 
pedestrians, transit operations, or trains. 

T-1 (above). Less than Significant. 

Air Quality   
AQ-1. Construction emissions would exceed the 
emission thresholds, and would therefore cause 
a short-term impact to local air quality 
conditions. 

AQ-1  LADWP shall implement the following measures, in addition to/or as required by SCAQMD Rule 403, to 
reduce PM10 emission during construction:  
• Ground cover will be replaced in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 
• Active sites will be watered at least twice daily; 
• All dirt hauling trucks will have tightly secured coverings; 

Significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measures* 
Level of 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

• Trenching and excavation activities will be suspended during first and second stage smog alerts, 
and when wind speeds exceed 25 mph; 

• After clearing, trenching, earth moving, or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil 
will be treated. Treatment, which will also occur during non-work days if necessary, will include 
watering, revegetating, or use of soil binders to prevent wind pick-up of the soil until the area is 
paved or otherwise developed to preclude dust generation and dispersion; 

• Construction management techniques, including reducing the number of pieces of equipment used 
simultaneously and increasing the distance between the emission sources, will be employed as 
feasible to reduce potential emissions; and 

• Street sweeping or washing will be performed at the conclusion of each workday and when needed. 
AQ-2 LADWP shall implement the following mitigation measures to reduce NOx and PM10 emissions from 

non-road construction vehicles during construction: 
• Tier 1 mobile construction equipment shall be used on-site; 
• Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per manufacturer’s specifications; 
• California Air Resources Board certified ultra low sulfur diesel fuel containing 15 ppm sulfur or less 

shall be used for on-site mobile and stationary construction equipment; and 
• Diesel engine idle time shall be restricted to no more than five minutes, except for construction 

equipment that needs to be maintained at idle to perform. 
AQ-2. Construction of the proposed project 
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

AQ-1 through AQ-2 (above). Significant. 

AQ-3. Construction of the proposed project 
would be cumulatively considerable. 

AQ-1 through AQ-2 (above) Significant. 

Noise   
N1. Construction of the proposed project would 
expose persons to or generate noise levels in 
excess of standards. 

N-1 LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide advance notice, between two and four weeks prior 
to construction, by mail to all residents or property owners within 100 feet of the pipeline alignment. 
The announcement shall state specifically where and when construction will occur in the area. If 
construction delays of more than 7 days occur, an additional notice shall be made, either in person or 
by mail. Notices shall provide tips on reducing noise intrusion, for example, by closing windows facing 
the planned construction. The LADWP shall also publish a notice of impending construction in local 
newspapers, stating when and where construction will occur.  

N-2 All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines shall be 
equipped with mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other shrouds, shields, or other 
noise reducing features kept in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory 
specification. Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders, air compressors) shall be 
equipped with shrouds and noise control features which are readily available for that type of 
equipment. 

Less than Significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measures* 
Level of 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

N-3 All noise producing equipment in use along the project alignment shall be operated in the quietest 
manner possible. The equipment operator shall also avoid unnecessary equipment idling for long 
periods. 

N-4 The use of noise producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells shall be for safety 
warning purposes only. 

N-5 Portable noise screens shall be used to provide additional shielding for jack hammering or other similar 
very noisy type activities when work is close to noise-sensitive areas. 

N-6 Nighttime construction activities (before 7:00 a.m. and after 9:00 p.m.) within Griffith Park shall comply 
with all Department of Recreation and Parks permit stipulations and shall not occur within 500 feet of 
residential buildings. 

N-7 For construction activities occurring within 200 feet of a bridle trail, warning signs shall be placed at the 
affected bridle trail to warn equestrians of construction activity and the potential for high noise levels. 

N2. The proposed project would create 
substantial temporary or periodic increases in 
ambient noise levels. 

N-1 through N-76 (above). 
 

Less than Significant. 

N3. Construction of the proposed project would 
generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise. 

N-1 (above). Less than Significant. 

*For a complete list of project mitigation measures, which include those introduced in the Initial Study (Appendix A.2), Sections 3 and 5 of this Final EIR, and in the Response to Comments section (Appendix E), refer to 
Appendix B (Appendix B.1 is a list of mitigation measures and Appendix B.2 is the Mitigation Monitoring Program).    
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1.1  Introduction 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project 
will be considered by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Board of Commissioners in its 
decision-making process for the project. The Final EIR assembles in one document the Draft EIR and new 
sections that address the public review process (Section 6), mitigation monitoring (Appendix B.2), and 
responses to comments made on the Draft EIR (Appendix E).  The Draft EIR was prepared in May 2005 and 
was circulated for public and agency review and comment for a 45-day period. The public comment period 
began on May 6, 2005 and ended on June 20, 2005. Following closure of the comment period, responses to all 
comments received on the Draft EIR were prepared. Any changes or additions to the Draft EIR that resulted 
from the comment period are identified in this report, additions are underlined and deletions are shown with 
strike-through text.  The changes or clarifications made to the Draft EIR did not change the significance level 
of any of the environmental issue areas.  

This Draft Environmental Impact Report Final (EIR) has been prepared to analyze potentially significant 
environmental effects associated with the construction and operation of the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power’s (LADWP) proposed Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project (proposed project). The 
LADWP proposes to construct a new larger Lower Reach River Supply Conduit (RSC) pipeline to replace the 
Lower Reach of the existing RSC pipeline in a new alignment. The proposed project would involve the 
construction of approximately 37,400 linear feet (about 7.1 miles including two branch lines) of 48-, 60-, 66-, 
72-, 84-, and 96-inch diameter (LADWP, 2005a) welded steel underground pipeline, and would also include 
construction of appurtenant structures (e.g., maintenance/access holes, flow meters, valves, and/or vaults). As 
part of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline construction, a regulator station would be built underground inside a 
vault within the Headworks Spreading Grounds site.    

The new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be located in public street rights-of-way, LADWP property, and 
LADWP utility easements in the communities of Silver Lake and Los Feliz (including Griffith Park) in the 
City of Los Angeles. The project area is bounded by U.S. Highway 134 (Ventura Freeway) to the north, U.S. 
Highway 101 (Hollywood Freeway) to the west and southwest, Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway) to the east, 
and State Route 2 (Glendale Freeway) to the southeast (see Figure 1-1). The Lower Reach RSC Project is 
proposed by the LADWP to provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los 
Angeles, provide a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current water requirements and future needs of 
the City of Los Angeles, provide higher water pressure that meets the California Department of Health 
Services Drinking Water Regulations, and compensate for the loss of water storage within the LADWP water 
distribution system.  

1.2 Purpose and Use of the EIR 

The Draft Final EIR for the Lower Reach RSC Project is intended to serve as an informational document, as 
outlined in §15121(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines: 
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An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency decisionmakers and the public 
generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The public agency shall 
consider the information in the EIR along with other information which may be presented to the 
agency. 

This EIR will provide the primary source of environmental information for the lead, responsible, and trustee 
agencies to consider when exercising any permitting authority or approval power directly related to 
implementation of this project.  

When a public agency determines that there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect 
on the environment, the agency must prepare an EIR before a decision is made to approve or deny the project. 
EIRs not only identify significant or potentially significant environmental effects, but also identify ways in 
which those impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant levels, whether through the imposition of 
mitigation measures or through the implementation of specific alternatives to the project. In a practical sense, 
EIRs function as a technique for fact-finding that allows an applicant, concerned citizens, and agency staff an 
opportunity to collectively review and evaluate baseline conditions and project impacts through a process of 
information disclosure. This report, while a summary of facts, reflects the professional judgment of the Lead 
Agency (i.e., LADWP).  

As the Lead Agency, the LADWP will decide whether or not to implement the proposed project. The 
LADWP will consider the information in the EIR along with other information before taking any action to 
construct the proposed project. The conclusions of the EIR regarding environmental impacts do not control the 
LADWP’s discretion to approve, deny, or modify the project, but instead are presented as information 
intended to aid the decision-making process. 

1.3 Scope of the EIR 

As described in §15143 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

The EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment. The significant effects should be 
discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence. Effects 
dismissed in an Initial Study as clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur need not be discussed 
further in the EIR unless the Lead Agency subsequently receives information inconsistent with the 
finding in the Initial Study. 

In compliance with CEQA, the LADWP completed a multi-part process to determine the appropriate scope of 
issues to be examined in the EIR. An Initial Study (IS) for the proposed RSC pipeline, including both the 
Upper and Lower Reaches, provided in Appendix A.2 of this Draft Final EIR, was prepared to identify 
potentially significant impacts and to evaluate issues that appeared unlikely to involve significant impacts.1 The 

                              
1  Note: As a result of comments received during the public review period for the Initial Study, and complications associated with 

the design and alignment of the proposed Upper Reach of the RSC pipeline, the scope of the proposed project was reduced to 
include only the Lower Reach. 
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IS was distributed to City of Los Angeles, City of Burbank, and Los Angeles County agencies, as well as Los 
Angeles City Council Members on August 23, 2004. A copy of the IS was also provided to each of four local 
libraries (Valley Plaza Branch Library, North Hollywood Regional Library, Atwater Village Library, and 
Buena Vista Branch Library) located within the vicinity of the proposed Upper and Lower Reach alignments 
for the public to review. The LADWP also solicited input from other agencies on the IS through the 
distribution of a Notice of Preparation (NOP), which is provided in Appendix A.1. The NOP was distributed 
to several neighborhood council groups, homeowner associations, and the media studios in Burbank. The 30-
day review period for the IS/NOP ended on September 21, 2004. The review period was extended to October 
18, 2004 to accommodate the City of Burbank. Comment letters and/or emails were received from the 
California Department of Transportation (District 7); South Coast Air Quality Management District; California 
Department of Fish and Game; the Metropolitan Transportation Authority; City of Los Angeles, Department 
of Transportation; City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks; City of Burbank, Park, 
Recreation & Community Services Department; Burbank Water and Power; and City of Burbank, Public 
Works Department. One additional letter from the City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works was 
received after the close of the review period. These letters and e-mails are provided in Appendix A.3 for 
reference.  

The IS/NOP identified potentially significant impacts associated with the construction and/or operation of the 
proposed project in the following three environmental issue areas: 

• Air Quality 

• Noise 

• Transportation/Traffic. 

Due to complications associated with project design, budget considerations, and alignment constraints 
regarding the proposed Upper Reach RSC, it was determined that the  Upper Reach of the project would be on 
hold until these issues can be resolved.  However, independent of the Upper Reach RSC, operating constraints 
due to the physical condition of the Lower Reach RSC dictate that LADWP continue to move forward with the 
replacement of the Lower Reach of the pipeline.  Section 3 of this EIR provides a detailed evaluation for the 
Lower Reach RSC for the three issues that were identified in the IS as having potentially significant impacts, 
and provides mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, to the extent feasible. When 
LADWP decides to replace the Upper Reach RSC, a separate environmental review for that project will be 
conducted.  To satisfy the requirements of CEQA, the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed Upper 
Reach RSC have been discussed within this document in Section 3.  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15128 (Effects Found Not to be Significant), an EIR “shall contain a 
statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined 
not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.” Those environmental issues having 
less-than-significant or no impacts were discussed in an IS prepared in August 2004, which is provided in 
Appendix A.2. A summary of the environmental issues having less-than-significant or no impacts is provided 
in Section 5.4 of this Draft Final EIR.  
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1.4 EIR Organization 

This EIR is organized into eight sections, each dealing with a separate aspect of the required content as 
described in the CEQA Guidelines. To help the reader locate information of particular interest, a brief 
summary of the contents of each section of the EIR is provided. The following sections are contained within 
the EIR: 

• Executive Summary: This section contains an overview of the scope of the EIR, as well as a summary of 
environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures, level of significance after mitigation, and unavoidable 
significant impacts. This section also contains a summary description of project alternatives. 

• Section 1. Introduction:  This section provides an overview of the purpose and use of an EIR, the scope of this 
EIR, the environmental review process for the proposed project, and the general format of the document. 

• Section 2. Project Description: This section outlines the project objectives, describes the project location, 
summarizes the proposed project, discusses cumulative projects, and discusses intended uses of the EIR.  

• Section 3. Environmental Analysis: This section describes and evaluates the environmental issue areas, including 
the existing environmental setting and background, applicable environmental thresholds, environmental impacts 
(both short term and long term), proposed mitigation measures capable of minimizing environmental harm, and 
the cumulative impact analysis.  

• Section 4. Alternatives Analysis: This section analyzes feasible alternatives to the proposed project, including the 
No Project Alternative and alternative routes for the proposed Lower Reach RSC alignment.   

• Section 5. Other CEQA Considerations: This section provides responses to public scoping comments; provides a 
summary of the proposed project’s potential growth-inducing impacts; identifies project impacts that are 
significant and unavoidable by issue area; summarizes those environmental issues found not to be significant for 
the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline; and identifies any irreversible changes to the natural environment 
resulting from the proposed project.  

• Section 6. References: This section identifies all references used and cited in the preparation of this report.  

• Section 7. Glossary of Terms and Acronyms: This section provides a description of environmental and project 
specific terms, abbreviations, and acronyms used throughout the document. 

• Section 8. Report Preparation Staff: This section identifies all individuals responsible for the preparation of this 
report. 

• Appendices: Technical data supporting the analysis or contents of this EIR are provided in appendices to the 
document, or in project correspondence and technical files located at the offices of the LADWP. 

1.5 Availability of the Draft EIR for Review 

This The Draft EIR has been was distributed to affected agencies, surrounding cities, counties, and interested 
parties for a 45-day review period in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15087. During the 45-day public 
review period, the Draft EIR may be accessed was accessible via the internet at the following website: 
http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp004156.jsp, and is was also available for public review at the 
following Los Angeles Public Library locations: 
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North Hollywood Regional 
5211 Tujunga Avenue 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 
(818) 766-7185 

Atwater Village 
3379 Glendale Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90039 
(323) 664-1353 

Los Feliz Branch Library 
1874 Hillhurst Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
(323) 913-4710 

Interested parties may provided written comments on the Draft EIR prior to the close of the public review 
period. Comments should be were submitted in writing and addressed to: 

 
Sarah Easley, Environmental Program Manager 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Environmental Services 
111 North Hope Street, Room 1044 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Information concerning the public review schedule for the Draft EIR can be obtained by contacting Sarah 
Easley at (213) 367-1276. 

Upon completion of the 45-day public review period, written responses to comments on environmental issues 
discussed in the Draft EIR will be were prepared. Section 6 of this Final EIR provides a summary of the 
comments received, while the complete list of comment letters and responses are provided in Appendix E. 
Information and comments will be have been incorporated into the Final EIR, as appropriate.   

1.6 EIR Process 

This EIR has been prepared to meet all of the substantive and procedural requirements of CEQA (California 
Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
§15000 et seq.). Table 1-1 presents a list of sections required under the CEQA Guidelines, along with a 
reference to the chapter in this EIR where these items can be found.  

The LADWP is the Lead Agency for this project, taking primary responsibility for conducting the CEQA 
environmental review and approving or denying the project. Consistent with CEQA, the LADWP prepared an 
IS to determine whether any aspect of the proposed project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a 
significant effect on the environment and, if so, to narrow the focus (or scope) of the environmental analysis. 
The LADWP solicited input from other agencies on the proposed project through the distribution of a NOP. 
The LADWP filed the NOP and the IS with the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research as 
an indication that an EIR would be prepared. In addition, the NOP/IS was distributed to local agencies and 
interested parties to solicit comments on the scope and content of the environmental analysis to be included in 
the EIR. The public was given 30-days to respond, which ended on September 21, 2004; however, the review 
period was extended to October 18, 2004, to accommodate the City of Burbank. A total of twelve comment 
letters and emails were received from various State and local agencies during the review period, as well as one 
additional letter received after the close of the review period. These letters are provided in Appendix A.3. 
Relevant comments received from agencies that responded to the IS were considered in preparation of the 
Draft and Final EIR, as appropriate (see Section 5.1). 
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Table 1-1. Required EIR Contents 
Requirement (CEQA Guidelines Section) Location in EIR 
Table of contents (§15122) Table of Contents  
Summary (§15123) Executive Summary 
Project description (§15124) Section 2  
Environmental setting (§15125) Sections 3.1.3, 3.2.3, and 3.3.3 
Significant environmental impacts (§15126.2) Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 
Unavoidable significant environmental impacts (§15126.2) Section 5.5 
Mitigation measures (§15126.4) Section 3.1.4, 3.2.4, and 3.3.4 
Cumulative impacts (§15130) Section 2.9, 3.1.6, 3.2.6, and 3.3.6 
Alternatives to the proposed project (§15126.6) Section 4 
Growth-inducing impacts (§15126.2) Section 5.2 
Effects not found to be significant (§15128) Section 5.4 
Irreversible environmental changes (§15126.2) Section 5.3 
Organizations and persons consulted (§15129) Section 67 
List of preparers (§15129) Section 8 9 
Citations (§15148) Section 67 
Glossary/Terms/Writing (§15140) Section 78 
Appendices/Technical Detail (§15147) Appendices 

 

During the preparation of the Draft and Final EIR, agencies, organizations, and persons who the LADWP 
believes may have an interest in this project were contacted. Information and comments from these contacts 
have been included in the Draft Final EIR, as appropriate. Agencies or interested persons will also have an 
opportunity to comment during the 45-day public review period of the Draft EIR. After the public review 
period, LADWP will prepared responses to comments received on the Draft EIR and both the comments and 
the responses will be have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

If LADWP decides to carry out the proposed project, it first must make written findings addressing each 
significant impact identified in the this Final EIR. These findings must either state that alterations have been 
made to the project to avoid or substantially reduce each significant impact, or that specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations make mitigation of a significant impact infeasible. A mitigation 
monitoring plan must be adopted to ensure that the measures imposed to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental impacts are implemented. The Final EIR for this project will includes the mitigation monitoring 
plan for the Lower Reach RSC Project (see Appendix B.2).  

If LADWP decides to move forward with the proposed project even though significant unavoidable impacts 
would occur, LADWP must prepare and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations that explains the 
specific reasons why the benefits of the proposed project make its unavoidable environmental effects 
acceptable. The statement is prepared, if required, after the this Final EIR has been certified, but before action 
to approve the project has been taken. Figure 1-2 provides a flowchart of the EIR process.  
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Figure 1-2.  The EIR Process 
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This section describes the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project (proposed project or Lower Reach RSC 
Project) as proposed by the LADWP. The intention of this description is to provide a general overview of the 
proposed project and to ensure a common understanding of the proposed project for evaluating its 
environmental effects.  

The LADWP proposes to construct a new larger Lower Reach RSC pipeline to replace the Lower Reach of the 
existing RSC pipeline in a new alignment. The proposed project would involve the construction of 
approximately 37,400 linear feet (about 7.1 miles, including two branch lines) of 48-, 60-, 66-, 72-, 84-, and 
96-inch diameter (LADWP, 2005a) welded steel underground pipeline, and would also include construction of 
appurtenant structures (e.g., maintenance/access holes, regulator station, flow meters, valves, and/or vaults). 
Construction of the proposed project pipeline would occur within existing street rights-of-way, LADWP 
property and easements, or open space/recreation areas within the City of Los Angeles. The project area is 
shown in Figure 1-1. 

2.1 Background  

The existing RSC is a major transmission pipeline in the LADWP water distribution system. Built in the 
1940s, the existing RSC pipeline’s purpose is to transport large amounts of water from the Van Norman 
Reservoir Complex and local ground water wells to reservoirs and distribution facilities located in the central 
areas of the City of Los Angeles. Approximately 60,000 feet in length, the existing RSC pipeline begins at the 
North Hollywood Pumping Station (NHPS) and ends at the Ivanhoe Reservoir. Hollingsworth Spillway is 
located about midpoint along the pipeline and is currently used to control the pressure of the downstream 
pipeline.  

The section of existing RSC pipe north of Hollingsworth Spillway is referred to as the Upper Reach, while the 
section south is referred to as the Lower Reach. About 70 percent of the pipeline is located in City of Los 
Angeles streets and property with the remainder located within easements in the City of Burbank. Various pipe 
sizes and material types were used to construct the existing RSC pipeline. For the Upper Reach, 98 percent of 
the pipeline is concrete pipe with the remainder being steel. For the Lower Reach, 95 percent of the pipeline is 
concrete pipe with the remainder being steel.  

As the existing RSC has aged, numerous issues regarding the pipeline have emerged. Sections of the existing 
RSC pipeline are either unpressurized or are at very low pressures. As such, the existing pipeline is below the 
current requirements of the California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations (Title 22, 
§64566(c)), which require “water mains to be designed to have at least 5 psig [pounds per square inch gauge] 
pressure throughout any buried length of the main except when the main is removed from service for repairs 
or maintenance.” These minimum pressures help to prevent cross-contamination from other buried utilities, in 
particular, sanitary sewers. At the same time, some sections of the pipe are subject to pressures greater than 
those recommended by the manufacturer. Additionally, over the years, the existing RSC pipeline has 
experienced cases of pipe leaks. For example, in 2001, leaking pipe joints near the intersection of Los Feliz 
Boulevard and Riverside Drive were repaired using an internal seal system. Although the leaks were stopped, 
the seals, which are still in place, were only intended to be a temporary measure. 
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Further impacting the service of the existing RSC, and in order to meet new state and federal water quality 
regulations, the LADWP is proposing to remove several open-air reservoirs, some of which are destinations 
for the existing RSC, from direct service to the LADWP water distribution system.  

2.2 LADWP’s Project Objectives 

The existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline, which the proposed project is intended to replace, has provided over 
50 years of continuous service to the City of Los Angeles, and its reliability and capacity are near its design 
life limits. Additional factors contributing to the need for improvements to LADWP’s water distribution 
system include: (1) increased system demand, (2) aged pipeline with history of leaks, (3) California 
Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations, (4) reduced open reservoir storage due to more 
stringent state and federal water quality regulations, and (5) susceptibility to earthquake and other natural 
disasters. In addition, the LADWP’s water distribution system must be capable of handling system demands, 
and hydraulic losses must be minimized.  Hydraulic losses occur as a result of pipeline friction losses due to 
the smaller pipe sizes within the existing RSC pipeline system.   

To address these issues, LADWP has identified the following objectives for the proposed project: 

• Provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los Angeles.  

• Provide a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current water requirements and future needs of the City of 
Los Angeles.  

• Provide higher water pressure to meet California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations. 

• Compensate for loss of water storage within the LADWP water distribution system. 

2.3 Project Selection Criteria, Location, and Setting 

In developing the proposed project, the following selection criteria were used to evaluate the various possible 
routes for the new Lower Reach RSC pipeline: 

• Available space in the street to allow for new pipe (avoid existing substructures) 

• Avoid large tracts of high-density residential housing, which generate excessive amounts of curbside parking and 
driveway access. 

• Preferentially use primary streets rather than secondary streets, as minor roads are typically too narrow. 

• Shortest overall distance to keep project costs down and minimize head losses.  

• Avoid overhead obstructions that may conflict with crane and excavator operations. 

• Minimize impacts on surrounding community. 

Not only were the above selection criteria considered, but scoping comments received during the public review 
period for the Initial Study (August 23 to October 18, 2004) were also considered in the development of the 
proposed project alignment (see Appendix A.3). Although there is a need, as outlined in Section 2.2 of this 
document, to replace both the Upper Reach RSC and the Lower Reach RSC as described in the Initial Study, 
complications associated with project design, budget considerations, and alignment constraints have pushed the 
Upper Reach RSC off to sometime in the future.  Independent of the Upper Reach RSC, operating constraints 
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due to the physical condition of the Lower Reach RSC dictate that LADWP move forward with the 
replacement of this section of the pipeline.  

The new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be located in public street rights-of-way, LADWP property, and 
LADWP utility easements in the communities of Silver Lake and Los Feliz (including Griffith Park) in the 
City of Los Angeles. Figure 1-1 shows an overview of the proposed project alignment. The pipeline would be 
constructed in an area bounded by U.S. Highway 134 (Ventura Freeway) to the north, U.S. Highway 101 
(Hollywood Freeway) to the west and southwest, Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway) to the east, and State 
Route 2 (Glendale Freeway) to the southeast (see Section 2.4 for details). The Lower Reach RSC pipeline 
would be located in the LADWP Central and Western District service areas. 

The majority of the northern portion of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be located within existing streets 
within Griffith Park, a 4,000-acre recreation area in the City of Los Angeles. The southern portion of the 
Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be located within city streets surrounded by urban development including 
both residential and commercial zones. 

2.4 Proposed Project  

2.4.1 Proposed Pipeline Route 

The proposed Lower Reach alignment for the RSC pipeline is shown in Figure 2-1. Due to the considerable 
length of the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline and to facilitate discussion of the proposed project, the 
Lower Reach has been divided into units. Table 2-1 describes the five units that make up the Lower Reach 
RSC pipeline.  

The proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would involve the construction of approximately 37,400 linear feet 
(about 7.1 miles, including two branch lines) (LADWP, 2005a) of welded steel pipeline located along/in City 
of Los Angeles streets and property (see Figure 2-1). Unit 1a begins at the southwest end of the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds site as a future connection to the proposed Upper Reach RSC project pipeline. The pipeline 
would be located in the Headworks property, run east parallel to the south property line, exit the site near the 
intersection of Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive, and then tunnel under and south of the Griffith Park Travel 
Town area, reaching Zoo Drive west of the L.A. Live Steamers location where Unit 1b begins. A connection 
to the existing Lower Reach RSC would be made near this location. The pipeline would then continue in 
Griffith Park and generally travel along Zoo Drive and Crystal Springs Drive. Once exiting Griffith Park at 
Crystal Springs Drive and Los Feliz Boulevard, the pipeline would continue southerly along Riverside Drive, 
turning south onto Glendale Boulevard, then southwest on Rokeby Street, then west on Rowena Avenue, and 
south again onto West Silver Lake Drive until reaching the intersection with Armstrong Avenue, where it 
would connect to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line. Two branch lines would also be constructed. The 
first would begin south of Los Feliz Boulevard at Riverside Drive, and continue south through Mulholland 
Memorial Park, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel to connect to the Rowena Tank. The other branch 
line would begin at Rowena Avenue and Rokeby Street and continue southeast on Glendale Boulevard and tie 
into the Fletcher Pump Station suction line at Glendale Boulevard and Fletcher Drive. 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Unit Route(s) 
Unit and Location City Route 

LOWER REACH 
Unit 1a  
Headworks Property and Griffith 
Park North   

Los Angeles From the southwest end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site, 
continuing through the Headworks property to a location near the 
intersection of Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive, continuing to Zoo Drive 
west of the L.A. Live Steamers (children’s train ride).  

Unit 1b  
Griffith Park North along Zoo 
Drive  

Los Angeles From east of Hollingsworth Spillway to L.A. Live Steamers, where Unit 1b 
connects to Unit 1a, and continuing along Zoo Drive to a location 1,800 feet 
north of the northerly end of Western Heritage Way. 

Unit 2  
Zoo Parallel Line (Western 
Heritage Way)  

Los Angeles From the southern end of Unit 1b to approximately 800 feet south of the 
southern end of Western Heritage Way, running in Western Heritage Way, 
other paved roads, and equestrian trails. 

Unit 3  
Griffith Park South (Crystal 
Springs Drive) 

Los Angeles From the southern end of Unit 2 to Los Feliz Boulevard, running in Crystal 
Springs Drive.  

Unit 4  
Los Feliz/Riverside to 
Rokeby/Rowena  
Rokeby/Rowena to 
Rowena/West Silver Lake  
Rowena/West Silver Lake to 
Armstrong/West Silver Lake 
 
Trunk Line Rowena Branch Line 
Los Feliz/Riverside to Rowena 
Tank 
 
Trunk Line Fletcher Pumping 
Station Branch Line 
Rokeby/Rowena to Fletcher 

Los Angeles From the southern end of Unit 3, southeast in Riverside Drive; turning 
southerly onto Glendale Boulevard; turning southwest onto Rokeby Street, 
then westerly onto Rowena; and then south in West Silver Lake Drive to 
the intersection of West Silver Lake Drive and Armstrong Avenue 
(connecting to the Ivanhoe inlet line). In addition, two branch lines would be 
constructed in Unit 4.  
 
The Rowena Branch Line would connect the Lower Reach RSC pipeline to 
the Rowena Tank. From the intersection of Riverside Drive and Los Feliz 
Boulevard, south through Mulholland Memorial Park and through the 
existing Rowena Tunnel to the existing Rowena Tank. 
  
The Fletcher Pumping Station Branch Line would connect the Lower Reach 
RSC pipeline to the Fletcher Pump Station suction line. From the 
intersection of Rowena Avenue and Rokeby Street southeast along 
Glendale Boulevard to Fletcher Drive (connecting to the Fletcher Pump 
Station suction line). 

2.4.2 Project Components 

2.4.2.1 RSC Pipeline 

Pipeline construction would be composed of several activities. The construction activities would be organized 
to proceed in the order listed below.  
 

1. Pre-construction activities 5. Applying protective coating to the weld joints  
2. Right-of-way clearing  6. Backfilling 
3. Pipeline installation  7. Hydrostatic testing and disinfection 
4. Weld inspection  8. Restoring and cleaning of affected construction areas 

 

Once the proposed project is approved and the specific alignment is confirmed, a construction plan would be 
developed that, among other things, would identify refueling operations. Refueling of construction equipment 
would take place along the rights-of-way using absorbent material to create temporary berms around the 
equipment.  

Prior to construction, LADWP’s contractor would develop an emergency response plan, spill prevention plan, 
or similar document. As part of this plan, the LADWP’s contractor would be required to have available 
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adequate spill containment and cleanup resources on site at all times. The contractor would be prepared to 
contain, control, clean up, and dispose of any potential fuel spill quickly and completely. 

Construction of the proposed project would occur on public property, including street rights-of-way and 
municipal parks. Installation of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be accomplished by a combination of 
open-trench excavations, jacking, traditional tunneling, and slip lining, as described below under “Pipeline 
Construction Methods.” In general, deep sections of pipe would be tunneled and street intersections would be 
jacked or tunneled. For those areas along the pipeline alignment constrained to pipeline depths of 25 feet or 
less, open-trenching would be used. In sequence, the general process for the construction methods consists of 
site preparation, excavation, pipe (and/or appurtenant structure) installation and backfilling, and site restoration 
(where applicable). For tunneling and jacking operations, a pit would be needed at the entrance and exit of 
each pipe segment to install the pipeline. All these construction methods would require off-site staging area(s) 
to temporarily store supplies and materials (see “Staging Areas” below).  

In the Lower Reach, in jacking areas and certain open trenching areas, it may be required to dive under 
existing substructures resulting in maximum trench depths of approximately 25 to 30 feet or more. The 
maximum trench width would be the pipe diameter plus two feet on either side of the pipe for the open trench 
method; and the maximum pit sizes for jacking/tunneling would be about 18 feet wide by 40 feet long. The 
overall width, including the work area along the side of the trench, would be approximately 30 to 35 feet. 

Lower Reach construction techniques would include approximately (LADWP, 2004a): 

• 5,700  feet of tunneling or jacking with steel casing or other tunnel liners for eight (8) tunnels; 

• 30,700 feet of open trench excavation; and  

• 1,000 feet of slip lining for the branch line to the Rowena Tank.  

The Rowena Tank branch line would be constructed using open trench methods through Mulholland Memorial 
Park south of the William Mulholland Memorial Fountain, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel 
(LADWP, 2004a). Only those portions of the park directly affected by the pipeline construction would be 
closed. The Rowena Tunnel is a circular tunnel, approximately 72-inches in diameter (inside diameter) located 
within a LADWP easement. The north portal begins approximately 850 feet south of the intersection of Los 
Feliz Boulevard and Riverside Drive and extends south for approximately 1,000 feet to the south portal. The 
new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be installed (sliplined) inside this existing tunnel. Once the new Lower 
Reach RSC pipeline is installed through the Rowena Tunnel, a connection would be made to the existing 
Rowena Tank inlet line located in the north corner of the Rowena property, southerly of the intersection of 
Maxwell Street and Ettrick Street. The branch line to the Fletcher Pump Station suction line would be 
constructed using the open-trench method.  

Both Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would need to be lowered approximately 16 feet for six to eight 
weeks (under normal weather conditions) to make the connections to the Ivanhoe inlet line and Fletcher Pump 
Station suction line (LADWP, 2005b). To lower the reservoir levels, water would be served to customers. To 
control algae growth, the reservoir levels would be lowered during cooler months, which would reduce the 
likelihood of algae blooms as a result of colder temperatures and less sunlight (LADWP, 2005c). Additionally, 
shore chlorination would be increased, as necessary, or copper sulfate would be utilized to prevent algae 
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growth (LADWP, 2005c). Once the connections are completed, it would take approximately two months to 
refill the reservoirs to normal levels (LADWP, 2005b).   

Table 2-2 provides a summary of the proposed pipeline route’s unit details, pipeline length, pipeline diameter 
and general construction method(s). The activity/pipeline construction methods presented in Table 2-2 are 
further described under “Pipeline Construction Methods” below.  

Table 2-2. Summary of Unit Characteristics and Construction Method 
Unit 
No. Unit Details Length 

(Feet) 
Pipe 
Dia. (in) Proposed Construction Method b 

LOWER REACH 
1a a Headworks Property and Griffith Park North 6,000 96 Open Trench/Tunneling 
1b Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive 5,300 96 Open Trench  
2 Zoo Parallel Line (Western Heritage Way) 4,500 60 Open Trench 
3 Griffith Park South (Crystal Springs Drive) 12,000 96 Open Trench/Jacking/Tunneling 
4 Los Feliz/Riverside to Rokeby/Rowena 

Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West Silver Lake 
Rowena/West Silver Lake to Armstrong/West Silver 
Lake  
 
Trunk Line Rowena Branch Line  
Los Feliz/Riverside to Rowena Tank 
 
Trunk Line Fletcher PS Branch Line 
Rokeby/Rowena to Fletcher 

4,200 
800 
1,000 
 
 
 
1,600 
 
 
2,000 

84 
72 
66 
 
 
 
48 
 
 
48  

Open Trench/Jacking 
Open Trench 
Open Trench/Jacking 
 
 
 
Open Trench/ Tunneling/ Slip Lining 
 
 
Open Trench 

Source: LADWP, 2004b and 2005a. 
Note(s):  
a. Proposed regulator station to be constructed as part of Unit 1a.  
b. Construction methods are to be finalized by the construction contractor. 
 

2.4.2.2 Proposed Regulator Station 

Pressure regulating stations are used in water supply systems to control pressure in the pipelines. A typical 
station is located in an underground vault and consists of several parallel pipes, or legs, that branch off the 
main pipeline. These pipe legs are smaller than the main pipeline and have regulator valves installed, which 
control pressure by how much the valve is opened or closed. Ancillary equipment is also required for the vault 
and may include lines valves, power, ventilation, and pumps. Additionally, a relief station consisting of a vault 
and valve system in an underground vault is needed in the event that the regulator valve fails. The relief valve 
would open to control the downstream pipe pressure.  

As part of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline construction, a regulator station would be built approximately 12 
feet underground inside a vault with concrete walls approximately 12 to 18-inches thick, with approximate 
dimensions of 45 feet by 25 feet, within the Headworks Spreading Grounds site. It is expected that the 
regulator station would be located on the southwesterly end of the Headworks property. This station would 
consist of approximately five smaller pipe legs (two 24-inch and three 16-inch legs). Each pipe leg would have 
a control valve, which would be operated as necessary to maintain the pressure requirements downstream 
within the Lower Reach RSC pipeline. 
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2.4.2.3 Appurtenant Improvements 

The Lower Reach RSC pipeline would also include construction of appurtenant structures as follows: 
• Vaults and ventilation stacks 
• Maintenance and access holes 
• Flow meters 
• Electrical and mechanical cabinets 

• Pipeline valves, air vacuum valves, and air release valves 
• Blow offs 
• Cathodic Protection System and test stations 

2.4.2.4 Abandonment Decommissioning of the Existing Lower Reach RSC Pipeline 

The existing Lower Reach RSC will be decommissioned in place. It will not be abandoned or slurried. 

The existing Lower Reach of the RSC pipeline, from the Hollingsworth Spillway Structure to the Silver Lake 
Reservoir Complex, is in poor condition and would be abandoned and backfilled pursuant to applicable 
regulations (LADWP, 2004a). Abandoned sections would also be slurried, which would require approximately 
14,630 cubic yards of slurry material (LADWP, 2004b). Slurry operations are expected to be limited to about 
200 to 300-foot sections, which is about the most LADWP could slurry in a single day (LADWP, 2004b). 
Access to the pipe would be needed at each end, and also somewhere in between (at the high point in the pipe) 
to vent air. The existing pipe is relatively shallow, but a construction crew would still need pavement breaking 
and repair equipment (saw cutter, backhoe, dump truck, compaction roller, etc.) to complete the work. Slurry 
operations would require several concrete mix trucks, as the quantity of slurry required amounts to 
approximately 1,626 trips (assumes truck capacity of nine cubic yards). The majority (90%+) of the existing 
Lower Reach of the RSC pipeline is located in city streets and in Griffith Park along Crystal Springs Drive.     

2.5 Project Specifics 

2.5.1 Construction Schedule, Planning, and Labor Force 

As shown in Table 2-3, construction of the proposed project would be expected to commence in August 2006 
October 2005 with the majority of work being completed by September 2008, for a total of 2635 months 
(approximately 23 years). Unit 2 is expected to be completed between February 2016 and March 2017, for a 
total of 14 months. Slurrying would begin after construction of Units 1b, 3 and 4 have been completed. 
Slurrying of the existing RSC between the Hollingsworth Spillway Structure and Unit 1b would occur after the 
Headworks Reservoir construction is completed, which is estimated to occur in late 2011 (LADWP, 
2005d4b)2. Unit 2 would be constructed beginning in February 2016, long after the completion of Units 1a, 
1b, 3 and 4. 

                                              
2  An EIR is being prepared for the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project by the LADWP, which includes 

the construction of the Headworks Reservoir. Information for this project is available at the following website: 
http://www.silverlakestoragereplacement.com/home/index.htm.  
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Table 2-3. Proposed Construction Schedule 

Unit Start Date Completion Date Estimated 
Duration (Days) 

1a a January 2007 September 2008 423 
1b October 2005 December 2006 310 
2 February 2016 March 2017 290 
3 October 2005 December 2007 567 
3 August 2006 March 2008 414 
4 August 2006 May 2008 458 

1b September 2006 March 2008 391 
1a a January 2007 September 2008 423 

2 February 2016 March 2017 290 
Source: LADWP, 2005a. 
Note(s):  
a. Proposed regulator station to be constructed as part of Unit 1a. Unit la would become operational 

upon completion of the Headworks Reservoir.  
 

Approximately 50 percent of the workforce would be skilled labor, and 50 percent would be unskilled labor, 
as shown in Table 2-4. As a worse-case scenario, up to four open trench and three jacking operations are 
anticipated to occur simultaneously over four pipeline units (e.g., Units 1a, lb, 3, and 4) during the peak 
construction period (LADWP, 2004c). Therefore, approximately 100 personnel (22 employees times four open 
trench activities, plus four employees times three jacking operations) would be employed on the project during 
the peak construction period. On a typical workday, workers would travel directly to one of the predetermined 
staging areas, where they would gather equipment and proceed in work crews to the construction sites along 
the alignment. Construction activities would involve several (up to 83 assuming a 1.2 rideshare/other 
transportation factor) construction worker vehicles traveling daily to and from the proposed pipeline alignment 
from the nearest LADWP facility. Additional truck trips would be needed to transport unused excavated soil 
from trenching to an appropriate facility for reuse or ultimate disposal.  

Construction would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday (10-hour work 
day) and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays (8-hour work day). Within Griffith Park, on Crystal Springs 
Drive where the road is open to two-way traffic, construction may be limited to nighttime hours only. Day 
and/or night construction (up to 24 hours per day with police approval) would occur within Griffith Park along 
Crystal Springs Drive, where the road is open to only one-way traffic, since the lower portion of Crystal 
Springs Drive would be entirely closed throughout construction within that area (Department of Recreation and 
Parks approval would be required). Installation of pipe would be expected to progress at approximately 80 to 
120 feet per day in this area, assuming a 24-hour construction schedule. 

It is estimated that a typical construction activity would require the closure of up to three travel lanes 
(LADWP, 2004a). Intersections where open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately 
four weeks with turning traffic affected considerably longer (LADWP, 2004a). Table 2-4 provides a 
description of personnel, equipment, and refueling required for each activity. 
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Table 2-4. Personnel, Equipment, and Refueling Requirements 
Personnel Equipment Activity a Skilled Unskilled Quantity Type Refueling 

5 Pickups Off-site 
1 Service truck Off-site 
1 Backhoe On-site 
6 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Welding trucks Off-site 
1 Pitman Off-site 
1 Crane On-site 
1 Wheel loader On-site 
1 Compactor On-site 
1 Fork lift On-site 
1 Water truck Off-site 

Open Trench 
 

11 
 

11 
 

1 Excavator  On-site 
2 Pickups Off-site 
1 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Excavator On-site 

Jacking 
 

2 
 

2 
 

1 Crane On-site 
2 Pickups Off-site 
1 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Excavator On-site 

Tunneling 
 

2 
 

4 
 

1 Crane On-site 
Pipe Delivery  
(40 ft/load) 2 0 2 Trailer truck Off-site 

Source: LADWP, 2004a. 
Note(s):  
a. The activity/pipeline construction methods presented are further described under “Pipeline Construction Methods.” 

2.5.2 Staging Areas 

During pipeline construction, LADWP’s construction contractor would establish temporary yard locations for 
staging and storage of miscellaneous construction materials and equipment. The contractor(s) would be 
responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging areas (LADWP, 2004a). However, 
pPossible staging areas identified for the proposed project include various City-owned lots in Griffith Park, or 
at local LADWP facilities. , such as However, LADWP’s construction contractor will not use the Silver Lake 
Reservoir Complex as a staging area. 

During all phases of construction, refueling and lubrication of construction equipment would occur at the 
contractors’ staging yard or along the construction right-of-way. Equipment would be regularly checked for leaks. 

2.5.3 Construction Sites 

Most of the heavy construction equipment would be delivered on trucks or trailers. Mobile cranes and dump 
trucks would be driven in from local contractors’ yards. Construction equipment would be left overnight at the 
site as feasible, at the contractor yards, or at other storage yards in the area. All equipment would be 
lubricated, refueled, and repaired by the contractor or local servicing companies. 

All construction materials would proceed to the construction areas by truck on existing roadways. For pipe 
delivery by truck, it is assumed that each truck would carry 40 feet of pipe. Materials that would be truck 
transported to the site would include: the pipe sections, pipe fittings, valve assemblies, and shoring materials; 
welding materials; cement, aggregate, gravel, sand, and slurry (from local plants) for backfill; asphalt for re-
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paving; signs and fencing; fuel and lubrication for equipment; drinking water; and water for dust control. 
Alternatively, water may be available from fire hydrants or permitted water sources in the project area for 
hydrotesting and dust control. The amounts of each material needed would depend on the location and 
construction activity. 

2.5.4 Waste Management 

Generally, waste generation from construction would be in the form of short sections of pipe, welding, and 
coating as well as boxes and crates used in the shipment of materials. These materials would be sorted by 
metal or non-metal and typically would be hauled to local waste disposal centers. Other construction wastes 
would include contaminated soil that cannot be returned to the trench as backfill; rubble from trenching paved 
areas; and water used to hydrostatically test3 the pipeline. Non-hazardous wastes would be hauled to a sanitary 
landfill; hazardous wastes would be sent to a permitted treatment or disposal facility; and used hydrostatic test 
water would be treated to meet the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) hydrostatic test permit and discharged into nearby storm drains, or discharged to sewer drains within 
the City of Los Angeles consistent with the requirement of the Bureau of Sanitation. Construction crews would 
use portable chemical toilets, and trash containers would be provided at each yard for daily refuse from 
construction workers. 

2.5.5 Utility and Services Requirements 

Construction equipment would require both gasoline and diesel fuel. All construction equipment would be 
fitted with appropriate mufflers and all engines would be maintained regularly. Welding machines would use 
diesel or unleaded fuel. 

Water would be used as necessary to control fugitive dust and to wash streets as a supplement to sweeping 
streets. In addition to the daily construction water needs, hydrostatic testing of the pipeline would also require 
water. Hydrostatic test water would be obtained from LADWP. For the Lower Reach, approximately 11.5 
million gallons of hydrostatic test water would be used for testing five units (Unit 1a, 1b, 2, 3, and 4) with a 
maximum discharge on the order of 4.2 million gallons over seven days. Hydrostatic test water would be 
pumped from the pipeline and allowed to gutter flow to the nearest storm or sewer drain. 

Construction along the proposed Lower Reach pipeline route would require onsite diesel fuel generators for the 
temporary supply of electricity. Together the main pipeline activities and street work would have 
approximately 15 pick-up mounted welding machines, each with its own generator. In addition, utility 
generators would also be used for the intermittent operation of dewatering pumps, hydraulic equipment, 
grinders, sandblasters, temporary lights, etc. 

                                              
3 A hydrostatic test involves filling a test section of the pipeline with fresh water and increasing pressure to a predetermined level. 

Such tests are designed to prove that the pipe, fittings, and weld sections would maintain mechanical integrity without failure or 
leakage under pressure. 
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2.6 Pipeline Construction Methods 

2.6.1 Open Trench Excavation 

Open trench excavation is a construction method typically utilized to install pipelines and their appurtenant 
structures, which include maintenance holes, flow meters, valves, and vaults. In general, the process consists 
of site preparation, excavation and shoring, pipe installation and backfilling and site restoration (where 
applicable). The proposed project would be phased in work areas and each work area would typically vary 
between 800 and 1,000 feet within an approximately 1,400 foot construction zone. Within each work area, 
construction usually progresses along the alignment with the maximum length of open trench at one time being 
approximately 500 feet in length. Traffic detours would begin at least 200 feet on either side of the work area 
(LADWP, 2004a). The following is a description of the phases of construction for open trenching: 

Site Preparation. Traffic control plans, where necessary, are first prepared in coordination with the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to detour and delineate the traffic lanes around the work areas. The 
approved plans are then implemented. The existing pavement along the pipeline alignment is cut with a 
concrete saw or otherwise broken and then removed using jackhammers, pavement breakers, and loaders. 
Other similar equipment may be used. The pavement is removed from the project site and recycled, reused as 
a backfill material, or disposed of at an appropriate facility. 

Excavation and Shoring. A trench is excavated along the pipeline alignment using backhoes, excavators, or 
other types of excavation equipment. Portions of the trench adjacent to some utilities may be manually 
excavated. The excavated soil may be temporarily stored in single rows adjacent to the trenches, stored at off-
site staging areas, or immediately hauled off-site. As the trench is excavated, the trench walls are supported, or 
shored, typically with hydraulic jacks or trench boxes. Steel or wood sheeting between H-beams (e.g., beam 
and plate) may also be used for shoring. Other similar shoring methods may be utilized. Utilities not relocated 
prior to trenching are supported as excavation and shoring occurs. 

If construction occurs in areas with high groundwater, the groundwater would be removed during the 
excavation of trenches, usually by pumping it from the ground through dewatering wells that have been drilled 
along the alignment. The extracted groundwater would first be treated for any contaminants, if present, before 
being discharged to the storm drain system under a permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. 

Pipe Installation and Backfilling. Once the trench has been excavated and shored, pipe laying begins. Bedding 
material (such as sand or slurry) would be placed on the bottom of the trench. Pipe segments would then be 
lowered into the trench and placed on the bedding. The segments would be welded to one another at the joints. 
The rate at which pipe may be installed in a single day varies, but is estimated to be installed at a rate of 
approximately 80 feet per day for the proposed project (LADWP, 2004a). Prior to backfilling, appurtenant 
structures would be installed as necessitated by design. After laying and attaching the pipe segments, the trench 
is immediately backfilled with native soils, crushed miscellaneous bases, or cement slurry. Not more than 500 
feet of trench or the amount of the trench that can be backfilled in one day is left unbackfilled. 
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Site Restoration. Any portion of the roadway damaged as a result of construction activities will be repaved and 
restored in accordance with all applicable City of Los Angeles standards. Once the pavement has been 
restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be restored. 

2.6.2 Jacking Method 

Pipe-jacking is utilized when open-trenching is not feasible, to avoid large substructure utilities, or to avoid the 
disruption of other facilities such as busy intersections. Although the installation of pipelines using jacking 
techniques avoids the continuous surface disruption common to open-trench construction, some surface 
disruption is unavoidable because jacking and receiving pits are required and may be located in street rights-of-
way. 

Pipe-jacking is an operation in which the soil ahead of the steel casing is excavated and brought out through 
the steel casing barrel while the casing is pushed forward by a horizontal, hydraulic jack which is placed at the 
rear of the casing. The jacking equipment utilized for this operation is placed in the jacking pit. Once the 
casing is placed, the pipe is installed inside the casing. 

As with open trench excavation, the four primary phases for pipe-jacking are site preparation, excavation and 
shoring, pipe installation, and site restoration. 

Site Preparation. Traffic control plans, where necessary, are first prepared in coordination with the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation, to detour and delineate the traffic lanes around the work areas and 
then implemented. In preparing to construct the jacking and receiving pits, the pavement is first cut using a 
concrete saw or pavement breaker. As with open-trench excavation, the pavement is removed from the project 
site and recycled, reused as a backfill material, or disposed of at an appropriate facility. 

Excavation and Shoring. A jacking pit and a receiving pit are generally used for each jacking location, one at 
each end of the pipe segment. The distance between the pits typically ranges from 250 to 500 feet, but may be 
longer or shorter depending on site conditions. 

For the proposed project, the size of the jacking and receiving pit for the Lower Reach would be 
approximately 20-40 feet long, 11-18 feet wide, and 25-45 feet deep (LADWP, 2004a). The pits are excavated 
with backhoes, cranes, and other excavation equipment. The excavated soil is immediately hauled away. As 
excavation occurs, the pits are shored utilizing a beam and plate shoring system. 

Pipe Installation. Once the pits are constructed and shored, a horizontal hydraulic jack is placed at the bottom 
of the jacking pit. The steel casing (Lower Reach: 78-, 96-, 108-, and 120-inch internal diameter (LADWP, 
2004a)) is lowered into the pit with a crane and placed on the jack. A simple cutting shield is placed in front of 
the pipe segment to cut through the soil more easily. As the jack pushes the steel casing and cutting shield into 
the soil, soil is removed from within the leading casing with an auger or boring machine, either by hand or on 
a conveyor. Once the segment has been pushed into the soil, a new segment is lowered, set in place, and 
welded to the casing that has been pushed. Installation of the steel casing is expected to progress at 
approximately 40 feet per day for auger-bored jacked casing. Once the casing has been installed, the carrier 
pipe (Lower Reach: 66-, 84-, and 96-inch diameter (LADWP, 2004a)) is then lowered and placed on the 
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jacks, which push the pipe into the steel casing. Installation of carrier pipe is expected to progress at 
approximately 40 to 60 feet per day. 

Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the jacking location, the shoring system is 
disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement above replaced. Once the 
pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be restored. 

2.6.3 Traditional Tunneling 

Traditional tunneling involves the placement of the pipeline in an underground tunnel, which is excavated 
between two or more shafts. Traditional tunneling consists of the excavation of shafts, the excavation of 
tunnels, the installation of the pipeline, and site restoration. 

Shaft Excavation. Two or more shafts are constructed as described previously for pipe-jacking. 

Tunnel Excavation. Once the access shafts are excavated and shored, a tunnel is excavated between the shafts. 
Excavation of the tunnel occurs either with the use of a tunnel shield or manually with small power tools. In 
large tunnels, rail cars or augers are typically used to transport the excavated soil to one of the shafts. Manual 
excavation is typically used for shorter tunnels. As the excavation progresses, tunnel supports are constructed, 
assembled, and installed to prevent the tunnel from caving in. The removed soil is reused, recycled, or hauled 
away to a disposal site or staging area. The tunneling process proceeds until a fully supported tunnel has been 
constructed. Typical tunnel supports include steel or pre-cast concrete linings. Support linings are lifted into 
the proper position and bolted or otherwise fixed in place. Installation of tunnel liner is expected to progress at 
a maximum rate of 20 feet per day. 

Pipe Installation. The pipeline is installed in segments following completion of the tunnel. Each pipe segment 
is lowered into the pit with cranes or other loading equipment, mechanically pushed, carried, or hauled into 
the proper position within the tunnel, and placed on supports that allow for adjustments in the pipe’s 
alignment. The joints of adjoining pipe segments are welded as pipe placement occurs. Once the entire length 
of pipe has been placed in the proper position and the joints welded, the annular space between the pipe and 
the tunnel wall (supports) is completely filled with grout or concrete and allowed to cure. Installation of pipe is 
expected to progress at a rate of approximately 40 to 60 feet per day. 

Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the tunneling alignment, the shoring system is 
disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement above replaced. Once the 
pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be restored. 

During construction, fugitive dust emissions at the construction site during earthmoving operations would be 
controlled as needed by water trucks equipped with spray nozzles. 

Spoils from cuts, including cuts in streets, would typically be used as backfill materials at the site of origin. 
Materials unsuitable for backfill use and economically not usable for other purposes would be disposed of in 
accordance with local and county guidelines in available landfills. It is possible that contaminated soil would be 
excavated during construction, especially in older industrial areas with shallow groundwater. Soil that cannot 
be returned as backfill would be disposed of or treated at an appropriate permitted facility.  
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2.6.4 Slip Lining 

The slip lining method involves the placement of pipeline in an existing pipe or tunnel. If high-density 
polyethylene (HDPE) pipe is used to slip line, then sections of HDPE pipe are butt-fused together. The fused 
sections are then pulled/pushed through the existing tunnel. The space between the tunnel and pipe are then 
filled with grout (LADWP, 2004b). 

2.7  Operation and Maintenance 

2.7.1 System Operation 

From the connection to the existing Lower Reach RSC, water would flow by gravity to the Silver Lake 
Reservoir service area and Rowena Tank. Operation of the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be 
controlled by the Los Angeles Water System Data Acquisition and Control (LAWSDAC) and manually 
controlled when needed. Standard safety, operation, and maintenance appurtenances would include 
maintenance holes, isolation valves, regulator valves, blowoffs, and air and vacuum valves (LADWP, 2004a).  

2.7.2 System Inspection and Maintenance 

Periodically, water utility crews would perform an inspection on the isolation, air, and vacuum valves. When 
appropriate, water utility crews would also exercise the isolation valves (LADWP, 2004a). 

2.7.3 Emergency Response 

Emergency response procedures for the new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would include (LADWP, 2004a): 

• LAWSDAC identifies problem or an individual informs LAWSDAC personnel. 

• LAWSDAC automated response or LAWSDAC personnel contacts appropriate managers and operations personnel 
who would then do the following:  
- Isolate damaged pipeline sections and provide alternate source of supply to affected areas. 
- Repair damaged pipeline section(s). 

2.8 Cumulative Projects 

CEQA Guidelines §15130 requires a discussion of the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s 
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. When an incremental effect is 
not “cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant. The CEQA 
Guidelines require the discussion to reflect the severity of the impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence, 
but need not provide as much detail as the discussion of impacts attributed solely to the proposed project. If the 
project’s cumulative environmental impacts are not found to be significant, the discussion is required to briefly 
support these findings.  

CEQA Guidelines §15130 also require the use of one of the following methods for adequately evaluating the 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project: 
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• A summary of growth projections in an adopted general plan or in a prior certified environmental document; or 

• A compiled list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts. 

For the purposes of this Draft Final EIR, a list of past, present, and future projects has been used to evaluate 
cumulative impacts. This cumulative project list includes projects that are either reasonably foreseeable or are 
expected to be constructed or operated during the life of the proposed project. This list was developed in 
consultation with the following agencies:  

• City of Burbank (City of Burbank, 2004a and 2004b) 

• City of Glendale Redevelopment Agency (City of Glendale, 2004) 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans, 2004) 

• City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA, 2004) 

• City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS, 2004) 

• City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (LADPW, 2005) 

• City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation (LADPW, 2004) 

• City of Los Angeles, Library Facilities Division (LALFD, 2005) 

• Los Angeles City College (LACC, 2005) 

• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT, 2004) 

• Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP, 2005e) 

These agencies were requested to provide information on all projects that are being considered within their 
jurisdiction. Any current or future projects identified by one of the above agencies, which is expected to occur 
within approximately 2.5 miles of the proposed project alignment, is listed in Table 2-5 and shown in Figure 
2-2. 

The proposed project may contribute to cumulative impacts during construction of the Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline. The majority of construction of the proposed project is expected to occur over a 3526-month period 
(~23 years), and is tentatively scheduled from August 2006 October 2005 to September 2008. Slurrying 
would begin after construction of Units 1b, 3 and 4 have been completed; however, slurrying of the existing 
RSC between Hollingsworth Spillway and Unit 1b would occur after the Headworks Reservoir construction in 
completed, which is estimated to occur in late 2011 (LADWP, 2004b). Unit 2 would be constructed beginning 
in February 2016, long after the completion of Units 1a, 1b, 3 and 4. Cumulative impacts associated with 
construction and operation of the proposed project are discussed under each issue area (see Sections 3.1.6, 
3.2.6, and 3.3.6). 
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Table 2-5. Related Projects 
 Name Agency/ Project 

Type Description Location Status 
PROJECTS WITHIN 1-MILE OF THE PROPOSED ALIGNMENT 

1 

Burbank Media 
Center (Platt) 
Project  

City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Land Development 
– Mixed Use 

Five development scenarios are 
proposed for a 3.8-acre site in the 
City of Burbank. Similar amounts 
of commercial, residential, and 
institutional uses are included in 
Scenarios 1, 2, and 4. Scenario 3 
contains only media office and 
restaurant space. Scenario 5 
includes no office space, primarily 
residential uses, other commercial 
uses, a church, and a day care 
center. The applicant is requesting 
approval of a Planned 
Development Application to allow 
development of either Scenario 2 
or 5 on the site. 

Located in southwestern 
Burbank between Olive 
Avenue, Lima Street, 
Alameda Avenue, and the 
Ventura Freeway (SR-134) 
off-ramp. Within the City of 
Burbank Media District 
Specific Plan Area. 

The public review period 
for the Draft EIR was 
completed July 12, 2004. 
Construction activities are 
expected to occur in three 
major phases beginning in 
January 2005 and ending 
in July 2008. 

2 

Bob Hope Center  
City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Land Development 
– Mixed Use 

The site is entitled for a 103,000 
square foot office building and a 
20,000 square foot live performing 
arts theater and museum situated 
above a 318-space, three level 
subterranean parking garage. 

Located within the West 
Olive redevelopment area 
of the City of Burbank, 
between Olive Avenue, 
Alameda Avenue, and Lima 
Street. 

Planned Development 
approved on May 22, 
2001. No construction 
schedule is available.  
 

3 

Pinnacle Office 
Project 

City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Land – Office 
Building 

The 395,000-sq. ft. building is the 
first of two phases that would add 
a total of 585,000 sq. ft. of office 
space to the Media District. Phase 
I was completed in 2003. Phase II 
proposes to add 200,000 square 
feet of office spaces.  

The Pinnacle Office project 
is located at 3400 West 
Olive Avenue by the 134 
freeway in the City of 
Burbank.  

No construction schedule 
is available 

4 
9 

Home Depot 
City of Burbank 
Redevelopment 
Agency / Retail 

The proposed project would build a 
Home Depot Center. 

The Center would be 
located at 1200 South 
Flower Street, in the City of 
Burbank.  

The proposed project was 
issued a grading permit in 
September 2004. No 
construction schedule is 
available.  

5 
10 State Route 134 –  

From Forest Lawn 
Dr. to Buena Vista 
St.  

Caltrans / 
Soundwall Project 

Caltrans is currently constructing a 
one-half mile soundwall project to 
reduce noise generated by 
freeway traffic.  Intermittent lane 
closure will be performed during 
construction of the soundwall.  

The current soundwall 
project is located along 
State Route 134, in the City 
of Burbank, from Forest 
Lawn Drive to 0.3 miles 
east of Buena Vista Street. 

Construction activities are 
currently underway, and 
are expected to be 
completed by February 
2005. 

6 
12 

Disney Creative 
Campus – GC3 

City of Glendale 
Redevelopment 
Agency / 
Landscape 
Creative 
Campuses 

The Grand Central Creative 
Campus (GC3) project consists of 
developing the 125-acre site into a 
series of landscaped creative 
campuses. The proposed project 
will replace existing improvements 
and involve construction of up to 
3.57 million square feet of 
additional space resulting in an 
overall potential of 5.95 million 
square feet of new and 
rehabilitated development.  

The proposed project 
would be located along the 
San Fernando Road 
Corridor, at the intersection 
of Western Avenue in the 
City of Glendale.  

EIR was certified in 2000. 
Build out is expected over 
a 30 year period with the 
first phase, to begin no 
later than December 
2004. 
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 Name Agency/ Project 
Type Description Location Status 

14 

Integrated 
Resources Plan 
(IRP) 

City of Los 
Angeles, 
Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Sanitation / 
Infrastructure 

The IRP incorporates four (4) 
alternatives comprised of a suite of 
wastewater treatment, wastewater 
conveyance, urban runoff 
management, and potential water 
recycling components.  

The proposed project 
would be located 
throughout the City of Los 
Angeles and outlying 
areas. Several of the 
alignments under study 
would extend under or near 
the proposed Lower Reach 
RSC alignment; however, 
the sewer line would be at 
deeper depths than the 
new Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline. Major IRP facilities 
could be located in Playa 
del Rey, the Sepulveda 
Flood Control Basin, 
northeast Los Angeles, and 
the Cities of Glendale, 
Burbank, and El Segundo. 

Notice of Preparation and 
Initial Study issued for 
public review on July 20, 
2004. LADWP will 
coordinate with the City of 
Los Angeles Department 
of Public Works on the 
design to prevent conflicts 
with the Lower Reach 
RSC Project. The 
selected IRP alternative 
would be implemented 
over the next 20 years, 
with individual 
components 
implemented, as demand 
requires. 

7 

Northeast 
Interceptor Sewer 
Phase II (NEIS II) 

City of Los 
Angeles, 
Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Sanitation / 
Infrastructure 

This project would be part of the 
Bureau of Sanitation’s Integrated 
Resources Plan (IRP). This project 
will be the second phase of a three 
phase project that will upgrade miles 
of sewer lines within the City of Los 
Angeles.  

The NEIS II would extend 
from approximately San 
Fernando Road at Cazador 
Street northward to the 
vicinity of SR-134. 

The Draft EIR for the 
Integrated Resources 
Plan (IRP) is under 
development. A Draft EIR 
for this project is currently 
being prepared. 
Construction is scheduled 
from July 1, 2009 to June 
30, 2012. 

8 

Glendale-Burbank 
Interceptor Sewer 
(GBIS) 

City of Los 
Angeles, 
Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Sanitation / 
Infrastructure 

This project would be part of the 
Bureau of Sanitation’s Integrated 
Resources Plan (IRP). The project 
will upgrade miles of sewer lines 
within the City of Los Angeles. 

The GBIS would extend 
westward along the Los 
Angeles River from the 
northern terminus of NEIS 
II (vicinity of SR-134 and 
the Los Angeles River) to 
the Toluca Lake area. 

The Draft EIR for the IRP 
is under development. A 
Draft EIR for this project is 
currently being prepared. 
Construction is scheduled 
from January 1, 2011 to 
January 1, 2015. 

9 
15 

Silver Lake 
Reservoir Complex 
Storage 
Replacement 
Project (SLRC 
SRP)  

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

Water storage currently provided 
by the Silver Lake Reservoir 
Complex (SLRC) would be 
replaced by an underground 
covered storage reservoir at the 
former Headworks Spreading 
Grounds site. A regulating station 
at the SLRC and a new bypass 
pipeline around the reservoir 
complex would convey water 
delivery flow to existing service 
areas. 

The proposed project 
would be located at both 
the former Headworks 
Spreading Grounds site 
adjacent to RSC Unit la 
and along Silver Lake Drive 
adjacent to Ivanhoe and 
Silver Lake Reservoirs 
south of Unit 4.  

An EIR is being prepared 
for this project. Additional 
information is available at 
the following website: 
http://www.silverlakestora
gereplacement.com/home
/index.htm.  Construction 
is expected to occur from 
April 2007 to July 2013. 

10 
16 

Griffith Park Master 
Plan 

City of Los 
Angeles 
Department of 
Recreation and 
Parks / Master 
Plan 

The 1978 Griffith Park Master Plan 
is being updated in 2005. Updates 
include current planning 
improvements to Griffith Park. 

Located in Griffith Park, 
Los Angeles, CA. 

A Draft Griffith Park 
Master Plan was 
completed in October 
2004. The most current 
version is available at the 
following website: 
www.laparks.org/dos/park
s/griffithPK/gp_masterpla
n.htm. 
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 Name Agency/ Project 
Type Description Location Status 

11 
17 

Demonstration Fuel 
Cell Power Project 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Power Generation 

Fuel cell project, which includes 
200 kilowatts generation capacity 
connected to a power grid. 

Located east of the Los 
Angeles Zoo main entrance 
adjacent to the Los 
Angeles Unified School 
District North Hollywood 
High School Biological 
Sciences/Zoo Magnet 
Center. 

The LADWP Board has 
approved the project and 
engineering is currently 
underway. Construction is 
scheduled for June 2005 
and would last 6-7 weeks. 

12 
18 

Upper Reach RSC 
Project 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

The existing proposed project 
would replace the current Upper 
Reach of the existing RSC 
pipeline. The Upper Reach RSC 
pipeline would tie into the 
proposed new Lower Reach RSC. 

The proposed pipeline 
would begin at the North 
Hollywood Pump Station in 
North Hollywood and travel 
south to the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds site 
located south of U.S. 
Highway 134 and west of 
Griffith Park. 

An Initial Study for the 
Upper Reach RSC 
pipeline was issued in 
conjunction with the 
Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline in August 2004. A 
Draft EIR has not been 
prepared. Construction is 
scheduled to begin in 
October 2007 For 
purposes of the 
cumulative analysis, a 
worst-case construction 
schedule has been 
identified for the Upper 
Reach RSC Project as 
starting in October 2007 
and ending in March 
2011.  However, at this 
time possible alignments 
are still being investigated 
and no specific timeframe 
has been identified for the 
Upper Reach RSC 
Project. 

13 

Hyperion Avenue 
Bridge Retrofit and 
Rehabilitation 
Project 

City of Los 
Angeles, Bureau 
of Engineering / 
Infrastructure 

Seismic rehabilitation of the 
Hyperion Avenue Bridge requiring 
some selective, minor demolition 
and reconstruction of bridge 
elements. Concurrent with seismic 
retrofitting, the bridge will also be 
widened. Waverly Drive Bridge is 
also considered to be part of this 
project. 

The Hyperion Avenue 
Bridge is located along 
Glendale Boulevard 
between Ferncroft Road 
and Waverly Drive. The 
Waverly Drive Bridge 
spans Hyperion Avenue to 
the south of the Glendale 
Hyperion bridge structures. 

As of Fall 2004, the 
design was 57% 
complete. Construction is 
currently scheduled to 
begin in October 2006 
and last for approximately 
two years. One lane in 
each direction will be 
closed during 
construction. 

14 

Small Main Cement 
Lining Project 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

The LADWP intends to line a 
pipeline with concrete.   

The pipeline to be lined 
begins at the intersection of 
Fletcher Boulevard and 
continues north onto 
Glendale Boulevard. 
Exact location unknown. 

This project is part of the 
ongoing maintenance 
performed by LADWP. 
Construction is scheduled 
to occur from December 
2005 to June 2006. 

15 

Silver Lake Branch 
Library 

City of Los 
Angeles / Public 
Library 

A new library would be constructed 
to service the community of Silver 
Lake. 

The library would be 
constructed on the empty 
lot at the southwest corner 
of Silver Lake Boulevard 
and Glendale Boulevard. 

Currently in design, with 
expected completion by 
July 2006. Construction 
funds are not currently 
available. If funding is 
available, the project 
would begin construction 
in January 2007 and end 
in July 2008. 
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 Name Agency/ Project 
Type Description Location Status 

16 
Silver Lake 
Boulevard 
Retaining Wall 
Replacement 
Project 

City of Los 
Angeles, 
Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering / 
Infrastructure 

The existing collapsing retaining 
wall on Silver Lake Boulevard 
(approximately 300 feet) will be 
replaced, as well as the sidewalk in 
that area. 

Located on Silver Lake 
Boulevard between Baxter 
Street and Armstrong 
Avenue 

The design was 
scheduled for completion 
in September 2005. 
Construction is scheduled 
to begin in March 2006 
and will be completed in 
June 2006. 

17 

Griffith Park Water 
System 
Improvements 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

Improvements to the Park water 
system is on-going and include the 
installation of new facilities such as 
pipelines, pump stations, storage 
tanks (e.g., Travel Town Water 
Tank), and supporting appur-
tenances. In addition, the 
rehabilitation of existing services is 
also necessary to increase system 
reliability as new facilities are 
completed and added to the water 
system and older ones abandoned. 

Located in Griffith Park. 

This project is covered by 
a Categorical Exemption 
under CEQA. 
Construction is expected 
to occur in Late 2005 and 
continue through 2014. 

18 

Headworks 
Restoration 

LADWP and US 
Army Corps of 
Engineers / 
Restoration 

LADWP and USACE are jointly 
evaluating ecosystem restoration 
alternatives at the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds Site.  

Located at the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds site, 
north of Forest Lawn Drive 
just west of Griffith Park. 

USACE is currently 
preparing a Draft 
Environmental 
Assessment. Restoration 
activities would occur 
following completion of 
the SLRC SRP) (i.e., after 
July 2013) 

19 

Silver Lake and 
Ivanhoe Reservoirs 
Master Plan 
Implementation 

City of Los 
Angeles, 
Community of 
Silver Lake / 
Master Plan 

The Master Plan identifies desired 
improvements at and around the 
Silver Lake Reservoir Complex 
(SLRC), including public open space 
and recreational improvements, 
traffic-calming improvements, sig-
nals and stop signs, curb and 
decomposed granite pedestrian/ 
jogging path, tree planting and other 
streetscape improvements, and art 
and architecture improvements. 

Located in the community 
of Silver Lake, south of Unit 
4, in the area of Ivanhoe 
and Silver Lake Reservoirs. 

Currently, activities 
related to the installation 
of a pedestrian/jogging 
path around the SLRC are 
in progress.  This path 
would likely be completed 
before the proposed 
project is constructed. 
However, other projects 
related to implementation 
of the Master Plan may 
overlap with the proposed 
project construction in 
Unit 4. 

PROJECTS WITHIN 2.5-MILES OF THE PROPOSED ALIGNMENT 
20 
 4  Burbank Village 

Walk  
City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Land – Mix Use 

Burbank Village Walk would be 
comprised of 140 for-sale 
condominium residential units with 
14,000 sq. ft. of restaurant/retail 
space. 

The Burbank Village Walk 
would be located in 
downtown Burbank, across 
the street from City Hall. 

Proposed project is 
scheduled to be 
completed by January 
2006.  
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 Name Agency/ Project 
Type Description Location Status 

21 
5 

Senior Artist 
Colony 

City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Land – Senior 
Housing 

The Senior Artist Colony is a 141-
unit senior housing project 
designed to provide facilities for 
active seniors who have an 
interest in the arts. Specific project 
amenities include a clubroom, 
theater/auditorium, outdoor 
performance area, studio 
space/workshops, library, game 
room and fitness area. 

The proposed project 
would be located on the 
corner of San Fernando 
Boulevard and Verdugo 
Boulevard, in the City of 
Burbank.  

The project’s estimated 
completion date is 
January 2005. 

22 
6 

Cusumano Office 
Project 

City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Mix Use 

The proposed project would 
develop 76,000 sq. ft. of office 
space, 12,000 sf.ft of restaurant 
and 8,500 sf. ft. of outdoor café. 

The proposed project 
would be located at the 
southwest corner of Olive 
Avenue and Third Street in 
the City of Burbank. 

A Mitigated Negative 
Declaration was adopted 
on February 11, 2003. 
Project is expected to be 
completed by mid-winter 
of 2005. 

23 
7 

Lance Site 
City of Burbank 
Planning Division / 
Residential 

A 33-unit residential condominium 
complex is proposed at the former 
Lance Site. The proposed project 
would also create a pedestrian 
friendly environment along San 
Fernando Boulevard.  

The proposed project 
would be located at 700-
722 South San Fernando 
Boulevard, in the City of 
Burbank.  

A Negative Declaration 
was adopted and project 
was approved on August 
8, 2004. Project is 
expected to be completed 
fall 2006. 

24 
11 

State Route 134 – 
Hollywood Way 
On-Ramp 

Caltrans / On-
Ramp 
Construction 

Project construction would include 
a new Hollywood Way on-ramp to 
State Route 134 – westbound, 
retaining walls and soundwalls 
along the realigned off-ramp and 
ramp, and the lengthening of the 
Hollywood Way overcrossing.   

The project would be 
located within the City of 
Burbank, at the Hollywood 
Way on-ramp.   

Construction is scheduled 
to begin Spring 2006 and 
estimated to end in 2007. 

25 
13 

Athletic Club 

City of Los 
Angeles,  
Department of 
Building and 
Safety / 
Commercial 

The proposed project would 
expand the Athletic Club by 
approximately 8,700 sf. ft.  

The proposed project 
would be located at 6711 
Forest Lawn Drive, in the 
City of Los Angeles. 

Building permit finalized in 
2003. Project completion 
expected by winter 2004.  

26 

Silver Lake Trunk 
Line Slip Lining 
Project 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

Slip lining of the existing pipeline in 
Coronado Street would include 
adding 36-inch outer diameter high 
density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe 
inside an existing pipeline. 
Excavation pits would be placed 
approximately every 500 feet along 
the pipeline alignment. The HDPE 
pipe would be pulled into the 
existing pipeline through these 
pits. The project would occur in 
three phases during three 
consecutive winters (i.e. low 
demand periods), each lasting 
approximately five months. 

Phase I would be 
constructed on Coronado 
Street beginning just south 
of Bellvue Avenue to just 
south of Sunset Boulevard. 
In conjunction with the 
pipeline work, two line 
valves would be placed just 
south and north of the slip 
lining project on Coronado 
Street. The south valve 
would be located just north 
of Temple Street, and the 
north valve would be 
located just south of Sunset 
Boulevard.  

This project is part of the 
ongoing maintenance 
performed by LADWP. 
Phase I is scheduled to 
begin in January 2006 
and end in May 2006. 
Phase II and III are 
speculative. Moving 
forward with Phases II 
and III will be based on 
testing during Phase I to 
determine if slip lining is 
needed.  
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 Name Agency/ Project 
Type Description Location Status 

27 

LA City College / 
Northeast Campus 
Project 

Los Angeles City 
College / 
Educational 
Facilities 

The LA City College Northeast 
Campus Project requires restoring 
the historic Van De Kamp Bakery 
Building (Building 1) site, as well as 
the construction of a new building 
(Building 2), which would house 45 
new classrooms serving up to 3,000 
students. The site is 7 acres.  
 
Building 1 would contain faculty 
offices, art and computer labs, 
general purpose classrooms, a child 
development center, and a historical 
display. Building 2 would including 
18 classrooms, a large lecture hall, 
fitness center, learning skills center, 
bookstore, library, and administra-
tive offices. 
 

Located east of Unit 4 in 
Atwater Village. The 
northeast campus is 
located on the southeast 
corner of Fletcher 
Boulevard and San 
Fernando Road. 

As of June 2005 grading 
of the site had started. 
Design for the renovation 
of Building 1 is currently in 
review for approval by the 
Division of the State 
Architect (DSA). Building 
2 will be submitted to the 
DSA in August 2005.  
Building 1 construction is 
scheduled for March 2006 
and would last 12-15 
months. Building 2 
construction is scheduled 
to begin in August 2006 
and last for 15-18 months. 
Intersection work would 
begin in January 2007 
and last approximately 6 
months. The campus is 
scheduled to open in 
September 2007. 

28 

Relief Station – 
Silver Lake/London 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

This project includes building a new 
relief station in the Community of 
Silver Lake.  

Located near the 
intersection of Silver Lake 
Boulevard and London 
Street. 

This project is part of the 
ongoing maintenance 
performed by LADWP. 
Construction is expected 
to occur from April to June 
2007. 

29 

First Street Trunk 
Line Project 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water and Power / 
Infrastructure 

Approximately two miles of 60-inch 
diameter trunkline to provide a new 
east-west connection between two 
existing water lines. 

Located between the 
intersection of Van Ness 
Avenue and First Street 
and the intersection of 
Beverly Boulevard and 
Dillon Street in the City of 
Los Angeles.  

Construction is scheduled 
to begin approximately 
June 2006 for 12-16 
months. 

 PROJECTS BEYOND 2.5-MILE RADIUS 
30 
8 Media Studios 

North 

City of Burbank 
Redevelopment 
Agency / Office 
Building. 

The proposed project would build 
625 sq. ft. of office space.  

The proposed project 
would be located on 
Ontario Street and Empire 
Avenue, in the City of 
Burbank.  

Project is expected to be 
built out by 2010. 
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2.9 Intended Uses of the EIR and Other Public Agency Actions  

This EIR is intended to provide environmental review for the proposed project pursuant to the requirements of 
CEQA. The Final EIR must be certified by the LADWP as to its adequacy in complying with the requirements 
of CEQA before any action is taken to approve the proposed project. The LADWP must consider the 
information contained in the Final EIR in making a decision to approve the proposed project. In addition to 
LADWP’s approval, the proposed project would be subject to the agency permits and approvals listed in Table 
2-6. The Final EIR is intended to provide CEQA review for all required permit and approvals needed to 
construct, operate, and maintain the proposed project. 

Table 2-6. Required Permits and Approvals 
Agency/Department Permit/Approval Description 
State of California 
Division of Occupational 
Safety and Health  
(Formerly CAL OSHA) 

Construction 
Permit 

A permit is required for construction of trenches or excavations which are five 
(5) feet or deeper and into which a person is required to descend. 

NPDES Permit 
for construction 
dewatering 

RWQCB approval is needed for general construction runoff and/or construction 
dewatering discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES).  

NPDES Permit 
for hydrostatic 
test water 
discharge 

Approval is needed for discharge of hydrostatic test water into any surface 
water of the State of California. 

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

Groundwater 
Permit 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1342 et 
seq.) requires a NPDES permit (No. CAG994001) for Groundwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activities to regulate discharges of treated 
groundwater from construction and other projects dewatering to surface waters 
in the Region.  

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Encroachment 
Permit 

An Encroachment Permit is required for trenching activities near State Route 
134 on-and-off ramps at Interstate 5 (I-5).  

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works Excavation 

Permit  
Excavation Permits are necessary when any portion of the road right of way, 
from property line to property line, is cut for the purpose of laying down utility 
lines, installing electrical cabinets, installing poles or constructing manholes. In 
addition, this permit is needed to excavate under the Los Angeles River. 

 Encroachment 
Permit 

Encroachment Permits are necessary when you wish to place anything in the 
road right-of-way temporarily or long term. 

 Construction 
Permit 

A Construction Permit is necessary for activities such as cutting, removing, or 
reconstructing curbs, curb and gutter, parkway drains, driveways, and/or 
sidewalks. 

Department of Public Works, 
Flood Control 

Discharge Permit A Discharge Permit is needed for construction dewatering and hydrostatic test 
water discharge into the storm system and channels. 



 
 

 

LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project 2-28 2. Project Description 
Final EIR  December 2005 

Agency/Department Permit/Approval Description 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and 
Safety  

Building Permits Grading, electrical, plumbing, and mechanical permits would be needed. 

Excavation 
Permit 
Or 

An Excavation Permit must be obtained from the Bureau of Engineering for any
trench excavation activities, as well as electrifier and pull box relocations, 
monitoring wells, soil borings and potholes drilling within public right-of-way. 

Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

Excavation (U) 
Permit 

A U-Permit is required by the Bureau of Engineering for construction projects 
that will require public right-of-ways to be trenched or excavated. Electrolier 
and pull box relocations, monitoring wells, soil borings, and potholes drilling in 
public Right-of-Ways also need to obtain an excavation permit. 

Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Sanitation 

Sanitation 
Application Form 
for Discharging 
to Sewer System 

Approval for discharging hydrostatic test water to the sewer system is required 
from the Bureau of Sanitation. A Sanitation Application Form must be 
submitted to the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation.  

Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Street Services, 
Street Tree Division 

Tree Permit  A Permit must be obtained from the Bureau of Street Services, Street Tree 
Division for the removal of any tree on City streets or public property. Removal 
of more than three trees may also require review and approval by the Board of 
Public Works. 

Department of Transportation Traffic Control 
Management 
Plan 

Approval is needed for temporary lane closures and traffic/transportation –
related issues during construction. 

Traffic 
Management  
Plan 
 

Review and approval of the Construction Traffic Management Plan within 
applicable jurisdiction. 

Department of Recreation 
and Parks 

Right-of-entry 
Permit 

Coordination of construction activities is required for activities within Griffith 
Park. LADWP would coordinate construction activities with the LADRP to 
obtain the necessary Right-of-entry Permit. 
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This section of the EIR examines and describes the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of the proposed RSC Project. Based on the NOP/IS (August 2004) prepared for the 
Upper and Lower Reaches of the RSC pipeline (See Appendix A.1 and A.2) and comments submitted during 
the scoping process (See Appendix A.3), the environmental analysis focuses on three issues: 
Transportation/Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise.4  Section 3 evaluates the impact of the Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline for each of these issue areas. This introduction describes the format followed in Section 3 for 
evaluating project impacts.   

The environmental impact analysis includes four key areas. Each of these key areas is described below.  

Regulatory Setting. The regulatory setting describes current public policies, regulations, programs, and 
standards that apply to the proposed project as it relates to the specific issue area in question. Often, these 
existing policies and regulations serve to reduce or avoid potential environmental impacts. 

Environmental Setting (CEQA Guidelines §15125). The environmental setting section describes existing 
conditions in the project area that may be subject to change as a result of the implementation of the proposed 
project. 

Impacts and Mitigation (CEQA Guidelines §§15064.7, 15126, 15126.2, and 15126.4). The impacts and 
mitigation measures section describes the anticipated environmental impacts that could result from the 
construction and operation of the proposed project. In determining the significance of impacts, the ability of 
existing regulations and other public agency requirements to reduce potential impacts is taken into 
consideration. If an adverse impact is potentially significant despite existing regulations and requirements, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce or avoid the impact, where feasible. Mitigation measures are only 
required for significant adverse impacts. Once impacts and mitigation measures, as applicable, are presented, 
the “level of significance after mitigation” is determined.   

A significant impact is defined in CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of 
the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.” The CEQA Guidelines and various responsible 
agencies provide guidance for determining the significance of impacts; however, the determination of impact 
significance for each project is based on the independent judgment of the Lead Agency. Similarly, the 
establishment of any criteria used to evaluate the significance of impacts is the responsibility of the Lead 
Agency. The significance criteria are presented at the beginning of the impact analysis for each issue area. 

While the criteria for determining significant impacts are unique to each issue area, the analysis applies a 
uniform classification of the impacts based on the following definitions: 

• A designation of no impact is given when no adverse changes in the environment are expected. 

• A less-than-significant impact would cause no substantial adverse change in the environment. 

• A less-than-significant impact with mitigation avoids substantial adverse impacts on the environment through 
mitigation. 

                                              
4  As a result of comments received during the public review period for the Initial Study, and complications associated 

with the design and alignment of the proposed Upper Reach of the RSC pipeline, the scope of the proposed project 
was reduced to include only the Lower Reach. 
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• A significant but unavoidable impact would cause a substantial adverse impact on the environment, and no feasible 
mitigation measures would be available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The significance of a potential impact is the key consideration in the environmental impact analysis. It is the 
intent of CEQA to focus on the significant adverse effects of a project, and the potential for a project to result 
in such impacts that triggers the requirement to prepare an EIR. For impacts that are determined not to be 
significant, the EIR need only provide sufficient information to indicate why the impacts are not significant. 
For significant impacts, adequate information and analysis must be provided to characterize each impact and 
provide the public and decision makers with an understanding of the nature and severity of the impact. The 
level of detail and analysis needed to adequately characterize significant impacts varies depending on the nature 
of the impact. Certain types of impacts require quantitative analysis in order to determine impact significance, 
characterize adverse effects, and formulate appropriate mitigation measures. Other types of impacts require 
more qualitative analysis with the determination of impact significance based on the independent judgment of 
the Lead Agency. 

Cumulative Impacts (CEQA Guidelines §§15130 and 15355). Cumulative impacts are also discussed for 
each issue area. As described in the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impacts “refers to two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.” To determine the potential for cumulative impacts, Section 2.8 of the Project Description identifies 
projects within 2.5 miles of the proposed Lower Reach alignment and projects that would be constructed 
within the same time frame as the proposed project. These cumulative projects were used to determine 
cumulative impacts for each issue area described in this section.        
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3.1 Transportation and Traffic 

3.1.1  Introduction 

This section presents the findings of the traffic study for the proposed project prepared by Katz, Okitsu, & 
Associates dated January 12, 2005. The study was prepared in consultation with the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT). The traffic study is included in its entirety in Appendix C of this 
Draft Final EIR.  In addition, this section uses information from the site reconnaissance to supplement and 
address issues such as pedestrian safety and parking.  

3.1.2   Regulatory Setting 

California Department of Transportation 

The California Vehicle Code (code) establishes height, weight, length, and width restrictions for vehicles and 
their loads. Vehicles or loads that exceed these limitations are considered oversize and require a special permit 
to operate on the State highway system. The code authorizes the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) to issue special permits for the movement of these oversize vehicles along specified routes on the 
State highway system. The code authorizes county and city governments, such as Los Angeles, to issue special 
permits for movement of oversize vehicles through their jurisdictions. 

City of Los Angeles 

The LADOT is responsible for transportation issues within the City of Los Angeles boundaries. LADOT 
reviews the transportation/traffic studies prepared for projects of all types for which the City is the lead 
agency, in addition to other public agency projects (County, State, or federal) located within, or that may 
affect, the City. LADOT’s internal procedures are described in their Traffic Study Policies and Procedures 
Manual.  

County of Los Angeles 

New projects within the City must comply with the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles 
County, which was adopted by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) in 
November 1995, pursuant to State law. The CMP involves monitoring traffic conditions on the designated 
transportation network, performance measures, analysis of the impact of land use decisions on the 
transportation network, and mitigation to reduce impacts of the network.  

Appendix D of the CMP includes Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) guidelines. The TIA guidelines 
require analysis at monitored street intersections and segments, including freeway on- or off-ramp 
intersections, at which a project is expected to add 50 or more peak hour vehicle trips, and mainline freeway 
or ramp monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more peak hour trips. If a project does not add, 
but merely shifts trips at a given monitoring location, the CMP analysis is not required. 

An evaluation of transit impacts is required by the CMP for all projects for which an EIR will be prepared. 
The CMP also requires that transit system operators receive the NOP for all EIRs to evaluate the potential 
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impacts on existing transit systems, and establishes evaluation procedures. Transit corridors and centers subject 
to CMP requirements are identified in Appendix F of the CMP (City of Los Angeles, 1998). 

3.1.3  Environmental Setting 

Existing Street System 

Overview 

The proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would involve the construction of approximately 37,400 linear feet 
(about 7.1 miles) of welded steel pipeline located along/in City of Los Angeles streets and property (refer to 
Section 2.4, proposed project, Figure 2-1). The north end of the proposed pipeline would (1) begin at the west 
end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site and travel east through the Headworks property to Zoo Drive 
(Unit 1a) and (2) begin east of the Hollingsworth Spillway, where the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline 
would connect to the existing RSC, and travel southeast to Zoo Drive (Unit lb). The north half of the pipeline 
would be located in Griffith Park and generally travel along Zoo Drive and Crystal Springs Drive. Once 
exiting Griffith Park at Crystal Springs Drive and Los Feliz Boulevard, the pipeline would continue southerly 
along Riverside Drive, turning south onto Glendale Boulevard, then southwest on Rokeby Street, then west on 
Rowena Avenue, and south again onto West Silver Lake Drive until reaching the intersection with Armstrong 
Avenue, where it would connect to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line. Two branch or trunk lines would 
also be constructed. The first would begin south of Los Feliz Boulevard at Riverside Drive, and continue south 
through Mulholland Memorial Park, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel to connect to the Rowena 
Tank. The other branch/trunk line would begin at Rowena Avenue and Rokeby Street and continue southeast 
on Rowena Avenue and tie into the Fletcher Pump Station suction line. Regional access to the study area is 
provided by U.S. Highway 134 (Ventura Freeway) to the north, Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway) to the 
east, and State Route 2 (Glendale Freeway) to the southeast. 

Street Descriptions  

Table 3.1-1 summarizes the description of the construction units and the pipeline characteristics. In addition, 
the table provides a description of the proposed pipeline route. Based on the route description presented in 
Table 3.1-1, the following discussion provides a description of the roadways within each unit. Existing 
roadway configurations, such as number of lanes, bike lanes, and other details, are presented for the streets 
that have the potential to be impacted by the proposed project.    

Unit 1a and 1b 

• Headworks Spreading Grounds to Zoo Drive: No roadways would be affected in this segment as all construction 
would occur within the Headworks property.  

• Zoo Drive from Forest Lawn Drive to Griffith Park Drive: Zoo Drive forms a “T” intersection with Forest Lawn 
Drive to the west and Griffith Park Drive to the east. At the Zoo Drive/Griffith Park Drive intersection, Zoo 
Drive forms the west and north legs of the intersection. Between Forest Lawn Drive and Griffith Park Drive, Zoo 
Drive is two-lane roadway with a paved median and paved shoulders. The Zoo Drive/Forest Lawn Drive 
intersection is controlled by a traffic signal. 

• Zoo Drive between Griffith Park Drive and Unit 2: Zoo Drive is a two-lane roadway with a paved shoulder 
between Griffith Park Drive and North Zoo Drive. Within this roadway segment, Zoo Drive intersects Riverside 
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Drive and North Zoo Drive. The Zoo Drive/Riverside Drive and Zoo Drive/North Zoo Drive intersections are 
controlled by stop signs on all legs of the intersection. Between North Zoo Drive and Unit 2, Zoo Drive is a four-
lane roadway. 

Table 3.1-1. Summary of Unit Route(s) and Characteristics 

Unit  Length 
(Feet) 

Pipe Dia. 
(in) 

Route 

LOWER REACH 
Unit 1a  
Headworks Property and Griffith 
Park North  

6,000 96 From the southwest end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds 
site, continuing through the Headworks property to a location 
near the intersection of Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive, 
continuing to Zoo Drive west of the L.A. Live Steamers (children’s 
train ride).  

Unit 1b  
Griffith Park North along Zoo 
Drive  

5,300 96 From east of Hollingsworth Spillway to L.A. Live Steamers, where 
Unit 1b connects to Unit 1a, and continuing along Zoo Drive to a 
location 1,800 feet north of the northerly end of Western Heritage 
Way. 

Unit 2  
Zoo Parallel  

4,500 60 From the southern end of Unit 1b to approximately 800 feet south 
of the southern end of Western Heritage Way, running in 
Western Heritage Way, other paved roads, and equestrian trails. 

Unit 3  
Griffith Park South  

12,000 96 From the southern end of Unit 2 to Los Feliz Boulevard, running 
in Crystal Springs Drive.  

Unit 4  
Los Feliz/Riverside to 
Rokeby/Rowena  
Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West 
Silver Lake  
Rowena/West Silver Lake to 
Armstrong/West Silver Lake 
 
Trunk Line Rowena Branch Line  
Los Feliz/Riverside to Rowena 
Tank 
 
 
Trunk Line Fletcher Pumping 
Station Branch Line 
Rokeby/Rowena to Fletcher 

4,200 
 
800 
 
1,000 
 
 
 
1,600 
 
 
 
 
2,000 

84, 96 
 
72 
 
66 
 
 
 
48 
 
 
 
 
48  

From the southern end of Unit 3, southeast in Riverside Drive; 
turning southerly onto Glendale Boulevard; turning southwest 
onto Rokeby Street, then westerly onto Rowena; and then south 
in West Silver Lake Drive to the intersection of West Silver Lake 
Drive and Armstrong Avenue (connecting to the Ivanhoe inlet 
line). In addition, two branch lines would be constructed in Unit 4.  
 
The Rowena Branch Line would connect the Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline to the Rowena Tank. From the intersection of Riverside 
Drive and Los Feliz Boulevard, south through Mulholland 
Memorial Park and through the existing Rowena Tunnel to the 
existing Rowena Tank. 
 
The Fletcher Pumping Station Branch Line would connect the 
Lower Reach RSC pipeline to the Fletcher Pump Station suction 
line. From the intersection of Rowena Avenue and Rokeby Street 
southeast along Glendale Boulevard to Fletcher Drive 
(connecting to the Fletcher Pump Station suction line). 

Unit 2  

• Western Heritage Way between Zoo Drive and Unit 3: Western Heritage Way is a two-lane roadway with no 
shoulder or median. Within this roadway segment, Western Heritage Way is unsignaled. 

Unit 3  

•  Crystal Springs Drive to south of Griffith Park Drive: Zoo Drive becomes Crystal Springs Drive near North Zoo 
Drive. Crystal Springs Drive is a two-lane north-south roadway. 

• Crystal Springs Drive from south of Griffith Park Drive to Los Feliz Boulevard: South of Griffith Park Drive, 
Crystal Park Drive becomes a two-lane divided highway. The Crystal Springs Drive/Los Feliz Boulevard 
intersection that serves and the southern boundary to this project segment/unit is controlled by a traffic signal. 

Unit 4  

• Riverside Drive between Los Feliz Boulevard and Glendale Boulevard: Crystal Springs Drive becomes Riverside 
Drive south of Los Feliz Boulevard. Riverside Drive is a four-lane north-south roadway with sufficient width to 
provide a paved median and provide for on-street parking. 
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• Glendale Boulevard between Riverside Drive and Rokeby Street: Moving southward, the proposed pipeline route 
turns from Riverside Drive to Glendale Boulevard. The pipeline follows Glendale Boulevard between Riverside 
Drive to the north and Rokeby Street to the south. This segment of Glendale Boulevard provides two lanes of 
traffic in each direction. 

• Rokeby Street between Glendale Boulevard and Rowena Avenue: Again moving southward, the proposed pipeline 
turns from Glendale Avenue to Rokeby Street. The proposed pipeline route then follows the short roadway 
segment along Rokeby Street to Rowena Avenue. This roadway segment that provides both one lane of traffic in 
each direction and on-street parking. The intersections of Rokeby Street with Glendale Boulevard and Rowena 
Avenue are controlled by stop signs on Rokeby Street. 

• Rowena Avenue between Rokeby Street and West Silver Lake Drive: At the southern terminus of Rokeby Street, 
the proposed pipeline would turn west along a short segment of Rowena Avenue to West Silver Lake Drive. This 
roadway segment provides for two lanes of traffic in each direction and on-street parking. The Rowena 
Avenue/West Silver Lake Drive intersection is controlled by a traffic signal. 

• West Silver Lake Avenue between Rowena Avenue and Armstrong Avenue: West Silver Lake Avenue in this 
proposed pipeline segment is a two-lane residential roadway with sufficient width to provide on-street parking.  

Freeways and Highways 

One freeway and two State Highways serve the project area, Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway) to the east, 
State Route 134 (Ventura Freeway) to the north, and State Route 2 (Glendale Freeway) to the southeast. These 
facilities provide regional access to the project site and the surrounding vicinity and are briefly described as 
follows: 

The Golden State Highway (I-5) is a north-south oriented freeway located immediately east of the project site 
(from Griffith Park Boulevard and Crystal Springs Drive) and is one of the most important traffic facilities in 
the Los Angeles Area. In the project vicinity, I-5 provides eight mixed mode travel lanes and one rideshare 
lane in each direction. Full interchanges are provided at Los Feliz Boulevard and Crystal Springs Drive east of 
the project route.  

The Ventura Freeway (134) is an east-west oriented freeway located immediately north of the project site 
(Forest Lawn Drive). In the project vicinity, the Ventura Freeway provides six mixed mode travel lanes. A 
full interchange is provided at Forest Lawn Drive north of the project route.  

The Glendale Freeway (2) is a southwest-northeast oriented freeway located southeast of the project site 
(Glendale Boulevard). In the project vicinity, the 2 Glendale Freeway provides four mixed mode travel lanes. 
The freeway starts south of the project route at Alvarado Boulevard traveling northeast where it becomes the 
Glendale Freeway.  

Public Transit 

The project area is currently served by bus transit. Specifically, the MTA has developed a system of bus routes 
serving the area. Current bus route information indicates that several lines provide service within walking 
distance (less than two miles) of the project route that could be used by persons traveling to and from 
destinations along the proposed Lower Reach RSC route.  

Within Units 1a, 1b, 2, and 3, none of the transit lines provide direct service along the project route. 
However, several lines serve adjacent areas along Zoo Drive, Crystal Springs Drive, and Griffith Park Drive. 
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Within Unit 4, "local" routes with stops along the proposed route exist along Rowena Avenue. The bus lines 
which provide the closest service to the project route are identified and described as follows: 

Line 96 is a northeast-southwest route that serves the communities of Los Angeles, Glendale, Burbank, Sun 
Valley, Pacoima, and Sylmar. The route operates primarily along Glendale Boulevard and Glen Oaks 
Boulevard. Service is provided Monday through Friday from 5:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. and headways ranging 
from 15 minutes to one hour. This line stops at the San Fernando Metrolink Station. 

Line 92 is a north-south route that serves the communities of Sherman Oaks, Valley Village, Universal City, 
Burbank, Griffith Park, and downtown Los Angeles. The route operates primarily along Riverside Drive and 
stops at the intersection of Grand Avenue and Venice Boulevard in downtown Los Angeles. Service is 
provided Monday through Friday from 5:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. 

Line 201 is a northeast-southwest route that serves the communities of Eagle Rock, Atwater Village, and 
Silver Lake. Within Unit 4, "local" routes with stops along the proposed route exist along Rowena Avenue. 
Service is provided Monday through Friday from 5:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. 

Other transit routes crossing the proposed project alignment, which could be impacted by traffic delays during 
construction include: Lines 180, 181, and Metro Rapid Line 780 on Los Feliz Boulevard.  

3.1.4  Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Construction Assumptions 

Construction of the proposed project would primarily use the open-trench method, except at busy intersections 
where the pipeline would be installed using the jacking method, locations in the Headworks Spreading 
Grounds site and Griffith Park where portions would be installed using traditional tunneling or jacking, and at 
the Rowena Tunnel where the pipeline would be installed by the slip lining method. In sequence, the general 
process for the construction methods consists of site preparation, excavation, pipe (and/or appurtenant 
structure) installation and backfilling, and street restoration (where applicable). 

It is estimated that a typical construction spread would require the closure of three travel lanes. Intersections 
where open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately four weeks with turning traffic 
affected considerably longer. Construction would require off-site staging area(s) to temporarily store supplies 
and materials. Contractors would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging areas. 
However, possible staging areas identified for the proposed project include various City-owned lots within 
Griffith Park, or at local LADWP facilities, such as the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex. 

At the time this assessment was performed, the actual location of the required trenching and tunneling within 
the identified roadways was not defined. Open trench construction would have the greatest traffic circulation 
impact. As discussed in the Project Description (Section 2), it is assumed that trenching operations would 
require a “spread” of approximately three travel lanes (approximately 30 to 36 feet). Table 3.1-2 identifies 
potential lane and roadway closures that would be required for trenching construction within these units. 
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Methodology 

The proposed Lower Reach RSC Project was analyzed by project segment or unit number (see Table 3.1-1). 
The methodology was developed in consultation with the LADOT. General traffic conditions were analyzed on 
roadways where the proposed project would be constructed. As detailed construction and closure plans for the 
proposed project are not yet available, analysis was not conducted for specific intersections or specific project 
segments. Capacity would be constricted, in some form, along each project segment during construction.  

Table 3.1-2. Summary of Potential Trenching Roadway Closures for All Units 
Street Segment Potential Roadway Impact 
Headworks Property and Griffith Park North (West Project 
Limit to Zoo Drive) 

No roadway closures, as pipeline construction would occur 
within the Headworks property and not on existing streets. 
 

Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive (east of Hollingsworth 
Spillway to North Zoo Drive) 

Potential complete street closure. 

Zoo Parallel Line (Western Heritage Way) Potential complete street closure. 
Griffith Park South (Crystal Springs Drive from Griffith 
Park Drive to Los Feliz Boulevard) 

This segment of roadway is a four-lane divided roadway. If the 
pipeline is located in either the northbound or southbound 
lanes, then traffic can be reduced to one lane in each direction 
and utilize the northbound or southbound roadway, depending 
on which roadway requires closure. 

Riverside Drive between Los Feliz Boulevard and 
Glendale Boulevard 

This section of roadway has four lanes, left turn lanes and a 
wide curb lane. At least two lanes could be maintained during 
construction. 

Glendale Boulevard from Riverside Drive to Rokeby 
Street 
 

This section of roadway is comprised of four relatively narrow 
lanes. Trenching on this portion of roadway would require 
street closure. 

Roadways south of Rokeby Street Trenching on these roadways would require street closure. 
Source:  Traffic Study for the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power River Supply Conduit (RSC) Project (Lower Reach). Katz, Okistsu, 

& Associates. January 12, 2005 (see Appendix C). 
 Note:  Subsequent to the completion of the Traffic Study, it was determined that the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would not be 

installed in Forest Lawn Drive. As such, potential roadway impacts to Forest Lawn Drive, which are presented in the Traffic Study (see 
Appendix C), are not included in this table. 

Significance Criteria 

The traffic/transportation significance criteria are based on the CEQA checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines and a review of the environmental documentation for other utility projects in California. Traffic/ 
transportation impacts would be significant if one or more of the following conditions resulted from 
construction: 

• Criterion T-1: The installation of the water line within, adjacent to, or across a roadway would reduce the number 
of, or the available width of, one or more travel lanes during the peak traffic periods, resulting in a temporary 
disruption to traffic flow and/or increased traffic congestion. 

• Criterion T-2: A major roadway (arterial or collector classification) would be closed to through traffic as a result 
of construction activities and there would be no suitable alternative route available. 

• Criterion T-3: Construction activities would restrict access to or from adjacent land uses and there would be no 
suitable alternative access. 

• Criterion T-4: Construction activities would restrict the movements of emergency vehicles (police cars, fire 
trucks, ambulances, and paramedic units) and there would be no reasonable alternative access routes available. 

• Criterion T-5: Construction activities or staging activities would increase the demand for and/or reduce the supply 
of parking spaces and there would be no provisions for accommodating the resulting parking deficiencies. 
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• Criterion T-6: Construction activities would disrupt public transit service and there would be no suitable 
alternative routes or stops. 

• Criterion T-7: Construction activities of the project would result in safety problems for vehicular traffic, pedes-
trians, transit operations, or trains. 

Project Impacts 

Impacts to Traffic Flow (Criterion T-1 and T-2) 

Construction. Construction of the proposed project would generate additional traffic on the regional and local 
roadways. Construction worker commute trips, project equipment deliveries and hauling materials such as 
pipe, concrete, fill, and excavation spoils would increase existing traffic volumes in the project area. In 
addition, it is estimated that a typical construction activity would require the closure of three travel lanes. 
Intersections where open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately four weeks with 
turning traffic affected considerably longer. The following outlines street closures and impacts by unit: 

• Unit 1a and 1b. Construction of the proposed project along Units 1a and 1b would likely require complete closure 
of some segments of Zoo Drive in Griffith Park.   

No major alternate routes are located in close proximity to Unit 1. Riverside Drive, on the north side of SR-134, 
could be utilized as an alternate route to some extent. The relatively low traffic volumes along Zoo Drive could 
generally be accommodated with a reduced number of travel lanes. Closure of Zoo Drive could affect access to the 
I-5 Southbound On-Ramp (via the Unit 2 project segment) near the Gene Autry Museum of Western Heritage. For 
the most part, full closure of Zoo Drive would only affect local traffic within Griffith Park. 

• Unit 2. Construction along Unit 2 could require either complete or partial closure of segments of Western 
Heritage Way in Griffith Park. A potential alternate route during construction would be the I-5 and SR-134 
freeway via Los Feliz Boulevard. As construction along Unit 2 would not involve major roadways or significant 
traffic volumes, use of such an alternate route would only be necessary during complete roadway closures. 

• Unit 3. Construction along Unit 3 would require partial closures along segments of Crystal Springs Drive. Along 
most of Unit 3, the roadway has a landscaped median. Partial construction closures would likely entail the use of 
one side of the roadway in a two-lane operation. 

• Unit 4. Construction of Unit 4 would require partial closures along Riverside Drive, and could require full closure 
of smaller roadways such as Rowena Avenue, Rokeby Street, and West Silver Lake Drive. Access would likely 
remain along Riverside Drive. Parallel roadways would need to be utilized as detour routes for the those streets 
requiring full road closures on smaller streets. 

The proposed project would result in significant impacts during construction since much of the proposed 
project would be performed via open trenching that would occur on roadways that are heavily traveled. 
Therefore, construction activities would reduce capacities on the roadways directly affected and divert traffic 
to adjacent roadways that are also heavily traveled. While jacking and tunneling could be used to reduce traffic 
impacts at specific locations, use of this method throughout the entire route would be prohibitively costly. 
There are no measures that could be implemented to make the project impact less than significant, as open 
trenching on heavily traveled streets would result in diversion of traffic to adjacent routes that would likely 
also operate at very poor levels of service. However, implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would help to reduce impacts associated with construction of the proposed project to the extent feasible: 

T-1   Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC Project, LADWP shall 
submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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(LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for review and approval of 
those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any construction work.  In the 
development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with LADOT regarding other LADWP projects 
occurring simultaneously in the area of the Lower Reach RSC Project during the construction 
phase. The plan shall show the location of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, and local access (maintenance of), including bike lanes if applicable. The Pplan 
shall also discuss the use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to 
standard guidelines outlined in the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Traffic 
Manual, the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, and the Work Area Traffic 
Control Handbook (WATCH). Additionally, LADWP shall coordinate with Caltrans to seek 
assistance with traffic controls for project related traffic impacts. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1 would reduce construction related traffic impacts; however, due to 
the magnitude of the construction activities the impacts would continue to be significant and unavoidable. A 
Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project. 

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in traffic volumes above those currently 
generated for inspection and maintenance along the Lower Reach RSC pipeline route. Inspection and 
maintenance activities would be limited to periodic inspections of the isolation, air, and vacuum valves, as well 
as testing the isolation valves. These activities would result in periodic vehicle trips, but would result in 
negligible impacts to traffic volumes and the parking capacities of the roadways along the route over the life of 
the proposed project. Because these impacts would be temporary in nature, operation of the proposed project 
would have no lasting impact on the study roadways or the adjacent roadway systems, including the Los 
Angeles County Congestion Management roadways of the State Highway system. Operation of the proposed 
project would not impact existing public transportation or pedestrian access locations or routes. Therefore, 
traffic impacts from operations of the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Impacts to Public Access (Criterion T-3) 

Construction. When construction occurs in the outer lane and/or shoulders of roads, access to driveways would 
be temporarily blocked by the construction zone, thereby affecting access and parking for the adjacent 
residences, institutions, businesses and other land uses. Within Unit 4, access to side streets, entrances, and 
driveways would be temporarily disrupted and possibly blocked during construction. This could potentially 
deprive business owners of customer patronage and could prevent residents from enjoying full use of their 
properties. While in most cases and at most times, alternative access would be available via minor detours, 
in a limited number of instances automobile access could be completely blocked during construction. This 
would represent a conflict with an established land use. However, even under a worst-case situation, 
reasonable pedestrian access would be available at all times, to all businesses and residences. In such a 
worst-case situation, for example, a business patron could be obliged to park up to a few hundred feet away 
from a destination. Reasonable vehicular and full pedestrian access to private homes located along the 
alignment would be available at all times. There may be some isolated locations along the proposed Lower 
Reach RSC alignment where construction could block the driveway to a private off-street parking lot 
serving a business. In these instances, such disruption could potentially deprive a business of patronage; 
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however, such disruption would be short-term in nature as the proposed project construction would be 
phased in work areas where each work area would typically vary between 800 and 1,000 feet. While the 
potential disruption of established land uses along the pipeline alignment would be short-term, it would be a 
significant impact. To reduce the severity of public access impacts, Mitigation Measures T-2 through T-4, 
and T-3, below, are recommended.  

T-2  LADWP shall provide a minimum of 48-hour advance notification of the potential for disrupted 
access to and parking for any business, residence, or recreational facility that may experience 
delayed access or reduced parking capacity in the vicinity. The notification shall include 
information on restoring access and the estimated amount of time that access may be blocked.  

T-3 If vehicular access to businesses, residences, and recreational facilities cannot be restored within 
eight (8) hours, LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide a one lane temporary vehicular 
bridge for access (LADWP Specification F01560 - Project Controls, Section 3.07D).  

T-4  No construction equipment, trucks or other construction-related vehicles shall stop or slow roadway 
through traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the construction site to exit or enter 
Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial Park. No construction site 
employee shall stop or slow roadway traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the site 
to enter or exit the memorial parks. Processional traffic, entering or exiting the memorial parks 
shall have first priority over construction equipment or vehicles.  

Within Units 1a, 1b, 2, and 3, construction activities could block access to driveways and recreational open 
space (picnic areas, walking trails, etc.) located within Griffith Park. Within Griffith Park, on Crystal Springs 
Drive where the road is open to two-way traffic, construction may be limited to nighttime hours only. Day 
and/or night construction (up to 24 hours per day with police commission approval) would occur within 
Griffith Park along Crystal Springs Drive, where the road is open to only one-way traffic, since the lower 
portion of Crystal Springs Drive would be entirely closed throughout construction within that area (City of Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks approval would be required). This proposed construction phasing 
would reduce access impediment impacts and require coordinating with local agencies for public notification of 
construction activities, trail and recreational facility closures, and alternate routes. The implementation of 
Mitigation Measures T-2 through T-4, and T-3, including coordination with the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Recreation and Parks, would reduce impacts resulting from construction; however public access 
impacts would still be significant.  

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in lane closures or any other restrictions to 
surrounding site access along the project route. Operations of the proposed project would not impact existing 
public access locations or routes. Therefore, access impacts from operations of the proposed project would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Impacts to Emergency Vehicle Access (Criterion T-4) 

Construction. Construction activities could potentially interfere with emergency response by ambulance, fire, 
paramedic, and police vehicles. The loss of a lane and the resulting increase in congestion could lengthen the 
response time required for emergency vehicles passing through the construction zone. Moreover, there is a 
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possibility that emergency services may be needed at a location where access is temporarily blocked by the 
construction zone. Mitigation Measures T-3 (above) and T-54 through T-7 (below) are recommended to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. 

T-54  LADWP shall coordinate in advance with emergency service providers to avoid restricting 
movements of emergency vehicles. Police departments, fire departments, ambulance services, and 
paramedic services shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed locations, nature, 
timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised of any access restrictions that could 
impact their effectiveness. At locations where access to nearby property is blocked, provision shall be 
ready at all times to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as plating over excavations, short detours, 
and alternate routes in conjunction with local agencies. The Traffic Construction Management Plan 
(T-1) shall include details regarding emergency services coordination and procedures.  

T-6 In the event of an emergency that requires land closure on Forest Lawn Drive, Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park Hollywood Hills and Mount Sinai Memorial Park would be immediately notified to 
coordinate activities to minimize adverse impacts to the memorial parks. 

T-7 At least two weeks prior to and throughout construction, contact information will be provided to 
allow Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills to advise LADWP of problems, concerns or 
upcoming events that might affect the construction site or construction activities.  An emergency 
contact will also be provided for after-hours, weekends, and holiday emergencies. 

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in lane closures or any other restrictions to 
surrounding site access along the project route. Operations of the proposed project would not impact existing 
emergency vehicle access locations or routes. Therefore, access impacts from operations of the proposed 
project would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Impacts to Parking (Criterion T-5) 

Construction. Workers commuting to the construction sites would increase traffic in the project area. 
According to the project description, the daily project workforce of approximately 100 personnel (22 
employees times four open trench activities, plus four employees multiplied by three jacking operations) would 
be employed on the project during the peak construction period. It is assumed that up to 83 workers would 
drive personal vehicles to construction sites (assuming a 1.2 rideshare/other transportation factor). Parking for 
worker vehicles would be provided at the construction staging sites and surrounding locations. From these 
points, some workers would drive or ride in project vehicles to work areas along the Lower Reach RSC right-
of-way (ROW). In addition, construction activities may result in short-term elimination of a limited amount of 
parking spaces immediately adjacent to the construction ROW. Therefore, the proposed project could result in 
a significant decrease to available parking along the Lower Reach RSC alignment. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure T-2 (above) and T-8 (below) would reduce impacts; however, parking impacts would still 
be significant.  

T-8 All parking of machinery, equipment and employee vehicles associated with Unit 1a of the Lower 
Reach RSC Project will be located on LADWP right of way unless construction activities prohibit 
it. 
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Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in lane closures or any other restrictions to 
surrounding parking along the project route. Operations of the proposed project would not impact existing 
parking along the route. Therefore, parking impacts from operations of the proposed project would be less 
than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Impacts to Public Transit (Criterion T-6) 

Construction. Impacts to transit service would be likely along project segments during construction. 
Construction of the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would disrupt two several MTA bus routes (Routes 
92 and 96) and possibly local school bus routes. Potential impacts would include scheduling delays and bus stop 
closures. Temporary stop relocations/closures and line re-routing would be necessary based on the roadway 
width needed for project construction. Turning movements would be restricted or closed, forcing rerouting 
from neighborhoods currently served by transit. However, the implementation of Mitigation Measure T-95 
described below is recommended to reduce potentially significant public transit impacts to less than significant 
levels. 

T-95  LADWP shall coordinate in advance with MTA, by contacting the Metro Bus Operations Control 
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632, to avoid restricting movements of public 
transportation during construction. MTA shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed 
locations, nature, timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised of any access 
restrictions that could impact existing bus stops and service routes. Traffic Construction 
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1) shall include details regarding public transportation 
coordination and procedures, and copies shall be provided to MTA.  

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in lane closures or any other restrictions to 
surrounding MTA transit routes or stops. Operations of the proposed project would not impact existing MTA 
operations along the route. Therefore, public transit impacts from operations of the proposed project would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Impacts to Pedestrian Safety (Criterion T-7) 

Construction. Pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle circulation would be affected by project construction 
activities if pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists were unable to pass through the construction zone or if 
established pedestrian, equestrian, and bike routes were blocked. Additionally, since there may be a disruption 
to bicycle and equestrian routes, sidewalks, shoulders, and pedestrian crossings, pedestrians, equestrians, and 
bicyclists may enter the affected streets and highways and risk a vehicular-related accident. Required permits 
for temporary lane closures would be obtained from the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans. Before obtaining 
roadway encroachment permits, LADWP would submit a Traffic Construction Management Plan (per 
Mitigation Measure T-1), to the LADOT. As part of the plan, traffic control measures and construction vehicle 
access routes would be identified and would include discussion of haul routes, limits on the length of open 
cuts, and resurfacing requirements. Within Griffith Park, on Crystal Springs Drive where the road is open to 
two-way traffic, construction may be limited to nighttime hours only. Day and/or night construction (up to 24 
hours per day with police approval) would occur within Griffith Park along Crystal Springs Drive, where the 
road is open to only one-way traffic, since the lower portion of Crystal Springs Drive would be entirely closed 
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throughout construction within that area. This proposed construction phasing would reduce pedestrian access 
impediment impacts and require coordinating with local agencies for public notification of construction 
activities, trail and recreational facility closures, and alternate routes. Furthermore, all property owners and 
residents on streets where construction would occur would be notified prior to the start of construction. 
Advance public notification would include postings of notices and appropriate signs. Therefore, impacts to 
pedestrian safety are considered to be less than significant. 

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in lane closures or any other impedance to 
pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists along the project route. Therefore, public safety impacts from 
operations of the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

3.1.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 would help to reduce construction related traffic flow impacts; 
however, due to the magnitude of the construction activities the impacts would continue to be significant and 
unavoidable. Furthermore, while implementation of Mitigation Measures T-2 through T-4 would reduce public 
access impacts during construction, and Mitigation Measures T-2 and T-8 would reduce parking impacts 
during construction, these impacts would continue to be significant. A Statement of Overriding Considerations 
would be required for construction of the proposed Lower Reach RSC Project. Alternatively, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 through T-5, T-5 through T-7 and T-9, impacts to public and 
emergency vehicle access, parking, public transit, and pedestrian safety would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 

3.1.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Operation of the proposed project would result in periodic vehicle trips associated with inspection and 
maintenance activities that would generate negligible emissions over the life of the project. Therefore, the 
focus of this cumulative impact discussion is based on short-term construction impacts. The majority of 
construction for the proposed project is expected to occur from August 2006 mid-October 2005 to early 
September 2008 (LADWP, 2005a). Other construction projects identified within the project area and within 
approximately 2.5 miles of the proposed project corridor include various land development (e.g., mixed uses, 
office buildings, residential, etc.), transportation infrastructure (e.g., on-ramp construction, etc.), utility 
infrastructure (e.g., Upper Reach RSC Project), and other redevelopment projects (see Section 2.8, 
Cumulative Projects).  

Traffic impacts from these projects would only have the potential to cause cumulatively significant impacts if 
they were constructed concurrently with the proposed project. Several of the cumulative projects identified in 
Section 2.8 would be constructed at least partly during the construction period of the proposed project. In 
addition, it is anticipated that the majority of the projects would involve some level of contribution to 
cumulative traffic congestion that would result in significant traffic impacts to existing levels of service. 
Therefore, the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8 could further exacerbate the projected short-term 
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significant construction traffic impacts identified for the proposed project if they were constructed at the same 
time. Cumulative impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 
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3.2 Air Quality 

3.2.1 Introduction 

This section provides information on ambient air quality conditions in the vicinity of the proposed Lower 
Reach alignment and identifies potential impacts that would occur to local air quality as a result of construction 
and operation of the proposed project. Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 describe the existing regulatory and 
environmental setting of the project area, respectively. Section 3.2.4 presents the impacts and mitigation 
measures, Section 3.2.5 describes the level of significance after mitigation is implemented, and Section 3.2.6 
presents the cumulative impacts that would occur as a result of the proposed project.  

3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Regulation of air pollution is achieved through a combination of ambient air quality standards and emission 
limits for individual sources and categories of sources of air pollutants. The federal Clean Air Act requires the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to identify National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS or federal ambient air quality standards) to protect public health and welfare. The NAAQS are 
established for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and lead. These 
pollutants are called “criteria” air pollutants because the intent of the standards is to meet specific public health 
and welfare criteria. California has adopted more stringent ambient air quality standards (CAAQS or State 
ambient air quality standards) for most of the criteria air pollutants. The applicable federal and State ambient 
air quality standards (AAQS) and a brief discussion of the related heath effects and principal sources for each 
pollutant are presented in Table 3.2-1. As indicated in this table, the averaging times (the duration over which 
they are measured) for the various air quality standards range from 1-hour to annual. The standards are read as 
a volume fraction, in parts per million (ppm), or as a concentration, in milligrams and/or micrograms of 
pollutant per cubic meter of air (mg/m3 or µg/m3). 

As required by the federal Clean Air Act, the USEPA classifies air basins or portions thereof, as either 
“attainment” or “nonattainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the national standards 
have been achieved. The California Clean Air Act also requires designation of areas as “attainment” or 
“nonattainment” for the State standards, rather than the national standards. Thus, areas in California have two 
sets of attainment/nonattainment designations: one set with respect to the national standards and one set with 
respect to the State standards. The proposed project would be located in the Los Angeles County sub-area of 
the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD). Table 3.2-2 summarizes the federal and State attainment status of criteria pollutants for 
the SCAB. 
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Table 3.2-1. Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

Federal 
Standard 

California 
Standard 

Pollutant Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources 

8 Hour 0.08 ppm 
(157 µg/m3) — 

Ozone (O3) 

1 Hour 0.12 ppm 
(235 µg/m3) 

0.09 ppm 
(180 µg/m3) 

High concentrations can directly 
affect lungs, causing irritation. 
Long-term exposure may cause 
damage to lung tissue. 

Formed when reactive organic gases 
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) react 
in the presence of sunlight. Major 
sources include on-road motor 
vehicles, solvent evaporation, and 
commercial/ industrial mobile 
equipment. 

8 Hour 9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) 

9.0 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) Carbon 

Monoxide 
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm 

(40 mg/m3) 
20 ppm 

(23 mg/m3) 

Classified as a chemical 
asphyxiant, carbon monoxide 
interferes with the transfer of fresh 
oxygen to the blood and deprives 
sensitive tissues of oxygen. 

Internal combustion engines, primarily 
gasoline-powered motor vehicles. 

Annual Avg. 0.053 ppm 
(100 µg/m3) — Nitrogen 

Dioxide 
(NO2) 1 Hour — 0.25 ppm  

(470 µg/m3) 

Irritating to eyes and respiratory 
tract. Colors atmosphere reddish-
brown. 

Motor vehicles, petroleum refining 
operations, industrial sources, aircraft, 
ships, and railroads. 

Annual Avg. 0.030 ppm 
(80 µg/m3) — 

24 Hour 0.14 ppm 
(365 µg/m3) 

0.04 ppm 
(105 µg/m3) 

3 Hour 0.5 ppm 
(1300 µg/m3) — 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

1 Hour — 0.25 ppm 
(655 µg/m3) 

Irritates upper respiratory tract; 
injurious to lung tissue. Can yellow 
the leaves of plants, destructive to 
marble, iron, and steel. Limits 
visibility and reduces sunlight. 

Fuel combustion, chemical plants, 
sulfur recovery plants, and metal 
processing. 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
50 µg/m3 20 µg/m3 Respirable 

Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10)* 24 Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

May irritate eyes and respiratory 
tract, decreases in lung capacity, 
cancer and increased mortality. 
Produces haze and limits visibility. 

Dust and fume-producing industrial and 
agricultural operations, combustion, 
atmospheric photochemical reactions, 
and natural activities (e.g., wind-raised 
dust and ocean sprays). 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
15 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 Fine  

Particulate 
Matter  
(PM2.5)* 24 Hour 65 µg/m3 — 

Increases respiratory disease, lung 
damage, cancer, and premature 
death. Reduces visibility and results 
in surface soiling. 

Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, 
equipment, and industrial sources; 
residential and agricultural burning; 
Also, formed from photochemical 
reactions of other pollutants, including 
NOx, sulfur oxides, and organics. 

Calendar 
Quarter 1.5 µg/m3 — 

Lead 
30 Day 
Average — 1.5 µg/m3 

Disturbs gastrointestinal system, 
and causes anemia, kidney 
disease, and neuromuscular and 
neurologic dysfunction. 

Present source: lead smelters, battery 
manufacturing and recycling facilities. 
Past source: combustion of leaded 
gasoline. 

Source: CARB, 2004, SCAQMD, 1993. 
* On June 20, 2002, the Air Resources Board approved the recommendation to revise the PM10 annual average standard to 20 µg/m3 (arithmetic 

mean) and to establish an annual average standard for PM2.5 of 12 µg/m3 (arithmetic mean). On June 5, 2003, the Office of Administrative Law 
approved the amendments to the regulations for PM. Information regarding these revisions can be found at www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/std-
rs/std-rs.htm.  
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Table 3.2-2. Attainment Status for the South Coast Air Basin 
Pollutants Federal Classification State Classification 
Ozone (1-hour) Extreme Non-Attainment Extreme Non-Attainment 
Ozone (8-hour) Severe Non-Attainment N/A 
PM10 Serious Non-Attainment Non-Attainment 
PM2.5 Non-Attainment a (proposed) Non-Attainment b (proposed) 
CO Serious Non-Attainment Non-Attainment c 
NO2 Attainment Attainment 
SO2 Attainment Attainment 
Source: CARB, 2004, USEPA, 2004. 
Note(s): CO = carbon monoxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 

micrograms in diameter; N/A = Not Applicable. 
a. Proposed Federal PM2.5 attainment status recommended by the California Air Resources Board on February 11, 2004. 

The USEPA plans to finalize PM2.5 designations by December 15, 2004. Report available at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/pm25desig/pm25desig.htm. 

b. Proposed State PM2.5 attainment status from 2003 Staff Report Attachment B - Proposed Amendments to the Area 
Designations available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig03/desig03.htm. 

c. Los Angeles County portion of SCAB. 
 

Rules and Regulations 
Federal, State, and regional agencies have established air quality rules and regulations that affect the project 
area. The following regulatory considerations may apply to the project area. 

Federal Regulations 

• The 1990 federal Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments overhauled the planning provisions for areas not meeting the 
NAAQS. The amendments identified specific emission reduction goals, required both a demonstration of 
reasonable further progress and attainment by specified dates, and incorporated more stringent sanctions for 
failure to attain the NAAQS or to meet interim attainment milestones.  

• The USEPA implements New Source Review (NSR) and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). PSD 
applies to major sources with annual emissions exceeding either 100 or 250 tons per year (tpy) depending on the 
source, or that cause or contribute adverse impacts to any federally classified Class I area. PSD would not apply to 
the proposed project.  

• The USEPA implements the NAAQS and determines attainment of federal air quality standards on a short- and 
long-term basis. 

State Regulations 

• The California Air Resources Board (CARB) establishes and periodically updates the CAAQS and determines 
attainment status for criteria air pollutants. 

• The California CAA went into effect on January 1, 1989, with the mandate that local air districts achieve the 
health-based CAAQS at the earliest practicable date. 

• The Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program established by CARB allows operation of portable 
equipment throughout California without having to obtain individual permits from local air districts. 

Local Rules and Regulations 

Emissions that would result from construction of the proposed project are subject to the rules and regulations 
of the SCAQMD. Rules and regulations of this agency are designed to achieve defined air quality standards 
that are protective of public health. To that purpose, they limit the emissions (during both construction and 
operation phases of projects) and the permissible impacts of emissions from projects, and specify emission 
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controls and control technologies for each type of emitting source in order to ultimately achieve the air quality 
standards. SCAQMD rules and regulations that may be applicable to the proposed project include: 

• Rule 401: limits visual exhaust emission discharges that occur for more than three minutes an hour; 

• Rule 402: restricts discharges of air contaminants in quantities that could cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or 
annoyance; 

• Rule 403: reduces the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as a result of man-made fugitive 
dust sources by requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions; 

• Rule 1110.2: reduces NOx, volatile organic compounds (VOC), and CO from all stationary and long-term use 
portable engines over 50 brake horsepower; and 

• Rule 1166: sets requirements to control the emission of VOCs from excavation, grading, handling, and treating 
VOC-contaminated soil as a result of leakage from storage or transfer operations, accidental spillage, or other 
deposition.  

3.2.3 Environmental Setting 

Meteorological Conditions 

The study area lies within the SCAB (see Figure 3.2-1), which is characterized as a Mediterranean climate 
with mild winters, when most rainfall occurs, and hot, dry summers. The regional climate is dominated by a 
strong and persistent high-pressure system that frequently lies off the Pacific coast (generally known as the 
Pacific High). The Pacific High shifts northward or southward in response to seasonal changes or the presence 
of cyclonic storms. Besides the influence from the Pacific High, other important meteorological characteristics 
influencing air quality in the study area are the persistent temperature inversions, predominance of onshore 
winds, mountain ridge and valley topography, and prevalent sunlight.  

A monthly climate summary for Burbank, California was selected to characterize the climate of the study area. 
As described in Table 3.2-3, average summer (July) high and low temperatures in the study area are 89°F and 
61°F, respectively. Average winter (January) high and low temperatures in the study area are 67°F and 42°F, 
respectively. The average annual precipitation is approximately 16.1 inches with approximately 75 percent 
occurring between December and March. Little precipitation occurs during summer because a high-pressure 
cell blocks migrating storm systems over the eastern Pacific.  

Table 3.2-3.  Monthly Average Temperatures and Precipitation 
Temperature, °F Month Maximum Minimum Precipitation, inches 

January 67 42 3.26 
February 69 44 3.81 
March 71 46 2.90 
April 74 49 1.19 
May 77 53 0.28 
June 82 57 0.08 
July 89 61 0.01 
August 89 61 0.11 
September 87 59 0.20 
October 81 53 0.46 
November 74 46 1.57 
December 68 42 2.25 
Annual average/total 77 51 16.12 
Source: Western Regional Climate Center, 2004. Period of Record is from December 1939 to March 2004. 
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Wind patterns in the project vicinity display a unidirectional on-shore flow that tends to wrap around the Santa 
Monica Mountains from the southeast. Winds are strongest during the summer, with a weaker offshore return 
flow that is strongest during winter nights when the land is colder than the ocean. The on-shore winds that 
sweep across the region average from eight to twelve miles per hour (mph) with stronger winds occurring 
during the summer. The offshore flow is often calm or drifts slowly southeasterly at three to eight mph, with 
winter nights showing the strongest effects (SCAQMD, 1993).  

Existing Air Quality 

Existing and historical ambient air quality trends in the project area are best documented by measurements 
recorded at the SCAQMD air monitoring station closest to the project area. Data collected at the Burbank 
West Palm Avenue (Burbank) monitoring station was selected to represent ambient air quality conditions in the 
vicinity of project area. The Burbank monitoring station is located approximately three miles east of the 
northern portion of the proposed pipeline route. Monitored air pollutants at the Burbank monitoring station 
include carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10), and ozone (O3). Air quality trends recorded at the 
Burbank monitoring station from 2001 to 2003 are presented in Table 3.2-4.  

Table 3.2-4. Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data from the Project Area 
Burbank West Palm Avenue Monitoring Station Pollutant Standards 2001 2002 2003 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 5.0 4.5 4.5 
No. Days Standard Exceeded    
NAAQS (8-hour) > 9.5 ppm 
CAAQS (8-hour) > 9.0 ppm 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Particulate Matter (PM10)    
Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 86 71 81 
No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standards    
NAAQS (24-hour) > 150 (µg/m3) 
CAAQS (24-hour) > 50 (µg/m3)  

0 
14 (23%) 

0 
7 (12%) 

0 
7 (N/A) 

Ozone (O3) 
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.13 0.13 0.13 
No. Days Standard Exceeded    
NAAQS (1-hour) > 0.12 ppm 
CAAQS (1-hour) > 0.09 ppm 

2 
15 

1 
17 

4 
37 

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.10 0.10 0.11 
No. Days Standard Exceeded    
NAAQS (8-hour) > 0.8 ppm 4 5 21 

Source: CARB, 2004.  
Notes:  ppm = parts per million; µg/m3  = micrograms per cubic meter. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of population groups 
or activities involved. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the acutely and chronically ill, 
and especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases. 

Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents (including children and 
the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained exposure to any pollutants 
present. Recreational land uses are considered moderately sensitive to air pollution. Although exposure periods 
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are generally short, exercise places a high demand on respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air 
pollution. In addition, noticeable air pollution can detract from the enjoyment of recreation. Industrial and 
commercial areas are considered the least sensitive to air pollution. Exposure periods are relatively short and 
intermittent, as the majority of the workers tend to stay indoors most of the time.  

A land use survey along the proposed pipeline route was conducted to identify sensitive receptors (e.g., local 
residences, schools, hospitals, churches, recreational facilities) in the general vicinity of the proposed project. 
Residential receptors are dispersed along Units 3 and 4. Within Units 1a, 1b, and 2 (Griffith Park area), 
residences are not immediately adjacent to the proposed pipeline route. One elementary school (Ivanhoe 
Elementary) exists along the proposed pipeline route and several park and recreation areas are in close 
proximity, including golf courses, Griffith Park, and the Griffith Recreation Center. For a complete listing of 
all land uses along the proposed pipeline route, refer to the Initial Study Land Use Section, Table 3.9-1 
(Appendix A.2). 

3.2.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Methodology 

For the proposed project, the majority of construction activities are expected to occur beginning the middle of 
October 2005 August 2006 to early September 2008 (3526 months or ~23 years). Slurrying would begin after 
construction of Units 1b, 3 and 4 have been completed. Slurrying of the existing RSC between the 
Hollingsworth Spillway Structure and Unit 1b would occur after the Headworks Reservoir construction in 
completed, which is estimated to occur in late 2011 (LADWP, 2004b). Unit 2 would be constructed beginning 
in February 2016, long after the completion of Units 1a, 1b, 3 and 4. However, projected air emissions during 
construction were calculated based on the maximum amount of construction activity that would occur during 
one day, to provide both a conservative estimate of air emissions associated with the proposed project and to 
compare the daily emissions to the SCAQMD construction emission thresholds. 

Air emissions for the proposed project were calculated using a standard calculation methodology accepted by 
the SCAQMD. For on-road vehicles, emission factors for the year 2006 from CARB’s EMFAC 2002 on-road 
motor vehicle emissions model (CARB, 2003) were used. For off-road vehicles, Tier 1 emission factors from 
the USEPA’s non-road engine modeling guidelines (USEPA, 2002) were used. Fugitive dust emissions were 
calculated using emission factors prepared by the USEPA (USEPA, 1995; USEPA, 1998) and by the Midwest 
Research Institute for the SCAQMD (MRI, 1996). The calculated emissions for the project were then 
compared to the significance criteria (defined below).  

Criteria for Determining Significance 

Project-related air emissions would have a significant effect if they resulted in concentrations that create either 
a violation of an ambient air quality standard (as identified in Table 3.2-1) or significantly contribute to an 
existing air quality violation. Should ambient air quality already exceed existing standards, the SCAQMD has 
established specific significance threshold criteria to account for the continued degradation of local air quality. 
Table 3.2-5 presents the allowable contaminant generation rates at which construction and operational 
emissions are considered to have a significant regional effect on air quality throughout the SCAB. 
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Table 3.2-5. Regional Significance Thresholds 
Construction Phase Operational Phase Air Pollutant (lbs/day) (lbs/day) 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 75 55 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 55 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 150 
Particulates (PM10) 150 150 

Source: SCAQMD, 1993. 
Note: The SCAQMD no longer requires construction activities to be evaluated by quarterly thresholds (SCAQMD, 2001). 

Note that ozone and PM2.5 are not included in Table 3.2-5. Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or 
mobile sources; rather it is formed as the result of chemical reactions in the atmosphere between directly 
emitted air pollutants, specifically oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 
Therefore, it cannot be directly regulated. PM2.5 is not included as it is currently in the beginning stages of 
becoming regulated, and as such, thresholds have not yet been developed. 

For this analysis, the proposed project may also result in significant impacts if: 

• Criterion AQ-1: The proposed project would generate emissions of air pollutants that would exceed the SCAQMD 
emission thresholds (Table 3.2-5). 

• Criterion AQ-2: The project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

• Criterion AQ-3: The project would contribute air emissions to the region, which would be cumulatively 
considerable. 

As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A.2), the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of an applicable air quality plan, and odor emissions associated with the proposed project 
would be less than significant. Therefore, these issues are not discussed further in this EIR.   

Project Impacts 

Emissions That Exceed Thresholds (Criterion AQ-1) 

Construction. Construction of the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project would result in short-term 
impacts to ambient air quality in the study area during construction. Temporary construction emissions would 
result from on-site construction, such as open trench and pipe jacking activities. Emissions would also result 
from off-site construction activities from construction related haul trips and construction worker commuting 
patterns. Pollutant emissions would vary from day to day depending on the level of activity, the specific 
construction activities, the location of the construction sites, and the prevailing weather.  

Table 2-3 of the Project Description presents the project construction schedule per construction unit. As a 
worse-case scenario, four open trench and three jacking operations are anticipated to occur simultaneously at 
four pipeline construction route units (i.e., Units 1a, lb, 3, and 4) during the peak construction period 
(LADWP, 2004c). Therefore, maximum daily construction emissions associated with the proposed project are 
estimated based on the activities of these units. On-site heavy construction equipment would include machinery 
such as backhoes, forklifts, loaders, excavators, compactors, cranes, and welding trucks. 

During construction of the proposed project (see Appendix D, Table D-3), it is estimated that a total of 
approximately 100 personnel would be employed during the peak construction period. Up to 83 construction 
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workers (assuming a 1.2 rideshare/other transportation factor) would drive private vehicles to the project sites 
each workday, averaging approximately 30 miles per trip. Additionally, it is assumed that a total of 366 haul 
truck trips would be required to deliver construction equipment and materials to the project sites each 
workday. The daily haul truck trip estimates include: 61 trips for each of four concurrent open trench 
construction areas to deliver materials such as sand, backfill, and steel pipe; two trips per open trench 
construction area for water and welding trucks; 36 trips for each of three concurrent jacking/tunneling 
construction areas to haul waste and deliver material; and two trips for water and welding trucks per 
jacking/tunneling construction area. For the purposes of this air quality analysis, it is assumed that the haul 
truck trips would average approximately 20 miles per trip. 

Table 3.2-6 presents the estimated total maximum (worst-case) mitigated daily construction emissions for the 
proposed project. Emission estimates assume the use of Tier 1 non-road diesel engines and properly 
maintained equipment, use of low sulfur fuel, maximum idling times of five minutes, and implementation of 
Rule 403 measures (see Mitigation Measures discussion below). Maximum daily construction emission 
calculations and assumptions are presented in Appendix D.  

Table 3.2-6. Mitigated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 
 CO NOx PM10 SOx VOC 
On-Site      
Construction Equipment 197.86 394.11 23.85 3.23 33.21 
Fugitive Dust --- --- 11.15 --- --- 
Off-site      
Worker Travel  34.67 3.71 0.20 0.02 3.73 
Truck Deliveries 140.07 195.85 3.54 1.82 20.34 
Road Dust --- --- 208.84 --- --- 
Total Emissions 372.61 593.67 247.58 5.07 57.28 
Emissions Thresholds 550 100 150 150 75 

 

As shown in Table 3.2-6, daily construction emissions would not be significant for CO, SOx, or VOC. 
However, with regard to NOx and PM10, the proposed project would result in mitigated emissions that are 
greater than the SCAQMD’s construction emissions thresholds. It is possible that the conservative paved road 
dust calculation procedures used to determine the off-site emission potential may significantly overestimate the 
paved road dust emission potential and the actual daily PM10 emissions may never exceed 150 lbs/day. 
However, no mitigation measure or change in calculation procedures, other than a drastic change in the 
construction schedule, could reduce the NOx emissions below the SCAQMD significant emission threshold. 
Therefore, construction of the proposed project would result in significant air quality impacts. 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with construction of the 
Lower Reach RSC Project to the extent feasible: 

AQ-1 LADWP shall implement the following measures, in addition to/or as required by SCAQMD Rule 
403, to reduce PM10 emission during construction:  

- Ground cover will be replaced in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 

- Active sites will be watered at least twice daily; 

- All dirt hauling trucks will have tightly secured coverings; 
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- Trenching and excavation activities will be suspended during first and second stage smog alerts, and 
when wind speeds exceed 25 mph; 

- After clearing, trenching, earth moving, or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil will 
be treated. Treatment, which will also occur during non-work days if necessary, will include watering, 
revegetating, or use of soil binders to prevent wind pick-up of the soil until the area is paved or 
otherwise developed to preclude dust generation and dispersion; 

- Construction management techniques, including reducing the number of pieces of equipment used 
simultaneously and increasing the distance between the emission sources, will be employed as feasible to 
reduce potential emissions; and 

- Street sweeping or washing will be performed at the conclusion of each workday and when needed. 

AQ-2 LADWP shall implement the following mitigation measures to reduce NOx and PM10 emissions 
from non-road construction vehicles during construction: 

- Tier 1 mobile construction equipment shall be used on-site; 

- Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per manufacturer’s specifications; 

- California Air Resources Board certified ultra low sulfur diesel fuel containing 15 ppm sulfur or less 
shall be used for on-site mobile and stationary construction equipment; and 

- Diesel engine idle time shall be restricted to no more than five minutes, except for construction 
equipment that needs to be maintained at idle to perform. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce construction related air quality impacts; 
however, due to the magnitude of the construction activities, the air pollutant emissions impacts would 
continue to be significant and unavoidable. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for 
construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project. 

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in local emissions above those currently 
generated by the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline system. Inspection and maintenance activities would be 
limited to periodic inspections of the isolation, air, and vacuum valves, as well as testing the isolation valves. 
These activities would result in periodic vehicle trips that would generate negligible emissions over the life of 
the project. Operations of the proposed project would not generate pollutants in excess of SCAQMD emission 
thresholds. Therefore, air quality impacts from operations of the proposed project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations (Criterion AQ-2) 

Construction of the proposed project would likely result in exposing sensitive receptors to significant pollutant 
concentrations. While detailed air quality modeling was not performed, it is anticipated that during 
construction the ambient concentrations of PM10 will from time to time exceed the 24-hour standard of 50 

µg/m3. The project’s PM10 emissions, particularly at residences and other sensitive receptor locations that may 
be located within 100 meters or less along the construction route, may cause significant contributions to 
existing PM10 ambient air quality standard violations. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would 
result in temporary significant air quality impacts to sensitive receptors. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce the impacts to sensitive receptors during construction of the proposed 
project; however, impacts would still be considered significant.  
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3.2.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce construction related air quality impacts; 
however, due to the magnitude of the construction activities the air pollutant emissions would continue to be 
significant and unavoidable. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for construction of 
the Lower Reach RSC Project. 

3.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Air Emissions that are Cumulatively Considerable (Criterion AQ-3) 

Operation of the proposed project would result in periodic vehicle trips associated with inspection and 
maintenance activities that would generate negligible emissions over the life of the project. Therefore, the 
focus of this cumulative impact discussion is based on short-term construction impacts. The majority of 
construction for the proposed project is expected to occur from August 2006 mid-October 2005 to early 
September 2008 (LADWP, 2005a). Other construction projects identified within the SCAB and within 
approximately 2.5 miles of the proposed project corridor include various land development (e.g., mixed uses, 
office buildings, residential, etc.), transportation infrastructure (e.g., on-ramp construction, etc.), utility 
infrastructure (e.g., Upper Reach RSC Project), and other redevelopment projects (see Section 2.8, 
Cumulative Projects).  

Emissions from these projects would only have the potential to cause cumulatively significant impacts if they 
were constructed concurrently with the Lower Reach RSC pipeline. Several of the cumulative projects 
identified in Section 2.8 would be constructed at least partly during the construction period of the proposed 
project. In addition, it is anticipated that the majority of the projects would involve some level of ground 
disturbance, such as grading and trenching, that would result in at least moderate levels of diesel exhaust 
emissions and fugitive dust. Therefore, the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8 could further 
exacerbate the projected short-term significant air quality impacts identified for the proposed project if they 
were constructed at the same time. Cumulative impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable. 
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3.3 Noise and Vibration 

This section addresses noise and vibration impacts that would result from the proposed project. Section 3.3.1 
provides an introduction to the aspects of noise, Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 present summaries of the regulatory 
and environmental settings, Section 3.3.4 presents impacts and mitigation, Section 3.3.5 describes the levels of 
significance after mitigation, and Section 3.3.6 presents the cumulative impacts. 

3.3.1 Introduction 

To describe environmental noise and to assess impacts on areas sensitive to community noise, a frequency 
weighting measure that simulates human perception is customarily used. The frequency weighting scale, 
known as A-weighting, best reflects the human ear's reduced sensitivity to low frequencies and correlates well 
with human perceptions of the annoying aspects of noise. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is cited in most 
noise criteria. Decibels are logarithmic units that conveniently compare the wide range of sound intensities to 
which the human ear is sensitive. Figure 3.3-1 illustrates typical ranges of common sounds heard in the 
community noise environment. 

The community noise environment and the consequences of human activities cause noise levels to be widely 
variable over time. For simplicity, sound levels are usually best represented by an equivalent level over a 
given time period (Leq) or by an average level occurring over a 24-hour day-night period (Ldn). The Leq, or 
equivalent sound level, is a single value for any desired duration (usually one hour), which includes all of the 
time-varying sound energy in the measurement period. The Ldn, or day-night average sound level, is equal to 
the 24-hour equivalent sound level (in dBA) with a 10 dBA penalty applied to nighttime sounds occurring 
between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Community noise levels are usually closely related to the intensity of nearby human activity. Figure 3.3-2 
illustrates the typical noise levels of varying types of land use. Noise levels are generally considered low when 
ambient levels are below 45 dBA, moderate in the 45 to 60 dBA range, and high above 60 dBA. In wilderness 
areas, the Ldn noise levels can be below 35 dBA. In small towns or wooded and lightly used residential areas, 
the Ldn is more likely to be around 50 or 60 dBA. Levels around 75 dBA are more common in busy urban 
areas (e.g., downtown Los Angeles), and levels up to 85 dBA occur near major freeways and airports. 
Although people often accept the higher levels associated with very noisy urban residential and residential-
commercial zones, they nevertheless are considered to be adverse to public health. 

The surrounding land uses dictate what noise levels would be considered acceptable or unacceptable. Lower 
levels are expected in rural or suburban areas than what would be expected for commercial or industrial zones. 
Nighttime ambient levels in urban environments are generally about seven decibels lower than the 
corresponding daytime levels. In rural areas away from roads and other human activity, the day-to-night 
difference can be considerably less. Areas with full-time human occupation that are subject to nighttime noise 
are often considered objectionable because of the likelihood of disrupting sleep. Noise levels above 45 dBA at 
night can result in the onset of sleep interference effects. At 70 dBA, sleep interference effects become 
considerable (USEPA, 1974). 
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3.3.2 Regulatory Setting 

Ground-borne vibration is not commonly regulated by local municipalities, except as it might cause a nuisance 
or annoyance. Ground-borne vibration that is perceptible by humans may be above the levels that would 
adversely affect high precision equipment, but may also be below the levels that could cause damage to nearby 
structures. As such, if people in residences feel ground-borne vibration, it does not necessarily mean that the 
integrity of a structure is being compromised. Vibration that is perceptible by people in nearby buildings would 
qualify as a nuisance and may be limited by broad prohibitions of local ordinances. 

Regulating environmental noise is generally the responsibility of local governments. The USEPA once 
published guidelines on recommended maximum noise levels to protect public health and welfare (USEPA, 
1974), and the State of California maintains recommendations for local jurisdictions in the General Plan 
Guidelines published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR, 1998). The following 
summarizes the federal and State recommendations and the local requirements. 

Federal and State Standards 

There are no federal noise standards that directly regulate environmental noise. Table 3.3-1 provides a 
summary of recommended noise levels for protecting public health and welfare with an adequate margin of 
safety. With regard to noise exposure and workers, the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) establishes regulations to safeguard the hearing of workers exposed to occupational noise (29 CFR 
Section 1910.95, Code of Federal Regulations). 
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Table 3.3-1.  Examples of Protective Noise Levels Recommended by USEPA 
Effect Maximum Level Exterior or Interior Area 
Hearing loss Leq(24) < 70 dB All areas. 

Ldn < 55 dB Outdoors in residential areas and farms and other outdoor areas where people spend 
widely varying amounts of time and other places in which quiet is a basis for use. 

Outdoor 
activity 
interference 
and annoyance 

Leq(24) < 55 dB Outdoor areas where people spend limited amounts of time, such as schoolyards, 
playgrounds, etc. 

Ldn < 45 dB Indoor residential areas. Indoor activity 
interference 
and 
annoyance 

Leq(24) < 45 dB Other indoor areas with human activities such as schools, etc. 

   Source:  USEPA, 1974. 
   Leq(24) = Represents the sound energy averaged over a 24-hour period. 
    Ldn = Represents the Leq with a 10 dB nighttime penalty. 

The State of California requires each local government to perform noise surveys and implement a noise 
element as part of their general plan. Table 3.3-2 shows the State guidelines for evaluating the compatibility of 
various land uses as a function of noise exposure. 

Local Noise Ordinances and Policies 

The proposed project alignment would be located within the City of Los Angeles and would be subject to the 
noise policies and standards of the City of Los Angeles General Plan and noise ordinances. The Los Angeles 
Municipal Code § 41.40 indicates that no construction or repair work shall be performed between the hours of 
9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the following day because such activities would generate loud noises and disturb 
persons occupying sleeping quarters in any adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment, or other place of residence. In 
addition, no person, other than an individual homeowner engaged in the repair or construction of his single-
family dwelling, shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind within 500 feet of residential 
buildings before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday, national holiday, or at any time on Sunday. 

The Los Angeles Municipal Code §112.05 specifies the maximum noise level for powered equipment or 
powered hand tools. It states that any powered equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum 
noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from construction or industrial machinery between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. in any residential zone of the City or within 500 feet thereof shall be 
prohibited. However, the above noise limitation shall not apply where compliance is technically infeasible. 
Technically infeasible means that the above noise limitation cannot be complied with despite the use of 
mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or any other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of 
equipment. 

3.3.3 Environmental Setting 

Noise Environment in the Project Area 

Ambient Noise Levels. A wide range of noise sources occur in the project area, mainly due to the wide range 
of land uses that are traversed by the alignment. The primary noise source in the project area is traffic noise 
from the major streets serving the project area. Secondary noise may result from commercial and institutional 
activities (e.g., truck deliveries), airport noise associated with Bob Hope Airport (formerly known as Burbank-
Glendale-Pasadena Airport), and residential noise sources (e.g., passenger vehicles and landscape maintenance 
operations). 
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Table 3.3-2.  Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE – Ldn or CNEL (db) LAND USE CATEGORY 
50 55 60 65 70 75 80 

              
              
              

Residential - Low Density Single 
Family, Duplex, Mobile Home 

              
              
              
              Residential - Multi-Family 
              
              
              
              Transient Lodging - Motel. Hotel 
              
              
              
              

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

              
              
              
              

Auditorium, Concert Hall, 
Amphitheaters 

              
              
              
              

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 
Sports 

              
              
              
              Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 
              
              
              
              

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

              
              
              
              

Office Buildings, Business Commercial 
and Professional 

              
              
              
              

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

              

 

 Normally Acceptable.  Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal 
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements. 

 Conditionally Acceptable.  New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are included in the design. 

 Normally Unacceptable.  New construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, 
a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirement must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

 Clearly Unacceptable.  New construction or development generally should not be undertaken. 

Source: State of California General Plan Guidelines, Office of Planning and Research, November 1998. 
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Noise measurements were recorded at seven six locations along the proposed Lower Reach pipeline route, as 
shown on Figure 3.3-3. The noise levels listed in Table 3.3-3 provide a representative sample of ambient noise 
conditions along the proposed route. Noise conditions are described in terms of: Equivalent Sound Level (Leq), 
the average level of sound determined over a specific period of time (in this case 15 minutes); the maximum 
sound level (Lmax) reached during a sampling period; and the minimum sound level (Lmin) reached during a 
sampling period. As described in Table 3.3-31, existing average ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
proposed pipeline route ranged between 55.5 dBA and 64.2 71.9 dBA. 

Sensitive Receptors. Noise sensitive receptors are facilities or areas (e.g., residential areas, hospitals, schools, 
sound studios, etc.) where excessive noise may convey annoyance or loss of business. A land use survey along 
the proposed Lower Reach pipeline route was conducted to identify sensitive receptors in the general vicinity 
of the proposed project. Residential receptors are dispersed along Units 3 and 4. Within Units 1a, 1b, and 2 
(Griffith Park area), residences are not immediately adjacent to the proposed route. The Los Angeles Zoo 
Magnet School, Ivanhoe Elementary School, Silver Lake Presbyterian Church, and Forest Lawn Cemetery 
exist along the proposed route. In addition, Disney Studios is in close proximity to the proposed Lower Reach 
pipeline route. For a complete listing of all land uses along the proposed pipeline route, refer to the Initial 
Study Land Use Section, Table 3.9-1 (Appendix A.2). 

3.3.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

Significance of noise impacts depends on whether the proposed project would increase noise levels above the 
existing ambient levels by introducing new sources of noise. For this analysis, the proposed project would be 
considered significant if the project would result in: 

• Criterion N-1: Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 

• Criterion N-2: A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
noise levels existing without the project. 

• Criterion N-3: Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels. 

• Criterion N-4: Would result in noise levels in the project area, which would be cumulatively considerable. 

As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A.2), the proposed project would result in no impacts related 
to permanent increases in ambient noise levels (Section 3.11(c)) and would not expose people residing or 
working in the project area to municipal or private airport noise (Section 3.11 (e) and (f)). Therefore these 
issues are not discussed further in this EIR. 
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Table 3.3-3. Ambient Noise Levels Representative of the Project Area 
Location 

# Description 
Survey 
Period Leq Lmax Lmin Notes 

1 
Unit 1a. Forest Lawn Memorial 
property line, approximately 47’ from 
the center line of Forest Lawn Drive. 

8:41 a.m. to 
8:56 a.m. 71.9 84.7 57.6 Moderate traffic on Forest Lawn Drive 

and traffic on Ventura Freeway.  

10:08 a.m. to 
10:23 a.m. 69.9 78.9 59.7 Moderate traffic on Forest Lawn Drive 

and traffic on Ventura Freeway. 
2 

Unit 1a. Forest Lawn Memorial 
property line, approximately 47’ from 
the center line of Forest Lawn Drive 
across from the proposed regulator 
station. 

2:22 p.m. to 
2:37 p.m. 70.3 80.5 54.5 Moderate traffic on Forest Lawn Drive 

and traffic on Ventura Freeway. 

13 
Unit 1b.  South side of Zoo Drive 
east of Western Avenue in front of a 
large picnic area within Griffith Park.  

9:10 a.m. to 
9:25 a.m. 57.1 69.0 48.4 

Moderate to light vehicle traffic on Zoo 
Drive, primarily passenger vehicles. 
Approximately 25 people using picnic 
facilities.  

24 Unit 2.  West side of Zoo Drive at 
Los Angeles Zoo entrance.  

10:00 a.m. to 
10:15 a.m. 55.5 67.6 47.1 

Light vehicle traffic on Zoo Drive. Zoo 
entrance driveway approximately 25’ from 
location. Light vehicle traffic noted in Zoo 
lot (non-gated entrance). 

35 
Unit 3.  East side of Crystal Springs 
Drive north of Griffith Park 
Equestrian Park entrance.  

10:40 a.m. to 
10:55 a.m. 56.1 66.2 46.6 

Light vehicle traffic on Crystal Springs 
Drive. Light vehicle traffic noted at Park 
lot (non-gated entrance). Light use noted 
at Picnic area. 

46 
Unit 4. Southwest side of Riverside 
Drive north of Hyperion Avenue 
taken in front of a multi-family 
housing unit. 

11:30 a.m. to 
11:45 a.m. 64.2 77.6 53.3 

Moderate vehicle traffic on Riverside. 
Vehicle speeds at this location were 
approximately 50-55 mph.  

57 
Fletcher Pump Station Branch Line. 
Intersection of Silverlake Reservoir 
Drive and Armstrong Avenue in a 
residential neighborhood. 

1:15 p.m. to 
1:30 p.m. 58.3 70.5 47.5 

Light traffic occurring during the reading. 
Armstrong Avenue south of this location 
was blocked due to DWP trenching 
construction occurring within Armstrong 
Avenue approximately 300’ from 
measurement. 

Notes: All measurements are in dBA; Measurements recorded on September 1, 2005 (locations 1-2; BBA, 2005), and June 22, 2004 (locations 3-7).  
Leq = Equivalent Sound Level, a measurement (in this case 15 minutes) that accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations due to all sound 

sources during the measurement period, combined. 
Lmax = The maximum sound level reached during a sampling period 
Lmin= The minimum sound level reached during a sampling period 

 

Project Impacts 

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards (Criterion N-1) 

Construction. Construction noise would be created from on-site and off-site sources. Construction activity 
would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
on Saturday. However, within Griffith Park along portions of Crystal Springs Drive, construction activities 
may occur up to 24-hours per day. On-site noise during construction would occur primarily from heavy-duty 
diesel and gasoline-powered construction equipment, such as backhoes and loaders. Off-site noise would be 
generated from trucks delivering materials and equipment to the job-sites, as well as from vehicles used by 
workers commuting to and from the job sites. 
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Land uses along the proposed pipeline route are primarily residential, commercial, recreational, and open 
space. During construction, residences in the vicinity of construction activities would be exposed to potentially 
significant noise levels generated by heavy construction equipment operating within the construction zones. 
The majority of the pipeline would be constructed at a maximum rate of approximately 80 feet per day (open 
trench excavation). Any one receptor adjacent to an open trench construction area could experience adverse 
noise levels for approximately one week. Receptors adjacent to jacking or tunneling construction zones could 
be exposed to adverse noise levels for several weeks.  

On-site sources would include the operation of heavy 
construction equipment during activities such as open 
trenching, jacking, and tunneling. Table 3.3-4 presents the 
typical peak noise levels that would be produced by most of 
the heavy equipment required to construct the new pipeline. 
Generally, noise levels at receptor locations adjacent to the 
active construction areas can be expected to average from 70 
to 80 dBA, depending on the distance the receptor is from 
the source of noise. Noise levels from off-site construction 
related traffic (delivery trucks, automobiles, and haul trucks) 
would be potentially adverse (approximately 70 dBA to 80 
dBA at 50 feet).  

Within and immediately adjacent to residential zones, 
unmitigated construction noise levels would likely violate Section 112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
resulting in periodic exposure to noise levels at or above 75 dBA, which would result in potentially significant 
impacts. Unmitigated nighttime construction activity proposed to occur along the southern portion of Unit 3 
(Crystal Springs Drive) would likely violate Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, potentially 
resulting in significant impacts to residences in the area. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 through 
N-76 (see below) would reduce potentially significant short-term construction noise level impacts to less-than-
significant levels. 

Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in noise levels above those currently 
generated by the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline system, with the exception of the new regulator station. 
The maximum noise level expected at the regulator station valves would be no more than 115 dB (LADWP, 
2004d) 80 to 110 dB, assuming a maximum operational level of 250 cubic feet per second flow rate with four 
valves in operation. However, the regulator valves would be installed inside a concrete vault with walls 
approximately 12 to 18-inches thick, and the vault would be buried approximately 12 feet deep. In September, 
2005 a supplemental noise study was prepared by Brown-Buntin Associates, Incorporated to address noise 
issues resulting from the proposed regulator station (see Appendix E.2). The report, based on noise monitoring 
at Forest Lawn Memorial Park and at an existing similar LADWP regulator station facility, concludes that 
project noise from the proposed regulator station at the Forest Lawn property line would be 42 dB with the 
vault access door closed and 52 dB with the vault access door open (BBA, 2005). As such, with the access 
door closed and the regulator station in operation, the station would be inaudible from Forest Lawn, and with 

Table 3.3-4. Noise Emission 
Characteristics of Construction 

Equipment 

Type of Equipment Peak Noise Level, 
dBA at 50 feet 

Backhoe 80 
Compactor 82 
Crane, Mobile 83 
Saw 76 
Jack Hammer 88 
Excavator/Shovel 82 
Loader 85 
Paver 89 
Truck 88 
Source: FTA, 1995. 
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the access door open and the regulator station in operation, the noise would be difficult to discern (BBA, 
2005).  

The nearest sensitive receptor would be Forest Lawn Cemetery, which is located at least 100 feet south of the 
southern property limit of the Headworks Spreading Grounds (across Forest Lawn Drive). Operation of the 
regulator station would result in noise levels of less than 60 dBA at the Forest Lawn Memorial Park property 
line, which is within the normally acceptable range for cemeteries (50-75 dBA), as shown in Table 3.3-2. 
Therefore, impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. While this would be a potentially 
adverse noise impact (greater than 75 dBA), no sensitive receptors are located in the vicinity of the proposed 
regulator station (Headworks Spreading Grounds), and Furthermore, LADWP employees would be required, 
per OSHA (29 CFR Section 1910.95, Code of Federal Regulations), to wear hearing protection if working 
nearby within the vault of the regulator station during maintenance. Therefore, noise impacts from operations 
of the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Substantial Temporary or Periodic Increases in Ambient Noise Levels (Criterion N-2) 

Construction. In addition to potential conflicts with applicable ordinances and standards, unmitigated noise 
levels associated with construction of the proposed project have the potential to cause substantial temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing noise levels without the project. As 
described in Table 3.3-3, average ambient noise levels were found to vary between average Leq values of 
approximately 55 and 64 dBA and maximum noise levels ranged from 66 to 78 dBA. Assuming average 
unmitigated construction noise levels range from 70 to 80 dBA, temporary increases in ambient noise levels 
could be as low as 0 dBA and as high as 25 dBA.  

The actual magnitude of construction noise impacts would depend on the type of construction activity, the 
noise level generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the duration of the activity, the distance 
between the activity and the sensitive noise receptors, and whether local barriers and topography provide 
shielding effects.  

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce short-term noise impacts associated with 
construction of the proposed project to levels that are less than significant: 

N-1 LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide advance notice, between two and four weeks 
prior to construction, by mail to all residents or property owners within 100 feet of the pipeline 
alignment. The announcement shall state specifically where and when construction will occur in the 
area. If construction delays of more than 7 days occur, an additional notice shall be made, either in 
person or by mail. Notices shall provide tips on reducing noise intrusion, for example, by closing 
windows facing the planned construction. The LADWP shall also publish a notice of impending 
construction in local newspapers, stating when and where construction will occur.  

N-2 All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines shall be 
equipped with mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other shrouds, shields, or 
other noise reducing features kept in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory 
specification. Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders, air compressors) shall be 
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equipped with shrouds and noise control features which are readily available for that type of 
equipment. 

N-3 All noise producing equipment in use along the project alignment shall be operated in the quietest 
manner possible. The equipment operator shall also avoid unnecessary equipment idling for long 
periods. 

N-4 The use of noise producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells shall be for safety 
warning purposes only. 

N-5 Portable noise screens shall be used to provide additional shielding for jack hammering or other 
similar very noisy type activities when work is close to noise-sensitive areas. 

N-6 Nighttime construction activities (before 7:00 a.m. and after 9:00 p.m.) within Griffith Park shall 
comply with all Department of Recreation and Parks permit stipulations and shall not occur within 
500 feet of residential buildings. 

N-7 For construction activities occurring within 200 feet of a bridle trail, warning signs shall be placed 

at the affected bridle trail to warn equestrians of construction activity and the potential for high 

noise levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-76 would reduce potentially significant construction 
noise impacts to levels that would be less than significant.  

Operation. As discussed above for Criterion N-1, potentially adverse noise impacts associated with the 
operation of the regulator station would be less than significant. , as no sensitive receptors are located in the 
vicinity (Headworks Spreading Grounds) Operation and maintenance of the regulator station would produce 
noise levels comparable to the ambient noise levels measured in the vicinity, which are within the normally 
acceptable range for cemeteries (BBA, 2005) (Forest Lawn Cemetery is the closest sensitive receptor). and 
Furthermore, LADWP employees would be required, per OSHA (29 CFR Section 1910.95, Code of 
Federal Regulations), to wear hearing protection if working nearby within the vault of the regulator station 
during maintenance. Therefore, noise impacts from operations would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Generation of Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise (Criterion N-3) 

Construction. Vibration levels from heavy equipment transport, trenching, and jack hammering activities may 
be perceptible to residents or workers in structures in nearby commercial and residential areas immediately 
adjacent to the construction work. The peak vibration levels from construction activities, such as a heavy truck 
passing over large potholes or bumps, could produce perceptible vibration within about 50 feet. Although the 
detectability of groundborne vibration is highly dependent on the soil type at the construction site, the type of 
equipment used, and the structure of the receptor, construction could cause annoyance for a sensitive receptor 
within about 50 feet of construction work. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N-1, above, would provide 
advance notice to nearby property owners, avoiding significant nuisances from vibration. 
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The motion picture industry is particularly sensitive to the impacts of noise and vibration. The proposed 
pipeline would be constructed across the Los Angeles River from Disney Studios in Burbank. Therefore 
groundborne vibration and noise would not be detectible to the studio. No impacts to the studio would occur.  

Operation. Groundborne vibrations and groundborne noise associated with the operation of the regulator 
station would be less than significant. , as no sensitive receptors are located in the vicinity (Headworks 
Spreading Grounds) The proposed regulator station is not located near existing structures or near potentially 
sensitive historical buildings, and Disney Studios would be located away from the area of potential impact 
(across the Los Angeles River).  

3.3.5 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-76 would reduce potentially significant construction 
noise impacts to levels that would be less than significant.  

3.3.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Noise levels that are cumulatively considerable (Criterion N-4) 

Because the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to permanent increases in 
ambient noise levels, the focus of this cumulative impact discussion is based on short-term construction 
impacts. The majority of construction for the proposed project is expected to occur from August 2006 mid-
October 2005 to early September 2008 (LADWP, 2005a). Other construction projects that will be within 
approximately 2.5 miles of the proposed project corridor include various land development (e.g., mixed uses, 
office buildings, residential, etc.), transportation infrastructure (e.g., on-ramp construction, etc.), utility 
infrastructure (e.g., Upper Reach RSC Project), and other redevelopment projects (see Section 2.8, 
Cumulative Projects). As noise impacts are localized in nature, cumulative noise impacts would only occur 
when the proposed project construction occurs simultaneously with construction of projects identified in 
Section 2.8, Table 2-5, and within the vicinity of the proposed project. In localized areas where project 
construction may occur simultaneously, noise generated from the projects would have a cumulative impact on 
sensitive receptors. Construction of the cumulative projects could further exacerbate the short-term potentially 
significant noise and vibration impacts associated with the construction of the proposed project. However, 
mitigation measures identified for the proposed project (Impacts N1, N2, and N3) would reduce the proposed 
project impacts to less-than-significant levels. Additionally, cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8 would 
be required to comply with local noise ordinances, and would generally be located at distances that would not 
provide for localized cumulative noise impacts. Therefore, cumulative noise impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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4.1 Introduction and Overview 

CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 
project, which could feasibly avoid or lessen any significant environmental impacts while substantially 
attaining the basic objectives of the project. An EIR should also evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. This chapter sets forth potential alternatives to the proposed project and evaluates them, as 
required by CEQA. 

Key provisions of the CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6) pertaining to the alternatives analysis are summarized 
below: 

• The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be 
more costly. 

• The “no project” alternative shall be evaluated along with its impact. The “no project” analysis 
shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services. 

• The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason”; therefore, the EIR 
must evaluate only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project. 

• For alternative locations, only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR. 

• An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 
implementation is remote and speculative. 

Alternatives usually take the form of no project, reduced project size, different project design, or suitable 
alternative project sites. The range of alternatives discussed in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that 
requires the identification of only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice between the 
alternatives and the proposed project. 

The range of feasible alternatives is selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision making. Among the factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of alternatives (as described in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(1)) are environmental 
impacts, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent could reasonably acquire, control, or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects could not 
be reasonably identified, whose implementation is remote or speculative, and that would not achieve the basic 
project objectives. 
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4.2 Alternative Screening Process  

As described in Section 2.2, the LADWP’s intention is to replace the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline, 
which has provided over 50 years of continuous service to the City of Los Angeles. The primary objectives of 
the proposed project, as defined by the LADWP, are summarized as follows: 

• Provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los Angeles.  

• Provide a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current water requirements and future needs of the City 
of Los Angeles.  

• Provide higher water pressure to meet California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations. 

• Compensate for loss of water storage within the LADWP water distribution system. 

For purposes of this analysis, the project alternatives have been evaluated to determine the extent to which they 
attain the basic project objectives, while lessening any significant environmental effects of the proposed 
project. The goal for evaluating the alternatives is to identify ways to lessen or avoid the significant 
environmental effects resulting from implementation of the proposed project.  

The proposed project is a linear route where potential alternatives are limited by required connections to 
specific reservoirs, pump stations, and the headworks facility and by the surrounding built environment. 
Project development within Unit 4 already follows streets with minimal impact to residential development. 
Along Units 1a, 1b, 2, and 3, the project route is limited by Griffith Park to the immediate west and south, 
and by two major freeways (134 and I-5 freeways) to the immediate north and east. The only alternatives that 
can be identified for this project include those that would keep the pipeline route west of the I-5 freeway and 
south of the 134 freeway (see Figure 4-1). As such, there are no alternatives that propose a different pipeline 
alignment outside of Griffith Park because Griffith Park covers the majority of the pipeline route and because 
the freeways limit alternative locations. Within these limitations, the following alternatives have been 
identified: 

• No Project – With this alternative, proposed project development would not occur; or the predictable or 
reasonably foreseeable circumstance that would result if the project did not proceed or was not approved 
would occur. 

• Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road Route – This alternative evaluates the feasibility of constructing a 
section of RSC Unit 2 and 3 through an existing Griffith Park bridle trail Fire Service Road traveling parallel 
to the I-5 freeway east of the Harding Municipal Golf Course.  

• Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Route - This alternative evaluates the construction of RSC Unit 2 through the 
existing Los Angeles Zoo parking lot. 

• Maxwell Street Route – This alternative evaluates the feasibility of constructing a connection to the Rowena 
Tank from Riverside Drive by tunneling under Maxwell Street as part of RSC Unit 4.       

Figure 4-1 displays the location of each RSC Alternative. Of these alternatives, the Los Angeles Zoo Parking 
Lot and the Maxwell Street Route Alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because they would 
not reduce construction impacts, as discussed in Section 4.3. The other alternatives are discussed in Section 
4.4.  
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4.3 Alternative Eliminated from Further Consideration 

4.3.1 Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Route Alternative 

The Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Route Alternative evaluates the construction of RSC Unit 2 through the 
existing Los Angeles Zoo parking lot. As with the proposed project, a short pipeline would travel from the 
RSC Unit 3, then travel through the Los Angeles Zoo parking lot, and would connect with Unit 1 along 
Western Heritage Way. It is assumed that a 60-inch diameter pipe would be laid using the open trench method 
through the parking lot. 

Along this route, adjacent land uses surrounding the right-of-way include the Los Angeles Zoo and related uses 
to the west and parking to the east. The purpose of this alternative would be to reduce traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed RSC Unit 2 route while meeting the principal objectives of the project. Avoiding 
Western Heritage Way would not necessarily reduce all traffic impacts as delays may occur along this segment 
associated with a reduction in parking area for the Los Angeles Zoo. However, the Los Angeles Zoo Parking 
Lot Alternative would result in less intense traffic impacts during construction in comparison to the proposed 
project.  

The major issue with this alternative is that by placing the new Lower Reach RSC pipeline within the Los 
Angeles Zoo parking lot, pedestrian safety and parking impacts to the Los Angeles Zoo would be more 
significant than the proposed project’s impacts associated with potential traffic delays along Western Heritage 
Way.  In order to ensure parking lot use and pedestrian access to the Zoo during construction of this 
alternative, the linear section of the route through the parking lot would need to be phased, thus resulting in an 
unnecessary increase to construction duration. As a result, environmental impacts would be greater with this 
alternative and would result in substantial disruption to the Los Angeles Zoo operations and access. 
Furthermore, recent construction occurred within the Los Angeles Zoo parking lot associated with the existing 
Lower Reach of the RSC pipeline as well as a recent redesign and upgrade to the parking lot. Further 
disruption of this area would not only continue impacting zoo parking but would also negatively impact the 
recent upgrades to the parking lot. In addition to the pedestrian safety and parking issues, this alternative 
would also impact the adjacent bridle trail (recreational impact) and could displace the Zoo Magnet School 
and/or the GLAZA tram operation for the Los Angeles Zoo (See Appendix E – LADRP Draft EIR Comment 
Letter, dated 6/28/05, Comment 7e). Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

4.3.2 Maxwell Street Route Alternative 

This alternative evaluates the feasibility of constructing a connection to the Rowena Tank as part of RSC Unit 
4. A new tunnel would be constructed under private property from Riverside Drive southwest to Waverly 
Drive, and under Maxwell Street to the existing Rowena Tank. It is assumed that a 102-inch (8.5-foot) inside 
diameter tunnel would be required for tunneling an 80-inch diameter pipe. The purpose of this alternative 
would be to provide a shorter route to the Rowena Tank. 

By not utilizing the existing Rowena Tunnel, a minimum 15-foot wide and 1,200-foot long easement on 
Maxwell Street and on the private properties between Riverside Drive and Waverly Drive would need to be 



  
  
 

 
LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project 4-5  4. Alternatives Analysis 
Final EIR  December 2005 

obtained.  Securing such an easement would take approximately 8 months.  Other major issues associated with 
this alternative include the cost of tunneling at least 50 feet below grade and providing a tunnel support system 
to remove soil that supports existing substructures and/or foundations. Environmental impacts, such as air 
quality and land use, associated with creating a new tunnel under existing substructures and/or foundations 
would be greater than the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration. 

4.4 Alternative Impact Analysis 

The Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road Route Alternative is considered suitable for evaluation in this 
EIR due to its ability to meet the basic project objectives and potential to result in fewer significant 
environmental impacts than the proposed project. The potential environmental effects for this alternative and 
the No Project Alternative are presented below. 

4.4.1 No Project Alternative 

In addition to alternative development scenarios, CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e) requires the analyses of a “no 
project” alternative. The no project analysis must discuss the existing condition, as well as what would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not to be approved. Since the 
proposed project is a development project, CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(3)(B) applies to the project. 

If the project is … a development project on an identifiable property, the “no project” 
alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here the 
discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its 
existing state against environmental effects, which would occur if the project is approved. 
If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by 
others, such as the proposal of some other project, this “no project” consequence should 
be discussed. In certain instances, the “no project” alternative means “no build” wherein 
the existing environmental setting is maintained. However, where failure to proceed with 
the project will not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the 
analysis should identify the practical result of the project’s non-approval and not create 
and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing 
physical environment. 

The “No Project” alternative represents the status quo, or maintaining the project site in its current state, 
which currently contains the existing LADWP RSC water transmission pipeline. The no-project analysis must 
discuss the “no build” alternative, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future if the proposed project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services.  

Built in the 1940s, the existing RSC pipeline’s purpose is to transport large amounts of water from the Van 
Norman Complex (Los Angeles Reservoir) and local ground water wells to reservoirs and distribution facilities 
located in the central areas within the City of Los Angeles. Approximately 60,000 feet in length, the existing 
RSC pipeline begins at the North Hollywood Pumping Station (NHPS) and ends at the Ivanhoe Reservoir. 
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Hollingsworth Spillway is located about midpoint along the pipeline, and is used to control the pressure of the 
downstream pipeline.  

The section of existing pipe north of Hollingsworth Spillway is referred to as the Upper Reach, while the 
section south is referred to as the Lower Reach. About 70 percent of the existing pipeline is located in City of 
Los Angeles streets and property with the remainder located within easements in the City of Burbank. Various 
pipe sizes and material types were used to construct the existing RSC pipeline. For the Upper Reach, 98 
percent of the pipeline is concrete pipe, with the remainder being steel. For the Lower Reach, 95 percent of 
the pipeline is concrete pipe with the remainder being steel.  

There is a history of pipe leaks, specifically in the Lower Reach. It is suspected that the combination of aged 
materials and higher operating pressures have contributed to this. Low pressure problems are also present in 
the existing RSC. There are sections of pipe that are unpressurized or at pressures less than required by the 
California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations. Minimum pipe pressure helps to 
prevent cross contamination from other buried utilities, in particular, sanitary sewer. In addition to these 
issues, loss of storage capacity within LADWP’s water distribution system requires increased pipeline capacity 
to continue to adequately meet the current water requirements and future needs of the City of Los Angeles. 

4.4.1.1 Attainment of Project Objectives 

Although this project would provide for an ongoing source of water, it would not meet the basic objectives of 
the project. The current system cannot provide a reliable supply of water, cannot provide for a larger flow 
capacity, would not provide a higher water pressure to meet state regulations, and would not compensate for 
loss of water storage. 

4.4.1.2 Impacts 

A “No Project” scenario assumes that the replacement of the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline would not 
occur. It should be noted that the No Project scenario would not preclude LADWP from developing other 
water supply projects in the area, as it must meet the Department of Health and Safety regulations and 
standards that would not be achieved under the No Project scenario. Implementation of the No Project 
Alternative would not result in air quality, noise, or traffic impacts, as presented in Section 3, which would 
occur under the proposed project. However, without improvements generated by the proposed project, 
additional solutions would be required and demands would increase. The No Project Alternative would not 
achieve the LADWP’s goals and objectives (see Section 4.4.1.1).  

4.4.2 Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road Route Alternative 

The Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road Route Alternative would result in the development of a 
portion of the proposed Lower Reach RSC Unit 3 pipeline section within an existing bridle trail located in 
Griffith Park Fire Service Road. The existing bridle trail Fire Service Road is an approximately 20-foot wide 
ROW with vehicular access currently limited to Griffith Park fire vehicles only. The Fire Service Road is 
additionally used as an equestrian trail. As shown in Figure 4-2, the bridle trail Fire Service Road ROW 
extends from the intersection of Crystal Springs Drive and Zoo Drive where RSC Units 2 and 3 meet, to 
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Crystal Springs Drive south of the Harding Municipal Golf Course. As would be the case for the proposed 
Unit 3, it is assumed that a 96-inch diameter pipe would be installed using the open trench method for this 
alternative. This alternative would require a connection from the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline to the 
Crystal Springs Pump Station, which is located adjacent to Crystal Springs Drive. Installation of the proposed 
Lower Reach RSC pipeline along the Griffith Park bridle trail Fire Service Road would mean that at least a 
96-inch pipeline would need to be installed through the Harding Municipal Golf Course to the new RSC 
pipeline located in the bridle trail Fire Service Road. This pipe would be needed to connect the existing portion 
of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline that runs through the Los Angeles Zoo parking lot with the new Lower 
Reach RSC pipeline. 

The purpose of this alternative would be to reduce noise impacts associated with the proposed Lower Reach 
RSC pipeline construction to recreational uses (particularly Harding Municipal Golf Course) and traffic 
impacts to the Los Angeles Zoo entrance while meeting the principal objectives of the project.  

4.4.2.1 Attainment of Project Objectives 

This alternative reroutes a portion of the pipeline route onto a service road to reduce traffic impacts. The 
essential components of the proposed project are maintained, thus this alternative would achieve all of the 
project objectives. 

4.4.2.2 Impacts 

Transportation/Traffic 

This alternative would reduce potential traffic impacts on Crystal Springs Drive between the southern end of 
the Los Angeles Zoo and the Ranger Station compared to the proposed project. Furthermore, potential traffic 
disruptions along Crystal Springs Drive associated with the proposed project would be reduced as trenching 
activities would be avoided on this active roadway. While this alternative would result in decreased traffic 
impacts along Crystal Springs Drive compared to the proposed project, the entire ROW of the bridle trail fire 
service road would most likely need to be used for construction. This would preclude emergency/fire access on 
the bridle trail fire service road during construction. For the proposed project, a Traffic Construction 
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1) would be prepared with review and approval by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation; and coordination with emergency service providers would be required to 
establish provisions to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as plating over excavations, short detours, and 
alternate routes (Mitigation Measure T-4). These measures (T-1 and T-4) could be applied to this alternative 
but the level of traffic impact significance would remain comparable to the project (significant and 
unavoidable). 

Air Quality 

Construction air quality impacts would be identical with this alternative as compared to the proposed project. 
The length of the route associated with this alternative would be approximately the same as the proposed 
project and would require identical construction activities, thus resulting in similar air quality impacts 
compared to the proposed project. Because construction activities would be the same, the number of 
construction related haul trips and worker commute trips would be the same as compared to the proposed 
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project. Therefore, development of the Griffith Park Bridle Trail Route Fire Service Road Alternative would 
result in similar air quality impacts and would require implementation of the same mitigation measures (AQ-1 
and AQ-2) as the proposed project. 

Noise 

Construction noise impacts would decrease at the Los Angeles Zoo entrance and at Harding Municipal Golf 
Course along Crystal Springs Drive with this alternative. While the length of the route associated with this 
alternative would be approximately the same as the proposed project and would require identical construction 
activities, construction noise would be concentrated eastward along the I-5 Freeway and away from 
recreational uses along Crystal Springs Drive (Note: Construction noise would not impact the bridle trail as 
recreational use of the trail would be eliminated for the duration of construction.). While noise from 
construction activities and vehicle trips would be diverted away from a section of Crystal Springs Drive, noise 
impacts would still exist along the eastern stretch of Harding Municipal Golf Course. However, due to the 
proximity of the I-5 Freeway to the proposed Griffith Park bridle trail Fire Service Road route, construction 
noise would be absorbed into freeway traffic noise and result in decreased perception and less impact.  

Vibration levels from trenching and jacking activities would still occur along the Griffith Park bridle trail Fire 
Service Road route, but would avoid potential impacts to the Los Angeles Zoo entrance as well as the Harding 
Municipal Golf Course and recreation uses long Crystal Springs Drive.  Vibration associated with construction 
would be perceptible to golfers or workers within the eastern section of Harding Municipal Golf Course. The 
construction of the Griffith Park Bridle Trail Route Fire Service Road Alternative would relocate peak 
vibration levels from along Crystal Springs Drive eastward along the bridle trail Fire Service Road. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-6 would reduce potential impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  

Other 

LADWP indicates that there is an existing 30-inch reclaimed water pipeline within the bridle trail Fire Service 
Road. Based on drawings of the reclaimed water pipeline, there may not be enough room for a 96-inch 
pipeline along the same road. The proposed fire service road route also operates as a bridal trail within the 
Griffith Park/ Harding Municipal Golf Course facility. During construction, the use of the trail would be 
eliminated for the duration of construction along this alignment. Restricted access to the bridal bridle trail 
would be objectionable to park patrons (recreational impact).  

This alternative would require a connection from the proposed RSC pipeline to the Crystal Springs Pump 
Station, which is located adjacent to Crystal Springs Drive. This connection would be installed through the 
Harding Municipal Golf Course and would result in short-term construction-related impacts, which would be 
objectionable as it could result in significant, but temporary, operational impacts to the Golf Course.  Other 
considerations include maintenance access and ability to detect pipeline leaks if the pipe were to be placed in 
the golf course. 
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4.4.3 Alternatives Summary 

Table 4-1 provides a summary of the key issues associated with the alternatives discussed in this section. As 
noted on the table, these alternatives present additional challenges in the pipeline routing. 

Table 4-1. Summary of Alternatives 
Issue No Project Alternative Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road Route 

Alternative 
Land Use Disturbances No impacts other than maintenance of 

the pipeline. 
This alternative would limit disruptions to the Los 
Angeles Zoo and Harding Municipal Golf Course along 
Crystal Springs Drive. However, a connection from the 
bridle trail Fire Service Road to the Crystal Springs 
Pump Station would need to be installed through the 
golf course.  

Engineering and Design Existing River Supply Conduit would not 
maintain proper pressure levels. 

There is an existing 30-inch reclaimed water pipeline 
traveling within the bridle trail Fire Service Road. Based 
on drawings of the reclaimed water pipeline, there may 
not be enough room for a 96-inch pipeline along the 
same road. 

Construction and 
Operation Access 

Minimal access impacts only for 
maintenance of the pipeline. 

Emergency/fire access would be blocked on the bridle 
trail fire service road during construction. 

Other 
 

No impacts. During construction, the use of the bridal bridle trail within 
the Griffith Park/Harding Municipal Golf Course would be 
eliminated for the duration of construction along this 
alignment, which would be objectionable to park patrons 
(recreational impacts). Other considerations include 
maintenance access and ability to detect pipeline leaks if 
the pipe were to be placed in the golf course. 

4.5 Conclusions and Summary 

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of reasonable 
alternatives that are evaluated. This would ideally be the alternative that results in fewer (or no) significant and 
unavoidable impacts. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) states that if the environmentally superior alternative is 
the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the 
other alternatives. Table 4-2 provides a comparison of the impacts associated with the proposed project and its 
alternatives. 

The No Project Alternative would be expected to reduce all proposed project impacts, but would not achieve 
any of LADWP’s goals and objectives. Without the proposed project improvements, the LADWP would need 
to implement additional solutions to address the concerns with the current distribution system and to meet the 
Department of Health and Safety regulations and standards not achieved under this alternative.  
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Table 4-2. Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Proposed Lower Reach  
RSC Project No Project Alternative Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road 

Route Alternative 
Transportation/Traffic 

Significant impacts to Zoo Drive, 
Western Heritage Way, and Crystal 
Springs Drive, as well as access to 
recreational facilities within Griffith 
Park (i.e. Los Angeles Zoo, 
Museum of the American West and 
Harding Municipal Golf Course). 

Less Traffic Impacts. This 
alternative would have less impacts 
than the project because no 
substantial new traffic would be 
generated. 

Less Traffic Flow Impacts. This alternative would 
reduce potential traffic impacts on Crystal Springs 
Drive between the southern end of the Los Angeles 
Zoo and the Ranger Station and potential traffic 
disruptions along Crystal Springs Drive as trenching 
activities would be avoided on this active roadway.  
Greater Emergency/Fire Access Impacts. 
The entire ROW of the bridle trail fire service road 
would most likely need to be used for construction. 
This would preclude emergency/fire access on the 
bridle trail fire service road during construction. This 
impact would be considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

Air Quality 
Significant short-term construction 
impacts to local air quality 
conditions. 

Less Air Quality Impacts. This 
alternative would not have air 
quality impacts, except emissions 
associated with periodic pipeline 
maintenance. 

Comparable Air Quality Impacts. Construction air 
quality impacts would be identical with this alternative 
as compared to the proposed project. The length of 
the route associated with this alternative would be 
the same as the proposed project and would require 
identical construction activities, thus resulting in 
similar air quality impacts compared to the proposed 
project. Impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Noise 
Less than significant impacts with 
mitigation incorporated.  

Less Noise Impacts. This 
alternative would not have noise 
impacts except those associated 
with pipeline maintenance. 

Less Noise Impacts. Preliminary analysis indicates 
that construction noise impacts would decrease at 
the Los Angeles Zoo entrance and at Harding 
Municipal Golf Course along Crystal Springs Drive 
with this alternative. Vibration levels from trenching 
and jacking activities would still occur along the 
Griffith Park bridle trail Fire Service Road route, but 
would avoid potential impacts to the Los Angeles Zoo 
entrance as well as the Harding Municipal Golf 
Course and recreational uses along Crystal Springs 
Drive.   

 

Because the No Project alternative would not meet LADWP goals and objectives, the environmentally superior 
alternative would be the Griffith Park Bridle Trail Fire Service Road Route Alternative. While this alternative 
would reduce noise and traffic flow impacts compared to the proposed project, and air quality impacts would 
be comparable to the proposed project, emergency/fire access impacts would be greater. This alternative 
would require additional design considerations to accommodate the project pipeline and the existing 30-inch 
reclaimed water pipeline within the bridle trail fire service road. Ultimately, the proposed project would be 
environmentally preferred as it would meet all the project objectives, have only slightly greater noise impacts 
on the Los Angeles Zoo entrance and Harding Municipal Golf Course, and have less impacts on 
emergency/fire access.  Furthermore, no major design issues have been identified for the proposed project that 
could potentially make the project infeasible. 
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This section presents the evaluation of environmental impacts required by CEQA that are not addressed 
within other chapters of this EIR, or were not addressed in the IS prepared in August 2004 (see Appendix 
A.2). This section includes responses to those comments received during the IS public review period that 
apply specifically to the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline, growth-inducing impacts, irreversible 
environmental changes and use of nonrenewable resources, effects not found to be significant, and 
significant unavoidable environmental impacts. 

5.1 Response to Public Scoping Comments  

During the public review period for the IS, comment letters and emails were received from the following 
agencies: California Department of Transportation (District 7); South Coast Air Quality Management 
District; California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); the Metropolitan Transportation Authority; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks 
(LADRP); City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works; City of Burbank, Park, Recreation & 
Community Services Department; Burbank Water and Power; and City of Burbank, Public Works 
Department. These letters and emails are provided in Appendix A.3 for reference.  

Several of the comments received from State and local agencies during the public review period for the IS 
addressed environmental issue areas which were determined to have less-than-significant impacts and are 
therefore not discussed in Section 3 of this Draft Final EIR. Specifically for the Lower Reach, comments 
were received for the issue areas of Biological Resources and Cultural Resources. Additional comments were 
made to request clarification on the project description. Therefore, comments not addressed within the other 
sections of this Draft Final EIR are summarized below, along with responses, as appropriate. 

Project Description 

A comment was received regarding the proposed pipeline route and its potential to impact the Travel Town 
Museum and related facilities within Griffith Park (see Appendix A.3, City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks, October 1, 2004). While detailed maps of the right-of-way were not provided as part 
of the IS, the preliminary design of the Lower Reach RSC alignment shows that the pipeline would be 
installed using the traditional tunneling method south of the Travel Town Museum through the north end of 
the parking lot and then proceeding east of the Museum through sage scrub and chaparral vegetation on the 
northern slopes and foothills of Mount Lee. Therefore, the proposed project would not tunnel under the 
Museum, new Trainshed, or the new display railroad tracks. 

Biological Resources 

The IS evaluated Biological Resources and proposed mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level (see Appendix A.2, Section 3.4). However, a listing of biological information was requested 
to be included in the Draft Final EIR, where applicable, by the CDFG. To address this potential 
inconsistency, a follow-up email with Mr. Scott Harris of CDFG confirmed that “as long as the impacts 
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were reduced to less than significant, it [the IS analysis] would be fine with CDFG” (CDFG, 2004). 
Therefore, the Biological Resources analysis did not require updating.  

It was also noted that Mitigation Measures BIO-7 and BIO-9 only give consideration to the project’s impact 
on “mature” trees. As discussed in Section 3.4 of the IS (see Appendix A.2), the proposed project would not 
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-2, BIO-7 and BIO-9, which are intended to avoid or reduce impacts to mature native and 
nonnative trees. Mitigation Measure BIO-8 is also provided to reduce construction impacts to trees (in 
general), including heritage trees, special value trees, and common park trees, by implementing the 
applicable measures from the Los Angeles Department of Public Works Street Tree Policy and the LADRP 
Tree Preservation Policy. However, per the requirements of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks Urban Forest Program (Section 4.10 of the “Recreation and Parks Tree Care Manual”), plotting tree 
locations on plans for all projects is required. Therefore, as part of report completed under Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7, all trees impacted by the proposed project would be identified. 

Finally, the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks noted that a rare plant has been 
identified in Griffith Park on both sides of Mount Hollywood called Arctostaphylos glandulosa mollis (see 
Appendix A.3, David Attaway email on October 13, 2004). The presence of this plant species within the 
construction site will be considered as required by Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-4.  

Cultural Resources 

In addition to those Los Angeles Historical/Cultural Monuments discussed in the IS (see Appendix A.2, 
Section 3.5(a)), the historic Rancho Los Feliz Adobe (No. 401) is also in the vicinity of the proposed Lower 
Reach (see Appendix A.3, City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, October 1, 2004). It is 
located along Crystal Springs Dr. and is currently used as the Park Ranger Headquarters (LAOKAY, 2005). 
Additional historic resources in Griffith Park include the Griffith Park Merry-Go-Round and pump house 
facilities within Griffith Park (Crystal Springs Picnic Area and Train Ride) (see Appendix A.3, City of Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, October 1, 2004). While these sites are located near to the 
proposed project alignment within Griffith Park, the Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be placed within Zoo 
Drive (except in the area of the Travel Town Museum), Western Heritage Way, and Crystal Springs Drive, 
and would therefore not result in adverse impacts to these historic resources. An additional historic resource 
in the project area is the Red Car Trestle Footings (No. 770), which is located at the intersection of Fletcher 
Drive and Riverside Drive.  The closest portion of the proposed pipeline alignment to this resource would be 
where the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline connects to the Fletcher Pump Station suction line at the 
intersection of Glendale Boulevard and Fletcher Drive (Fletcher Pumping Station Branch), approximately 
1,000 feet away. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to this historic 
resource. 
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5.2 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Pursuant to §15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must address whether the proposed project would 
directly or indirectly foster growth. This section analyzes whether the proposed project would directly or 
indirectly induce economic, population, or housing growth in the surrounding area.  

The growth-inducing potential of a project would be significant if it fosters growth or a concentration of 
population above what is assumed in local and regional land use plans, which estimate future population 
growth. Significant growth impacts also could occur if the project would provide infrastructure or service 
capacity to accommodate growth levels beyond those permitted by local or regional plans and policies.  

The Lower Reach RSC Project would not, directly induce economic, population, or housing growth in the 
surrounding area. The proposed project would replace and realign the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline, 
which has provided over 50 years of continuous service to the City of Los Angeles, but whose reliability and 
capacity are near its design life limits. Replacement of the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline would provide 
for a more reliable water supply to the central area of the City of Los Angeles, provide a larger flow capacity 
to adequately meet the current water requirements and future needs of the City of Los Angeles, ensure that 
the water distribution system has sufficient system pressure to meet the California Department of Health 
Services Drinking Water Regulations, and compensate for the loss of water storage within the LADWP 
water distribution system. The proposed project would not directly induce growth as it is intended to improve 
the existing water system. The Lower Reach RSC pipeline is part of the water infrastructure within the City 
of Los Angeles. As a means to continue serving the area, the proposed project would respond to the current 
water requirements and future needs of the City of Los Angeles as required by a public utility, thereby 
accommodating the current use in the area. The potential exists that the improved infrastructure could 
indirectly encourage development; however, the LADWP itself is not a part of any future housing 
development and the proposed project is not intended for any specific development projects.  

During construction, it is assumed that the construction workforce would come from within Los Angeles 
County. The City of Los Angeles contains a considerable construction workforce (81,032 persons in 
construction trades per Section 3.12, Appendix A.2). As such, construction personnel would not likely move 
to the project area and would not generate a permanent increase to population levels or result in a decrease in 
available housing. Therefore, no construction impacts to existing or future population growth levels would 
occur as a result of project construction. Operation of the proposed project would not require additional 
permanent employees and, therefore, would not entail any employment increase that might lead to demand 
for new housing or an increase in population growth. As mentioned above, the potential exists that the 
improved infrastructure could indirectly encourage development; however, the intention of the proposed 
project is to respond to current water requirements and is not a part of any future housing development, nor 
is it intended for any specific development projects. Therefore, project construction and operation would not, 
directly or indirectly, induce economic, population, or housing growth in the surrounding area or the region, 
but could indirectly encourage population and/or housing growth as a result of increasing the capacity of the 
water system. However, it should be noted that the area the pipeline would service is densely populated, 
which would ultimately limit growth in the project area. 
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5.3 Irreversible Environmental Changes and Use of Nonrenewable 
Resources 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(c) requires an evaluation of the significant irreversible environmental changes 
that would be caused by a project if implemented, as described: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse there after 
unlikely. Primary impacts, and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the 
project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 
consumption is justified.  

In general, the CEQA Guidelines refer to the need to evaluate and justify the consumption of nonrenewable 
resources and the extent to which the project commits future generations to similar uses of nonrenewable 
resources. In addition, CEQA requires that irreversible damage resulting from an environmental accident 
associated with the project be evaluated.  

Determining whether the proposed project may result in significant irreversible effects requires a 
determination of whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed, such that there is a small possibility 
of restoring them. The actual construction of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline would not result in the 
consumption of nonrenewable resources to the extent to which the project commits future generations to 
similar uses of nonrenewable resources. No such degradation or destruction of resources would result with 
the proposed project.  

The use of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline itself would, however, allow future generations to continue 
consuming water and in greater quantities than the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline. Nevertheless, it 
should be acknowledged that the City of Los Angeles continues to lead the way in implementing demand-
reduction programs such as the installation of water meters in the early 1900’s, which resulted in a 30 
percent reduction in water use at that time; implementation of mandatory water rationing during the 1976-
1977 drought; adoption of a plumbing retrofit ordinance in 1988 (Los Angeles Municipal Ordinance No. 
172075 Effective 7/24/98) to mandate the installation of conservation devices in all properties and require 
water-efficient landscaping in new construction; and the amendment of that ordinance in 1999 to require the 
installation of ultra-low-flush toilets in single-family residences prior to resale. The LADWP has invested 
over $100 million in conservation measures over the last decade (LADWP, 2004e). Not only does the 
LADWP emphasize the importance of water conservation, but the new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would 
also reduce water losses which occur in the existing system, due to pipe leaks. As such, the proposed project 
would ensure sufficient water for future generations without causing significant irreversible effects on a key 
resource.  

While various natural resources, such as construction materials and petroleum-based fuel, would be used in 
construction, their use in this project would not result in substantial resource depletion. Once operational, 
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maintenance would include periodic inspection on the isolation, air, and vacuum valves, and testing of the 
isolation valves. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial resource depletion.  

The construction and operation of the proposed project would not present any serious risk of an 
environmental accident likely to result in irreversible damage. During construction, the proposed project 
would use small volumes of petroleum hydrocarbons and their derivatives (e.g., gasoline, oils, lubricants, 
and solvents) to operate construction equipment. Storage of substantial quantities of these materials along the 
construction alignment would not occur. Construction vehicles on site may require routine or emergency 
maintenance that could result in the release of oil, diesel fuel, transmission fluid or other materials. 
However, existing regulations and BMPs for the handling of these substances and procedures for spill 
containment, as well as implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-5 (see Appendix A.2, 
Section 3.7) would reduce the potential for irreversible environmental damage to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed above, operation of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline would require maintenance activities such 
as periodic inspection on the isolation, air, and vacuum valves, and testing of the isolation valves. Such 
activities would not present any serious risk of an environmental accident likely to result in irreversible 
damage. On the other hand, other external hazards (e.g. explosion) could damage the Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline with the potential to then cause the spread of environmental contamination. To limit the effects of an 
environmental accident upon the Lower Reach RSC pipeline, the LADWP has emergency response 
procedures in place to provide for a quick response and limit the area of impact (see Section 2.7.3). For 
example, as part of the pipeline design, valves would be placed approximately every 5,000 feet along the 
pipeline (LADWP, 2004f), which would allow any potential pipe leak to be isolated, evaluated, and 
corrected. Additionally, the higher pressures within the new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would prevent 
cross-contamination of drinking water with other buried utilities, in particular, sanitary sewer. As such, the 
risk of a serious environmental accident associated with damage to the Lower Reach RSC pipeline from an 
external source would be limited, and would therefore not result in irreversible damage.  

5.4 Effects Not Found to be Significant 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15128, “An EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the 
reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were 
therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. Such a statement may be contained in an attached copy of an 
Initial Study.” For the proposed project, the following environmental issue areas were determined by the 
Lead Agency (LADWP) to not have the potential to be significant: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation, and Utilities and Service Systems. The LADWP determined that impacts related to these 
environmental issue areas would not need to be evaluated in the EIR because either: (1) there was substantial 
evidence demonstrating that impacts would not be significant; or (2) standard mitigation approaches were 
available to address potentially significant impacts and it was clear that the mitigation would reduce the 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. Impact discussions related to each of these issue areas are provided in 
the IS (see Appendix A.2).   
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New Project Feature 

After completion of the IS, it was determined that the water levels of Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs, 
which are owned and operated by LADWP (i.e. no public access), would need to be lowered approximately 
16 feet for six to eight weeks to make the connections to the Ivanhoe inlet line and Fletcher Pump Station 
suction line (LADWP, 2005b). Once the connections are completed, it would take approximately two months 
to refill the reservoirs to normal levels (LADWP, 2005b). The potential environmental impacts associated 
with this additional project component were not analyzed in the IS, and are therefore discussed herein. No 
impacts to Agricultural Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation, or Utilities and Service Systems would occur as a result of lowering the reservoirs. However, 
impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, and Hydrology and Water Quality may result from 
this action.  

Aesthetics 

The proposed project would temporarily degrade the existing visual quality of the area through temporarily 
lowering the water levels in Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs. These reservoirs are integral to the views of 
the surrounding Silver Lake community. However, the reduced reservoir levels would be temporary in 
nature, lasting only about two months (6-8 weeks plus one month to return levels). This would result in less 
than significant impacts to visual resources. Aesthetic impacts related to algae growth would be less than 
significant as the reservoir levels would be lowered during winter months, which would reduce the likelihood 
of algae blooms as a result of colder temperatures and less sunlight. Additionally, shore chlorination would 
be increased, as necessary, or copper sulfate would be utilized (LADWP, 2005c) to further reduce the 
possibility of algae growth. No mitigation is required.   

Air Quality (Objectionable Odors) 

Reducing the water levels in Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would not result in air pollutant emissions, 
as no construction or additional operational activities are required. Water levels would be reduced through 
delivery of water to customers through existing operations. However, the potential exists for accumulated silt 
and debris to become concentrated when the overall quantity of water is reduced thereby causing 
objectionable odors to be emitted. Since both Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs are concrete-lined, they are 
not expected to have substantial amounts of silt or debris. Additionally, potential odors caused by algae 
growth would be less than significant since the reservoir levels would be lowered during winter months, 
which would reduce the likelihood of algae blooms as a result of colder temperatures and less sunlight. 
Additionally, shore chlorination would be increased, as necessary, or copper sulfate would be utilized to 
further reduce the possibility of algae growth (LADWP, 2005c). Therefore, odor impacts associated with 
reduced water levels in Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required.   

Biological Resources 

Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs are concrete-lined reservoirs currently used by LADWP for storing 
treated potable water. As such, no aquatic species are expected to be living within these reservoirs. The 
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reservoirs, however, do support various waterfowl such as ducks and geese, as seen during a site visit 
conducted on February 1, 2005. While the total water volume of the reservoirs would be reduced as part of 
the proposed project, the surface area would not be substantially reduced. As such, use of the reservoirs by 
waterfowl would not be hindered by the reduced water levels within the reservoirs. Therefore, impacts to 
biological resources would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As noted above, the lowering or drawdown of water levels within Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would 
occur through deliveries to LADWP customers. Both these reservoirs are currently used to service customers 
and existing LADWP procedures for maintaining water quality would be employed during this temporary 
drawdown.  Therefore, the quality of water delivered to LADWP customers would not be affected. To 
control algae growth and associated water quality impacts, the reservoir levels would be lowered during 
cooler months, which would reduce the likelihood of algae blooms as a result of colder temperatures and less 
sunlight. Additionally, shore chlorination would be increased, as necessary, or copper sulfate would be 
utilized to prevent algae growth (LADWP, 2005c). Consequently, impacts to hydrology and water quality as 
a result of lowering the water levels within Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

Summary 

Temporarily reducing the water levels of Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would result in either no 
impacts or less than significant impacts for all environmental issue areas. 

Initial Study  

It should be noted that the analysis contained in the IS includes impacts and mitigation measures for both the 
proposed Upper and Lower Reaches of the RSC pipeline. However, as a result of comments received during 
the Initial Study review period and complications associated with the design and alignment of the proposed 
Upper Reach of the RSC pipeline, the scope of the proposed project was reduced to include only the Lower 
Reach. As such, several mitigation measures require updating to remove references to the Upper Reach and 
the City of Burbank (The Lower Reach would be located completely within the City of Los Angeles). The 
updates to the mitigation measures presented in the Initial Study (see Appendix A.2) are provided below with 
additions shown in bold and underlined, and deletions shown in double strikethrough text. Changes to BIO-1 
and BIO-7 were also identified through comments received on the Draft EIR (see Appendix E).   A complete 
listing of all final mitigation measures for the proposed project is provided in Appendix B-1 and in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program provided in Appendix B-2 of this Final EIR. 

Biological Resources 

BIO-5 Pre-construction bird surveys shall be conducted in all vegetated areas of Units 7, 1a, 1b, 2, 3 
and 4 from Buena Vista Park the Headworks Spreading Grounds site through Griffith Park. 
The surveys shall identify the presence of breeding or nesting pairs or active nests of special 
status bird species within the project and construction footprint and an additional distance of 
500 feet. In the event that surveys indicate habitat occupied by special status bird species within 



 
 
 

 
LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project  5. Other CEQA Considerations 
Final EIR 5-8 December 2005 

500 feet of the construction or project footprint, appropriate construction protocol will be 
developed and implemented.  

BIO-6 LADWP shall manage their construction site, and related facilities, in a manner to avoid or 
minimize impacts to the local biological resources by implementing the following within Units 
7, 1a, 1b, 2, 3 and 4 in the segments from Buena Vista Park the Headworks Spreading 
Grounds site through Griffith Park: 

• Temporarily cover pits and trenches or provide wildlife escape ramps or an approved exclusionary 
fence for construction areas that contain steep walled holes or trenches that are not required to be 
covered for human safety reasons. The temporary fence shall be hardware cloth or of similar materials 
that are approved for use by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish 
and Game; 

• Make certain all food-related trash will be disposed of in closed containers and removed at least once a 
week. Feeding of wildlife shall be prohibited; 

• Prohibit pets from being brought to the site;  

• Report all inadvertent deaths or injuries of wildlife to the biological monitor who will in turn, notify 
and follow instruction provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks 
(LADRP) or the City of Burbank Department of Parks and Recreation (BDPR); 

• Use native coastal sage scrub, chaparral species in the restoration of land temporarily disturbed during 
pipeline installation (see Mitigation Measures BIO-7 through BIO-9 below);  

• Restore temporarily disturbed sites to their pre-existing physical condition; and 

• Ephemeral drainages shall be restored to pre-construction topography/contours and compaction 
immediately following construction and installation activities. Furthermore, the proposed disturbance to 
such features may not affect (i.e., act as a barrier to) existing surrounding hydrologic conditions. 

BIO-7 LADWP shall complete a report that identifies all mature native and nonnative trees, that would 
be directly or indirectly impacted by project construction. For ease of interpretation “mature” 
shall be defined consistent with the City of Los Angeles’ tree protection ordinance as 8 inches 
in diameter and greater than 4.5 feet high and applicable City of Burbank requirements. This 
includes all trees whose canopy is located entirely or partially within the pipeline alignment or 
construction footprint. It shall include trees that are located in segments where underground 
jacking will occur. The report shall indicate the location, species, size and condition of affected 
trees and a proposed plan for protection, relocation or replacement. The report shall be 
provided to the LADRP, Division of Forestry, and the Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works (LADPW), and the BDPR.  

BIO-8 LADWP shall coordinate with the LADPW and the LADRP prior to construction to determine 
the applicable measures that need to be implemented from the LADPW Street Tree Policy and 
the LADRP Tree Preservation Policy. LADWP shall also coordinate with the BDPR. The 
purpose of this coordination shall be to identify construction protocols that would be 
implemented to reduce construction damage, and the pruning, removal and replacement of 
trees, including heritage trees, special value trees and common park trees.  

BIO-9 For any mature native or nonnative tree that must be removed, LADWP shall prefer 
replacement or relocation of trees within the same park or residential area in coordination with 
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the LADPW or BDPR, as applicable, for trees affected on city streets, or LADRP or BDPR, as 
applicable, for trees affected within city parks. Nonnative trees removed within Griffith Park 
that cannot be successfully relocated shall be replaced with native trees consistent with LADRP 
recommendations.  

Cultural Resources 

CUL-1 LADWP shall conduct archaeological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities within 
Units 7 and 4, specifically those areas near Universal Studios, Warner Bros. Studios, and the 
area north of the Silver Lake Reservoir. Cultural resource monitoring locations shall be mapped 
and flagged prior to construction. Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified archaeological 
monitor familiar with the cultural resources of southern California.  

In the event a potential significant archeological resource is discovered, all work shall 
temporarily cease within the immediate area of the find until the site can be assessed by a 
qualified archeologist in consultation with the LADWP. If the material is determined to be 
significant, the qualified archeologist shall prepare and implement a treatment plan in 
consultation with the LADWP. Construction activity shall not resume until authorization has 
been provided by the LADWP and the qualified archeologist.  

Implementation of the above mitigation measures, along with those previously presented in the Initial Study 
(see Appendix A.2), would reduce impacts associated with Biological Resources and Cultural Resources for 
the Lower Reach RSC Project to less-than-significant levels. 

5.5 Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 

Construction of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline would produce significant air quality emissions. Daily 
construction emissions from the proposed project would exceed the emissions thresholds, as defined by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. Application of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, 
provided in Section 3.2.4, would reduce the impacts due to construction; however, impacts would still be 
significant for NOx and PM10. Therefore, the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable 
environmental impacts to air quality during construction. Construction of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline 
would cause significant transportation and traffic impacts. Construction would generally be performed via 
open trenching, which is the only feasible cost alternative for the majority of the route, and would occur on 
roadways that are heavily traveled. This work would reduce capacities on the roadways directly affected and 
divert traffic to adjacent roadways that are also heavily traveled. While jacking and tunneling can be used to 
reduce traffic impacts at specific locations, use of this method throughout the entire route would be 
prohibitively costly. While typical traffic impact mitigation measures are not available for impacts caused by 
construction, the need for manual traffic control, detours, and roadway/approach closures would be defined 
in a Traffic Construction Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1). Additionally, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures T-2 through T-5 T-5 through T-7 and T-9 would reduce impacts to public and 
emergency vehicle access, parking, public transit, and pedestrian safety to less-than-significant levels. 
However, no mitigation measures can be implemented to make the proposed project’s construction traffic 
flow, public access, and parking impacts less than significant. As such, a Statement of Overriding 
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Considerations that addresses both transportation/traffic and air quality would be required to proceed with the 
proposed project. 
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The 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR began on May 6, 2005, and ended on June 20, 2005. 
During the public review period, six sets of written comments were received from organizations and agencies. 
Three additional letters were submitted after the close of the public review period. At the request of the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP), the LADRP, the Los Angeles Zoo, and the Autry 
National Center were given additional time to complete their comments.  The persons, organizations, and 
agencies that submitted comments on the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Draft EIR are listed in Table 6-1 
below.  

Table 6-1. Written Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
Comment Set 

Number Organization Name Date 
1 City of Burbank Roger Baker May 11, 2005 
2 Metropolitan Transportation Authority Susan Chapman June 15, 2005 
3 Silver Lake Residents Association Maryann Kuk June 17, 2005 
4 Latham & Watkins LLP (representing Forest Lawn) William F. Delvac June 20, 2005 

5 Silver Lake Neighborhood Council  Elizabeth Bougart-
Sharkov June 20, 2005 

6 Committee to Save Silver Lake’s Reservoirs Andrew Sears June 20, 2005 
7 City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks Jon Kirk Mukri June 28, 2005 
8 City of Los Angeles – Los Angeles Zoo Darryl Pon July 18, 2005 
9 Autry National Center John L. Gray July 19, 2005 

Copies of the written comments and each response are provided in Appendix E of this Final EIR.  The key 
comments and concerns raised during the review of the Draft EIR are summarized below: 

Potential Link to the Upper Reach RSC Project 

Comments were received denoting the potential link between the Lower Reach RSC Project and the Upper 
Reach RSC Project.  As discussed in the Draft EIR (Executive Summary and Section 3), “complications 
associated with project design, budget considerations, and alignment constraints have pushed the Upper Reach 
RSC [Project] off to sometime in the future.”  LADWP is currently reevaluating alignment options, and, has 
not identified another timeframe for the Upper Reach Project. LADWP will continue to coordinate with the 
City of Burbank and other applicable public agencies on a new alignment for the Upper Reach Project. When a 
specific alignment has been identified, and the LADWP decides to move forward with this project, the 
LADWP will fully address the potential impacts of the Upper Reach RSC Project in a separate environmental 
document.  LADWP has provided a conservative estimate of the construction schedule for the Upper Reach 
RSC Project in the description of cumulative projects in Section 2.8 of this Final EIR. 

Potential Link to the Sliver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project 

Comments were received denoting the potential link between the Lower Reach RSC Project and the Silver 
Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project (SLRC SRP). The Draft EIR acknowledged the SLRC 
SRP as a LADWP project that will be constructed within the same timeframe as the proposed project, and it 
acknowledged that the construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project along with other projects constructed 
within the same timeframe will result in significant unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts within the 
project area.  The entire LADWP water system is interconnected.  In order to adequately describe and evaluate 
new components of the system, some of the parts such as the SLRC SRP and the proposed project are 
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evaluated separately. However, the impacts of the combined projects (SLRC SRP and Lower Reach) are 
considered and evaluated in the cumulative analysis. The SLRC SRP is listed in Table 2-5 and is considered in 
Sections 3.1.6, 3.2.6, and 3.3.6.    

The LADWP interconnects when it can to add to system reliability and when it is feasible, but it is not always 
needed. Interconnections within the LADWP water system components are completed to: 

• Decrease susceptibility to earthquakes and natural disasters 

• Maintain and repair system 

• Maximize flexibility for future or unforeseen needs. 

Although the SLRC SRP and the proposed project will be interconnected as parts of the LADWP potable 
water distribution system, they are treated as separate projects because they have different functions within the 
LADWP water distribution system. The Lower Reach Project’s main purpose is to improve water system 
operations and reliability. The SLRC SRP’s purpose is to provide appropriate storage and delivery 
infrastructure. The new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would operate whether or not the SLRC SRP were 
completed. 

Cumulative Projects 

Comments were received providing additional projects in the vicinity of the Lower Reach RSC Project to be 
considered as part of the cumulative projects analysis. Table 2-5 and Figure 2-2 have been updated to include 
these additional projects.  

As discussed in Sections 3.1.6 and 3.2.6, the cumulative projects identified in Table 2-5 would contribute to 
the projected short-term significant construction traffic and air quality impacts. The additional projects 
identified during the Draft EIR review period would not change the impact determination presented in the 
Draft EIR. Therefore, cumulative air quality and traffic impacts would continue to be considered significant 
and unavoidable. Cumulative noise impacts would remain less than significant, as each project identified in 
Table 2-5 would be required to comply with local noise ordinances and would generally be located at distances 
that would not provide for localized cumulative noise impacts.   

Regulator Station Noise 

Forest Lawn requested additional information on the noise generated by the proposed regulator station. The 
noise analysis in Section 3.3 of this Final EIR has been updated to provide clarification regarding the 
operational noise levels associated with the regulator station proposed at the Headworks Spreading Grounds 
Site. To support this analysis, a supplemental noise study was prepared by Brown-Buntin Associates, 
Incorporated in September 2005. That report is included in Appendix E.2 of this Final EIR. The report, based 
on noise monitoring at Forest Lawn Memorial Park and at an existing similar LADWP regulator station 
facility, concludes that project noise from the proposed regulator station at the Forest Lawn property line 
would be 42 dB with the vault access door closed and 52 dB with the vault access door open (BBA, 2005). As 
such, with the access door closed and the regulator station in operation, the station would be inaudible from 
Forest Lawn, and with the access door open and the regulator station in operation, the noise would be difficult 
to discern (BBA, 2005).  
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Traffic Impacts 

Comments were received regarding potential traffic impacts during construction of the proposed project in the 
communities of Los Feliz and Silver Lake. The comments included suggestions for better coordination of 
traffic mitigation programs for the proposed project and other projects proposed in the project area. To reduce 
traffic impacts, the Final EIR includes Mitigation Measure T-1, which requires the preparation and 
implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan for each unit of the proposed route. The plan 
would include coordination with LADOT, and LADRP, and Caltrans. The plan would apply to the proposed 
project and other known LADWP projects that would be constructed within the same timeframe and are within 
2.5 miles of the proposed project. However, even with implementation of this and other traffic mitigation 
measures identified in the Final EIR, LADWP acknowledges that traffic impacts during construction would be 
significant and unavoidable. 
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78.1 Glossary of Terms

A-weighted decibel scale (dBA). A frequency 
weighting scale that best reflects the human 
ear's reduced sensitivity to low frequencies and 
correlates well with human perceptions of the 
annoying aspects of noise. 

Air quality standard. The specified average 
concentration of an air pollutant in ambient air 
during a specified time period, at or above 
which level the public health may be at risk; 
equivalent to Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(AAQS). 

Air entrainment. Air in the form of bubbles 
dispersed in water.  

Ambient air. Any unconfined portion of the 
atmosphere; the outside air. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). 
Standards and emission limits for individual 
sources and categories of sources of air 
pollutants.  

Appurtenant. Relating to something that is 
added but is not essential. Examples: access 
hole, flow meter, etc.  

Attainment area. An area, such as the City of 
Los Angeles, that has air quality as good as or 
better than the national or state ambient air 
quality standards as defined in the federal Clean 
Air Act and the California Clean Air Act, 
respectively. An area may be an attainment 
area for one pollutant and a non-attainment area 
for others. The proposed project would be in an 
attainment area for the state and federal NO2 
and SO2 standards.  

Average. As a measure, the sum of the 
measurements (over a specified period) divided 
by the total number of measurements. 

Backfill. Earth or soil that is replaced after a 
construction dig (excavation). 

Baseline. A set of existing conditions against 
which change is to be described and measured. 

Best management practices (BMPs). Those 
methods that have been determined to be the 
most effective, practical means of preventing or 
reducing environmental effects and are routine 
measures that are consistently applied or used 
by the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power. 

California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS). Legal limits on outdoor air pollution 
designed to protect the health and welfare of 
Californians. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). A California Statue that requires state 
and local agencies to identify the significant 
environmental impacts of their actions and to 
avoid or mitigate significant impacts to the 
extent feasible.  

Carbon monoxide (CO). A colorless, 
odorless, very toxic gas that burns to carbon 
dioxide with a blue flame and is formed as a 
product of the incomplete combustion of 
carbon.  

Clean Air Act (CAA). A series of detailed 
controlled federal and state requirements 
designed to guide states in controlling sources 
of air pollution. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). 
A weighted average of sound levels gathered 
throughout a 24-hour period. This is essentially 
a measure of ambient noise. Different 
weighting factors apply to day, evening, and 
nighttime periods. This recognizes that 
community members are most sensitive to noise 
in late night hours and are more sensitive 
during evening hours than in daytime hours. 
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Construction staging area. The temporary 
location where construction equipment and 
materials are stored. Possible staging areas 
identified for the proposed project include 
various City-owned lots within Griffith Park, or 
at local LADWP facilities, including the Silver 
Lake Reservoir Complex.   

Contaminant. Any physical, chemical, 
biological, or radiological substance or matter 
that has an adverse effect on air, water, or soil. 

Day-night average sound level (Ldn). This is 
equivalent to the 24-hour equivalent sound level 
(in dBA) with a 10 dBA penalty applied to 
nighttime sounds occurring between 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. 

Discharge. Flow of dewatering water, 
hydrostatic test water, fugitive dust control 
water, and surface water from the construction 
site(s). Can also apply to the flow of chemical 
emissions into the air through designated 
venting mechanisms. 

Emission. Unwanted substances released by 
human activity into air or water. 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). A 
document required of state and local agencies 
by the California Environmental Quality Act 
for public or private projects that have the 
potential to significantly affect the physical 
environment. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
Alternative selected by the CEQA lead agency 
(LADWP) that provides an overall 
environmental advantage over the other 
alternatives. 

Equivalent sound level (Leq). A single value 
for any desired duration (usually one hour), 
which includes all of the time-varying sound 
energy in the measurement period.  

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5). Particulate 
matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in size.  

Fugitive dust. Airborne pulverized soil 
particles. 

Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP). An air 
pollutant listed by the EPA in §112(b) of the 
Federal Clean Air Act, or determined by the 
Department of Environmental Quality to cause 
adverse effects to human health or the 
environment. 

Head Losses. The head, pressure or energy 
(they are the same) lost by water flowing in a 
pipe as a result of turbulence caused by the 
velocity (speed) of the flowing water and the 
roughness of the pipe, or restrictions caused by 
fittings (valves, etc.).  

Hydraulic losses. General term for water flow 
and pressure losses specifically within a 
pipeline system.  

Lower Reach RSC Pipeline. Proposed water 
pipeline from the west end of the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds site to the Ivanhoe inlet line 
located at the intersection of West Silver Lake 
Drive and Armstrong Avenue. 

Microgram (µg). One millionth of a gram. 

Miles per hour (mph). The ratio of the 
distance traveled (in miles) to the time spent 
traveling (in hours).  

Milligrams (mg). One thousand of a gram. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). Standards established by USEPA 
that apply to outdoor air throughout the 
country. 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES). A provision of the Clean 
Water Act which prohibits discharge of 
pollutants into waters of the United States, 
which includes all surface waters, rivers, lakes, 
estuaries, coastal waters, and wetlands, 
including all navigable waters. (e.g., Los 
Angeles River), unless a special permit is 
issued by the USEPA, a state, or, where 
delegated, a tribal government on an Indian 
reservation. A NPDES hydrostatic test permit 
would be required to discharge used hydrostatic 
test water into nearby storm drains, or 
discharged to sewer drains within the City of 
Los Angeles.  

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2). A toxic, reddish-
brown gas and strong oxidizing agent that is an 
atmospheric pollutant. It is usually produced by 
combustion of fossil fuels.  

Nonattainment area. Area that does not meet 
one or more of the National or California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the criteria 
pollutants designated in the federal Clean Air 
Act. The proposed project would be in a 
nonattainment area for the state and federal 1-
hour ozone standard, federal 8-hour ozone 
standard, federal and state PM10, PM2.5, and 
CO standards.   

Non-point sources. Diffuse pollution sources 
(i.e., without a single point of origin or not 
introduced into a receiving stream from a 
specific outlet). The pollutants are generally 
carried off the land by storm water. Common 
non-point sources are agriculture, forestry, 
urban, mining, construction, dams, channels, 
land disposal, saltwater intrusion, and city 
streets. 

Organic. Referring to or derived from living 
organisms. In chemistry, any compound 
containing carbon.  

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx). Chemical 
compounds of nitrogen produced as a 
byproduct of combustion. These compounds 
combine with hydrocarbons to produce smog.  

Ozone (O3). A molecule of three oxygen 
atoms. A principal component of “oxidant” in 
photochemically polluted atmospheres. 

Particulate matter (particulates). Very fine 
sized solid matter or droplets, typically 
averaging one micron or smaller in diameter. 
Also called "aerosol." 

Parts per million (ppm). Concentration 
measure in milligrams or micrograms of a 
pollutant per cubic meter of air (mg/m3 or 
µg/m3). 

Photochemical activity. Reaction that absorbs 
energy from the sun and reacts chemically to 
form ozone (O3). 

Pipe/piping. A long tube generally made of 
metal or concrete that is used to carry water.  

Point source. A stationary location or fixed 
facility from which pollutants are discharged; 
any single identifiable source of pollution; e.g., 
a pipe, ditch, ship, ore pit, factory smokestack. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD). Rules imposed by the USEPA seeking 
to create regulatory certainty over what 
activities fall under the “routine maintenance, 
repair and replacement” (RMRR) exclusion to 
the New Source Review (NSR) provision of the 
Clean Air Act.  

Respirable/inhalable particulate matter 
(PM10). Particulate matter less than or equal to 
10 microns in size.  

Rowena Tank. An existing reinforced 10 
million gallon tank hidden beneath the upper-
tiered portion of a nearly four-acre pond, which 
includes waterfalls, gardens and artificial 
rockwork. It is located at the corner of Rowena 
Avenue and Hyperion Avenue in the City of 
Los Angeles. The proposed project would 
construct a pipeline section that would connect 
to the Rowena Tank. The pipeline section is 
called the Rowena Tank Branch Line. 
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Sensitive receptor.  A segment of a population 
that is more susceptible to the effects of air 
pollution, noise, and other environmental 
concerns, due to age or weak health. Sensitive 
receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, 
etc. 

Shoring. A term used in construction meaning 
the act of bracing to provide temporary 
support. Typically trench walls are supported 
with hydraulic jacks or trench boxes. Steel or 
wood sheeting between H-beams (e.g., beam 
and plate) may also be used to support jacking 
and receiving pits. Shoring would be used in 
the construction of the pipeline in all open 
trenches, and jacking and receiving pits to 
allow for safe access. 

Slurry.  A mixture of a liquid (water) and fine 
particles of a solid substance such as clay or 
cement. Slurry will be used during pipeline 
installation as backfill material. 

State Implementation Plans (SIPs). Air 
quality plans developed to meet federal 
requirements. 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2). A heavy pungent toxic 
gas that is used especially in making sulfuric 
acid, in bleaching, as a preservative, and as a 
refrigerant. It easily condensed to a colorless 
liquid, and is a major air pollutant, especially in 
industrial areas.  

Tons per year (tpy). Measure of the annual 
quantity of a pollutant.  

Upper Reach RSC Pipeline. Proposed water 
pipeline from the North Hollywood Pumping 
Station to the west end of the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds site. The proposed Upper 
Reach RSC pipeline was included in the Initial 
Study, but removed from the scope of this 
Draft EIR due to complications associated with 
the proposed design and alignment. 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs). A group 
of organic compounds characterized by their 
tendency to evaporate easily at room 
temperature. 
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78.2 Acronyms  

AAQS 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

BDPR 
City of Burbank Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

BMPs 
Best Management Practices 

CAA 
Clean Air Act (federal) 

CAAQS 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards  

Caltrans 
California Department of Transportation 

CARB 
California Air Resources Board 

CCAA 
California Clean Air Act 

CDFG 
California Department of Fish and Game 

CEQA 
California Environmental Quality Act 

CMP 
Congestion Management Program  

CNEL 
Community Noise Equivalent Level 

CO 
Carbon monoxide 

CSSLR  
Committee to Save Silver Lake Reservoirs 

dBA 
A-weighted decibel  

DSA 
Division of the State Architect 

EIR 
Environmental Impact Report 

ft 
Foot 

GC3 
Disney Creative Campus  

GBIS 
Glendale-Burbank Interceptor Sewer 

HDPE 
High-density polyethylene 

IRP 
Integrated Resources Plan 

IS 
Initial Study 

LADOT 
City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation 

LADPW 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works 

LADRP 
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation 
and Parks 

LADWP 
City of Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power 

LAWSDAC 
Los Angeles Water System Data Acquisition 
and Control 

Ldn 

Day-night average sound level. 

Leq 
Equivalent sound level  

Lmax 
Maximum sound level   

Lmin 
Minimum sound level  

MTA 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

NAAQS 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
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NEIS II 
Northeast Interceptor Sewer Phase II 

NHPS 
North Hollywood Pumping Station 

NOP 
Notice of Preparation 

NOx / NO2 

Oxides of Nitrogen / Nitrogen dioxide 

NPDES  
National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System 

NSR 
New Source Review  

OSHA 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration  

O3 
Ozone 

PM10  / PM2.5 
Fine particulate matter 

PSD 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

RMRR 
routine maintenance, repair and replacement 

ROCs 
Reactive Organic Compounds 

ROGs 
Reactive Organic Gases 

ROW 
Right-of-way 

RSC 
River Supply Conduit 

RWQCB 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCAB 
South Coast Air Basin 

SCAQMD 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SIP 
State Implementation Plan 

SLNC 
Silver Lake Neighborhood Council 

SLRC 
Silver Lake Reservoir Complex  

SLRC SR Project 
Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage 
Replacement Project 

SOx / SO2  

Oxides of Sulfur / Sulfur dioxide 

SR-134 
Ventura Freeway 

TIA 
Transportation Impact Assessment  

USEPA 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 

VOC 
Volatile organic compound 

WATCH 
City of Los Angeles Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook 
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15063(d)(6), Table 89-1 lists the persons that prepared, or 
participated in the preparation of, this Draft Final EIR. 

 
Table 89-1.  List of Preparers and Reviewers 

Name Organization Project Function/Role 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Nancy Wigner, PE LADWP Project Manager 
Ritchie Yee, PE LADWP Design Manager 
Susan Rowghani, PE LADWP Manager, Planning and Project Management 
Anselmo G. Collins, MBA, PE LADWP Manager, Water Master Planning 
Lucinda C. Misaka, PE LADWP Project Planning Manager 
Charles Holloway LADWP Supervisor of Environmental Assessment 
Sarah Easley Perez LADWP Environmental Program Manager, Document Oversight 
Aspen Environmental Group Team 
Sandra Alarcón-Lopez, MA Aspen Task Order Manager/Project Manager 

Lisa Blewitt Aspen 
Deputy Project Manager, Executive Summary, Introduction,
Project Description, Other CEQA Considerations, Glossary 
of Terms and Acronyms 

Scott Debauche, MS Aspen Alternatives Analysis, Transportation/Traffic 
Matt Fagundes Aspen Air Quality, Noise 
William Walters, PE Aspen Air Quality Technical Reviewer 
Judy Spicer Aspen Document Production Coordinator 
Kati Simpson Aspen Graphics 
Joel Falter Katz, Okitsu & Associates Traffic Study (Appendix B) 
Brian Marchetti Katz, Okitsu & Associates Traffic Study (Appendix B) 
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Project Title:  River Supply Conduit Project 

Project Location: The proposed River Supply Conduit (RSC) pipeline would be located in public street rights-of-
way, LADWP property, and LADWP utility easement in the North Hollywood, Silver Lake, and Los Feliz 
communities (including Griffith Park) within the City of Los Angeles and within the City of Burbank. The area 
through which the pipeline is proposed to be constructed is bounded by Sherman Way to the north, U.S., 
Highway 170/101 (Hollywood Freeway) to the west and southwest, Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway) to the 
east, and State Route 2 (Glendale Freeway) to the southwest. The RSC pipeline would be located in the LADWP 
East Valley, Central and Western Districts service areas.  

Project Description: The LADWP is proposing to construct a new larger RSC pipeline to replace the Upper and 
Lower Reaches of the existing RSC pipeline in a new alignment. The existing RSC pipeline has provided over 50 
years of continuous service to the City of Los Angeles, and its reliability and capacity are near its design life 
limits. In addition, the LADWP proposes to construct a new RSC Inlet Structure to improve and maintain 
adequate system pressure for the new proposed RSC pipeline. Within the current RSC pipeline system, flow and 
pressure losses (hydraulic losses) occur as a result of trapped air bubbles (air entrainment) and excessive pressure 
losses caused by friction (head losses) produced by the current RSC Inlet Structure and as a result of pipeline 
friction losses due to the smaller pipe sizes within the pipeline system. 

Additional factors contributing to the need for improvements to LADWP’s water distribution system include: (1) 
increased consumer consumption, (2) new California Department of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations, 
(3) reduced open reservoir storage due to more stringent state and federal water quality regulations, and (4) 
susceptibility to earthquake and other natural disasters. Therefore, LADWP has identified the following objectives 
for the proposed project: 

• Provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los Angeles.  

• Provide a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current water requirements of the City of Los Angeles.  

• Provide higher water pressure to meet California Department of Health Services (DHS) Drinking Water 
Regulations. 

• Compensate for loss of water storage within the LADWP water distribution system.  

The proposed RSC pipeline would involve the construction of approximately 70,000 linear feet (about 13.3 miles) 
of 48-, 60-, 66-, 72-, 84-, and 96-inch diameter welded steel underground pipeline. Construction of the proposed 
project pipeline would occur along existing street rights-of-way, LADWP property and existing easements, or 
open space/recreation areas, and would also include construction of appurtenant structures (e.g., 
maintenance/access holes, flow meters, valves, and/or vaults). 
 
The proposed RSC Inlet Structure would provide 250 cubic feet per second of capacity to the new RSC 
pipeline. The inlet structure would include a concrete inlet chamber (15 feet long by 15 feet wide by 44 feet deep) 
with openings on each side to allow water to enter and approximately 90 feet of 72-inch pipe to connect the inlet 
chamber to the Upper Reach of the new RSC pipeline. The RSC Inlet Structure would be located at the existing 
North Hollywood Pumping Station (NHPS), which is located in the North Hollywood area of the City of Los 
Angeles on the northwest corner of Vanowen Street and Morella Avenue.  

Probable Environmental Effects:  The LADWP has prepared an Initial Study of the RSC Project and has 
determined that three issue areas may be potentially significant as a result of the proposed project: Air Quality, 
Noise, and Transportation and Traffic. The remaining environmental issues have been determined to have no 
impact, less-than-significant impact, or less-than-significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. The Initial 
Study prepared for the RSC Project includes mitigation measures that when implemented would reduce Aesthetic, 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and Recreation impacts associated with the proposed project. Agricultural Resources, Land Use, 
Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, and Utilities and Public Systems would have no 
impact or a less-than-significant impact as a result of the RSC Project. Therefore, the LADWP will prepare an 



   
 

EIR that evaluates in more detail the Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation and Traffic impacts associated with 
the project.   

The EIR will also include analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives, including a “No Project” alternative.  

 

 
Signature 
 
Charles C. Holloway 
Supervisor of Environmental Assessment  
Date:  August 24, 2004 
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1. Project Information 
1-1. Project Title 

River Supply Conduit Project (proposed project) 

1-2. Lead Agency Name and Address 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Environmental Services 
111 North Hope Street, Room 1044 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1-3. Contact Person and Phone Number 
Sarah Easley 
Environmental Program Manager 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Environmental Services 
111 North Hope Street, Room 1044 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Telephone: (213) 367-1276 

1-4. Project Location 
The proposed River Supply Conduit (RSC) pipeline would be located in public street rights-of-
way, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) property, and LADWP utility 
easements in the North Hollywood, Silver Lake, and Los Feliz communities (including Griffith 
Park) within the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank. Figure 1-1 depicts the regional 
location of the proposed project. The area through which the pipeline is proposed to be 
constructed is bounded by Sherman Way to the north, U.S. Highway 170/101 (Hollywood 
Freeway) to the west and southwest, Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway) to the east, and State 
Route 2 (Glendale Freeway) to the southeast (see Section 10 for details). The RSC pipeline would 
be located in the LADWP East Valley, Central and Western District service areas. 
 
The pipeline route has been divided into two geographic areas (the Upper Reach and the Lower 
Reach). As illustrated in Figures 1-2 and 1-3, the proposed pipeline route would begin at the 
North Hollywood Pumping Station (NHPS) and travel southeast thru the Griffith Park area, and 
connect to the Rowena/Ivanhoe connecting line below Los Feliz Boulevard. Two branch or trunk 
lines would also connect the RSC pipeline to the Rowena Tank and to the Fletcher Pump Station 
suction line. 

1-5. Council District 
The proposed project would be located in Council Districts 2, 4, and 6 of the City of Los 
Angeles. However, approximately 7,500 linear feet of the proposed pipeline would be located in 
the City of Burbank beginning at the intersection of Riverside Drive and Clybourn Avenue and 
extending to Buena Vista Park just southeast of the NBC Studios. 

1-6. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Water Engineering and Technical Services Business Unit – Project Planning and Development 
111 North Hope Street, Room 1336 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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2

1b

3

Zoo Parallel

Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive

Griffith Park South

60

96

96

4,500

5,300

12,000

4 Los Feliz/Riverside to Rokeby/Rowena 84 4,200

Total Trunk Line Length: 33,900

Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West Silverlake 72 800

Rowena/West Silverlake to 
Armstrong/West Silverlake

66 1,000

Rowena Tank Branch Line 48 1,600

Fletcher Pumping Station Branch Line 48 2,000

Total Branch Line Length: 3,600

Summary of Pipe Size and Length

LocationUnit Pipe Dia (in) Length (ft)

1a Griffith Park North along Forest Lawn Drive 84, 96 6,100
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1-7. General Plan Designation 
The proposed project would include a linear pipeline traversing two jurisdictions, and multiple 
land use designations and districts under various City of Los Angeles Community Plans and the 
City of Burbank General Plan, including the Burbank Media District Specific Plan. 

1-8. Zoning 
As discussed above, the RSC pipeline would traverse two jurisdictions, and multiple zoning 
designations and districts under the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code (Section 1 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code) and the City of Burbank Zoning Ordinance.  

1-9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 
The majority of the Upper Reach of the proposed pipeline route would pass through urban 
commercial zones interspersed with residential areas. The southern portion of the Upper Reach 
would pass through Buena Vista Park, a municipal park in the City of Burbank, and cross the Los 
Angeles River. The majority of the northern portion of the Lower Reach would be located within 
existing streets within Griffith Park, a 4,000-acre recreation area in the City of Los Angeles. The 
southern portion of the Lower Reach would be located within city streets surrounded by urban 
development including both residential and commercial zones. 

1-10. Project Description  
The LADWP is proposing a new larger RSC pipeline to replace the Upper and Lower Reaches of 
the existing RSC pipeline in a new alignment. The proposed project would involve the 
construction of approximately 70,000 linear feet (about 13.3 miles) of 48-, 60-, 66-, 72-, 84-, and 
96-inch diameter welded steel underground pipeline. Construction of the proposed project 
pipeline would occur within existing street rights-of-way, LADWP property and existing 
easements, or open space/recreation areas, and would also include construction of appurtenant 
structures (e.g., maintenance/access holes, flow meters, valves, and/or vaults). 
 
Background 
 
The RSC is a major transmission pipeline in the LADWP water distribution system. Built in the 
1940s, the existing RSC pipeline’s purpose is to transport large amounts of water from the Los 
Angeles Reservoir Complex and local ground water wells to reservoirs and distribution facilities 
located in the central areas of the City of Los Angeles. Approximately 60,000 feet in length, the 
existing RSC pipeline begins at the NHPS and ends at the Ivanhoe Reservoir. Hollingsworth 
Spillway is located about midpoint along the pipeline and is currently used to control the pressure 
of the downstream pipeline.  
 
The section of existing pipe north of Hollingsworth Spillway is referred to as the Upper Reach, 
while the section south is referred to as the Lower Reach. About 70 percent of the pipeline is 
located in City of Los Angeles streets and property with the remainder located within easements 
in the City of Burbank. Various pipe sizes and material types were used to construct the existing 
RSC pipeline. For the Upper Reach, 98 percent of the pipeline is reinforced concrete pipe, with 
the remainder being steel. For the Lower Reach, 95 percent of the pipeline is reinforced concrete 
pipe with the remainder being steel.  
 
As the RSC has aged, numerous issues regarding the pipeline have emerged. Sections of the RSC 
pipeline are either unpressurized or are at very low pressures. As such, these pipelines are below 
the current requirements of the California Department of Health Services Drinking Water 
Regulations (Title 22, Section 64566(c)), which require “water mains to be designed to have at 
least 5 psig [pounds per square inch gauge] pressure throughout any buried length of the main 
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except when the main is removed from service for repairs or maintenance.” These minimum 
pressures help to prevent cross-contamination from other buried utilities, in particular, sanitary 
sewer. At the same time, some sections of the pipe are subject to pressures greater than those 
recommended by the manufacturer. Additionally, over the years, the RSC pipeline has 
experienced cases of pipe leaks. For example, in 2001, leaking pipe joints near the intersection of 
Los Feliz Boulevard and Riverside Drive were repaired using an internal seal system. Although 
the leaks were stopped, the seals, which are still in place, were only intended to be a temporary 
measure. 
 
Further impacting the service of the RSC, and in order to meet new state and federal water 
quality regulations, the LADWP is proposing to remove the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex, 
including both Silver Lake and Ivanhoe Reservoirs, which are destinations for the existing RSC, 
from direct service to the LADWP water distribution system. Water storage currently provided 
by the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex would be replaced by an underground covered storage 
reservoir at the former Headworks Spreading Grounds site. An EIR is being prepared for this 
project, the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project, by the LADWP. 
Information for this project is available at the following website: 
www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp004720.pdf. 
 
The existing RSC Inlet Structure was constructed in 1994 to serve as a source for the existing 
RSC pipeline. It is located inside of the NHPS sump, which is located within the North 
Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles on the northwest corner of Vanowen Street and 
Morella Avenue. The design of the existing inlet structure results in flow and pressure losses 
(hydraulic losses) in the RSC pipeline by producing significant trapped air bubbles (air 
entrainment), which reduces the capacity of the pipeline, and by producing excessive pressure 
losses caused by friction (head losses). The existing RSC Inlet Structure has a current capacity of 
160 cubic feet per second (cfs).   
 
LADWP’s Project Objectives 
 
The existing RSC pipeline, which the proposed project is intended to replace, has provided over 
50 years of continuous service to the City, and its reliability and capacity are near its design life 
limits. Additional factors contributing to the need for improvements to LADWP’s water 
distribution system include: (1) increased consumer consumption, (2) new California Department 
of Health Services Drinking Water Regulations, (3) reduced open reservoir storage due to more 
stringent state and federal water quality regulations, and (4) susceptibility to earthquake and other 
natural disasters. In addition, the LADWP’s water distribution system must be capable of 
handling increased system demands, and hydraulic losses must be minimized. Within the current 
RSC pipeline system, hydraulic losses occur as a result of air entrainment and excessive head 
losses produced by the RSC Inlet Structure and as a result of pipeline friction losses due to the 
smaller pipe sizes within the pipeline system.  
 
To address these issues, LADWP has identified the following objectives for the proposed project: 
 
• Provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los Angeles.  
• Provide a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current water requirements of the 

City of Los Angeles.  
• Provide higher water pressure to meet California Department of Health Services Drinking 

Water Regulations. 
• Compensate for loss of water storage within the LADWP water distribution system.  
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Proposed Pipeline Route 
 
The proposed pipeline route includes an upper and lower reach. Each of these reaches is 
summarized below. Due to the considerable length of the proposed RSC pipeline and to facilitate 
discussion of the proposed project, the Upper and Lower Reaches have been divided into seven 
units that are further described in Table 1-1. 
 
Upper Reach RSC Pipeline. The proposed Upper Reach RSC pipeline would be located along/in 
City of Los Angeles and City of Burbank streets and parks (See Figure 1-2). The portion of the 
pipeline in the City of Burbank would be 7,500 feet long, and the remaining 25,000 feet would be 
in the City of Los Angeles. The majority of the proposed pipeline would go through urban 
development consisting of commercial zones interspersed with residential zones.  
 
The north end of the Upper Reach would begin at the proposed RSC Inlet Structure north of 
Vanowen Street at Morella Avenue, in the North Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles. 
Once exiting the Inlet Structure, the pipeline would continue north along either Hinds Avenue or 
Morella Avenue, turning east onto Hart Street, then south onto Lankershim Boulevard, and east 
again onto Riverside Drive until reaching Buena Vista Park, a municipal park, east of Bob Hope 
Drive. At this point the pipeline would continue across the Los Angeles River to Forest Lawn 
Drive, and east to the west end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site. 
 
Lower Reach RSC Pipeline. The proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would involve the 
construction of approximately 37,500 linear feet (about 7.1 miles) of welded steel pipeline located 
along/in City of Los Angeles streets and property (See Figure 1-3). The north end of the pipeline 
would begin at the west end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site. The north half of the 
pipeline would be located in Griffith Park along Zoo Drive and Crystal Springs Drive. Once 
exiting Griffith Park at Crystal Springs Drive and Los Feliz Boulevard, the pipeline would 
continue southerly along Riverside Drive, turning south onto Glendale Boulevard, then southwest 
on Rokeby Street, then west on Rowena Avenue, and south again onto West Silver Lake Drive 
until reaching the intersection with Armstrong Avenue. Two branch or trunk lines would also be 
constructed. The first would begin south of Los Feliz Boulevard at Riverside Drive, and continue 
south through Mulholland Memorial Park, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel to connect 
to the Rowena Tank. The other branch/trunk line would begin at Rowena Avenue and Rokeby 
Street and continue southeast on Rowena Avenue and tie into the Fletcher Pump Station suction 
line. 
 
Project Components 
 
RSC Pipeline. Pipeline construction would be composed of several activities. The construction 
activities would be organized to proceed in the order listed below.  

 

1. Pre-construction activities 5. Applying protective coating to the weld joints

2. ROW clearing  6. Backfilling, if required 

3. Pipeline installation  7. Hydrostatic testing and disinfection 

4. Weld inspection  8. Restoring and cleaning of affected 
construction areas 

 



 

 

 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 10 Initial Study 
River Supply Conduit Project  August 2004 

Once the proposed pipeline project is approved and the specific alignment is confirmed, a 
construction plan would be developed that, among other things, would identify refueling 
operations. Refueling of construction equipment would take place along the rights-of-way using 
absorbent material to create temporary berms around the equipment.  
 
Prior to construction, LADWP’s contractor would develop an emergency response plan, spill 
prevention plan, or similar document. As part of this plan, the LADWP’s contractor would be 
required to have available adequate spill containment and cleanup resources on site at all times. 
The contractor would be prepared to contain, control, clean up, and dispose of any potential fuel 
spill quickly and completely. 

Table 1-1. Summary of Unit Route(s) 
Unit and Location City Route 

UPPER REACH 
Unit 5   
North Hollywood Pump Station to 
Lankershim/Magnolia  
 

Los Angeles Hinds Avenue or Morella Avenue from the proposed NHPS RSC Inlet 
Structure north to Hart Street 
Hart Street east to Lankershim Boulevard 
Lankershim Boulevard south from Hart Street to Magnolia Boulevard 

Unit 6  
Lankershim/Magnolia to 
Riverside/Clybourn  

Los Angeles Lankershim Boulevard south from Magnolia Boulevard to Riverside 
Drive 
Riverside Drive east from Lankershim Boulevard to Clybourn Avenue 

Unit 7  
Riverside/Clybourn to Forest 
Lawn  

Los Angeles 
Burbank 

Riverside Drive from Clybourn Avenue to Buena Vista Park east of Bob 
Hope Drive 
Across the Los Angeles River from Buena Vista Park to Forest Lawn 
Drive  
Forest Lawn Drive east to the west end of the Headworks Spreading 
Grounds site 
LOWER REACH 

Unit 1a  
Griffith Park North along Forest 
Lawn Drive  

Los Angeles From the west end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site along 
Forest Lawn Drive, to the proposed regulator station, and continuing 
along Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive to the L.A. Live Steamers 
(children’s train ride).  

Unit 1b  
Griffith Park North along Zoo 
Drive  

Los Angeles From L.A. Live Steamers along Zoo Drive to a location 1,800 feet north 
of the northerly end of Western Heritage Way. 

Unit 2  
Zoo Parallel Line (Western 
Heritage Way)  

Los Angeles From the southern end of Unit 1b to approximately 800 feet south of 
the southern end of Western Heritage Way, running in Western 
Heritage Way, other paved roads, and equestrian trails. 

Unit 3  
Griffith Park South (Crystal 
Springs Drive) 

Los Angeles From the southern end of Unit 2 to Los Feliz Boulevard, running in 
Crystal Springs Drive.  

Unit 4  
Los Feliz/Riverside to 
Rokeby/Rowena, 
Rokeby/Rowena to 
Rowena/West Silver Lake, and 
Rowena/West Silver Lake to 
Armstrong/West Silver Lake 
 

Los Angeles From the southern end of Unit 3, southeast in Riverside Drive; turning 
southerly onto Glendale Boulevard; turning southwest onto Rokeby 
Street, then westerly onto Rowena; and then south in West Silver Lake 
Drive to the intersection of West Silver Lake Drive and Armstrong 
Avenue (connecting to the Ivanhoe inlet line).  
 
In addition, two branch lines would be constructed in Unit 4. The 
Rowena Branch Line would connect the RSC pipeline to the Rowena 
Tank. The Fletcher PS Branch Line would connect the RSC pipeline to 
the Fletcher Pump Station suction line. 

 
Construction of the proposed project would occur on public property, including street rights-of-
way and municipal parks. Installation of the pipeline would be accomplished by a combination of 
open-trench excavations, jacking, tunneling (micro-tunneling or traditional tunneling), and slip 
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lining, as described below under Pipeline Construction Methods. In general, deep sections of pipe 
would be tunneled and street intersections would be jacked or tunneled. For those areas along the 
pipeline alignment allowing for pipeline depths of 15 feet or less, open-trenching would be used. 
In sequence, the general process for the construction methods consists of site preparation, 
excavation, pipe (and/or appurtenant structure) installation and backfilling, and site restoration 
(where applicable). For tunneling and jacking operations, a pit would be needed at the entrance 
and exit of each pipe segment to install the pipeline. All these construction methods would require 
off-site staging area(s) to temporarily store supplies and materials (See "Staging Areas” below).   
 
In the Upper Reach, where 72-inch diameter pipe would be installed, the minimum trench depth 
would be 12-feet with a maximum of approximately 55-feet at approaches to jacking pits. In the 
Lower Reach, in jacking areas and certain open trenching areas, it may be required to dive under 
existing substructures resulting in maximum trench depths of approximately 25 to 30 feet or 
more. The maximum trench width would be the pipe diameter plus two feet on either side of the 
pipe for the open trench method and the maximum pit sizes for jacking/tunneling would be about 
18 feet wide by 40 feet long. The overall width, including the work area along the side of the 
trench, would be approximately 30 to 35 feet. 
 
Upper Reach construction techniques would include approximately: 
• 2,600 feet of tunneling or jacking with steel or concrete cylinder casing; 
• 24,300 feet of open trench excavation; and 
• Eleven (11) auger-bores (jacking method) or tunneling with steel casing across street 

intersections and the Los Angeles River (300-400 foot drives, assuming construction of the 
RSC pipeline beneath the river, although a pipe bridge is also a possible means of crossing 
the river).  

 
Lower Reach construction techniques would include approximately: 
• 5,700 feet of tunneling or jacking with steel casing or other tunnel liners for eight (8) 

tunnels; 
• 31,700 feet of open trench excavation; and  
• 1,000 feet of slip lining for the branch line to the Rowena Tank.  

 
The Rowena Tank branch line would be constructed using open trench methods through the 
Mulholland Memorial Park south of the William Mulholland Memorial Fountain, before entering 
the existing Rowena Tunnel. Only those portions of the park directly affected by the pipeline 
construction would be closed upon approval by the Department of Recreation and Parks. The 
Rowena Tunnel is a circular tunnel, approximately 72-inches in diameter (inside diameter) located 
within a LADWP easement. The north portal begins approximately 850 feet south of the 
intersection of Los Feliz Boulevard and Riverside Drive and extends south for approximately 
1,000 feet to the south portal. The new RSC pipeline would be installed (sliplined) inside this 
existing tunnel. Once the new RSC pipeline is installed through the Rowena Tunnel, a connection 
would be made to the existing Rowena Tank inlet line located in the north corner of the Rowena 
property, southerly of the intersection of Maxwell Street and Ettrick Street.  
 
The branch line to the Fletcher Pump Station suction line would be constructed using the open-
trench method.  
 
A summary of the proposed pipeline route based on the seven units described above and defined 
in Figures 1-2 and 1-3, including the pipeline location, length, diameter and general construction 



 

 

 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 12 Initial Study 
River Supply Conduit Project  August 2004 

method(s) is provided in Table 1-2. The activity/pipeline construction methods presented in Table 
1-2 are further described under “Pipeline Construction Methods” below.  
 
Proposed Regulator Station. Pressure regulating stations are used in water supply systems to 
control pressure in the pipelines. A typical station is located in an underground vault and consists 
of several parallel pipes, or legs, that branch off the main pipeline. These pipe legs are smaller 
than the main pipeline and have regulator valves installed, which control pressure by how much 
the valve is opened or closed. Ancillary equipment is also required for the vault and may include 
lines valves, power, ventilation, and pumps. 
 
As part of the RSC pipeline construction, a regulator station would be built underground inside a 
vault within the Headworks Spreading Grounds site. This station would consist of approximately 
seven smaller pipe legs (three 24-inch, two 16-inch, and two 12-inch legs). Each pipeline would 
have a control valve, which would be operated as necessary to maintain the pressure requirements 
downstream within the Lower Reach of the RSC pipeline. 
  
Proposed Inlet Structure. The proposed RSC Inlet Structure would provide 250 cfs of capacity 
to the new RSC pipeline. The RSC Inlet Structure would generally be located inside the existing 
NHPS sump, except for the portion that would connect the inlet structure to the new Upper Reach 
of the RSC pipeline, which would be located underground and adjacent to the NHPS. The NHPS 
is located in the North Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles on the northwest corner of 
Vanowen Street and Morella Avenue.  
 
The proposed Inlet Structure would include: 
• A concrete inlet chamber approximately 15 feet long by 15 feet wide by 44 feet deep. The 

structure would have openings on each side to allow water to enter the inlet. 
• Approximately 90 feet of 72-inch pipe to connect from the inlet chamber to the new RSC 

pipeline. 
 

 Table 1-2. Summary of Unit Characteristics and Construction Method 
Unit 
No. Unit Details Length 

(Feet) 
Pipe 
Dia. (in) Proposed Construction Method b 

UPPER REACH 
5 • North Hollywood Pump Station to Lankershim/ 

Magnolia 
13,500 72 Open Trench/ Tunneling/ Jacking 

 
6 • Lankershim/Magnolia to Riverside/Clybourn 10,500 72 Open Trench/ Jacking 
7 • Riverside/Clybourn to Forest Lawn 8,500 72 Open Trench/ Tunneling/ Jacking 

LOWER REACH 
1a a • Griffith Park North along Forest Lawn Drive 6,100 84, 96 Open Trench/Tunneling 
1b Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive 5,300 96 Open Trench  
2 Zoo Parallel Line (Western Heritage Way) 4,500 60 Open Trench 
3 • Griffith Park South (Crystal Springs Drive) 12,000 96 Open Trench/Jacking/Tunneling 
4 Los Feliz/Riverside to Rokeby/Rowena 

Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West Silver Lake 
• Rowena/West Silver Lake to Armstrong/West 

Silver Lake  
 
Trunk Line Rowena Branch Line  
Los Feliz/Riverside to Rowena Tank 
 
Trunk Line Fletcher PS Branch Line 
Rokeby/Rowena to Fletcher 

4,200 
800 
1,000 
 
 
 
1,600 
 
 
2,000 

84, 96 
72 
66 
 
 
 
48 
 
 
48  

Open Trench/Jacking 
Open Trench 
Open Trench/Jacking 
 
 
 
Open Trench/ Tunneling/ Slip Lining 
 
 
Open Trench 

Note(s):  
a. Proposed regulator station to be constructed as part of Unit 1a. 
b. Construction methods are to be finalized by the construction contractor. 
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Since the proposed RSC Inlet Structure would generally be located inside the existing NHPS 
sump, which is a covered structure, and the connection to the Upper Reach of the RSC pipeline 
would be located underground, the new inlet structure would not be visible from outside the 
NHPS.  
 
Construction of the RSC Inlet Structure would occur mostly in the existing NHPS, a property of 
LADWP. Approximately 50 feet of 72-inch pipe would be placed in Hinds Avenue or Morella 
Avenue, a public right of way. Construction of the inlet chamber would require open excavation 
to depths of approximately 20 feet and, potentially, a cofferdam inside the existing NHPS sump to 
minimize the disruption of water supply. The installation of the pipeline would be accomplished 
through a combination of jacking and open trench excavation to depths of approximately 45 feet. 
 
In sequence, the typical pipeline construction process consists of site preparation, excavation and 
shoring, installation or construction, backfilling, and site restoration. For installation of the 
pipeline using jacking operations, a pit would be needed at the entrance and exit of each pipe 
segment. Additionally, the NHPS or off-site staging areas would be required to temporarily store 
supplies and materials.  
 
Appurtenant Improvements. The Upper and Lower Reaches would also include construction of 
appurtenant structures as follows: 

• Vaults and ventilation stacks 

• Maintenance and access holes 

• Flow meters 

• Electrical and mechanical cabinets 

• Pipeline valves, air vacuum valves, and air 
release valves 

• Blowoffs 

 
The proposed project would also include the modification of existing NHPS sump to 
accommodate the proposed RSC Inlet Structure. 
 
Decommissioning of Existing RSC Pipeline. The existing RSC pipeline, from the NHPS to the 
Hollingsworth Spillway Structure, would be decommissioned after completion of the Upper 
Reach of the proposed RSC pipeline. The Upper Reach of the existing RSC pipeline would be 
kept in good condition after decommissioning, by covering existing openings. The existing Lower 
Reach of the RSC pipeline, from the Hollingsworth Spillway Structure to the Silver Lake 
Reservoir Complex, is in poor condition and would be abandoned pursuant to applicable 
regulations. 
 
Project Specifics 
 
Construction Schedule, Planning, and Labor Force. As shown in Table 1-3, construction of 
the proposed project would be expected to commence in October 2005 and would be completed 
by July 2010, for a total of 57 months.  
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Table 1-3. Proposed Construction Schedule 

Unit Start Date Completion Date Estimated 
Duration (Days) 

1a a June 2007 August 2008 326 
1b June 2006 March 2007 217 
2 April 2007 December 2007 196 
3 January 2006 November 2007 500 
4 October 2005 August 2007 500 
5 February 2008 January 2009 240 
6 November 2008 September 2009 217 
7 September 2009 July 2010 218 

Inlet October 2006 June 2007 175 
Note(s):  
a. Proposed regulator station to be constructed as part of Unit 1a. 
 

Approximately 50 percent of the workforce would be skilled labor, and 50 percent would be 
unskilled labor, as shown in Table 1-4. During the peak construction period, four open trench and 
two jacking operations are anticipated to occur simultaneously over four pipeline units (e.g. Units 
1a, 2, 3, and 4). Therefore, approximately 96 personnel (22 employees times four open trench 
activities, plus four employees times two jacking operations) would be employed on the project 
during the peak construction period. On a typical workday, workers would travel directly to one 
of the predetermined staging areas, where they would gather equipment and proceed in work 
crews to the construction sites along the alignment. Construction activities would involve several 
(up to 80 assuming a 1.2 rideshare/other transportation factor) construction worker vehicles 
traveling daily to and from the proposed pipeline alignment from the nearest LADWP facility. 
Additional truck trips would be needed to transport unused excavated soil from trenching to an 
appropriate facility for reuse or ultimate disposal.  

Table 1-4. Personnel, Equipment, and Refueling Requirements 
Personnel Equipment Activity a Skilled Unskilled Quantity Type Refueling 

5 Pickups Off-site 
1 Service truck Off-site 
1 Backhoe On-site 
6 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Welding trucks Off-site 
1 Pitman Off-site 
1 Crane On-site 
1 Wheel loader On-site 
1 Compactor On-site 
1 Fork lift On-site 
1 Water truck Off-site 

Open Trench 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 Excavator  On-site 

2 Pickups Off-site 
1 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Excavator On-site 

Jacking 
 
 
 

2 
 
 
 

2 
 
 
 1 Crane On-site 

2 Pickups Off-site 
1 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Excavator On-site 

Tunneling 
 
 
 

2 
 
 
 

4 
 
 
 1 Crane On-site 

Pipe Delivery  
(40 ft/load) 

2 0 2 Trailer truck Off-site 
Note(s):  
a. The activity/pipeline construction methods presented are further described under “Pipeline Construction 

Methods.” 
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Construction would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday 
(10-hour work day) and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays (8-hour work day). Within Griffith 
Park, on Crystal Springs Drive where the road is open to two-way traffic, construction would be 
limited to nighttime hours only. Day and/or night construction (up to 24 hours per day with 
Police commission approval) would occur within Griffith Park along Crystal Springs Drive, 
where the road is open to only one-way traffic, since the lower portion of Crystal Springs Drive 
would be entirely closed throughout construction within that area (Department of Recreation and 
Parks approval would be required). Installation of pipe would be expected to progress at 
approximately 120 to 160 feet per day in this area, assuming a 24-hour construction schedule. 
 
It is estimated that a typical construction activity would require the closure of three travel lanes. 
Intersections where open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately four 
weeks with turning traffic affected considerably longer. Table 1-4 provides a description of 
personnel, equipment, and refueling required for each activity. 
 
Staging Areas. During pipeline construction, LADWP’s construction contractor would establish 
temporary yard locations for staging and storage of miscellaneous construction materials and 
equipment. The contractor(s) would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots 
for staging areas. However, possible staging areas identified for the proposed project include 
Buena Vista Park, various City-owned lots within Griffith Park, or at local LADWP facilities, 
including the NHPS and Silver Lake Reservoir Complex.  
 
During all phases of construction, refueling and lubrication of construction equipment would 
occur at the contractors’ staging yard or along the construction right-of-way. Equipment would be 
regularly checked for leakage. 
 
Construction Sites. Most of the heavy construction equipment would be delivered on lowboy 
trucks or trailers. Mobile cranes and dump trucks would be driven in from local contractors’ 
yards. Construction equipment would be left overnight at the site as feasible, at the contractor 
yards, or at other storage yards in the area. All equipment would be lubricated, refueled, and 
repaired by the contractor or local servicing companies. 
 
All construction materials would proceed to the construction areas by truck on existing roadways. 
For pipe delivery by truck, it is assumed that each truck would carry 40-feet of pipe. Materials 
that would be truck transported to the site would include: the pipe sections, pipe fittings, valve 
assemblies, and shoring materials; welding materials; cement, aggregate, gravel, sand, and slurry 
(from local plants) for backfill at street crossings; asphalt for re-paving; signs and fencing; fuel 
and lubrication for equipment; drinking water; and water for dust control. Alternatively, water 
may be available from fire hydrants or permitted water sources in the project area for hydrotesting 
and dust control. The amounts of each material needed would depend on the location and 
construction activity. 
 
Waste Management. Generally, waste generation from construction would be in the form of 
short sections of pipe, welding, and coating as well as boxes and crates used in the shipment of 
materials. These materials would be sorted by metal or non-metal and typically would be hauled 
to local waste disposal centers. Other construction wastes would include contaminated soil that 
cannot be returned to the trench as backfill; rubble from trenching paved areas; and water used to 
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hydrostatically test1 the pipeline. Non-hazardous wastes would be hauled to a sanitary landfill; 
hazardous wastes would be sent to a permitted treatment or disposal facility; and used hydrostatic 
test water would be treated to meet the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) hydrostatic test permit and discharged into nearby storm drains, or 
discharged to sewer drains within the City of Los Angeles consistent with the requirement of the 
Bureau of Sanitation. Construction crews would use portable chemical toilets, and trash 
containers would be provided at each yard for daily refuse from construction workers.  
 
Utility and Services Requirements. Construction equipment would require both gasoline and 
diesel fuel. All construction equipment would be fitted with appropriate mufflers and all engines 
would be maintained regularly. Welding machines would use diesel or unleaded fuel. 
 
Water would be used as necessary to control fugitive dust and to wash streets as a supplement to 
sweeping streets. In addition to the daily construction water needs, hydrostatic testing of the 
pipeline would also require water. Hydrostatic test water would be obtained from LADWP. For 
the Upper Reach, approximately 7.4 million gallons of hydrostatic test water would be used. A 
minimum of one separate hydrostatic test would be conducted for each of the three units (Unit 5, 
6, and 7). Therefore, a maximum discharge event for any segment in the Upper Reach would be 
in the order of 2.5 million gallons over four days. Similarly, for the Lower Reach, approximately 
11.5 million gallons of hydrostatic test water would be used for testing five units (Unit 1a, 1b, 2, 
3, and 4) with a maximum discharge on the order of 4.2 million gallons over seven days. 
Hydrostatic test water would be pumped from the pipeline and allowed to gutter flow to the 
nearest storm or sewer drain. 
 
Construction along the proposed pipeline route would require onsite diesel fuel generators for the 
temporary supply of electricity. Together the main pipeline activities and street work would have 
approximately 15 pick-up mounted welding machines, each with its own generator. In addition, 
utility generators would also be used for the intermittent operation of dewatering pumps, 
hydraulic equipment, grinders, sandblasters, temporary lights, etc. 
 
Pipeline Construction Methods 
 
Open Trench Excavation. Open trench excavation is a construction method typically utilized to 
install pipelines and their appurtenant structures, which include maintenance holes, flow meters, 
valves, and vaults. In general, the process consists of site preparation, excavation and shoring, 
pipe installation and backfilling and site restoration (where applicable). The proposed project 
would be phased in work areas and each work area would typically vary between 800 and 1,000 
feet. Construction usually progresses along the alignment with the maximum length of open 
trench at one time being approximately 500 feet in length with traffic detours beginning at least 
200 feet on either side of the designated work area. The following is a description of the phases of 
construction for open trenching: 
 

Site Preparation. Traffic control plans, where necessary, are first prepared in coordination 
with the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank to detour and delineate the traffic lanes 
around the work areas. The approved plans are then implemented. The existing pavement 
along the pipeline alignment is cut with a concrete saw or otherwise broken and then 
removed using jackhammers, pavement breakers, and loaders. Other similar equipment may 

                                              
1 A hydrostatic test involves filling a test section of the pipeline with fresh water and increasing pressure to a predetermined 

level. Such tests are designed to prove that the pipe, fittings, and weld sections would maintain mechanical integrity without 
failure or leakage under pressure. 
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be used. The pavement is removed from the project site and recycled, reused as a backfill 
material, or disposed of at an appropriate facility. 
 
Excavation and Shoring. A trench is excavated along the pipeline alignment using backhoes, 
excavators, or other types of excavation equipment. Portions of the trench adjacent to some 
utilities may be manually excavated. The excavated soil may be temporarily stored in single 
rows adjacent to the trenches, stored at off-site staging areas, or immediately hauled off-site. 
As the trench is excavated, the trench walls are supported, or shored, typically with 
hydraulic jacks or trench boxes. Steel or wood sheeting between H-beams (e.g., beam and 
plate) may also be used for shoring. Other similar shoring methods may be utilized. Utilities 
not relocated prior to trenching are supported as excavation and shoring occurs. 
 
If construction occurs in areas with high groundwater, the groundwater would be removed 
during the excavation of trenches, usually by pumping it from the ground through 
dewatering wells that have been drilled along the alignment. The extracted groundwater 
would first be treated for any contaminants, if present, before being discharged to the storm 
drain system under a permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 
Pipe Installation and Backfilling. Once the trench has been excavated and shored, pipelaying 
begins. Bedding material (such as sand or slurry) would be placed on the bottom of the 
trench. Pipe segments would then be lowered into the trench and placed on the bedding. If 
pipeline segments used do not include push-on joints, the segments would be welded to one 
another at the joints. The rate at which pipe may be installed in a single day varies, but is 
estimated to be installed at a rate of approximately 80 feet per day for the proposed project. 
Prior to backfilling, appurtenant structures would be installed as necessitated by design. 
After laying and attaching the pipe segments, the trench is immediately backfilled with native 
soils, crushed miscellaneous bases, or cement slurry. Not more than 500 feet of trench or the 
amount of the trench that can be backfilled in one day is left unbackfilled. 
 
Site Restoration. Any portion of the roadway damaged as a result of construction activities 
will be repaved and restored in accordance with all applicable City of Los Angeles and City 
of Burbank standards. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) 
will also be restored. 

 
Jacking Method. Pipe-jacking is utilized when open-trenching is not feasible, to avoid large 
substructure utilities, or to avoid the disruption of other facilities such as flood control channels 
(e.g., Los Angeles River). Although the installation of pipelines using jacking techniques avoids 
the continuous surface disruption common to open-trench construction, some surface disruption is 
unavoidable because jacking and receiving pits are required and may be located in street rights-of-
way. 
 
Pipe-jacking is an operation in which the soil ahead of the steel casing is excavated and brought 
out through the steel casing barrel while the casing is pushed forward by a horizontal, hydraulic 
jack which is placed at the rear of the casing. The jacking equipment utilized for this operation is 
placed in the jacking pit. Once the casing is placed, the pipe is installed inside the casing. 
 
As with open trench excavation, the four primary phases for pipe-jacking are site preparation, 
excavation and shoring, pipe installation, and site restoration. 
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Site Preparation. Traffic control plans, where necessary, are first prepared in coordination 
with the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank, to detour and delineate the traffic lanes 
around the work areas and then implemented. In preparing to construct the jacking and 
receiving pits, the pavement is first cut using a concrete saw or pavement breaker. As with 
open-trench excavation, the pavement is removed from the project site and recycled, reused as 
a backfill material, or disposed of at an appropriate facility. 
 
Excavation and Shoring. A jacking pit and a receiving pit are generally used for each jacking 
location, one at each end of the pipe segment. The distance between the pits typically ranges 
from 250 to 500 feet, but may be longer or shorter depending on site conditions. 
 
For the proposed project, the size of the jacking and receiving pit for the Upper Reach would 
be approximately 20-60 feet long, 12 feet wide and 15-55 feet deep. Lower Reach pits would 
be approximately 20-40 feet long, 11-18 feet wide, and 25-45 feet deep. The pits are excavated 
with backhoes, cranes, and other excavation equipment. The excavated soil is immediately 
hauled away. As excavation occurs, the pits are shored utilizing a beam and plate shoring 
system. 
 
Pipe Installation. Once the pits are constructed and shored, a horizontal hydraulic jack is 
placed at the bottom of the jacking pit. The steel casing (Upper Reach: 84-inch internal 
diameter. Lower Reach: 78-, 96-, 108-, and 120-inch internal diameter) is lowered into the pit 
with a crane and placed on the jack. A simple cutting shield is placed in front of the pipe 
segment to cut through the soil more easily. As the jack pushes the steel casing and cutting 
shield into the soil, soil is removed from within the leading casing with an auger or boring 
machine, either by hand or on a conveyor. Once the segment has been pushed into the soil, a 
new segment is lowered, set in place, and welded to the casing that has been pushed. 
Installation of the steel casing is expected to progress at approximately 40 feet per day for 
auger-bored jacked casing. Once the casing has been installed, the carrier pipe (Upper Reach: 
72-inch diameter. Lower Reach: 66-, 84-, and 96-inch diameter) is then lowered and placed on 
the jacks, which push the pipe into the steel casing. Installation of carrier pipe is expected to 
progress at approximately 40 to 60 feet per day. 
 
Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the jacking location, the 
shoring system is disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement 
above replaced. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also 
be restored. 

 
Tunneling. For the purposes of this discussion, tunneling includes both micro-tunneling and 
traditional tunneling. These tunneling methods are described below.  
 
Micro-Tunneling. Micro-tunneling involves the installation of pipeline segments concurrent with 
the excavation of the tunnel via a horizontal jacking machine. A tunneling machine with 
directional controls (sophisticated boring head or cutting shield) is utilized to excavate the tunnel 
directly in front of the pipeline segment. Although the name implies small diameter pipe 
installations, micro-tunneling is used to install pipelines up to 72 inches in diameter or more. 
Micro-tunneling is comprised of the excavation of access shafts, the installation of the pipeline, 
and the closing of the shafts. 

 
Shaft Excavation. Two shafts are generally used for each section of pipeline to be installed by 
micro-tunneling, one at each end of the alignment. Long tunneling projects may require 
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additional shafts along the alignment. When this is the case, the distance between the shafts 
typically ranges from 300 feet to 400 feet, but may be longer or shorter depending on site 
conditions. In general, the size of the access shaft openings is proportional to the size of the 
pipeline that is being installed. The pits are excavated with backhoes, cranes, and other 
excavation equipment. The excavated soil is immediately hauled away. As excavation occurs, 
the pits are shored utilizing a beam and plate shoring system.  
 
Pipeline Installation. Once the shafts are constructed, a horizontal hydraulic jack is placed at 
the bottom of one of the shafts and a pipe segment placed in the jack. A tunneling boring 
machine (cutting head) which is the same diameter or slightly larger than the pipeline is placed 
in front of the pipe segment and is hydraulically pushed against the shaft wall. As the tunnel 
boring machine cuts horizontally into the wall of the shaft, soil is pumped in slurry form 
(water mixes with the soil spoils in the shield) via flexible hoses to a settling basin where the 
solids settle out and the water reused. When the first pipe segment is flush with the shaft wall, 
the slurry hoses are disconnected and the next pipe segment lowered into the shaft. The slurry 
hoses are routed through the second pipe segment, which is then jacked behind the first 
segment. The proper slope is maintained through the use of a laser, which is mounted in the 
jacking shaft and focused on a grid plate at the back of the tunnel boring machine. The 
tunneling direction is remotely controlled using the laser mark on the grid plate to guide its 
direction. This process is repeated until the tunnel boring machine and pipeline reach the 
second shaft. Installation of the steel casing is expected to progress at approximately 64 feet 
per day for tunnel boring, assuming the use of a closed-face tunnel boring machine in sandy 
soil. 
 
Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the micro-tunneling alignment, 
the shoring system is disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the 
pavement above replaced. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) 
will also be restored. 

 
Traditional Tunneling. Traditional tunneling involves the placement of the pipeline in an 
underground tunnel, which is excavated between two or more shafts. Traditional tunneling 
consists of the excavation of shafts, the excavation of tunnels, the installation of the pipeline, and 
site restoration. 
 

Shaft Excavation. Two or more shafts are constructed as described previously for pipe-jacking 
and micro-tunneling. 
 
Tunnel Excavation. Once the access shafts are excavated and shored, a tunnel is excavated 
between the shafts. Excavation of the tunnel occurs either with the use of a tunnel shield or 
manually with small power tools. In large tunnels, rail cars or augers are typically used to 
transport the excavated soil to one of the shafts. Manual excavation is typically used for 
shorter tunnels. As the excavation progresses, tunnel supports are constructed, assembled, and 
installed to prevent the tunnel from caving in. The removed soil is reused, recycled, or hauled 
away to a disposal site or staging area. The tunneling process proceeds until a fully supported 
tunnel has been constructed. Typical tunnel supports include beams and boards or pre-cast 
concrete linings. Beams and boards usually consist of wooden frames (beams) regularly spaced 
within the tunnel. Boards are positioned between each frame to support the soil above. Support 
linings, which have been pre-cast with reinforced concrete, are lifted into the proper position 
and bolted or otherwise fixed in place. Installation of tunnel liner (i.e., rib and lagging) is 
expected to progress at a maximum rate of 20 feet per day. 
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Pipe Installation. The pipeline is installed in segments following completion of the tunnel. 
Each pipe segment is lowered into the pit with cranes or other loading equipment, 
mechanically pushed, carried, or hauled into the proper position within the tunnel, and placed 
on wood blocks or other supports that allow for adjustments in the pipe’s alignment. The joints 
of adjoining pipe segments are sealed as pipe placement occurs. Once the entire length of pipe 
has been placed in the proper position and the joints sealed, the annular space between the pipe 
and the tunnel wall (supports) is completely filled with grout or concrete and allowed to cure. 
Installation of pipe is expected to progress at a rate of approximately 40 to 60 feet per day. 
 
Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the tunneling alignment, the 
shoring system is disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement 
above replaced. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also 
be restored. 

 
During construction, fugitive dust emissions at the construction site during earthmoving 
operations would be controlled as needed by water trucks equipped with spray nozzles. 
 
Spoils from cuts, including cuts in streets, would typically be used as backfill materials at the site 
of origin. Materials unsuitable for backfill use and economically not usable for other purposes 
would be disposed of in accordance with local and county guidelines in available landfills. It is 
possible that contaminated soil would be excavated during construction, especially in older 
industrial areas with shallow groundwater. Soil that cannot be returned as backfill would be 
disposed of or treated at an appropriate permitted facility.  
 
Slip Lining. The slip lining method involves the placement of pipeline in an existing tunnel. If 
high-density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe is used to slip line, then sections of HDPE pipe are butt-
fused together. The fused sections are then pulled/pushed through the existing tunnel. The space 
between the tunnel and pipe are then filled with grout. 
 
Operation and Maintenance 
 
System Operation. A new RSC Inlet Structure is proposed to provide the new RSC pipeline with 
250 cfs capacity. The new inlet structure would generally be located in the existing sump of the 
NHPS, except for the portion that would connect the inlet structure to the new Upper Reach of 
the RSC pipeline, which would be located underground and adjacent to the NHPS. The new inlet 
structure would serve the RSC pipeline using a bottom withdrawal configuration, that is, the 
outlet of the inlet structure is at its bottom. From the new inlet structure, the new RSC would 
flow by gravity to the Silver Lake Reservoir service area and Rowena Tank.  
 
Operation of the RSC pipeline would be controlled by the Los Angeles Water System Data 
Acquisition and Control (LAWSDAC) and manually controlled when needed. Standard safety, 
operation, and maintenance appurtenances would include maintenance holes, shutoff gates, 
regulator valves, blowoffs, and air and vacuum valves.  
 
System Inspection and Maintenance. Periodically, water utility crews would perform an 
inspection on the isolation, air, and vacuum valves. When appropriate, water utility crews would 
also exercise the isolation valves. 
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Emergency Response. Emergency response procedures for the new RSC pipeline would include: 
• LAWSDAC identifies problem or an individual informs LAWSDAC personnel. 
• LAWSDAC automated response or LAWSDAC personnel contacts appropriate managers 

and operations personnel who would then do the following:  
- Isolate damaged pipeline sections and provide alternate source of supply to affected 

areas. 
- Repair damaged pipeline section(s). 

 
Project Best Management Practices and Environmental Commitments 
 
To avoid any potential traffic/transportation impacts, construction of the proposed project would 
be conducted in accordance with the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction 
(Greenbook), the City of Los Angeles Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH), and 
traffic control plans approved by the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank, to allow 
acceptable levels of service, traffic safety, and emergency access within the vicinity of the 
pipeline alignment during construction.  

1-11.  Other Public Agency Approvals Required  
The proposed project would require the permits and approvals listed in Table 1-5 below, as well 
as approval by the LADWP’s Board of Commissioners. 

Table 1-5. Required Permits and Approvals 
Agency/Department Permit/Approval Description 
Federal 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Los Angeles 
District 

Section 10 
 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires approval prior to the 
accomplishment of any work in, over or under navigable waters of the United 
States, or which affects the course, location, condition or capacity of such 
waters. Typical activities requiring Section 10 permits are: construction of 
piers, wharves, bulkheads, dolphins, marinas, ramps, floats intake structures, 
and cable or pipeline crossings; dredging and excavation. 

Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) 

Approval, as 
necessary 

Those areas of the proposed project located within 20,000 feet of the Bob 
Hope Airport, the height of construction equipment shall not exceed one foot in 
height for each 100 feet horizontal distance from the nearest point of a runway, 
without clearance from the FAA (City of Burbank, 1988). 

State of California 
California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Streambed 
Alteration 
Agreement  

Any activity that proposes to divert or obstruct the natural flow or change the 
bed, channel or bank of any river, stream, or lake, or proposes to use any 
material from a streambed is required to complete a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code [§§ 1600 to 
1607]). 

Division of Occupational 
Safety and Health  
(Formerly CAL OSHA) 

Construction 
Permit 

A permit is required for construction of trenches or excavations which are five 
(5) feet or deeper and into which a person is required to descend. 

NPDES Permit 
for construction 
dewatering 

RWQCB approval is needed for general construction runoff and/or construction 
dewatering discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES).  

NPDES Permit 
for hydrostatic 
test water 
discharge 

Approval is needed for discharge of hydrostatic test water into any surface 
water of the State of California. 

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

Groundwater 
Permit 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1342 et 
seq.) requires a NPDES permit (No. CAG994001) for Groundwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activities to regulate discharges of treated 
groundwater from construction and other projects dewatering to surface waters 
in the Region.  
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Agency/Department Permit/Approval Description 
California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Encroachment 
Permit 

An Encroachment Permit is required for trenching activities near State Route 
134 on-and-off ramps at Lankershim Boulevard.  

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works Excavation 

Permit  
Excavation Permits are necessary when any portion of the road right of way, 
from property line to property line, is cut for the purpose of laying down utility 
lines, installing electrical cabinets, installing poles or constructing manholes. In 
addition, this permit is needed to excavate under the Los Angeles River. 

 Encroachment 
Permit 

Encroachment Permits are necessary when you wish to place anything in the 
road right-of-way temporarily or long term. 

 Construction 
Permit 

A Construction Permit is necessary for activities such as cutting, removing, or 
reconstructing curbs, curb and gutter, parkway drains, driveways, and/or 
sidewalks. 

Department of Public Works, 
Flood Control 

Discharge Permit 
 

A Discharge Permit is needed for construction dewatering and hydrostatic test 
water discharge into the storm system and channels. 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and 
Safety  

Building Permits Grading, electrical, plumbing, and mechanical permits would be needed. 

Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

Excavation 
Permit 

An Excavation Permit must be obtained from the Bureau of Engineering for 
any trench excavation activities, as well as electrifier and pull box relocations, 
monitoring wells, soil borings and potholes drilling within public right-of-way 

 Excavation (U) 
Permit 

A U-Permit is required by the Bureau of Engineering for construction projects 
that will require public right-of-ways to be trenched or excavated. Electrolier 
and pull box relocations, monitoring wells, soil borings, and potholes drilling in 
public Right-of-Ways also need to obtain an excavation permit. 

Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Sanitation 

Sanitation 
Application Form 
for Discharging 
to Sewer System 

Approval for discharging hydrostatic test water to the sewer system is required 
from the Bureau of Sanitation. A Sanitation Application Form must be 
submitted to the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation.  

Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority 

Approval Construction along Lankershim Boulevard (Unit 5) would pass above the North 
Hollywood MTA Station, and potentially affect operations.  

City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation Traffic Control 

Plan 
Approval is needed for temporary lane closures and traffic/transportation –
related issues during construction. 

Department of Recreation 
and Parks 

Right-of-entry 
Permit 

Coordination of construction activities is required for activities within Griffith 
Park and Mulholland Memorial Park.  

City of Burbank 
Excavation 
Permit 

Excavation Permits are issued for construction projects requiring excavation, 
trenching or any type of digging in the City of Burbank right of way (including 
Buena Vista Park).  

Public Works Department  

Encroachment 
Permit 

Temporary and long-term Encroachment Permits are issued to allow the use of 
City-owned right of way. In addition to completing the permit application form, 
applicants must meet the City’s insurance requirements for Public Works 
permits. 

 Industrial Waste 
Permit 

Industrial Waste Permits are issued to sewer customers discharging industrial 
waste as part of the City’s wastewater pretreatment program. 

 Street Use 
Permit 

Street Use Permits are issued to allow the complete or partial closure of 
sidewalks or streets for specific, short-term purposes (BMC Chapter 29, 
Articles 17 and 23). Depending on the street use requested, the permit may 
require traffic control plans. Permits requiring traffic control plans are generally 
routed through the Traffic Division for approval. 

 Transportation 
Permit 

Transportation Permits are issued for the transportation of oversized loads in 
the City of Burbank (BMC Chapter 29, Article 25). 

Community Development 
Department, Building Division 

Building Permits Grading, electrical, plumbing, and mechanical permits would be needed. 
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2. Environmental Determination 

2.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by that project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 
 Aesthetics Agricultural Resources Air Quality 

      

 Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils 
      

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality Land Use/Planning 
      

 Mineral Resources Noise Population/Housing 
      

 Public Services Recreation Transportation/Traffic 
      

 Utilities/Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance 

2.2 Determination (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

  

 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 
be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the project have been made by or agreed to by the 
applicant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required. 

  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant 
unless mitigated” on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based 
on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An EIR is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

  

 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the project, nothing further is required. 
 
  
 
 August 24, 2004 
Signature 
 

Date 

Charles C. Holloway 
Supervisor of Environmental Assessment 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
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3. Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
The following discussion addresses impacts to various environmental resources, per the Environmental 
Checklist Form contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  

3.1 Aesthetics 
AESTHETICS - Would the project: 
 Potentially 

Significant Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

    

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 

    

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

    

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

NO IMPACT. Scenic vistas are those that offer high-quality views of the natural environment. There 
are no designated scenic vistas in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project or in sufficiently 
close proximity such that views from those vistas would be adversely affected by the proposed 
project. Therefore, the proposed project would have no adverse effect on a scenic vista.  

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project does not lie within the viewshed of a State scenic highway. While 
the proposed project site is located near the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan area, the site 
itself is not located within the plan area. The closest officially designated State scenic highway is State 
Route 2, which is approximately eight miles northeast of the project area. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no impact on a State scenic highway or other scenic roadway, nor would it have 
the potential to substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings, within a State scenic highway. 

c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would involve the construction of an 
underground potable water pipeline with appropriate appurtenant structures and a new inlet structure. 
The proposed project pipeline would be located underground and not visible to passers-by. Because 
the pipeline would be placed underground, operation of the pipeline would not affect the visual 
character of the surrounding areas. Some of the appurtenant structures (such as valves and cabinets) 
would be aboveground, within the sidewalk portion of the public right-of-way (for on-street segments 
of the alignment) or in open space/recreation areas along the proposed alignment. These structures 
would be placed, as necessary, along the alignment. These structures are common elements of the 
urban environment, and are not anticipated to substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the areas adjacent to the proposed alignment. The new inlet structure proposed for the 
NHPS building, which is an existing structure in the North Hollywood area, is expected to occur 
within the existing structure and underground. Therefore, any visual change would be slight and 
would not substantially degrade the existing character of the area. The proposed project’s visual 
impacts would be temporary and limited to the construction phase. Therefore, impacts to the visual 
character of the surrounding area would be less than significant. 
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d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Without appropriate 
mitigation measures, construction of the proposed project would have the potential to create a new 
source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect nighttime views in the project area. 
As discussed in the project description, construction activities outside of Griffith Park are expected to 
occur during daylight hours. Therefore, nighttime construction lighting, which would have the 
potential to create a new source of substantial light or glare, would not be required. However, within 
Griffith Park construction is anticipated to occur during nighttime hours, and construction lighting 
would be necessary. To avoid light- or glare-related impacts or reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level within and near Griffith Park, LADWP shall implement the following mitigation 
measures: 

AES-1 LADWP shall use the minimum amount of construction lighting necessary to safely light 
the construction worksite. 

AES-2 LADWP shall design, install, and shield all necessary construction lighting such that it 
minimizes the amount of spill or reflected light onto property adjacent to the construction 
site.  

AES-3 LADWP shall notify all persons and organizations potentially affected by nighttime 
lighting and shall coordinate the construction schedule such that conflicts are minimized. 
Coordination shall involve provision of an LADWP contact person to whom affected 
persons may direct lighting complaints. Persons and organizations to be contacted include, 
but are not limited to, the Griffith Park Observatory, the Los Angeles Zoo, the Gene Autry 
Museum of Western Heritage, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

3.2 Agricultural Resources 
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts 
to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department 
of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agricultural farmland. Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

    

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to 
their location or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in 
loss of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

    

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as Shown on the Maps Prepared Pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to Non-agricultural use? 

NO IMPACT. No part of the proposed project is located on or near Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant 
to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency (DOC, 
2004a). According to the California Department of Conservation, the California Resources Agency 
tasked with overseeing Farmland conservation efforts, the area of the proposed project is not mapped 
and therefore cannot be considered Farmland (DOC, 2004a).  
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b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

NO IMPACT. No part of the proposed project alignment is located on or near land zoned for 
agricultural use or subject to a Williamson Act contract (DOC, 2004b). 

c. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  

NO IMPACT. The proposed project would compensate for loss of water storage within the LADWP 
water distribution system, and respond to the current water requirements of the City of Los Angeles. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not induce growth, which could result in the conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use. The proposed project traverses heavily urbanized lands within the 
Cities of Los Angeles and Burbank, and would not directly affect any agricultural land. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not involve any changes in the existing environment, which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use. 

3.3 Air Quality 
AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established 
by the applicable air quality management or pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 

plan? 
    

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

    

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?     

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

    

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

NO IMPACT. The Federal Clean Air Act requires jurisdictions of non-attainment areas to prepare air 
quality plans that demonstrate strategies for achieving attainment. Air quality plans developed to meet 
federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation Plans (SIPs). The California Clean Air 
Act also requires plans for non-attainment areas with respect to the State standards. Within the project 
study area, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) have responsibility for preparing an Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP), which addresses the Federal and State Clean Air Act requirements. The AQMP details 
goals, policies, and programs for improving air quality and establishes thresholds for daily emissions. 
Environmental review of individual projects within the region must demonstrate that daily 
construction and operational emission thresholds, as established by the SCAQMD, would not be 
exceeded, nor would the number or severity of existing air quality violations be increased.  

The proposed project would replace the existing RSC pipeline, which is over 50 years old and nearing 
its reliability and capacity design life limits, and would replace the existing RSC Inlet Structure, 
which currently results in significant air entrainment and excessive head losses. Implementation of the 
proposed project would not affect local or regional population or employment and would therefore be 
consistent with SCAG’s Growth Management Plan. The proposed project would be inconsistent with 
air quality plans if it would result in population and/or employment growth that exceeds the growth 
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estimates included in the applicable air quality plan (SCAQMD, 1993). The proposed project would 
not require any additional LADWP employees for operations. Because there would be no employment 
growth generated by the proposed project, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of SCAQMD’s AQMP. 

The SCAQMD Rules and Regulations constitute a significant part of the attainment plan. Applicable 
rules and regulations for the proposed project may include: Rule 401 Visible Emissions; Rule 402 
Nuisance; Rule 403 Fugitive Dust; Rule 1110.2 Emission from Gaseous- and Liquid-Fueled Engines; 
Rule 1113 Architectural Coatings; and Rule 1166 Volatile Organic Compound Emission from 
Decontamination of Soil. The proposed project would be constructed and operated in compliance with 
all SCAQMD rules and regulations; therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of SCAQMD’s AQMP. 

b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would be located in the Los Angeles 
County sub-area of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the 
SCAQMD. Project-related air emissions would have a significant effect if they resulted in 
concentrations that create either a violation of an ambient air quality standard or significantly 
contribute to an existing air quality violation. Should ambient air quality already exceed existing 
standards, the SCAQMD has established specific significance threshold criteria to account for the 
continued degradation of local air quality. Table 3.3-1 presents the allowable contaminant generation 
rates at which construction and operational emissions are considered to have a significant regional 
effect on air quality within the SCAB. 

Table 3.3-1. Regional Significance Thresholds 
Construction Phase Operational Phase Air Pollutant 

(lbs/day) (lbs/day) 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs) 75 55 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 55 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 150 
Particulates (PM10) 150 150 

Source: SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
Note: The SCAQMD no longer requires construction activities to be evaluated by quarterly thresholds (SCAQMD, 2001). 

Project-related construction traffic and operation of diesel equipment would have a temporary effect 
on air quality in the vicinity of the proposed project. Construction worker vehicles and diesel-powered 
equipment would emit reactive organic compounds (ROCs), CO, NOx, SOx, and PM10. In addition, 
fugitive dust in the form PM10 would be generated onsite during earth moving operations such as 
trenching, and would be generated offsite along haul truck travel routes. These emissions would 
increase local concentrations temporarily, but would not be expected to increase the frequency of 
violations of air quality standards.  

To estimate the maximum daily construction emissions, the one day during the course of the 
construction period that would have the most concurrent active construction activities would be 
identified. Initial analysis indicates that air quality emissions associated with construction would 
exceed the significance criteria shown in Table 3.3-1 and would therefore cause a potentially 
significant impact. Mitigation measures, such as a Fugitive Dust Emission Control Plan, modification 
of the construction schedule, equipment and fuel selection, and restrictions on diesel engine idle time 
would reduce air quality emissions and will be considered as part of the EIR to reduce significant 
impacts due to construction of the project. A detailed air quality emissions analysis will be conducted 
and impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. 



 

 

 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 28 Initial Study 
River Supply Conduit Project  August 2004 

Long-term air quality impacts are those associated with the change in permanent usage of the project 
site. Air pollutant emissions associated with the operation of the RSC pipeline and inlet structure 
would be minimal and only generated during periodic maintenance and inspection activities. 
Therefore, operational air quality impacts are anticipated to be less than significant and will be 
evaluated further in the EIR.  

c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would result in the generation of air 
pollutants in an area classified as non-attainment and could contribute to air quality violations, which 
would result in significant air quality impacts. To identify and assess potential impacts, a detailed air 
quality emissions analysis will be conducted in the EIR. As necessary, mitigation measures will be 
developed as part of the EIR to reduce significant impacts to the extent feasible.  

Cumulative impacts during the operation of the proposed project would not occur. Only minor 
emissions associated with service vehicles and small pumps, as well as intermittent civil and 
preventative maintenance activities, would be expected during project operation. These activities 
would be temporary in nature and would not create substantial emissions.  

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project could result in exposure of sensitive 
receptors (e.g., local residents, schools, hospitals, nursing homes) to substantial pollutant 
concentrations during construction. While these impacts would be limited in duration at any one 
location, construction could result in potentially significant air quality impacts. To identify and assess 
potential impacts, a detailed air quality emissions analysis will be conducted in the EIR. As necessary, 
mitigation measures will be developed as part of the EIR to reduce significant impacts from 
construction of the proposed project to the extent feasible.  

e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Any odors (e.g., odors from construction vehicle emissions) 
that would be generated by the proposed project would be controlled in accordance with SCAQMD 
Rule 402 (Nuisance Emissions). Other than construction vehicle operation, no activities are 
anticipated to occur, and no materials or chemicals would be stored along the pipeline alignment or in 
staging areas, that would have the potential to cause odor impacts during the construction of the 
proposed project (including the inlet structure, pipeline, and any appurtenant structures). Also, the 
operation of the proposed project would not include any activity that would create odors. Therefore, 
no significant odor impacts would be anticipated to occur and no mitigation is required. 
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3.4 Biological Resources 2 
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) either individually or in 
combination with the known or probable impacts of other activities 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  

Regional Setting. The regional climate of the Los Angeles Basin is Mediterranean with most 
precipitation occurring in the winter months with a slightly increasing trend from south to north. 
Mountains and foothills reaching to approximately 1,500 feet above sea level surround the proposed 
project area. Surface water originating in these elevated areas historically formed drainages that pass 
through the sub-basins formed at the foothills of the mountains and then to the Pacific Ocean. Most of 
the natural flow through the basin has since been regulated or diverted, and substituted with surface 
runoff and stormwater.  

The proposed project is located within the south coast bioregion, within the southwestern California 
region of the California Floristic Province, which includes Ventura and Orange Counties, most of Los 
Angeles County and portions of San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties. Natural vegetation 
of the southwestern California region includes woodlands, riparian forests, wetlands, dunes, as well 
as most of the chaparral and coastal scrub vegetation in Southern California.  

A more ecosystem-based classification, includes the project area within the California Coastal Sage 
and Chaparral Ecoregion, which supports a diversity of habitats including montane conifer forests, 

                                              
2  Information used in preparing the Biological Resources Section was derived from: 

• Records of sensitive species locations from the California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG, 2004) and the Inventory 
of Native Plants from the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), and 

• Reconnaissance-level field surveys of the project area conducted in April and May 2004. 
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Torrey pine woodland, cypress woodlands, southern walnut woodlands, oak woodlands, riparian 
woodlands, chamise chaparral, inland and coastal sage scrub, grasslands, vernal pools, and freshwater 
and salt marshes. Coastal sage scrub, chamise chaparral, and oak woodlands dominate much of the 
landscape. Coastal sage scrub is a diverse and globally rare habitat type occurring in coastal terraces 
and foothills below 1,000 meters, interspersed with chamise chaparral, oak woodland, grasslands, and 
salt marsh. This habitat type is characterized by low, aromatic and drought-deciduous shrublands of 
black sage (Salvia mellifera), white sage (Salvia apiana), Munz’s sage (Salvia munzii), California 
sage (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), bush sunflower 
(Encelia californica), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), lemonade-berry (Rhus integrifolia), and a 
diverse assemblage of other shrubs, herbaceous plants, cacti, and succulents. Cholla (Opuntia sp.), 
yucca (Yucca sp.), and dudleya (Dudleya sp.) are some of the most common succulent genera, with 
the latter represented by several locally endemic species. Coastal sage scrub is an endangered 
ecosystem that supports high species diversity. The region is listed by conservation organizations as 
an Endemic Bird Area (EBA) with a very high number of endemic scrub species. Located on highly 
valued coastal real estate and threatened by human development, the ecoregion represents the struggle 
between preservation and human development (WWF, 2004).  

Notwithstanding the natural setting of the project area, the Los Angeles Basin has been extensively 
developed and, as a result, undisturbed habitat is generally found only in areas where steep 
topography precludes development and is considered increasingly rare by state and local agencies. 
When the last remaining portions of the Los Angeles River were channelized and paved in the late 
1950s, this marked the transition of the Los Angeles area to a primarily urban environment. But even 
though most of the drainages, creeks, and rivers in the Los Angeles area have been covered, 
channelized or lined because of development, they also contain some of the last remaining habitat for 
biological resources.  

Local Setting. The diversity and distribution of biological resources along the proposed RSC 
alignment are affected by climate and topography, but mostly by the extreme pressures of 
urbanization. The proposed RSC alignment traverses primarily residential and commercial land uses; 
however, approximately five miles along Units 1a, 1b, 2 and 3 of the proposed RSC alignment 
(Figure 1-2), occupies open space and recreational areas that support the majority of the biological 
resources that could be found along the alignment. To a lesser degree, Units 7 and 4 traverse 
recreational areas that also provide some wildlife habitat and may serve as corridors for wildlife 
movement. Within these units the primary area where biological resources are concentrated is Griffith 
Park, which is also a Significant Ecological Area (SEA), and then to a lesser extent, the Griffith Park 
Equestrian Trail, Buena Vista Park, the Los Angeles River crossing at Buena Vista Park, Forest 
Lawn Memorial Park, and Rowena Reservoir. SEAs, including the Griffith Park SEA, were 
identified to preserve and protect regional biodiversity; construction within an SEA is not precluded, 
although projects in these areas are subject to a higher level of review so that the habitat value of the 
SEA is protected.  

The Los Angeles River at the proposed pipeline crossing is concrete lined. Soft-bottomed reaches of 
the River are located further to the west near the Sepulveda Basin, beyond project influence, and 
where the Los Angeles River turns south as it passes by Griffith Park parallel to I-5, ranging from 
approximately 500 to 2500 feet from the alignment. Tributaries to the Los Angeles River are located 
0.5 miles or more from the alignment. The alignment may also be traversed by run-off from the 
adjacent hillsides during rain events. 

Most of the vegetative cover present within the alignment consists of ornamental and cultivated 
species or ruderal species, which are those that thrive in disturbed or depleted environments. From 
where the alignment crosses the Los Angeles River and passes through Griffith Park however, there 
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are patches of oak woodland, willow riparian, coastal scrub and chaparral vegetation or species 
associated with those plant communities.  

Ruderal species that can be found along the alignment include non-native brome grasses (Bromus 
spp.), millet grass (Piptatherum millaceum), wild oats (Avena fatua), telegraph weed (Heterotheca 
grandiflora), black mustard (Brassica nigra), jimson weed (Datura stramonium), sow thistle (Sonchus 
asper), red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), tree 
tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), sweet clover (Melilotus albus), horse weed (Conzia canadiensis), and 
milk thistle (Silybum marianum). These species can be mixed with nonruderal species such as 
California manroot (Marah fabaceus), cliff aster (Malacothrix saxatilis), caterpillar phacelia (Phacelia 
cicutaria), California sagebrush (Artemesia californica), heartleaf penstemon (Keckiella penstemon), 
prickly pear cactus (Opuntia littoralis), and coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis). Other invasive non-
native species include vinca (Vinca sp.), English ivy (Hedera helix), and lantana (Lantana camara).  

Several other native trees and shrubs that occur along the proposed project alignment within the 
segment from Buena Vista Park through Griffith Park include coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), 
western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), valley oak (Quercus 
lobata), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), sugar bush (Rhus ovata), ceanothus (Ceanothus sp.), 
manzanita (Arctostaphylos sp.), and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia). Within this segment there are 
also some very large, mature ornamental trees within 500 feet of the alignment such as common 
hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), southern magnolia (Magnolia grandiflora), California fan palm 
(Washingtonia filifera), Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), and Chinese elm (Ulmus 
parvifolia). 

Some of the bird species observed during the survey of the proposed project area include American 
crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), mourning dove (Zenaida 
macroura), and red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis). Other common birds expected to occur in the 
project area include turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), western 
scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), and California towhee (Pipilo crissalis). Mammals likely to 
inhabit the proposed project alignment include raccoon (Procyon lotor), California ground squirrel 
(Spermophilus beecheyii), brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani), and striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis). 
Larger mammals that may inhabit the Griffith Park SEA include bobcat (Felis rufus), coyote (Canus 
latrans), and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus). Additionally, a number of reptile and amphibian 
species are known to occur in the project area. The most common include king snake (Lampropeltis 
getulus), western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), and western rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis). 
Due to the proximity of urban development, the area is frequented by domestic and feral cats (Felis 
cattus) and dogs (Canis domesticus).  

Special Status Species. Special status species include flora, fauna, and vegetation communities that 
are listed as threatened or endangered, candidate species, or species of special concern under the 
California or federal Endangered Species Act, species that are listed as fully protected by the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and plants considered by the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) to be rare, threatened, or endangered in California and beyond.  

In this area the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFG, 2004) identifies remnants of 
the following priority plant communities within one mile of the proposed project alignment: southern 
sycamore alder riparian woodland; southern California walnut woodland; and southern coast live oak 
riparian forest. 

A records search of the CNDDB and CNPS rare find database identified occurrences of Parish’s 
saltbush or brittlescale (Atriplex parishii) (CNPS List 1B) and Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii) 
(federally and state listed as endangered) within one mile of the proposed project alignment. The 
occurrence of Parish’s saltbush was identified in 1994 north of Griffith Park, which includes the 
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approximate area where the alignment would cross the Los Angeles River. The species may be found 
in alkali meadows and vernal pools, which are not present within or near the alignment. Nevin’s 
barberry has been located within Griffith Park about 0.5 miles west of Wilson Golf Course. It prefers 
slopes and sandy washes. There is a short segment of approximately 1,100 feet of the alignment 
within Griffith Park that deviates from the road right-of-way into adjacent slopes (Figure 1-2). The 
species was not observed in this segment during the reconnaissance visit, but a more careful survey 
should be carried out once the alignment is finalized, prior to ground disturbance.  

A third species, not identified by the CNDDB in this area, but that might still be a concern is 
Braunton’s milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii) (federally listed as endangered). This species prefers 
recently burned or disturbed areas in chaparral, coastal scrub and grasslands, and could possibly 
occur along the same segment of the alignment within Griffith Park.  

The only faunal species identified by the CNDDB was the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) 
(California species of special concern) with a potential occurrence in a broadly defined area near the 
southern terminus of the alignment that extends to the Rowena and Silver Lake Reservoirs. However, 
in this segment, the alignment remains on residential property and existing road right-of-way, which 
makes it highly unlikely that the owl would be affected by the project.  

Raptors were observed at Rowena Reservoir, at the Los Angeles River crossing and in Griffith Park. 
These species may utilize the project area for foraging and roost sites may occur in some of the large 
pines and other landscape or native trees located along the proposed alignment. The Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture or kill; attempt to take, capture, 
kill or possess any migratory bird, part, nest, egg or product. Birds protected by the MBTA include 
raptors and almost all other native bird species.  

The remainder of the alignment, outside of the segment from Buena Vista Park through Griffith Park, 
does not support native habitat where special status plant or wildlife species might be found. 
However, birds protected by the MBTA may be present throughout segments of the alignment 
occupied by residential or open space. Because their presence may frequently be transient (e.g., 
temporary resting or foraging), compliance with the Act is typically monitored from the presence of 
nests or nesting pairs. 

Impact Analysis. There are no special status plants or wildlife species known to occur within or that 
have been located within 500 feet of the construction footprint of the proposed project alignment. For 
those special status species that are identified within one-mile of the proposed project alignment, the 
habitat is generally unsuitable. The only exception to this assessment of habitat quality is an 
approximately 700 foot long segment of the alignment within Unit 1a that would deviate from the 
right-of-way (Zoo Drive) and passes through sage scrub and chaparral vegetation on the northern 
slopes and foothills of Mount Lee. This area may support habitat for special status plant species. 
Although the reconnaissance visit did not identify any such species within this segment, the visit took 
place following a lower than normal rainy season and therefore, a more careful survey during the 
spring would confirm the absence of rare plants. The project would be designed such that this portion 
of Unit 1a would be constructed underground and the jacking pits at both ends would be located 
outside the native vegetation to the extent feasible (see Mitigation Measure BIO-2, below) and 
therefore, minimal surface disturbance would occur. 

Although it is unlikely that rare plants are present within this segment, or that they would be affected 
by construction of the proposed project, the fact that Griffith Park supports some of the last remaining 
native habitat within the Los Angeles Basin warrants a more careful confirmation that this impact will 
be less than significant. Therefore, the following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
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BIO-1 Rare plant surveys shall be carried out in the off-road segment of the proposed project 
alignment in Unit 1a and in any segment of the proposed alignment through Griffith Park 
that would pass through native vegetation or vegetation that contains native species. 
Surveys shall be completed no later than April or May 2005, depending on growth 
conditions. In the event that the rare plant surveys yield positive results, LADWP would 
comply with applicable rules and regulations. 

BIO-2 To protect existing natural plant communities, LADWP shall use below ground 
construction in Unit 1a where the alignment deviates from Zoo Drive within Griffith Park. 
The dimensions of the jacking pits shall be minimized or the pits shall be placed to avoid 
direct or indirect impacts to native plant communities or native or nonnative mature trees, 
to the extent feasible. 

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Approximately 700 
feet of the project alignment in Unit 1a would deviate from the right-of-way (Zoo Drive) and cross 
through natural plant communities along the northern foothills of Mount Lee. As noted above 
however, the design insures that there will be no surface disturbance for pipeline construction in this 
area.  

Hydrostatic test water would be discharged to the storm or sewer drain systems. The maximum 
volume for any single discharge event in the Upper Reach would be 2.5 million gallons and 2.9 
million gallons for the Lower Reach. If these volumes are discharged to a soft-bottomed segment of 
the Los Angeles River or its tributaries over a short duration then erosion and other hydrologic, 
temperature or chemical changes to the aquatic environment may occur at or downstream of the 
discharge point. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the NPDES permit will 
address this potential impact (see Section 3.8, Water Resources); however, the following measure will 
specifically ensure that impacts to aquatic life are less than significant. 

BIO-3 In those units where the discharge point for hydrostatic test water would be located within 
or upstream of soft-bottomed segments of the Los Angeles River (specifically in the soft-
bottomed segment adjacent to Griffith Park) or its tributaries, the rate of discharge of the 
water shall be compatible with the range of flows naturally occurring within the affected 
reach during that time of the year to avoid or reduce impacts to the aquatic environment. 
This measure shall be implemented to the degree possible without conflicting with any 
requirements imposed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
either individually or in combination with the known or probable impacts of other activities through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project alignment would cross a concrete-lined portion of the Los 
Angeles River near the Buena Vista Park at the intersection of Highway 134 and Riverside Drive. 
The crossing would be below ground and the entrance and exit jacking pits would be located the 
shortest permitted length from the Los Angeles River. Although the Corps has jurisdiction over the 
action that would affect the Los Angeles River, no jurisdictional wetlands would be affected. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly affect wetlands subject to Corps’ 
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
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d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the 
use of wildlife nursery sites? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. The proposed project 
alignment would cross residential, park and open space areas that support native and nonnative trees 
and shrubs that provide habitat to birds protected under the MBTA (i.e. Units 1a, 1b, 2 and 3). In 
addition there are wildlife populations in Griffith Park that move freely between natural and 
recreational areas. Trenches, jacking pits, pipeline storage areas may all obstruct wildlife movement, 
and because the construction pattern is lengthy and linear it would not be easy for wildlife to avoid the 
disturbance. However, temporary plates/covers would be used to cover trenches and pits to minimize 
effects on wildlife movement. Nighttime construction would occur in Unit 2 over approximately 290 
days (see Table 1-3) along Crystal Spring Drive. In this segment, there is substantial tree cover and 
some ground cover, but the area is disturbed by relatively constant daytime traffic, recreational 
facilities and recreational users. During pipeline construction however, light, noise and vibration 
disturbance would be relatively constant, and disrupt the wildlife that is accustomed to nighttime 
activity to avoid the typical daytime disturbance. The construction period is temporary, but would 
essentially cover one to two wildlife breeding seasons. Wildlife in the park consists of relatively 
common species able to recover from such a disturbance. Still, because Griffith Park is a natural area 
that is relatively isolated from the Santa Monica Mountains to the west, it is an inherently sensitive 
ecosystem that warrants careful implementation of the following measures to reduce construction 
disturbance and ensure that impacts are reduced to less than significant. 

BIO-4  LADWP shall employ a qualified biological monitor with suitable background and 
experience to identify sensitive biological resources and monitor implementation of all the 
biological mitigation measures within natural areas, open space or parks where sensitive 
biological resources may be present, namely Units 1a, 1b, 2, 3 and 4.  

BIO-5  Pre-construction bird surveys shall be conducted in all vegetated areas of Units 7, 1a, 1b, 
2, 3 and 4 from Buena Vista Park through Griffith Park. The surveys shall identify the 
presence of breeding or nesting pairs or active nests of special status bird species within 
the project and construction footprint and an additional distance of 500 feet. In the event 
that surveys indicate habitat occupied by special status bird species within 500 feet of the 
construction or project footprint, appropriate construction protocol will be developed and 
implemented.  

BIO-6  LADWP shall manage their construction site, and related facilities, in a manner to avoid or 
minimize impacts to the local biological resources by implementing the following within 
Units 7, 1a, 1b, 2, 3 and 4 in the segments from Buena Vista Park through Griffith Park: 

• Temporarily cover pits and trenches or provide wildlife escape ramps or an 
approved exclusionary fence for construction areas that contain steep walled holes 
or trenches that are not required to be covered for human safety reasons. The 
temporary fence shall be hardware cloth or of similar materials that are approved 
for use by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of 
Fish and Game; 

• Make certain all food-related trash will be disposed of in closed containers and 
removed at least once a week. Feeding of wildlife shall be prohibited; 

• Prohibit pets from being brought to the site;  
• Report all inadvertent deaths or injuries of wildlife to the biological monitor who 

will in turn, notify and follow instruction provided by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) or the City of Burbank Department 
of Parks and Recreation (BDPR); 
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• Use native coastal sage scrub, chaparral species in the restoration of land 
temporarily disturbed during pipeline installation (see Mitigation Measures BIO-7 
through BIO-9 below);  

• Restore temporarily disturbed sites to their pre-existing physical condition; and 
• Ephemeral drainages shall be restored to pre-construction topography/contours and 

compaction immediately following construction and installation activities. 
Furthermore, the proposed disturbance to such features may not affect (i.e., act as 
a barrier to) existing surrounding hydrologic conditions. 

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Within the City of Los 
Angeles, the proposed project alignment may directly eliminate or indirectly impact mature native oak 
trees greater than eight inches in diameter that are covered by the City of Los Angeles Tree Protection 
Ordinance, Sec. 46.00 of the Municipal Code. In addition, project construction would result in the 
potential removal, pruning or damage to large, mature native and nonnative trees in Units 7, 1a, 1b, 
2, 3 and 4, particularly trees present in Buena Vista and Griffith Parks. The number of affected trees 
has not yet been determined. Those trees located along the street right-of-way on Zoo Drive and 
Crystal Springs Drive (that include native mature oaks) may not be within the pipeline width, but may 
be affected by the construction width, which would be much greater (approximately 30 feet wide 
inclusive of the pipeline). The habitat value of these trees is relatively less than for trees that persist in 
natural communities, and many of these trees stand between the street and adjacent recreational 
facilities. Within the segment that deviates from Zoo Drive in Unit 1a, approximately 350 feet passes 
through a park area where approximately nine mature native and nonnative trees could be affected. 
These trees are adjacent to natural communities in the upland and they have clearly been present in 
the park for many years such that they also have natural historical value that cannot be quantified. 
Native and nonnative trees may also be present in Units 5, 6, and 7, but these generally are small 
trees located in residential areas that do not have natural historical or habitat value.  

The LADWP would comply with Los Angeles Municipal Code Sec. 46.00 that requires a permit for 
the removal or relocation of mature native oak trees. Essentially the permit requires that an oak tree 
report be completed by an approved expert that indicates the species, size, condition and location of 
the affected oak trees and that the report provides a plan for protection, replacement, or relocation of 
the affected trees. 

Unlike native oak trees, other mature native trees are not protected by any ordinance or regulation 
within the City of Los Angeles. They are however, addressed by policies established by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW) and the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks (LADRP). Also, Sec. 62 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code requires that a 
permit be obtained from the Street Tree Division of the Public Works Department for the removal of 
any tree on City streets or public property. Removal of more than three trees may also require review 
and approval by the Board of Public Works.  

The LADWP would also comply with the City of Burbank Municipal Code, Sec. 28-111, which 
requires tree replacement if removal of street trees for construction is necessary. According to the 
code, trees shall be replaced with a tree of the nearest size available, of a species and in the location 
to be determined by the Director of Parks and Recreation or the cost of the tree and removal by the 
City shall be reimbursed. Section 28-115 also states that all trees on any street or other publicly 
owned property near any excavation or construction shall be sufficiently guarded and protected so as 
to prevent any injury to said trees. No person shall excavate any ditches, tunnels, trenches, or 
pavement within a radius of ten feet from any public tree without prior notification to the Director.  
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This impact is potentially significant, but would be reduced to less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 and the following mitigation measures, which are 
intended to avoid or reduce impacts to mature native and nonnative trees.  

BIO-7  LADWP shall complete a report that identifies all mature native and nonnative trees that 
would be directly or indirectly impacted by project construction. For ease of interpretation 
“mature” shall be defined consistent with the City of Los Angeles’ tree protection 
ordinance as 8 inches in diameter and greater than 4.5 feet high and applicable City of 
Burbank requirements. This includes all trees whose canopy is located entirely or partially 
within the pipeline alignment or construction footprint. It shall include trees that are 
located in segments where underground jacking will occur. The report shall indicate the 
location, species, size and condition of affected trees and a proposed plan for protection, 
relocation or replacement. The report shall be provided to the LADRP, Division of 
Forestry, the Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW), and the BDPR.  

BIO-8  LADWP shall coordinate with the LADPW and the LADRP prior to construction to 
determine the applicable measures that need to be implemented from the LADPW Street 
Tree Policy and the LADRP Tree Preservation Policy. LADWP shall also coordinate with 
the BDPR. The purpose of this coordination shall be to identify construction protocols that 
would be implemented to reduce construction damage, and the pruning, removal and 
replacement of trees, including heritage trees, special value trees and common park trees.  

BIO-9  For any mature native or nonnative tree that must be removed, LADWP shall prefer 
replacement or relocation of trees within the same park or residential area in coordination 
with the LADPW or BDPR, as applicable, for trees affected on city streets, or LADRP or 
BDPR, as applicable, for trees affected within city parks. Nonnative trees removed within 
Griffith Park that cannot be successfully relocated shall be replaced with native trees 
consistent with LADRP recommendations.  

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plans 
or natural community conservation plans because no such plans cover the proposed project alignment 
or immediate surrounding area. The County of Los Angeles designates Griffith Park as a SEA. The 
SEA designation is intended to preserve and protect regional diversity; however SEAs do not preclude 
limited compatible development. Therefore, no impacts would occur under this criterion.  

3.5 Cultural Resources 
CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 
    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

    

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 
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a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource 
as defined in §15064.5? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. A Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation of the proposed 
RSC pipeline alignment was conducted by McKenna et al. (2004)3. McKenna et al. completed a 
standard records check through the California State University, Fullerton, South Central Coastal 
Information Center. In addition, McKenna et al. completed research through the Bureau of Land 
Management General Land Offices files, the University of California Riverside, Historic Map 
Library, and local libraries and historical societies. The City of Los Angeles listing of local 
Monuments was also researched. The research was conducted at a level that addressed the entire RSC 
pipeline alignment and approximately one-quarter mile to either side of the alignment (one-half mile 
corridor). Site records, cultural resource management reports, and documentation on listed properties 
and/or historic maps were also researched.  

The proposed project crosses three United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles: the Van 
Nuys Quadrangle, the Burbank Quadrangle, and the Hollywood Quadrangle. Within the Van Nuys 
Quadrangle, historic and prehistoric resources have been found along or near the proposed alignment, 
specifically historic refuse and one prehistoric bowl. As such, the project alignment identified on the 
Van Nuys Quadrangle should be considered moderately sensitive for cultural resources. Resources 
identified on the Burbank Quadrangle, where the majority of the proposed project alignment would be 
located, tend to cluster in two areas: near Lankershim Boulevard and the Universal City property 
(north of the Hollywood Freeway) and north of the Warner Bros. Studios (north of the Ventura 
Freeway). There is also an area of sensitivity in Griffith Park. Given the extent of the known 
resources and the lack of definitive data for areas not previously surveyed (prior to urban 
development), the proposed project alignment within this area should be considered sensitive for 
cultural resources. Only a short segment of the proposed alignment would be located on the 
Hollywood Quadrangle. Nonetheless, there are resources in the general area, including the Glendale 
Southern Pacific Railroad Depot, the Charles and Mabel Ennis House (State Historic Landmark 
1011), and two California Historical Landmarks (1902 and 1921). There are also a number of Los 
Angeles Historical/Cultural Monuments including the Tierman House (No. 124), the William 
Mulholland Memorial Fountain (No. 162), the First Official Walt Disney Studio (No. 163), the 
Glendale Hyperion Bridge (No. 164), the Fletcher Drive Bridge over the Los Angeles River (No. 
322), the Engine Company No. 56 (No. 337), the Silver Lake and Ivanhoe Reservoirs (No. 422), and 
the “Little Nugget” Travel Town at Griffith Park (No. 474). The resources listed above are relatively 
close to the proposed alignment, but on privately held properties and not within the roadway right-of-
ways. Though considered significant (by nature of their listings), none of these resources would be 
directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed project as all would be avoided by the proposed route. 
These resources are at least 50 feet from the proposed pipeline excavation route and temporary 
ground shaking would not affect the resources. As a result, it has been determined that the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact to known historic resources.  

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. The records search 
described above and field surveys conducted in May 21 and 22, 2004, resulted in confirmation that 
archeological resources have been identified in areas adjacent to the proposed pipeline alignment. This 
is especially true in the areas near Universal City, the Warner Bros. Studios, and the area north of 
Silver Lake Reservoir (McKenna, 2004).  

                                              
3  Results of a Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation of the Proposed Los Angeles Department of Water and Power River 

Supply Conduit, Los Angeles County, California, prepared by McKenna et al., is available for review at the LADWP 
Environmental Services Office, located at 111 North Hope Street, Room 1044, Los Angeles, CA 90012.  
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In general, all areas subjected to prior research have resulted in the identification of either standing 
structures of historic significance (see above) or archeological (buried) resources (e.g., refuse 
concentrations or evidence of habitation). To further address archeological resources, Native 
American Consultation was conducted by McKenna et al through contact with the Native American 
Heritage Commission and through letters to all identified Native American contacts within Los 
Angeles County. McKenna et al. also consulted with the current Chair of the Gabrielino/Tongva of 
Los Angeles County.  

Although no archeological resources have been identified specifically within the proposed project 
alignment, construction would require a considerable amount of excavation relatively close to known 
site areas and has the potential to uncover additional archeological resources. This is especially true in 
areas of previous finds. Therefore, Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 are recommended to 
reduce impacts to archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

CUL-1 LADWP shall conduct archaeological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
within Units 7 and 4, specifically those areas near Universal Studios, Warner Bros. 
Studios, and the area north of the Silver Lake Reservoir. Cultural resource monitoring 
locations shall be mapped and flagged prior to construction. Monitoring shall be conducted 
by a qualified archaeological monitor familiar with the cultural resources of southern 
California.  

In the event a potential significant archeological resource is discovered, all work shall 
temporarily cease within the immediate area of the find until the site can be assessed by a 
qualified archeologist in consultation with the LADWP. If the material is determined to be 
significant, the qualified archeologist shall prepare and implement a treatment plan in 
consultation with the LADWP. Construction activity shall not resume until authorization 
has been provided by the LADWP and the qualified archeologist.  

CUL-2 LADWP shall require the qualified archeologist to provide a cultural resources briefing 
prior to the start of construction for all construction personnel. If construction personnel 
discover a cultural resource in the absence of an archeological monitor, construction shall 
be halted and a qualified archeologist shall be contacted to make an immediate evaluation 
of significance and recommend appropriate treatment of the resource.  

c. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. McKenna et al.’s 
(2004) investigation/research through the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County determined 
that no known fossil finds have been reported in the proposed project area. There are, however, older 
alluvial deposits in the area of the Los Angeles River flood plain and these deposits have been known 
to yield paleontological specimens. For this reason, deep excavations (anything greater than eight feet 
is considered deep by the City of Los Angeles) in the area of the Los Angeles River flood plain, if 
planned, should be monitored by a professional paleontological monitor (McKenna, 2004). Mitigation 
measures CUL-3 and CUL-4 would be implemented to reduce impacts to paleontological resources to 
a less-than-significant level. 

CUL-3 LADWP shall conduct paleontological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
(excavation, trenching, boring, drilling, etc.) in the area of the Los Angeles River flood 
plain. Paleontological resource monitoring locations shall be mapped and flagged prior to 
construction. Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified paleontologist familiar with 
paleontological resources of southern California. In the event a potentially significant 
paleontological specimen is uncovered, all work shall temporarily cease within the 
immediate area of the find until the specimen can be removed and assessed by the qualified 
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paleontologist. If the material is determined to be significant, an adequate course of action 
shall be determined in consultation with the qualified paleontologist and LADWP, 
consistent with the Standards of Professional Paleontologists. Construction activity shall 
not resume until authorization has been provided by the LADWP and the qualified 
paleontologist.  

CUL-4 LADWP shall require the qualified paleontologist to provide a briefing prior to the start of 
construction for all construction personnel. If construction personnel discover a 
paleontological resource in the absence of a monitor, construction shall be halted and a 
qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to make an immediate evaluation of significance 
and recommend appropriate treatment of the resource.  

d. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. As discussed in the 
Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation conducted by McKenna et al. (2004) for the proposed RSC 
pipeline alignment, ethnographic and ethnohistoric sources were consulted and these sources verify 
that the proposed project area falls within the boundaries of Gabrielino territory. This territory 
extends from San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains to the coast; from Aliso Creek (in Orange 
County) north to the San Fernando Valley; and includes Santa Catalina, San Nicolas, and San 
Clemente Islands. Although no known burial grounds have been identified along the proposed project 
alignment, the possibility of uncovering human remains exists. To reduce impacts associated with the 
disturbance of human remains to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure shall 
be implemented:  

CUL-5 In the event that human remains or potential human remains are discovered, construction 
activities within the immediate area of the find shall be immediately halted. The LADWP 
Construction Project Manager shall immediately notify the LADWP Project Manager and 
the County Coroner. The County Coroner will make a determination as to the origin of the 
remains and, if determined to be of Native American origin, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) will be contacted. In consultation with the Most Likely Descendant, 
the NAHC and qualified archeologist shall determine the disposition of the remains in 
accordance with California Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5(e). If the remains are not of Native American origin, the County Coroner will 
make a determination as to the disposition of the remains. Construction may continue once 
compliance with all relevant sections of the California Health and Safety Code have been 
addressed and authorization to proceed issued by the County Coroner and the LADWP.  

3.6 Geology and Soils 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 
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including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
    

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

    

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 
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 iv) Landslides?     

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse? 

    

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994) creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of wastewater? 

    

a. Would the project expose people or structures to potential adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. The proposed project 
does not cross any mapped Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zones, however it does cross the 
Hollywood-Santa Monica fault and is located within a City of Los Angeles Fault Rupture Study Zone. 
Additionally, the Lower Reach is located almost entirely within a Fault Rupture Study Zone as 
designated by the Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan (1996a). The Hollywood-
Santa Monica fault is, at a minimum, a potentially active fault. A recent fault study (Dolan et al., 
2000) indicates evidence of seismic activity4, including fault rupture, approximately 6,000 to 11,000 
years ago. Therefore, there is a potential for damage to the pipeline due to fault rupture. Impacts from 
this type of movement can be mitigated with appropriate design measures. Impacts associated with 
fault rupture would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with incorporation of the following 
mitigation measure.  

GEO-1 A geotechnical investigation shall be conducted as indicated by the Engineering Standards 
Manual, Water Operating Division, Department of Water and Power, City of Los Angeles, 
Second Edition, Effective August 3, 1992, Chapter 10, Section 10.03. This investigation 
shall be conducted by a qualified professional, and conform to local and State 
requirements. This investigation shall identify the trace of the Hollywood-Santa Monica 
fault, and based on the findings of this investigation appropriate mitigation measures may 
be developed to reduce potential damage due to fault rupture. Results of this geotechnical 
investigation will support design considerations of constructing fault rupture mitigation 
measures and/or repairing the damaged pipeline. Construction and operation issues should 
be considered during design to identify practical measures that can be implemented within 
the urban setting along the Lower Reach.  

                                              
4 An active fault, as defined by the CGS (1999), is a fault which has had surface rupture within Holocene time (the last 

11,000 years). A fault is deemed sufficiently active if there is evidence of Holocene surface displacement along one or more 
of its segments or branches. 
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ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project area will be subject to ground shaking 
associated with earthquakes on faults of both the San Andreas and Transverse Ranges fault systems. 
The Los Angeles area has many active and potentially active faults and may be subjected to moderate 
to strong ground shaking. The closest major active and potentially active faults in the area include the 
Santa Monica, Hollywood, Raymond Hill, Northridge Thrust, Verdugo and Sierra Madre faults. 
Other faults in the vicinity include Benedict Canyon fault, Elysian Park Blind Thrust, and Newport-
Inglewood fault. 

Seismic shaking maps by the California Geological Survey (CGS) predict a 10 percent chance of 
exceedance in 50 years of 0.5 to 0.6 g (gravity) peak ground acceleration (CGS, 1998 and 2001) in 
the proposed project area. This moderate ground shaking is not likely to cause significant damage to a 
buried pipeline.  

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Seismic-related ground 
failures such as liquefaction, lurching, lateral spreading, and differential settlement can result from 
strong ground shaking. The proposed project alignment would be located almost entirely within areas 
mapped as having potential for seismically induced liquefaction (CGS, 1998 and 1999). Liquefaction-
related phenomena occur when seismic shaking of loose, cohesionless, saturated sand deposits 
temporarily lose strength and behave as a liquid. Liquefaction-related phenomena generally occur in 
areas of shallow groundwater (depths of 50 feet or less). Historically measured groundwater levels for 
the project area range from 0 to 30 feet below ground surface (CGS, 1998 and 2001). Areas of 
greatest potential for earthquake induced liquefaction phenomena occur near the Los Angeles River 
and within the loose alluvial deposits along the southern edge of the San Fernando Valley.  

Lateral spreading is the horizontal component of soil movement toward an unsupported face or slope 
that results from liquefaction of underlying layers. Surface fissures on gently sloping ground are a 
common feature of lateral spreading and reflect the horizontal movement ranging from a few inches to 
several feet. The Los Angeles River channel within the proposed project area has vertical concrete 
sidewalls which could potentially fail during an earthquake resulting in lateral spreading.  

Ground lurching, heaving and cracking were noted at the alluvium-bedrock contact in foothill areas 
after the San Fernando earthquake. Three units (Units 1b, 2, and 3) within the Lower Reach of the 
RSC pass along the alluvium-bedrock contact at the base of the eastern Santa Monica Mountains 
(Griffith Park area). Ground lurching near the base of the hills may impact the proposed pipeline.  

Differential or seismic settlements are generally attributed to seismically induced densification of 
loose granular materials as well as due to loss of material through liquefaction induced lateral 
spreading. Settlements associated with densification of unconsolidated soils, in the absence of water, 
are generally nominal. Seismic settlements of the alluvial deposits in areas of shallow groundwater 
along the RSC alignment may potentially impact the proposed project. 

Ground failure, including liquefaction, differential settlement, and ground lurching could impact the 
proposed project where the pipeline is located within liquefiable alluvial deposits near the Los Angeles 
River. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would ensure impacts from seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction, are reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

GEO-2 A geotechnical investigation shall be conducted to determine areas that will be susceptible 
to liquefaction related phenomena and ground lurching. This investigation shall be 
conducted by a qualified professional and conform to the requirements of the City of Los 
Angeles. Based on the findings of this investigation, appropriate mitigation measures may 
be developed to reduce potential damage due to liquefaction related phenomena. Results of 
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the geotechnical investigation will support design considerations of constructing 
liquefaction and ground lurching mitigation measures and/or repairing the damaged 
pipeline. The latter option is the standard practice for non-hazardous pipelines and typically 
includes consideration of economic factors.  

iv) Landslides? 

NO IMPACT. Generally, only small, but abundant, landslides occur on the steep slopes in the project 
vicinity. However, these shallow small landslides will not affect pipeline construction or operation. 
Land subsidence due to any of several mechanisms is not expected to occur along the proposed 
project alignment. Based on the placement of the pipeline underground, primarily beneath existing 
roadways and right-of-ways, the proposed project is not expected to be impacted by landslides or to 
create a landslide hazard. 

b. Would the project result in substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

NO IMPACT. Construction of the proposed project would require significant trenching, however the 
alignment would pass primarily through relatively level areas that have been previously disturbed (i.e. 
paved streets and developed park land). No significant erosion or loss of topsoil is expected in these 
areas due to project construction. The final pipeline would be operated underground and would have 
no impact on erosion. 

c. Is the project located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project is located in the southeastern San Fernando Valley, near the 
eastern terminus of the Santa Monica Mountains. The San Fernando Valley is an east-west structural 
trough within the Transverse Ranges geologic province of southern California. The mountains that 
bound the trough are actively deforming anticlinal ranges bounded on their south sides by thrust 
faults. As these ranges have risen and deformed, the San Fernando Valley has subsided and been 
filled with sediment. The southeastern portion of the valley has received sediment from the Los 
Angeles River, Tujunga wash and small drainages of the Santa Monica Mountains and Verdugo 
Mountains due to uplift and subsequent erosion. 

The San Fernando Valley within the proposed project area is largely covered by an alluvial plain, 
which extends from the north to the Los Angeles River. The major sources of sediment that make up 
this plain have been the river systems of the Tujunga and Pacoima washes and the Los Angeles River. 
Sediment in the study area is composed of deposits of sand, silt, and gravel. The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s (USDA) Soil Survey of the San Fernando Valley Area (1917) indicates that soils 
underlying the proposed project area consist of three main soil series; the Altamont, Tujunga, and 
Yolo Series. Altamont series soils are typically clayey soils derived from fine grained sandstones and 
shales and are found on gently sloping to steep upland hills. Tujunga series soils are characteristically 
deep, well drained soils formed in predominately granitic derived alluvium and flood plain deposits. 
The Yolo series consists of fine to silty loam formed on level to moderately sloping alluvial fans. 
Additionally, varying amounts of artificial fill are expected to underlie the roads along the proposed 
project alignment. 

The proposed project alignment would be located along relatively flat terrain consisting primarily of 
previously disturbed soil and alluvial deposits. Construction and operation of the proposed pipeline 
through these materials would not result in instability of these units. 
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d. Is the project located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994) creating substantial risks to life or property? 

NO IMPACT. Soils in the proposed project area are mainly alluvial and have expansion potential 
ranging from low to high. Guidelines for trench backfill in the Engineering Standards Manual, Water 
Operating Division, Department of Water and Power, City of Los Angeles, Second Edition, Effective 
August 3, 1992, Chapter 7, Section 7.12 indicates that only suitable native soil, sand-cement slurry, 
or suitable sand shall be used as bedding and trench backfill. The use of select bedding material and 
approved trench spoil material will prevent impacts from expansive soil.  

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project would not involve septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. Construction and operation of the proposed project would not affect any existing, or hinder 
future, septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, or the soils that would adequately 
support those systems. Therefore, no impacts related to soil compatibility with septic or other 
alternative wastewater systems would occur and no mitigation is required. 

3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
    

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
likely release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing 
or proposed school?  

    

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as 
a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

    

g. Impair implementation of or physically interferes with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

h. Expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Construction of the proposed project would involve the 
excavation and transport of paving materials (e.g., asphalt, concrete, road bed fill materials) and soils 
that could possibly be contaminated by vehicle-related pollution (e.g., oil, gasoline, diesel, and other 
automotive chemicals). All such paving, road bed materials and soils would be transported and 
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disposed of in accordance with applicable codes and regulations of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, California Highway Patrol, and California State Marshal. Such transport and disposal is not 
expected to create a significant hazard to workers or the surrounding community.  

During construction small quantities of hazardous materials, such as petroleum hydrocarbons and 
their derivatives (e.g., gasoline, oils, lubricants, and solvents), would be required to operate the 
construction equipment. These materials would be used with large construction equipment (e.g., 
cranes, compactors, forklifts, excavators) and would be contained within vessels engineered for safe 
storage. Storage of substantial quantities of these materials along the pipeline alignment or in staging 
areas is not anticipated. Construction vehicles would require on-site refueling, and may require 
routine or emergency maintenance that could result in the release of oil, diesel fuel, transmission fluid 
or other materials; however, the materials would not be used in quantities or stored in a manner that 
would pose a significant hazard to the public or the workers themselves. Therefore, impacts from the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction would be less than 
significant. 

Operation of the proposed project would involve the conveyance of potable water under pressure, and 
would not require the use, storage, or disposal of hazardous substances. Therefore, operation of the 
proposed project would not create impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials and no mitigation is required. 

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. As described above in 
Section 3.7(a), the proposed project would not involve the use of substantial quantities of hazardous 
materials that would pose a risk to the public. Before commencing any excavation, the construction 
contractor would be required to obtain an “Underground Service Alert Identification Number.” To 
minimize potential damage to any existing utilities, the contractor would not be allowed to excavate 
until all utility owners are notified, and all substructures are clearly identified. Additionally, as part of 
the construction activities (described in the project description), LADWP’s construction contractor 
would be required to develop a construction plan, emergency response plan, spill prevention plan, or 
similar documents. These documents would identify specific sites for fuel storage, to adequately 
provide setbacks from existing water bodies (approximately 100-foot minimum) and water wells 
(approximately 200-foot minimum), and to provide requirements for hazardous material containment 
(e.g., earthen berms lined with plastic). Storage or use of hazardous materials in or near wet or dry 
streams would be consistent with the Fish and Game Code and other State laws. Furthermore, 
LADWP’s contractor would be required to have available adequate spill containment and cleanup 
resources on site at all times and be prepared to contain, control, clean up, and dispose of any 
potential fuel spill quickly and completely. During construction, project personnel would follow all 
applicable rules and regulations governing the storage, transportation, use, handling, and disposal of 
hazardous materials.  

In addition to the above best management practices (BMPs), Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through 
HAZ-5 would be implemented to reduce the potential and extent of an upset or accident condition 
involving the release of hazardous materials during construction to less-than-significant levels. 

Operation of the proposed project would involve the transportation of potable water under pressure 
via an inlet structure and underground pipeline. Operation would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or environment involving the release of hazardous materials. Therefore, no reasonably 
foreseeable upset or accident conditions that could involve the release of hazardous materials into the 
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environment are anticipated during operations. As such, no impacts are anticipated during operations 
and no mitigation is required. 

HAZ-1 LADWP or its construction contractor shall store fuel, oil, and other hazardous materials 
only at designated sites. Quantities of all hazardous materials stored on-site shall be 
avoided or minimized, and substitution of non-hazardous materials for hazardous materials 
shall be implemented to the extent practicable. Each hazardous material container shall be 
clearly labeled with its identity, handling and safety instructions, and emergency contact. 
Similar information shall be clearly available and visible in the storage areas. Storage and 
transfer of such materials shall not be allowed within 100 feet of streams or sites known to 
contain sensitive biological resources except with the permission of LADWP 
environmental compliance monitors. Material Safety Data Sheets shall be made readily 
available to the Contractor’s employees and other personnel at the various work sites. The 
accumulation and temporary storage of hazardous wastes shall not exceed 90 days. Soils 
contaminated by spills or cleaning wastes shall be contained and shall be removed to an 
approved disposal site. Disposal of hazardous wastes shall be in compliance with the 
applicable laws and regulations. 

HAZ-2 LADWP or its construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment to minimize 
fuel, oil and other potentially hazardous material spills. Stationary power equipment, such 
as engines, pumps, generators, welders, and air compressors, shall be positioned over drip 
pans.  

HAZ-3 LADWP or its construction contractor shall store hazardous materials in containers with 
secondary containment.  

HAZ-4 In case of a spill or accident involving hazardous materials, LADWP or its construction 
contractor shall immediately notify the Los Angeles County Fire Department. All other 
federal, state, and local notification requirements shall be followed for any release that 
exceeds the reportable quantity or threatens to have a significant impact. 

HAZ-5 LADWP or its construction contractor shall protect tanks temporarily placed for refueling 
from potential traffic hazards by vehicle barriers. 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, operation of 
construction equipment would produce air contaminant emissions. None of these emissions are 
expected to be generated at levels that are considered hazardous. Construction of the proposed project 
would also involve the excavation and transport of paving materials (e.g., asphalt, concrete, and road 
bed fill materials) and soils that could possibly be contaminated by vehicle-related pollution (e.g., oil, 
gasoline, diesel, and other automotive chemicals). All such materials would be transported and 
disposed of in accordance with applicable codes and regulations. Such transport and disposal is not 
expected to involve acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste. Several schools are located 
within one-quarter mile of the proposed project alignment, including Lankershim Elementary School 
(5250 Bakman Avenue, North Hollywood), Providence High School (511 South Buena Vista Street, 
Burbank), and Ivanhoe Elementary School (2828 Herkimer Street, Los Angeles). However, 
construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to have an adverse effect on these facilities, 
given the limited scale and temporary nature of construction activities.  

Operation of the proposed project would not involve hazardous emissions or materials. The proposed 
project would transport potable water under pressure beneath existing public rights-of-way and open 
space/recreation areas. If there were any emergency condition related to the proposed project, the 
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result would involve the release of potable water, which poses no health threats; therefore, less-than-
significant impacts to schools are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites com-
piled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Existing and past land 
use activities are used as potential indicators of hazardous material storage and use. For example, 
many industrial sites, historic and current, are known or suspected to have soil or groundwater 
contamination by hazardous substances. Properties devoted to oil production, including oil fields and 
processing facilities, are commonly known or suspected to have environmental contamination from 
petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and chlorinated solvents. Other examples of hazardous 
material sources include leaking underground tanks in commercial and industrial areas, surface runoff 
and groundwater migration from contaminated sites, and pesticides and herbicides in the soil of past 
agricultural lands. In addition to contaminants found in soils, groundwater is subject to contamination 
associated with underground storage tanks and other sources.  

The primary issues of concern related to contamination are: (a) worker health and safety and (b) 
public exposure to hazardous materials during construction and offsite waste handling. Potential 
impacts on air quality and traffic during waste transport must also be considered. Where encountered, 
contaminated soil may qualify as hazardous waste and thus require handling and disposal according to 
local, State, and federal regulations.  

A government records search was conducted for the proposed project alignment that identified 
hazardous materials sites listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Environmental Data 
Resources, Inc. (EDR) conducted a search designed to meet the government records search 
requirements of the American Society for Testing and Materials’ Standard Practice for Environmental 
Site Assessments. A summary of the results of the search is provided in Table 3.7-15.  

Based on the EDR database search, many sites have been identified in the surrounding area and 
adjacent to the proposed alignment, as shown in Table 3.7-1, which are listed in various databases 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (EDR, 2004). Although these facilities are 
listed on government hazardous materials databases, the storage, use, and disposal of such hazardous 
materials, or historic releases of such materials, is not expected to present a risk to the public or the 
environment as a result of the proposed project. If, during construction or operation of the proposed 
project, contamination is discovered with the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment, the applicable regulatory agency would be contacted and the appropriate corrective 
actions undertaken to eliminate the hazard.  

To further minimize the potential of creating a significant hazard to the public or the environment as 
the result of the discovery of hazardous materials along the pipeline alignment, the following 
mitigation measure is recommended to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

 

                                              
5  Environmental Data Resources, Inc. government records search results for the RSC Project are available for review at the 

LADWP Environmental Services Office, located at 111 North Hope Street, Room 1044, Los Angeles, CA 90012.  
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Table 3.7-1. Target Sites within One Mile of the Proposed Project Alignment 

Database List Search Distance 
(0-1.0 mile) 

National Priority List (NPL) 3 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) 9 
CERCLIS sites designated “No Further Remedial Action Planned” (CERCLIS-NFRAP) 22 
Handlers with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action Activity (CORRACTS) 3 
Resources Conservation and Recovery Information System for sites that treat, store, or dispose of waste (RCRIS-
TSD) 1 

Resources Conservation and Recovery Information System of Large Quantity Generators (RCRIS-LQG) 63 
Resources Conservation and Recovery Information System of Small Quantity Generators (RCRIS-SQG) 480 
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) 72 
California DTSC’s Annual Workplan (AWP) 4 
Known and Potential Hazardous Substance Sites in California (CAL-SITES) 7 
California Hazardous Materials Incident Report System (CHMIRS) 62 
CORTESE 122 
NOTIFY 65 2 
TOXIC PITS 1 
Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites (SWF/LF) 10 
Waste Management Unit Database System (WMUDS/SWAT) 10 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) 122 
Hazardous Substance Cleanup Bond Act sites (BEP) 4 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) 89 
Low level threat properties with DTSC oversight (VCP) 2 
California Facility Inventory Database (CA FID UST) 375 
Historical UST 340 
Record of Decision (ROD) 2 
Facilities Index System (FINDS) 607 
Hazardous Materials Incident Report System (HMIRS) 6 
Material Licensing Tracking System (MLTS) 2 
PCB Activity Database (PADS) 3 
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) 3 
RCRA Administration Action Tracking System (RAATS) 1 
Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System (TRIS) 10 
Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) 5 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (SSTS) 3 
FIFRA, TSCA and EPCRA Tracking System (FTTS) 14 
Aboveground Storage Tank Database (AST) 7 
Dry Cleaners 60 
California Water Resources Control Board – Waste Discharge System (WDS) 71 
Recorded land use restrictions (DEED) 1 
List of DTSC sites that do not pose a problem to the environment or to public health (NFA) 6 
Emissions Inventory Data (EMI) 98 
Sites where contamination has not been confirmed and do not require direct DTSC Site Mitigation Program action or 
oversight (REF) 10 

School sites being evaluated by DTSC (SCH) 9 
California Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups (CA SLIC) 5 
Hazardous waste manifests (HAZNET) 1,348 
Sites requested to have DTSC oversee investigation and/or cleanup activities (VCP) 2 
TOTAL 4,076 

Source: EDR, 2004. 
Note: Only databases where sites were found are listed in the table. Sites may be listed in multiple databases. 
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HAZ-6 LADWP shall establish an environmental training program to communicate environmental 
concerns and appropriate work practices, including spill prevention, emergency response 
measures, and implementation of proper best management practices, to all construction 
personnel. The training program shall emphasize site-specific physical conditions to 
improve hazard prevention (e.g., identification of potentially hazardous substances and 
sites along the pipeline route) and shall include a review of all site-specific plans. A 
monitoring program shall also be implemented to ensure that the plans are followed 
throughout the period of construction. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

NO IMPACT. The NHPS (northernmost portion of pipeline alignment) is located approximately one 
mile west of the Bob Hope Airport (formerly known as Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport), 
approximately 4.5 miles south-southeast of Whiteman Airport in Pacoima, and approximately six 
miles east of the Van Nuys Airport. According to the Burbank General Plan, part of the proposed 
project would be within the Airport Approach Area for Bob Hope Airport, which imposes restrictions 
on building heights (City of Burbank, 1988). For example, at the north end of the pipeline alignment 
along Lankershim Boulevard, which is the closest point on the alignment to Bob Hope Airport, 
construction equipment heights would be limited to approximately 50 feet without FAA approval. Per 
the Federal Code of Regulations (CFR), 49 CFR Part 77 (§ 77.15), construction would not need 
approval if the equipment were to be shielded by existing structures of a permanent and substantial 
character of equal or greater height, and would be located in the congested area of a city where it is 
evident beyond all reasonable doubt that the equipment would not adversely affect safety in air 
navigation. LADWP would obtain FAA approval as necessary to meet the height limitations 
specified. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not affect airport activities during 
construction.   

Operation of the proposed project would occur underground and within existing structures (NHPS), 
therefore building height restrictions would not be exceeded. Consequently, the proposed project 
would not result in an airport-related safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 
Once operational, the proposed project would be underground in public rights-of-way (e.g., 
roadways) and open space areas, and would not interfere with, nor be affected by, airport operations. 
Therefore, neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would have an impact on public 
airports or public use airports and no mitigation measures are required. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would have an impact on any private 
airstrips and no mitigation is required. 

g. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would not impair or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or a local, state, or federal agency’s emergency evacuation 
plan, except for possible short-term periods during construction of the proposed project, when 
roadway access may be limited in some areas. Construction site preparation would include the 
preparation and implementation of traffic control plans in coordination with the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) to detour and delineate the traffic lanes around the work 
area(s). Emergency access during construction is discussed further under Transportation and Traffic 
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[Section 3.15(e)]. Once operational, the proposed project would be underground in public rights-of-
way or in open space/recreation areas, and thus would not interfere with emergency response or 
evacuation plans. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts to emergency response or evacuation plans 
are anticipated and no mitigation is required. 

h. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The majority of the Upper Reach of the pipeline alignment and 
the southern portion of the Lower Reach are located within highly urbanized areas, and are not 
located in close proximity to any wildlands and no wildlands are found intermixed. However, the 
southern portion of the Upper Reach (Unit 7), which travels through Buena Vista Park, and the 
northern portion of the Lower Reach (Unit 1a, 1b, 2, and a portion of Unit 3), which travels through 
Griffith Park, are located within portions of the City of Los Angeles Mountain Fire District and Fire 
Buffer Zone (City of Los Angeles, 1996b).  

Construction activities within such fire hazard areas would not pose a substantial risk relative to 
wildland fires as long as emergency vehicle access is maintained, since construction activities would 
be temporary and all pipeline welding activities would occur within construction trenches or jacking 
pits (i.e., away from flammable vegetation). Operation of the proposed project would not expose any 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, since the 
pipeline would be buried and would only convey potable water under pressure. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?     

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., 
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

    

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner, which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off 
site? 

    

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding on or off site? 

    

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

g. Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

    

h. Place within a 100-year floodplain structures that would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

    

j. Inundate by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Construction of the 
RSC pipeline and inlet structure would require water, as necessary, to control fugitive dust. Fugitive 
dust emission at the construction sites would be controlled by water trucks equipped with spray 
nozzles. Construction water needs would generate minimal quantities of discharge water, which 
would drain into existing storm drains located along the pipeline alignment.  

In addition to the daily construction water needs, dewatering will be likely if construction occurs in 
areas of high groundwater levels. For the Upper Reach, the maximum trench depth is expected to be 
approximately 55-feet, whereas for the Lower Reach, excavation may be required to dive under 
existing substructures resulting in maximum trench depths of approximately 25 to 35 feet or more. 
The groundwater would be removed during the excavation of trenches, usually by pumping it from 
the ground through dewatering wells that have been drilled along the alignment. The extracted 
groundwater would first be treated for any contaminants, if present, before pumping it into storm 
drains located nearby, or directly into flood control channels (i.e., the Los Angeles River channel).  

During construction and maintenance of the proposed RSC pipeline, hydrostatic testing would be 
required to be performed upon completion of all activities associated with pipeline installation, 
including coating, bedding, and trench backfill. As described under the Waste Management Section of 
the project description, a hydrostatic test involves filling a test section of the pipeline with fresh water 
and increasing pressure to a predetermined level. Such tests are designed to prove that the pipe, 
fittings, and welded sections would maintain mechanical integrity without failure or leakage under 
pressure. During construction of the Upper Reach, approximately 7.4 million gallons of hydrostatic 
water would be used. Since a minimum of one separate hydrostatic test would be conducted for each 
of the three units (Unit 5, 6 and 7), a maximum discharge event for any segment would be on the 
order of 2.5 million gallons. For the Lower Reach, approximately 11.5 million gallons of hydrostatic 
test water would be used. However, the pipeline would be hydrostatically tested in segments, using a 
fraction of that volume.  

The discharge water from construction and dewatering is not expected to contain contaminants that 
would cause its release to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Water 
discharge from construction and dewatering activities would be carried out in accordance with, and 
would adhere to, a SWPPP, as required by the NPDES permit. The SWPPP would be submitted to 
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for review and approval prior to 
project construction. Compliance with the SWPPP would ensure that the potential for violating water 
quality standards would be less than significant. 

Hydrostatic test water used for completion of all activities associated with pipeline installation, would 
become construction waste, and could potentially have a significant impact on waste discharge 
requirements. However, by implementing Mitigation Measure WQ-1 described below, impacts would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

WQ-1  All hydrostatic test water shall be treated for contaminants and toxic substances to meet the 
NPDES hydrostatic test permit before being discharged into surface waterbodies, as 
approved by the local Regional Water Quality Control Board or Bureau of Sanitation. All 
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hydrostatic test water that does not meet the NPDES hydrostatic test permit requirement 
shall be discharged to an appropriate waste handling facility and not to surface 
waterbodies.  

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. During construction of the proposed pipeline, groundwater 
may be encountered in areas of high groundwater levels (i.e., shallow depth to groundwater). Depths 
to groundwater in the project vicinity would vary and may be relatively shallow, particularly in 
proximity to the Los Angeles River. In the Upper Reach, where 72-inch diameter pipe would be 
installed, the minimum trench depth would be 12-feet with a maximum of approximately 55-feet. In 
the Lower Reach, in jacking areas and certain open trenching areas, it may be required to dive under 
existing substructures resulting in maximum trench depths of approximately 25 to 30 feet or more. 

Dewatering would be required in the event that groundwater is encountered during construction and 
operation. Dewatering would occur by pumping the groundwater through dewatering wells that have 
been drilled along the alignment. The extracted groundwater would first be tested and treated for any 
contaminants and pollutants to meet the requirements of the NPDES permit. The water would then be 
discharged into storm drains located nearby, or into flood control channels directly. In the event that 
dewatering is required, it is not expected to occur in quantities that would substantially deplete the 
groundwater supplies or interfere significantly with groundwater recharge.  

By comparison, current public supply water use in Los Angeles County exceeds 1 billion gallons per 
day, with total groundwater withdrawals for public supply of approximately 524 million gallons per 
day (USGS, 1995). It is expected that the proposed project would use (by means of dewatering) far 
less than one percent of the public supply groundwater withdrawals for Los Angeles County. 
Therefore, it is unlikely the proposed pipeline project would result in groundwater withdrawals that 
would adversely affect groundwater levels. Consequently, the proposed project would not contribute 
to the depletion of groundwater supplies, interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, or lower 
the groundwater table. No significant adverse impacts to groundwater supply or recharge are expected 
to occur and no mitigation is required.  

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on-or off-site? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would be constructed along public streets 
and rights-of-way and through open space areas, and would not permanently alter the drainage pattern 
of the area. However, the proposed project would cross the Los Angeles River. The Los Angeles 
River, which originates in the Santa Monica and Santa Susana Mountains, is the main tributary in the 
Los Angeles River Watershed. The Los Angeles River extends approximately 55 miles, through the 
San Fernando Valley and into the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach, where it meets the 
Pacific Ocean (LARWQCB, 2004). Within the project area, the Los Angeles River consists of a 
concrete-lined channel. Construction of the RSC pipeline beneath the river would be carried out by 
jacking the pipeline from Buena Vista Park, under the Los Angeles River, to Forest Lawn Drive. As 
such, construction of the proposed project would not alter the course of the Los Angeles River. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, which could 
result in substantial erosion or siltation. 
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d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. As discussed in Section 3.8(c), above, construction of the RSC 
pipeline would not alter the course of the Los Angeles River. Construction areas would also be in 
close proximity to three major tributaries of the Los Angeles River: the Central Branch Tujunga 
Wash, the Burbank Western Channel, and the Verdugo Wash (See Figures 1-2 and 1-3). The Central 
Branch Tujunga Wash drains portions of the Los Angeles National Forest in the San Gabriel 
Mountains and parallels State Route 170 (west of the project alignment) until it reaches the Los 
Angeles River. The Central Branch Tujunga Wash meets the Los Angeles River channel where the 
Los Angeles River crosses Highway 101. Unit 5 and the northern portion of Unit 6 (along 
Lankershim Boulevard) would parallel the Tujunga Wash, located approximately a half mile to the 
west.  

The Burbank Western Channel drains the Verdugo Mountains, located northeast of the project 
alignment, and meets the Los Angeles River channel near the intersection of State Route 134 and San 
Fernando Road. The Verdugo Wash also drains the Verdugo Mountains, including the hills north of 
Burbank and Glendale, and meets the Los Angeles River channel at the intersection of Highway 5 and 
State Route 134 (LARWQCB, 2004). The western-most portion of Unit 1b would be constructed less 
than a quarter mile from where the Burbank Western Channel intersects the Los Angeles River. In 
addition, the northern portion of Unit 2 would be constructed less than half a mile from where the 
Verdugo Wash meets the Los Angeles River.  

Open-trench and tunneling construction methods (i.e., jacking, micro-tunneling) would not 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, or result in erosion, siltation, flooding on- 
or off-site. The proposed pipeline project would be constructed below grade within public rights-of-
way, minimizing the potential to increase surface runoff. In addition, when and if dewatering is 
required, water would be pumped and discharged into storm drains located nearby, or into flood 
control channels directly, thereby avoiding erosion and surface run-off. Therefore, impacts are 
considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. Jacking would be a 
commonly used construction method along the proposed pipeline alignment. As such, dewatering may 
be required. However, water discharge from dewatering would be minimal, and is not anticipated to 
be released in substantial quantities. Therefore, water discharge from dewatering is not expected to 
exceed the existing or planned capacity of the local stormwater drainage system. No impacts would 
occur. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.8(a), the discharge water is not anticipated to contain 
significant quantities of contaminants. All dewatering discharges would be carried out in accordance 
with, and would adhere to, a SWPPP, as required by the NPDES permit. Prior to project 
construction, the SWPPP would be submitted to the Los Angeles RWQCB for review and approval. 

In addition, fugitive dust emission at the construction sites would be controlled by water trucks 
equipped with spray nozzles. Construction water needs would generate minimal quantities of 
discharge water, which would drain into existing storm drains located along the pipeline alignment. 
Therefore the impact of dust control water on water quality and runoff would be adverse, but less 
than significant. 

As discussed in Section 3.8(a), hydrostatic test water would be used for completion of all activities 
associated with pipeline installation. Hydrostatic test water would become construction waste, and 
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could potentially have a significant impact. However, hydrostatic test water would be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels through implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-1 [see Section 3.8 (a)].  

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Potential short-term erosion could occur during site excavation 
and construction activities, including backfilling, which could adversely affect surface water quality 
from runoff water. However, due to the linear nature of the proposed project and the limited area of 
ground disturbance, this effect is expected to be minimal.  

Construction equipment and trash containers may potentially leak contaminants, increasing the 
possibility of washing contaminated runoff into nearby waterbodies. Usually, however, the amount of 
contaminants that would leak from construction equipment and trash containers would be relatively 
small. By comparison, contamination from spills at staging and refueling sites would have a higher 
risk, as leaked or spilled pollutants could then wash into a waterbody during a storm event and 
degrade the surface water quality causing potentially significant impacts. However, under the 
requirements of the NPDES, a SWPPP would be submitted to the Los Angeles RWQCB and/or State 
Water Regional Control Board. Compliance with the SWPPP would ensure that the potential for 
contamination during construction would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary 
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

NO IMPACT. The construction and operation of the proposed project would not involve the 
placement of housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area. The proposed RSC pipeline 
would be placed underground along/in City of Los Angeles and City of Burbank streets and parks. 
The pipeline would cross under the Los Angeles River flood control channel, thereby avoiding affects 
on flood flows. Therefore, no impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 

h. Place within a 100-year flood area structures to impede or redirect flood flows? 

NO IMPACT. Although portions of the project alignment are in proximity to 100-year and 500-year 
flood zones (i.e., in proximity to the Los Angeles River channel), as delineated by both the City of 
Los Angeles and the City of Burbank, construction activities near such areas would not interfere with 
or redirect the movement of water. The proposed pipeline would operate as an underground closed 
system within existing street rights-of-way, LADWP property and existing easements, and within 
open space/recreation areas. Therefore, no impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would not cause, or increase the 
likelihood of, failure of a levee or dam that could result in flooding. As such, the proposed project 
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding. 
In the event the proposed pipeline were to fail, LADWP emergency response procedures, as discussed 
in the project description, would be followed. For example, in response to a loss of pressure, safety 
valves throughout the water distribution system would be shut (as deemed necessary by LADWP) in 
order to isolate the break. The volume of potable water released in such an event would be limited to 
the amount of water contained in the section of pipeline between the shut-off valves, which is not 
expected to yield enough water to pose a threat to life or property. Therefore, less-than-significant 
flooding impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project is not subject to tsunami-related 
inundation, as it is not located within the range of a tsunami hazard zone. However, portions of the 
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proposed alignment are located in areas subject to seiche and/or mudflows. Areas immediately 
surrounding the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex and the Rowena Tank, near the southern end of the 
Lower Reach, as well as Toluca Lake, near the southern portion of the Upper Reach, may be subject 
to seiche impacts during a seismic event. However, construction and operation of the proposed project 
would not increase the risk of inundation in these areas, due to the fact that construction activities 
would not place housing or other occupied structures near these facilities, and operation of the 
pipeline would occur underground. Portions of the alignment within Griffith Park are adjacent to, and 
downgradient from, hillside areas. Such hillside areas may be subject to mudflows during heavy 
storm events. Nonetheless, construction and operation of the proposed pipeline would not increase 
risks to people or structures relative to mudflows, since, as indicated above, the project involves no 
housing or other occupied structures, and operation of the pipeline would occur underground. 
Therefore, the potential impacts to, or from, the construction and operation of the proposed project 
from inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

3.9 Land Use and Planning 
LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Physically divide an established community?     

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to 
the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
communities conservation plan? 

    

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. A field survey of the land uses in the areas along the pipeline 
route was conducted. These uses are summarized in Table 3.9-1.  

As presented in the table, the pipeline route would be constructed near properties that primarily 
consist of residential, commercial and recreational/open space land uses. Also as presented under the 
column “General Character/Notable Land Uses”, the proposed pipeline corridor includes established 
land uses, some of which include well-known businesses and recreational areas. 

All construction activities would occur within existing street rights-of-way, LADWP property and 
existing easements, and within open space/recreation areas. These areas are existing community 
features and are incorporated into existing community land use patterns. Therefore, construction in 
these areas would not further physically divide an existing community. For construction scheduled 
within open space/recreation areas, LADWP has incorporated project features to limit impacts to 
recreational areas resulting from physical division of recreational uses. For example, as described in 
Section 1.10, Project Description, construction within portions of Griffith Park would occur 24 hours 
per day to minimize the duration of impact to this important recreational resource. Therefore, less-
than-significant impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 

During operation, the proposed project would be underground and would not physically divide 
established communities. The project would consist of an underground potable water utility pipeline, 
which would be located within existing street rights-of-way, LADWP property and existing 
easements, and within open space/recreation areas. The RSC Inlet Structure would generally be 
located inside the existing NHPS sump, except for the portion that would connect the inlet structure to 
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the new Upper Reach of the RSC pipeline, which would be located underground and adjacent to the 
NHPS. This connection would also be underground. No impacts are expected during operations and 
no mitigation is required. 

Table 3.9-1 Summary of Land Uses along Pipeline Route 
Location Street 

(ROW) 
Jurisdiction General Land  

Use Type 
Non Residential 
Sensitive Receptor(s) 

General Character /Notable Land 
Uses 

UPPER REACH 
Unit 5: North Hollywood Pump Station to Lankershim/Magnolia 
Morella Ave. to 
Hart St. 

Morella Ave. City of Los 
Angeles 

West: NHPS, 
Single-Family 
Residential 
East: Multi-Family 
Residential 

---- 

OR Hinds Ave. 
to Hart St. 

Hinds Ave. City of Los 
Angeles 

West: Single/Multi-
Family Residential 
East: NHPS, Single-
Family Residential 

---- 

Hart St. to 
Lankershim 
Blvd. 

Hart St. City of Los 
Angeles 

North: Single/Multi-
Family Residential 
South: Single/Multi-
Family Residential 

---- 

Hart St. to 
Magnolia Blvd. 

Lankershim 
Blvd. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

West: Commercial 
East: Commercial 

• A park on SE corner 
of Lankershim 
Blvd./Tiara St. just 
south of Oxnard St. 

• Lankershim 
Elementary School 
east of ROW 
between 
Weddington and 
Magnolia Blvd. 

• ROW characterized generally by 
large to medium commercial business 
storefronts 

• Business types include, construction 
supply, clothing and household 
goods, large auto sale lots, strip 
malls, fast food restaurants, motels, 
and gas stations 

• A fire station, post office, and North 
Hollywood Amelia M. Earhart 
Regional Branch Public Library all 
located west of ROW between 
Tujunga Ave. and Bakman Ave. 

• MTA Metro Redline North Hollywood 
Station on NE corner of Lankershim 
and Magnolia. Redline ROW within 
Lankershim 

• NoHo Arts District along ROW 
between Chandler and Magnolia 
Blvds  

Unit 6: Lankershim/Magnolia to Riverside/Clybourn 
Magnolia Blvd. 
to Riverside Dr. 

Lankershim 
Blvd. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

East: Commercial 
West: Commercial 

---- 

Riverside Dr. to 
Clybourn Ave. 

Riverside 
Dr. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

North: Low Density 
Commercial & 134 
Freeway 
South: Low Density 
Commercial, Multi-
Family Residential 

---- 

• ROW characterized generally by a 
combination of low density 
commercial uses such as strip malls, 
and offices, and high density 
residential uses such as apartment 
buildings 

• At the intersection of Lankershim 
Blvd. and Riverside Dr. just south of 
the 134 Freeway, there are a gas 
station and a high-rise bank building. 



 

 

 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 56 Initial Study 
River Supply Conduit Project  August 2004 

Location Street 
(ROW) 

Jurisdiction General Land  
Use Type 

Non Residential 
Sensitive Receptor(s) 

General Character /Notable Land 
Uses 

Unit 7: Riverside/Clybourn to Forest Lawn 
Clybourn Ave. 
to Pass Ave. 

Riverside 
Dr. 

City of 
Burbank 

North: Commercial 
South: Commercial 

---- 

Pass Ave. to W. 
Olive Ave. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Riverside 
Dr. 

City of 
Burbank 

North: Commercial 
South: Commercial 

• University of La 
Verne north of ROW 
between Pass and 
Maple 

W. Olive Ave. to 
Forest Lawn Dr. 

Riverside 
Dr. 

City of 
Burbank 

North: Commercial, 
Residential  
South: Commercial, 
Residential 

• Buena Vista Park 
north and south of 
ROW 

• Equestrian Trail 
immediately 
adjacent to river 
along maintenance 
road ROW 

• Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park 
(cemetery) across 
river on south side 

• ROW characterized generally by a 
combination of commercial office, and 
residential uses  

• Land uses include strip malls, small 
storefronts, high-rise office buildings, 
and single- and multi-family 
residential (Including the Multi-Family 
West and Multi-Family South areas of 
the City of Burbank) 

• Majority of high-rise office buildings 
are generally offices of the 
entertainment and recording 
industries such as the Disney 
Channel, etc. 

• LADWP Substation located between 
Pass and Edison Blvd. 

• Warner Bros. Studios is located along 
the south of the ROW between W. 
Olive Ave. and S. California St. 

• NBC and Disney Studios are located 
north of the ROW and north of the 
134 Freeway 

• Between Fairview St. and Buena 
Vista Park (Bob Hope Drive) is all 
single-and multi-family residential 
homes 

• ROW crosses under a transmission 
line ROW and crosses river 

• There are multiple high-circuit 
transmission lines and associated 
structures along the river ROW 
(Whitnall Highway Transmission Line 
Easement).  

LOWER REACH 
Unit 1a: Griffith Park North along Forest Lawn Drive  
Forest Lawn Dr. 
to L.A. Live 
Steamers 

Forest Lawn 
Dr. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

North: Recreational 
South: Open Space 

• Equestrian trail 
within Griffith Park 
north of ROW 

• Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park 
(cemetery) south of 
ROW 

• Mount Sinai 
Memorial Park south 
of ROW 

• Travel Town 
Museum north of 
ROW 

• ROW characterized by open space 
and recreational uses associated with 
Forest Lawn and Mount Sinai 
Memorial Parks and Griffith Park  

 

Unit 1b: Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive 
L.A. Live 
Steamers to 
Crystal Springs 
Dr. 

Zoo Drive City of Los 
Angeles 

North: 
Recreational/Open 
Space 
South: 
Recreational/Open 
Space 

• Equestrian trail 
within Griffith Park 
north of ROW (Los 
Angeles Equestrian 
Center north of the 
ROW and 134 
FREEWAY) 

• ROW characterized by open space 
and recreational uses associated with 
Forest Lawn and Mount Sinai 
Memorial Parks and Griffith Park  
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Location Street 
(ROW) 

Jurisdiction General Land  
Use Type 

Non Residential 
Sensitive Receptor(s) 

General Character /Notable Land 
Uses 

Unit 2: Zoo Parallel (Western Heritage Way) 
Crystal Springs 
Dr. to Griffith 
Park Dr. 

Crystal 
Springs Dr. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

East: Recreational, 
Open Space 
West: Recreational, 
Open Space 

• Los Angeles Zoo 
east and west of 
ROW 

• Gene Autry Museum 
of Western Heritage 
east of ROW 

• ROW characterized by open space 
and recreational uses associated with 
Griffith Park  

• 134 Freeway and I-5 intersection and 
Los Angeles River NE of ROW 

Unit 3: Griffith Park South (Crystal Springs Drive) 
Griffith Park Dr. 
to intersection of 
Los Feliz Blvd. 
and Riverside 
Dr. 

Crystal 
Springs 
Dr./Griffith 
Park Dr. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

East: Recreational, 
Open Space 
West: Recreational, 
Open Space, 
Residential 

• Harding Municipal 
Golf Course east of 
ROW 

• Wilson Municipal 
Golf Course Griffith 
Park Visitor Center 
east of ROW 

• Crystal Springs 
Picnic Grounds east 
of ROW 

• Griffith Park west of 
ROW (including 
playgrounds, tennis 
courts, merry-go-
round, Cedar Tree 
Picnic Grounds, and 
pony and train rides) 

• ROW characterized by open space 
and recreational uses associated with 
Griffith Park  

• Park Ranger Headquarters east of 
ROW just south of Wilson Municipal 
Golf Course 

• I-5 Los Angeles River east of ROW 

Unit 4: Los Feliz /Riverside to Rokeby/Rowena, Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West Silver Lake, and Rowena/West Silver 
Lake to Armstrong/West Silver Lake 
Los Feliz 
Blvd./Riverside 
Dr. to Rowena 
Reservoir 

Rowena 
Branch: 
Through 
Mulholland 
Memorial 
Park 

City of Los 
Angeles 

East: Residential 
West: Recreational, 
Residential 

• Griffith Recreation 
Center NE corner of 
Los Feliz and 
Riverside 

• Mulholland 
Memorial Park on 
SW corner of Los 
Feliz and Riverside  

• Silver Lake 
Presbyterian Church 
off of Hyperion and 
Ettrick St. across 
from Rowena Tank 
Reservoir/Park 

• ROW characterized by recreational 
uses associated with Griffith Park, 
and residential neighborhoods as the 
Rowena Branch approaches the 
Rowena Reservoir and associated 
park (not open to public) 

• Residential streets are narrow with 
single-family residences 

Los Feliz 
Blvd./Riverside 
Dr. to 
Rokeby/Rowena 

Riverside 
Dr., 
Glendale 
Blvd, 
Rokeby St. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Northeast: 
Recreation 
Southwest: 
Recreational, 
Residential, 
Commercial 

• Griffith Recreation 
Center NE corner of 
Los Feliz and 
Riverside 

• Mulholland 
Memorial Park on 
SW corner of Los 
Feliz and Riverside 

 
Rokeby St. to 
Armstrong Ave. 

Rowena 
Ave., W. 
Silver Lake 
Dr., 
Armstrong 
Ave. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

North: Low density 
commercial, 
Residential 
South: Residential 

• Ivanhoe Elementary 
School north of 
Rowena Avenue at 
W. Silver Lake Dr. 

• Country Villa Los 
Feliz Health Center 
west of ROW at 
corner of Hyperion 
Ave. 

• ROW characterized by recreational 
uses and residential neighborhoods 
with some low density commercial 
uses 

• Along Rowena, Rokeby, W. Silver 
Lake, and Armstrong ROW 
predominantly characterized by 
residential neighborhoods with narrow 
streets 

• Fire station located at the NE corner 
of Glendale Blvd. and Rokeby St. 
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Location Street 
(ROW) 

Jurisdiction General Land  
Use Type 

Non Residential 
Sensitive Receptor(s) 

General Character /Notable Land 
Uses 

Rokeby St. to 
Fletcher Ave. 

Fletcher 
Pump 
Station 
Branch Line: 
Rowena 
Ave. 
 

City of Los 
Angeles 

North: Low Density 
Commercial, 
Residential 
South: Residential 

----  

b. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would traverse the City of Los Angeles 
and the City of Burbank. Within the City of Los Angeles, the proposed project would cross the 
communities of North Hollywood, Tuluca Lake, Hollywood, and Griffith Park. As such, the 
proposed project would be subject to land use polices identified in the following plans: 

• City of Burbank General Plan  • Hollywood Community Plan 

• City of Burbank Media District Specific Plan • Silver Lake – Echo Park Community Plan 

• City of Los Angeles General Plan • Los Angeles River Revitalization Plan 

• City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 

• North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan 

• Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Tuluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass 
Community Plan 

• Griffith Park Master Plan (including the 
Valley Gateway Plan, Zoo Gateway Plan, 
Resource Management Plan, and Park 
Improvement Strategy) 

Relevant land use policies were reviewed to determine the project’s consistency with existing 
requirements. While the project has the potential to impact other resource areas, construction would 
be carried out consistent with existing plans, policies and regulations. The general intent of these 
plans is to protect and enhance existing communities. The proposed project would provide a necessary 
and scarce resource to the Los Angeles area and is consistent with the local agency’s mission to guide 
development and direct resource use to the greatest possible benefit of their residents. As noted 
above, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on the communities surrounding 
the pipeline alignment. While the proposed project does not create any significant policy conflicts, 
these less-than-significant impacts represent less-than-significant policy inconsistencies because the 
intent of the existing policies is to protect and enhance communities. 

Operation of the pipeline would also be consistent with existing plans and policies because it would be 
constructed underground and, thus, its use would not conflict with existing land uses. The proposed 
project is expected to have no operational impacts resulting from conflict with applicable existing 
plans and policies. Overall, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts. 

c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plans 
or natural community conservation plans because no such plans cover the proposed project alignment 
or immediate surrounding area. Therefore, no impacts would occur under this criterion. For more 
information on biological resources, please refer to Section 3.4. 
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3.10 Mineral Resources 
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 

would be of value to the region and residents of the state? 
    

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other 
land use plan? 

    

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource classified MRZ-2 by 
the State Geologist that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State? 

NO IMPACT. The California Geologic Survey (previously known as the California Division of Mines 
and Geology) has classified urbanizing lands according to the presence or absence of significant sand, 
gravel, or stone deposits that are suitable as sources of aggregates. These areas are called Mineral 
Resources Zones (MRZ). The classification system is intended to ensure that through appropriate lead 
agency policies and procedures, mineral deposits of statewide or regional significance are considered 
in agency decisions.  

The MRZ-2 Mineral Resource Zone classification includes those areas where adequate information 
indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or there is a high likelihood for their presence 
and development should be controlled. According to Russel Miller of the California Geologic Survey, 
the proposed project alignment would not be located in a mineral resource zone designated as MRZ-2 
(CGS, 2004). Therefore, impacts to a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and its residents would not occur. 

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed project is not located in an area designated as containing locally 
important mineral resources (City of Los Angeles, 2001). Therefore, construction and operation of 
the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site. No impact would occur. 

3.11 Noise 
NOISE - Would the project result in: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

    

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

    

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

    

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 
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a. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

The majority of the project (all units, except a portion of Unit 7) would be located within the City of 
Los Angeles and is subject to the noise policies and standards of the City’s General Plan and noise 
ordinances. Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code indicates that no construction or repair 
work shall be performed between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, because 
such activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any 
adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment, or other place of residence. In addition, no person, other than an 
individual homeowner engaged in the repair or construction of his single-family dwelling, shall 
perform any construction or repair work of any kind within 500 feet of residential buildings before 
8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday, national holiday, or at any time on Sunday. 

Section 112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code specifies the maximum noise level for powered 
equipment or powered hand tools. It states that any powered equipment or powered hand tool that 
produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from construction or 
industrial machinery between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. in any residential zone of the 
City or within 500 feet thereof shall be prohibited. However, the above noise limitation shall not 
apply where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the above noise 
limitation cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or any 
other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

Unit 7 of the new pipeline would be located within the City of Burbank. Section 21-209 of the City of 
Burbank Municipal Code states that construction is not permitted to occur at nighttime (i.e., between 
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) within a residential zone of the City, or within a radius of 500 feet from 
any residential zone, as to cause discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal 
sensitiveness that resides within the affected residential zone (City of Burbank, 1998). 

Construction Impacts  

POTENTIALLY SIGNFICANT IMPACT. Construction noise would be created from on-site and off-site 
sources. Construction activity would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday 
through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. However, within Griffith Park along 
portions of Crystal Springs Drive, construction activities would occur up to 24-hours per day. On-site 
noise during construction would occur primarily from heavy-duty diesel and gasoline-powered 
construction equipment. Off-site noise would be generated from trucks delivering materials and 
equipment to the job-sites, as well as from vehicles used by workers commuting to and from the job 
sites. 

On-site Sources. Short-term adverse noise levels 
would result from the construction of the new 
pipeline. On-site sources would include the operation 
of heavy construction equipment during activities 
such as open trenching, jacking, and tunneling. Based 
on the proposed construction schedule, up to four 
pipeline units would be constructed concurrently. 
Table 3.11-1 presents the typical noise levels that 
would be produced by most of the heavy equipment 
required to construct the new pipeline. Generally, 
noise levels adjacent to the active construction areas 
can be expected to range from 75 to 90 dBA, 
depending on the distance the receptor is from the source of noise.  

Table 3.11-1. Noise Emission 
Characteristics of Construction 

Equipment 

Type of Equipment Typical Noise Level, 
dBA at 50 feet 

Backhoe 80 
Compactor 82 
Crane, Mobile 83 
Excavator/Shovel 82 
Loader 85 
Paver 89 
Truck 88 
Source: FTA, 1995. 
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Within and immediately adjacent to residential zones, construction noise levels would likely violate 
Section 112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, resulting in potentially significant impacts. 
Nighttime construction activity along the southern portion of Unit 3 (Crystal Springs Drive) would 
likely violate Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, potentially resulting in significant 
impacts to residences in the area. In addition, nighttime construction activities in Griffith Park could 
potentially result in short-term significant impacts to sensitive nighttime uses at the park.  

The actual magnitude of construction noise impacts would depend on the type of construction activity, 
the noise level generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the duration of the activity, the 
distance between the activity and the sensitive noise receptors, and whether local barriers and 
topography provide shielding effects. 

Land uses along the proposed pipeline route are primarily residential, commercial, recreational, and 
open space. During construction, residences in the vicinity of construction activities would be exposed 
to potentially significant noise levels generated by heavy construction equipment operating within the 
construction zones. The majority of the pipeline would be constructed at a maximum rate of 80 feet 
per day (open trench excavation). Any one receptor adjacent to an open trench construction area could 
experience adverse noise levels for approximately one week. Receptors adjacent to jacking or 
tunneling construction zones could be exposed to adverse noise levels for several weeks. Those 
receptors near the NHPS would be exposed to adverse noise levels for several months during the 
construction of the inlet structure.  

Due to the potential noise impacts associated with the construction of the proposed project, this issue 
will be evaluated in greater detail in the EIR. The evaluation will analyze potential noise impacts on 
the sensitive receptors and residential uses in the project area that could be adversely impacted. 

Off-site Sources. Noise levels from off-site construction related traffic (delivery trucks, automobiles, 
and haul trucks) would be potentially adverse (approximately 70 dBA to 80 dBA at 50 feet). Travel in 
residential neighborhoods, particularly during nighttime hours, could result in potentially significant 
short-term noise impacts. Offsite construction noise sources will be evaluated in greater detail in the 
EIR. 

Operational Impacts  

NO IMPACT. In general, the proposed project would generate a very limited amount of long-term 
noise. The new inlet structure would generally be constructed within the existing NHPS, except for 
the portion that would connect the inlet structure to the new Upper Reach of the RSC pipeline, which 
would be located underground and adjacent to the NHPS. From the inlet structure, the new pipeline 
would flow via gravity requiring no new pumps. The noise sources from normal operations of the 
proposed project would include annual valve inspection and maintenance activities performed by 
LADWP’s water crews. These activities would be infrequent and temporary. No noise related impacts 
would occur from operations of the proposed project. 

b. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Groundborne vibration is measured in terms of the velocity 
of the vibration oscillations. As with noise, a logarithmic decibel scale (VdB) is used to quantify 
vibration intensity. When groundborne vibration exceeds 75 to 80 VdB, it is usually perceived as 
annoying to building occupants. The degree of annoyance is dependent upon type of land use, 
individual sensitivity to vibration, and the frequency of the vibration events. Typically, vibration 
levels must exceed 100 VdB before building damage occurs. 

Construction of the proposed project would not involve pile-driving activities; as a result, although 
construction of the proposed project would include heavy equipment, it is unlikely that construction 
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would result in perceptible, let alone excessive, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 
However, impacts from groundborne vibration and noise will be evaluated further in the EIR.  

General operation of the proposed project would be passive (underground or inside the NHPS) and 
would not cause substantial groundborne vibration or noise levels. Groundborne noise or vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 

c. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed pipeline would operate underground, and the 
inlet structure would be contained within the NHPS and underground; therefore, no substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels would occur in these areas. However, the proposed 
regulator station could potentially cause a localized increase in ambient noise levels. This increase in 
ambient noise levels would occur only when the regulator station is operational, which is expected to 
be infrequent. Additionally, the regulator station would be located in an underground vault within the 
Headworks Spreading Grounds site. As such, the increase in ambient noise levels would be not be 
substantial, as the placement of the station in an underground vault would substantially reduce noise 
levels, and due to the proposed location it would not affect sensitive receptors. Therefore, less-than-
significant impacts to ambient noise levels would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

d. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNFICANT IMPACT. Construction-related activities would temporarily elevate 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project sites [see Section 3.11(a), above]. Due to the potential 
increase in noise levels associated with the construction of the project, impacts would be assessed in 
greater detail in the EIR to determine the degree of significance, and identify appropriate mitigation 
measures, as necessary. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

NO IMPACT. NHPS (northernmost portion of pipeline alignment) is located approximately one mile 
west of the Bob Hope Airport, approximately 4.5 miles south-southeast of Whiteman Airport in 
Pacoima, and approximately six miles east of the Van Nuys Airport. However, the proposed project 
would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels associated 
with airport operations. No impacts would occur. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed pipeline would not be within the vicinity of a private airstrip and it would 
not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive airport noise levels. No impacts 
would occur. 
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3.12 Population and Housing 
POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

a. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

NO IMPACT. The proposed RSC pipeline would be located in public street rights-of-way, LADWP 
property, and LADWP utility easements in the North Hollywood, Silver Lake, and Los Feliz 
communities (including Griffith Park) within the City of Los Angeles and within the City of Burbank. 
Construction activities resulting from project implementation would be short-term and temporary, as 
described in Table 1-3 of the Project Description.  

For purposes of this analysis, U.S. Census Year 2000 data for population, housing, and employment 
for the City and County of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank is presented in Table 3.12-1. As 
shown in Table 3.12-1, the Cities of Los Angeles and Burbank contain a considerable construction 
workforce (81,032 persons and 3,252 persons in construction trades, respectively), with a total 
construction workforce within Los Angeles County alone of 202,829 workers. For the proposed 
project, approximately 96 personnel would be employed on the project during the peak construction 
period. Approximately 50 percent of the workforce would be skilled labor, and 50 percent would be 
unskilled labor, as discussed in the project description. It is assumed that required construction 
personnel would come from within Los Angeles County, and specifically within the City of Los 
Angeles. Therefore, construction personnel would not generate a permanent increase to population 
levels or result in a decrease in available housing. No construction impacts to existing or future 
population growth levels would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

Table 3.12-1. Year 2000 Existing Conditions Population, Housing, and Employment  
Housing Units Employment 

Location Population Total 
Units Vacancy Total Employed a In Construction 

Trades 
City of Burbank 100,316 42,847 Owner: 385 (0.9%) 

Renter: 900 (2.1%) 52,744 3,252 (6.6%) 

City of Los Angeles 3,694,820 1,337,706 Owner: 24,079 (1.8%) 
Renter: 46,820 (3.5%) 1,532,074 81,032 (5.3%) 

County of Los Angeles 9,519,338 3,270,909 Owner: 52,335 (1.6%) 
Renter: 107,940 (3.3%) 3,953,415 202,829 (5.1%) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004.  
Note(s): a. Accounts for population greater than 16 years of age and in Labor Force. 

Upon completion, the RSC pipeline and inlet structure would be unmanned, requiring only periodic 
maintenance, and would therefore not require additional employees for operation. Furthermore, the 
proposed project does not involve the construction of any new residential housing units. As such, 
implementation of the proposed project would not generate a direct increase in the permanent 
population of the area or cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections. The 
purpose of the proposed project includes replacing the existing deteriorated piping, and ensuring that 
the water distribution system has adequate system pressure and capabilities to handle system demands. 
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While the project is intended to meet water needs generated by residential and business uses, the 
proposed project would not induce population growth either directly or indirectly. Thus, no impacts 
associated with induced population growth would occur. 

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

NO IMPACT. No residential properties exist within the proposed project pipeline route right-of-way. 
No housing or persons would be displaced by the project. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in the displacement of any housing, including affordable housing, nor would 
it necessitate the construction of replacement housing. No impacts would occur. 

c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

NO IMPACT. As stated in Section 3.12(b), above, there is no existing housing within the proposed 
pipeline route right-of-way. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the displacement of 
people, nor would it necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts would 
occur.  

3.13 Public Services  
PUBLIC SERVICES  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any 
of the public services: 

    

   i) Fire protection?     
   ii) Police protection?     
   iii) Schools?     
   iv) Parks?     
   v) Other public facilities?     

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection? 

NO IMPACT. Within the City of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides 
fire prevention and suppression services and emergency medical services. Within the City of 
Burbank, the City of Burbank Fire Department (Burbank FD) provides fire prevention and 
suppression services and emergency medical services. The LAFD has a total of 1,035 uniformed 
firefighters per rotating 24-hour shift (including 175 employees serving as firefighter/paramedics), at 
103 neighborhood fire stations located strategically across the LAFD's 470 square-mile jurisdiction 
(LAFD, 2004). Equipment includes engines, trucks, paramedic engines, crash units, hazardous 
materials response and decontamination units, foam carriers, rescue ambulances, helicopters, and 
boats. The Burbank FD has 145 employees and operates six engine companies, including one that is 
paramedic equipped and staffed, two ladder truck companies, and three paramedic rescue ambulances 
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out of six strategically located fire stations (BFD, 2004). Fire Stations serving the proposed project 
area are summarized in Table 3.13-1. 

The southern portion of the Upper Reach (Unit 7), which travels through Buena Vista Park, and the 
northern portion of the Lower Reach (Units 1a, 1b, 2, and a portion of Unit 3), which travels through 
Griffith Park, are located within portions of the City of Los Angeles Mountain Fire District and Fire 
Buffer Zone (City of Los Angeles, 1996b). Construction activities within such fire hazard areas would 
not pose a substantial fire risk as long as emergency vehicle access is maintained, since construction 
activities would be temporary and all pipeline welding activities would occur within construction 
trenches (i.e., away from flammable vegetation). Operation of the proposed project would not pose a 
substantial fire risk, since the pipeline would be buried and would only convey potable water under 
pressure.  

Table 3.13-1. Fire Stations Serving the Proposed Project Area 
RSC Pipeline Unit Fire Station Location 
Units 1a and 1b Los Angeles Fire Department - Station 76 

3111 Cahuenga Boulevard 

Unit 2 Los Angeles Fire Department - Station 50 
3036 Fletcher Drive 

Unit 3 Los Angeles Fire Department - Station 35 
1601 Hillhurst Avenue 

Unit 4 Los Angeles Fire Department - Station 56 
2759 Rowena Avenue  

Unit 5 Los Angeles Fire Department - Station 89 
7063 Laurel Canyon Boulevard 

Unit 6 Los Angeles Fire Department - Station 86 
4305 Vineland Avenue 

Unit 7 City of Burbank Fire Department - Station 15 
1420 W. Verdugo Ave. 

Source: LAFD, 2004. 

As indicated in Table 3.13-1, seven local LAFD and Burbank FD stations would serve the pipeline 
alignment. Fire protection could be required at a project construction site in the event of a 
construction accident. The likelihood of an accident requiring such a response would be low. Overall, 
project construction would not occur in areas of high fire danger; the biggest potential hazard would 
be fire associated with dry vegetation along the route, specifically within Units 1a, 1b, 2, 3 (northern 
portion), and 7 (southern portion). However, watering activities associated with dust suppression for 
disturbed areas would reduce the potential for this type of accident to occur. Therefore, the service 
capacities of local fire departments in which accidents could occur would not be adversely affected by 
the proposed project. Additionally, emergency access to the construction sites would be maintained 
during construction. Therefore, no impacts to fire protection services would occur.  

ii) Police protection? 

NO IMPACT. The City of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) provides police service to the City 
of Los Angeles. The City of Burbank Police Department (Burbank PD) provides police service to the 
City of Burbank. Police Stations serving the RSC pipeline alignment are summarized in Table 3.13-2. 
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Table 3.13-2. Police Stations Serving the Propose Project Area 
RSC Pipeline Unit Fire Station Location 
Unit 1 LAPD Hollywood Community Police Station 

1358 N. Wilcox Avenue 

Units 2, 3, and 4 LAPD Northeast Community Police Station 
3353 San Fernando Road 

Units 5 and 6 LAPD North Hollywood Community Police Station 
11640 Burbank Boulevard 

Unit 7 City of Burbank PD 
200 N. Third Street 

Source: ZIMAS, 2004.  

According to Officer Tanya Hanamaikai of the Crime Prevention Unit, Community Relations Section 
of the LAPD, the proposed RSC Project would not impact the LAPD’s ability to serve the area 
(LAPD, 2004). Officer Hanamaikai estimates that the service response time to each unit of the 
proposed alignment would be approximately 10 minutes. Because the proposed project does not 
include the construction of residential housing or generate the need for additional employees (refer to 
Section 3.12, Population and Housing), the project would not reduce the officer to population ratio, 
nor would the relatively limited additional demand substantially affect the provision of public police 
services of the LAPD or Burbank PD. The proposed project would include security features such as 
controlled construction access and nighttime security lighting, which would reduce the demand for 
police protection. Emergency police access to the construction sites would be maintained during 
construction, as required by the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank. Therefore, no impacts 
to police protection services would occur.  

iii) Schools? 

NO IMPACT. The demand for new or expanded school facilities is generally associated with an 
increase in housing or population. As described above and in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, 
the proposed project would neither induce population growth through the need for new employees nor 
result in new housing. Thus, the proposed project would not increase the need for new or expanded 
school facilities. Therefore, no impact on schools within the project vicinity would occur. 

iv) Parks? 

NO IMPACT. The demand for new or expanded parks is generally associated with an increase in 
housing or population. As described above and in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, the 
proposed project would neither induce population growth through the need for new employees nor 
result in new housing. Thus, the proposed project would not increase the need for new or expanded 
park facilities. Therefore, no impact on parks within the project vicinity would occur. 

v) Other public facilities? 

NO IMPACT. The demand for new or expanded hospital, library, power/data lines, and roadways is 
generally associated with an increase in housing or population. As described above and in Section 
3.12, Population and Housing, the proposed project would neither induce population growth through 
the need for new employees nor result in new housing. Thus, the proposed project would not increase 
the need for new or expanded public facilities. Project implementation would not require new or 
altered public utilities or infrastructure services above existing conditions. No impacts would occur. 
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3.14 Recreation 
RECREATION  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

NO IMPACT. The increase in use of recreational facilities is generally spurred by regional population 
growth. As demonstrated in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not 
induce growth, but would instead replace an existing water line to better serve an existing population 
in a previously developed area. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce population growth. 
As such, the proposed project would cause no increase in use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated.  

b. Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project includes a water supply pipeline, an inlet 
structure, and appurtenant structures necessary for the operation and maintenance of the pipeline. The 
proposed project would not include the construction of or induce expansion of any recreational 
facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on recreational 
facilities. 

3.15 Transportation and Traffic 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing 

traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume 
to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety 
risks? 

    

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?  
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a. Would the project cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project itself, upon completion, would not 
affect local traffic conditions. However, transportation impacts would be associated with construction 
activities required for the proposed RSC pipeline infrastructure. The proposed pipeline would be 
located in public street rights-of-way, LADWP property, and LADWP utility easements in the North 
Hollywood, Silver Lake, and Los Feliz communities (including Griffith Park) within the City of Los 
Angeles and the City of Burbank. Construction activities within public streets would require 
temporary closures, detours, and delineation of existing traffic lanes around the work area, resulting 
in traffic delays and increased traffic volumes on surrounding roadways that may significantly impact 
existing circulation in the area and the traffic load and capacity of the surrounding street system. The 
change in traffic volumes and patterns from existing conditions to future conditions with and without 
the proposed project construction will be determined and evaluated as part of the EIR.  

b. Would the project cause, either individually or cumulatively, a level-of-service standard established 
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways to be exceeded? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Because construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would occur within public streets and require closures, detours, and delineation of existing 
traffic lanes around the work area, it is anticipated that the proposed project could generate traffic 
during construction that may significantly impact, either cumulatively or individually, levels of 
service established by the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Agency. The level of service 
of potentially impacted streets will be determined and evaluated as part of the EIR. 

c. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

NO IMPACT. Although Unit 5 of the proposed project is located approximately one mile west of the 
Bob Hope Airport, the proposed project alignment is not located within the Airport Planning 
Boundary. According to the Burbank General Plan, however, part of the proposed project would be 
within the Airport Approach Area for Bob Hope Airport, which imposes restrictions on building 
heights (City of Burbank, 1988). For example, at the north end of the pipeline alignment along 
Lankershim Boulevard, which is the closest point on the alignment to Bob Hope Airport, construction 
equipment heights would be limited to approximately 50 feet without FAA approval. Per the Federal 
Code of Regulations, 49 CFR Part 77 (§77.15), construction would not need approval if the 
equipment were to be shielded by existing structures of a permanent and substantial character of equal 
or greater height, and would be located in the congested area of a city where it is evident beyond all 
reasonable doubt that the equipment would not adversely affect safety in air navigation. LADWP 
would obtain FAA approval as necessary to meet the height limitations specified. Therefore, 
construction of the proposed project would not affect airport activities during construction.   

Operation of the proposed project would occur underground and within existing structures (NHPS), 
therefore building height restrictions would not be exceeded. The proposed project does not propose 
any uses that would change air traffic patterns or generate air traffic. As such, safety risks associated 
with a change in air traffic patterns would not occur.  

d. Would the project substantially increase hazards because of a design feature or incompatible uses? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project could result in increased conflicts 
between automobile traffic, buses, and pedestrians. Although design features such as sharp curves or 
other hazardous conditions do not exist in the area, the increased traffic levels in the immediate 
vicinity of the route during construction, in addition to the increased number of vehicular turning 
movements resulting from detours, could result in greater potential for traffic accidents to occur. 
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Furthermore, the increase in traffic levels during construction could conflict with existing pedestrian 
activity along commercial corridors and through Griffith Park. The EIR will include a pedestrian 
survey and an analysis of potential areas of risk to pedestrians and others. Traffic and pedestrian 
safety issues will be examined further in the traffic study to be prepared as part of the EIR. 

e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Emergency access to the construction route would be 
maintained during construction. However, the majority of project construction and staging would be 
within existing roadways and could interfere with access and movement of emergency vehicles to 
surrounding properties. The EIR will consider mitigation measures, such as coordination with 
appropriate permitting agencies and the maintenance of adequate emergency vehicle access, to reduce 
impacts. 

f. Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Temporary closures, detours, and delineation of existing 
traffic lanes along the proposed project route could result in the temporary elimination of existing 
street parking and access to existing off-street parking facilities during project construction. 
Therefore, the EIR will include an analysis of potential impacts to existing street parking and off-
street parking facilities as a result of proposed project construction activities.  

g. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative trans-
portation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Temporary closures, detours, and delineation of existing 
traffic lanes along the proposed project route could result in the temporary elimination of existing 
public bus, bicycle, or equestrian facilities during project construction. The proposed project route is 
accessible and serves various Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) bus lines within the City 
of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank. Bicycle lanes and locking racks may exist along the route 
and could be impacted by potential traffic lane and sidewalk closures required during project 
construction. Equestrian trails, specifically in the vicinity of Buena Vista Park, could also be 
temporarily closed due to project construction. Therefore, the proposed project could have an adverse 
effect on policies supporting the use of alternative transportation. The EIR will include an analysis of 
potential impacts to alternative transportation facilities as a result of the proposed project.  

3.16 Utilities and Service Systems 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 

Water Quality Control Board? 
    

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

    

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which 
serves or may serve the project determined that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 

accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
    

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste? 

    

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The sanitary sewer system that serves the area of the proposed 
project route is operated under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Sanitation. The City’s wastewater collection system includes over 6,500 miles of 
major interceptor and mainline sewers, five central outfall sewers, eight maintenance yards, and 55 
pumping plants. The Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) provides the majority of the City’s wastewater 
treatment needs. The current Year 2003 daily average dry weather flow capacity of the HTP is 450 
million gallons per day (mgd). As of April 2002, HTP treated an average dry weather flow of 
approximately 331 mgd. Wastewater collected in the proposed project area is conveyed to the HTP by 
major interceptor sewers that are fed by smaller collector systems that extend throughout the area.  

During construction, the amount of wastewater generated by construction workers, including possible 
releases of hydrostatic test water, if approved, into the Los Angeles City sanitary sewer, would be 
considered a short-term minimal impact and would not result in a permanent increase to the treatment 
plant that receives the wastewater. Therefore, construction impacts to wastewater treatment would be 
less than significant. 

Upon completion of the proposed RSC pipeline and inlet structure, no further wastewater generation 
would occur. Therefore, because the wastewater flows associated with operation of the proposed 
project would not introduce any new wastewater to any treatment plants daily capacity, the proposed 
project would be within the requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and would result in no impacts to wastewater treatment providers. 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNFICANT IMPACT. As stated above in Section 3.16(a), the existing wastewater 
treatment facilities serving the RSC pipeline alignment would be adequate to provide wastewater 
services during construction and operation of the proposed project.  

LADWP is responsible for supplying, conserving, treating, and distributing water for the City of Los 
Angeles, including the proposed project route. The LADWP obtains water from wells in the local 
groundwater basin and the Los Angeles Aqueduct System, purchases water from the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California, and also receives recycled water from treatment and 
reclamation plants.  

The proposed project may require water during site grading for dust suppression purposes. Due to the 
short-term nature of construction, the water consumed would be considered less than significant and 
would not impact the local water supply. Operation of the RSC pipeline and inlet structure would not 
result in increased potable water use. Therefore, water consumption associated with the proposed 
project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities.  



 

 

 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 71 Initial Study 
River Supply Conduit Project  August 2004 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Project construction would require trenching and excavation 
activities within local streets that contain stormwater drainage facilities. These disruptions would be 
considered short-term and temporary. Upon completion of each segment of RSC pipeline, 
replacement (as needed) of any existing on-site storm drains would occur as part of the construction 
activities. During construction, catch basins and storm drain piping would be relocated to maintain 
existing drainage. Therefore, because existing drainage patterns would not be altered, and any 
existing stormwater infrastructure that may be removed during construction would be replaced, less-
than-significant impacts to stormwater drainage facilities would occur. 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

NO IMPACT. As stated above in Section 3.16(a) and (b), the existing water and wastewater treatment 
facilities serving the RSC pipeline alignment are anticipated to be adequate to provide wastewater, 
domestic potable water service, and fire flows for the area. No impacts would occur. 

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

NO IMPACT. As stated above in 3.16(a), the existing wastewater treatment facilities serving the RSC 
pipeline alignment are anticipated to continue to provide wastewater services for the area. The 
proposed project would not require the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, no impacts to wastewater treatment providers are 
anticipated. 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Within the City of Los Angeles, solid waste management, 
including collection and disposal services and landfill operation, is administered by various public 
agencies and private companies. Table 3.16-1 indicates the landfill facility that would likely serve the 
proposed project area and the most recent permitted disposal, daily disposal, remaining capacity, and 
permit status. In addition, four unclassified (inert waste) landfills in Los Angeles County are 
permitted to accept inert waste and construction/demolition debris. The most recent permitted disposal 
capacity, daily disposal rates, remaining capacity, and permit status for the unclassified landfills 
serving the proposed project area are also shown in Table 3.16-1. 

The proposed project would generate demolition and construction debris during project construction, 
primarily in the form of soil spoils. Spoils from cuts, including cuts in streets, would typically be used 
as backfill materials at the site of origin. Materials unsuitable for backfill use and economically not 
usable for other purposes would be disposed of in accordance with local and county guidelines in 
available landfills. Because the amount of backfill is unknown at this time, estimates of the total tons 
per day of solid waste debris from demolition activities associated with the proposed project are 
unavailable. During construction, recycling and on-site re-use of construction materials would occur 
when possible. Table 3.16-1 lists the four unclassified landfills likely to be used for disposal of 
demolition and construction debris.  
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Table 3.16-1. Existing Landfills Available to the Project Site 

Name Location 
Permitted 
Daily Disposal 
(Tons) 

Average Daily 
Disposal 
(Tons) 

Remaining 
Capacity 
(Million Tons) 

Permit 
Expiration Date 

Sunshine Canyon 
(Class III) 

Sylmar 12,100 3,481 90.0 2027 

Azuza Land and 
Reclamation 
(Unclassified) 

Azuza 6,500 500 48.93 Project 
Completion 

Nu-Way Live Oak 
(Unclassified) 

Irwindale 6,000 1,834 N/A Project 
Completion 

Peck Road Gravel Pit 
(Unclassified) 

Monrovia 1,210 990 2.38 Project 
Completion 

Reliance Pit No. 2 
(Unclassified) 

Irwindale 6,000 2,233 N/A Project 
Completion 

Sources: California Integrated Waste Management Board, California Waste Facilities, Sites, & Operations Database, 
downloaded July 13, 2000 and February 19, 2002 from http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/; California Integrated Waste 
Management Board, Permitting and Enforcement Committee, Agenda Item 3, March 19, 1998; Williams, Timothy, Board of 
Supervisors OKs Expansion of Chiquita Canyon Landfill, Los Angeles Times, February 26, 1997; City of Los Angeles, Draft 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report Sunshine Canyon Landfill, SEIR 91-0377-ZC/GPA, SCH No. 92041053.  

The known total permitted daily disposal at the four identified unclassified landfills is 19,710 tons and 
the actual daily disposal is 5,557 tons, which yields a remaining total permitted capacity of 14,153 
tons per day (The remaining daily permitted capacity is the average daily disposal subtracted from the 
permitted daily disposal.). While the project would increase solid waste generation as a result of 
demolition activities, it is not anticipated that the tons per day of solid waste generated would account 
for a significant percent of the total combined remaining daily permitted capacity. Therefore, waste 
generated by demolition and construction activities would not exceed the available capacity at the 
unclassified landfills serving the project area that would likely accept construction and demolition 
debris generated by the proposed project. Additionally, recycling and on-site re-use of construction 
materials would further minimize the amount of construction solid waste generation. Construction 
solid waste impacts would be short-term and less than significant.  

Upon completion of the proposed RSC pipeline and inlet structure, no permanent increase in solid 
waste generation would occur. The proposed project would be an unmanned water pipeline facility 
and would not require any additional staff to oversee facility operations. Therefore, solid waste 
associated with operation of the proposed project would not introduce any increase in solid waste 
generation to the Sunshine Canyon landfill facility serving the project area. No impacts would occur. 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

NO IMPACT. As stated above in 3.16(f), existing solid waste facilities serving the proposed project 
area are anticipated to continue to provide solid waste services in compliance with existing federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The LADWP complies with all 
applicable laws and regulations related to solid waste generation, collection, and disposal in the 
County of Los Angeles. The proposed project would result in a short-term and temporary increase in 
solid waste generation during project construction, but would not, directly or indirectly, affect 
standard solid waste operations of the facility, which inherently is in compliance with applicable 
regulations. Upon completion of the proposed RSC pipeline and inlet structure, no permanent increase 
in solid waste generation would occur. The proposed project would be an unmanned facility and 
would not require any additional staff to oversee facility operations. Therefore, solid waste associated 
with operation of the proposed project would not introduce any increase in solid waste generation to 
the landfill facilities serving the project area. Recycling activities during project construction would 
ensure that the proposed project would be in compliance with the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), the County of Los Angeles Source Reduction and Recycling 



 

 

 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 73 Initial Study 
River Supply Conduit Project  August 2004 

Element, and the County of Los Angeles Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan as 
described above. No impacts related to applicable solid waste regulations would occur. 

3.17 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

    

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that 
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

    

c. Does the project have environmental effects, which would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

    

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. The preceding 
Biological Resources analysis (Section 3.4) does not reveal any significant unmitigable impacts to the 
habitat of fish or wildlife species. Based on these findings, the proposed project is not expected to 
degrade the quality of these environments. The majority of the proposed pipeline route is covered in 
impervious surfaces in the form of existing roadways. These areas contain limited landscaping, which 
does not typically support sensitive species. As presented in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, there 
are no special status plants or wildlife species observed to occur within, or that have been located 
within, 500 feet of the construction footprint of the proposed project alignment. However, the project 
alignment would traverse residential, park and open space areas that support native and nonnative 
trees and shrubs that provide habitat to birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This is 
particularly the case in Units 1a, 1b, 2 and 3. In addition there are wildlife populations in Griffith 
Park that move freely between natural and recreational areas. In addition, the proposed project 
alignment may directly eliminate or indirectly impact mature native oak trees greater than 8 inches 
diameter that are covered by the City of Los Angeles Tree Protection Ordinance, Sec. 46.00 of the 
Municipal Code. As outlined in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures BIO-1 
through BIO-9 are presented to reduce construction disturbances associated with the proposed project 
on plant and wildlife habitat to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed project is not 
expected to have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  

As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, the proposed project alignment travels through areas 
considered to be sensitive to cultural resources. Historical record searches and field reconnaissance 
have resulted in the identification of standing structures of historic significance or buried resources 
(e.g., refuse concentrations or evidence of habitation) along the proposed alignment. Therefore, 
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although no resources have been specifically identified within the proposed project alignment, 
construction would require a considerable amount of excavation and have the potential to uncover 
additional cultural and paleontological resources. To reduce impacts associated with the potential 
disturbance of cultural resources to a less-than-significant level, Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through 
CUL-5 are proposed and shall be implemented. The inclusion of these mitigation measures would 
ensure that any potential impacts to important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory would be less than significant. 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. All environmental issue areas were considered as part of 
this Initial Study. Of the seventeen issue areas, only three are expected to be significant and will be 
evaluated further in the EIR. All other issue areas were identified as having no impacts, less-than-
significant impacts, or less-than-significant impacts with mitigation incorporated.  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, Section 3.11, Noise, and Section 3.15, 
Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project could potentially result in significant cumulative impacts 
to air quality, noise, and traffic. Further analysis of these issues is recommended as part of the 
environmental review process. 

c. Does the project have environmental effects, which would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. All environmental issue areas were considered as part of 
this Initial Study. Of the seventeen issue areas, only three are expected to be significant and will be 
evaluated further in the EIR. All other issue areas were identified as having no impacts, less-than-
significant impacts, or less-than-significant impacts with mitigation incorporated. 

As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, Section 3.11, Noise, and Section 3.15, 
Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project could have environmental effects, which could cause 
direct or indirect substantial adverse effects on human beings. Further analysis of these issues is 
recommended as part of the environmental review process. 
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5. Report Preparation 
 

Table 5-1. List of Preparers and Reviewers 
Name/Organization Project Role 

 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Anselmo Collins Project Manager 
Charles Holloway Supervisor of Environmental Assessment 
Sarah Easley Environmental Program Manager 
 Aspen Environmental Group 
Sandra Alarcón-Lopez Task Order Manager 
George Hampton Previous Task Order Manager 

Lisa Blewitt Deputy Project Manager, Project Description, Cultural Resources, 
Hazardous Materials 

Scott Debauche Population and Housing, Public Services, Traffic and Transportation, 
Utilities and Service Systems 

Matt Fagundes Air Quality, Noise 
Shari Koslowsky Biological Resources 
Carolina Morgan Permits, Mineral Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality 
Tatiana Inouye Mineral Resources 
Kathleen Robertson Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Recreation, Land Use and Planning 
Negar Vahidi Land Use and Planning 
William Walters Air Quality  
 Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. 
Aurie C. Patterson, R.G. Geology and Soils 
 McKenna et al. 
Jeanette McKenna  Phase I Cultural Resources Survey 
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A.3. Comment Letters 
 

LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project A.3-1 A.3 Comment Letters 
Final EIR  December 2005 

The LADWP solicited input from other agencies on the proposed project through the distribution of a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP). The LADWP filed the NOP and the Initial Study with the State Clearinghouse in the Office 
of Planning and Research as an indication that an EIR would be prepared. In addition, the NOP/IS was 
distributed to local agencies and interested parties to solicit comments on the scope and content of the 
environmental analysis to be included in the EIR. The public was given 30-days to respond, which ended on 
September 21, 2004; however, the review period was extended to October 18, 2004, to accommodate the City of 
Burbank. A total of twelve comment letters and emails were received from various State and local agencies 
during the review period, as well as one additional letter received after the close of the review period. These 
letters are listed in Table A.3-1, below. The actual letters and emails are provided in this section for reference. 
All comments have been addressed in this EIR, as appropriate.  

 
Table A.3-1.  Listing of Comment Letter Received  

Organization Name Date 
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit Scott Morgan August 23, 2004 

California Department of Transportation (District 7) Cheryl J. Powell August 30, 2004 
South Coast Air Quality Management District Steve Smith August 31, 2004 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Susan Chapman September 14, 2004 
California Department of Fish and Game Morgan Wehje September 20, 2004 
City of Burbank, Park, Recreation & Community Services Department Janice G. Bartolo September 21, 2004 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation Mike Bagheri September 24, 2004 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks  Kathleen Chan October 1, 2004 
Burbank Water and Power Dev Birla October 6, 2004 
Burbank Water and Power, Water Division Bill Mace October 7, 2004 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks  David Attaway October 13, 2004 
City of Burbank, Public Works Department  Omar Moheize October 14, 2004 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works James E. Doty January 3, 2005 
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This appendix includes a list of mitigation measures the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP) has agreed to implement for the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit (RSC) Project. These 
measures were introduced in the Initial Study (IS) and within this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in 
Sections 3.1.4, 3.2.4, 3.3.4, and 5.4. The mitigation measures identified for the Lower Reach RSC Project are 
presented below by environmental issue area.  The notation in parenthesis indicates where the mitigation 
measure was identified. 

Aesthetics (IS) 

AES-1 LADWP shall use the minimum amount of construction lighting necessary to safely light the 
construction worksite. 

AES-2 LADWP shall design, install, and shield all necessary construction lighting such that it minimizes 
the amount of spill or reflected light onto property adjacent to the construction site.  

AES-3 LADWP shall notify all persons and organizations potentially affected by nighttime lighting and 
shall coordinate the construction schedule such that conflicts are minimized. Coordination shall 
involve provision of an LADWP contact person to whom affected persons may direct lighting 
complaints. Persons and organizations to be contacted include, but are not limited to, the Griffith 
Park Observatory, the Los Angeles Zoo, the Gene Autry Museum of Western Heritage, and the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

Air Quality (EIR) 

AQ-1 LADWP shall implement the following measures, in addition to/or as required by SCAQMD Rule 
403, to reduce PM10 emission during construction:  

- Ground cover will be replaced in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 

- Active sites will be watered at least twice daily; 

- All dirt hauling trucks will have tightly secured coverings; 

- Trenching and excavation activities will be suspended during first and second stage smog alerts, and 
when wind speeds exceed 25 mph; 

- After clearing, trenching, earth moving, or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil will 
be treated. Treatment, which will also occur during non-work days if necessary, will include watering, 
revegetating, or use of soil binders to prevent wind pick-up of the soil until the area is paved or 
otherwise developed to preclude dust generation and dispersion; 

- Construction management techniques, including reducing the number of pieces of equipment used 
simultaneously and increasing the distance between the emission sources, will be employed as feasible to 
reduce potential emissions; and 

- Street sweeping or washing will be performed at the conclusion of each workday and when needed. 

AQ-2 LADWP shall implement the following mitigation measures to reduce NOx and PM10 emissions 
from non-road construction vehicles during construction: 

- Tier 1 mobile construction equipment shall be used on-site; 

- Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per manufacturer’s specifications; 
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- California Air Resources Board certified ultra low sulfur diesel fuel containing 15 ppm sulfur or less 
shall be used for on-site mobile and stationary construction equipment; and 

- Diesel engine idle time shall be restricted to no more than five minutes, except for construction 
equipment that needs to be maintained at idle to perform. 

 

Biological Resources (IS/EIR)   

BIO-1 Rare plant surveys shall be carried out in the off-road segment of the proposed project alignment in 
Unit 1a and in any segment of the proposed alignment through Griffith Park that would pass 
through native vegetation or vegetation that contains native species. Surveys shall be completed no 
later than April or May 2005 during the spring and early summer (March to June) prior to 
construction, depending on growth conditions. A survey report shall be submitted to the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) for review. In the event that the rare 
plant surveys yield positive results, LADWP would comply with applicable rules and regulations. 

BIO-2 To protect existing natural plant communities, LADWP shall use below ground construction in Unit 
1a where the alignment deviates from Zoo Drive within Griffith Park. The dimensions of the 
jacking pits shall be minimized or the pits shall be placed to avoid direct or indirect impacts to 
native plant communities or native or nonnative mature trees, to the extent feasible. 

BIO-3 In those units where the discharge point for hydrostatic test water would be located within or 
upstream of soft-bottomed segments of the Los Angeles River (specifically in the soft-bottomed 
segment adjacent to Griffith Park) or its tributaries, the rate of discharge of the water shall be 
compatible with the range of flows naturally occurring within the affected reach during that time of 
the year to avoid or reduce impacts to the aquatic environment. This measure shall be implemented 
to the degree possible without conflicting with any requirements imposed by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

BIO-4  LADWP shall employ a qualified biological monitor with suitable background and experience to 
identify sensitive biological resources and monitor implementation of all the biological mitigation 
measures within natural areas, open space or parks where sensitive biological resources may be 
present, namely Units 1a, 1b, 2, 3 and 4.  

BIO-5 Pre-construction bird surveys shall be conducted in all vegetated areas of Units 1a, 1b, 2, 3 and 4 
from the Headworks Spreading Grounds site through Griffith Park. The surveys shall identify the 
presence of breeding or nesting pairs or active nests of special status bird species within the project 
and construction footprint and an additional distance of 500 feet. In the event that surveys indicate 
habitat occupied by special status bird species within 500 feet of the construction or project 
footprint, appropriate construction protocol will be developed and implemented.  

BIO-6 LADWP shall manage their construction site, and related facilities, in a manner to avoid or 
minimize impacts to the local biological resources by implementing the following within Units 1a, 
1b, 2, 3 and 4 in the segments from the Headworks Spreading Grounds site through Griffith Park: 
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- Temporarily cover pits and trenches or provide wildlife escape ramps or an approved exclusionary fence 
for construction areas that contain steep walled holes or trenches that are not required to be covered for 
human safety reasons. The temporary fence shall be hardware cloth or of similar materials that are 
approved for use by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game; 

- Make certain all food-related trash will be disposed of in closed containers and removed at least once a 
week. Feeding of wildlife shall be prohibited; 

- Prohibit pets from being brought to the site;  

- Report all inadvertent deaths or injuries of wildlife to the biological monitor who will in turn, notify and 
follow instruction provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP); 

- Use native coastal sage scrub, chaparral species in the restoration of land temporarily disturbed during 
pipeline installation (see Mitigation Measures BIO-7 through BIO-9 below);  

- Restore temporarily disturbed sites to their pre-existing physical condition; and 

- Ephemeral drainages shall be restored to pre-construction topography/contours and compaction 
immediately following construction and installation activities. Furthermore, the proposed disturbance to 
such features may not affect (i.e., act as a barrier to) existing surrounding hydrologic conditions. 

BIO-7 LADWP shall complete a report that identifies all trees, including mature native and nonnative 
trees, that would be directly or indirectly impacted by project construction. For ease of 
interpretation “mature” shall be defined consistent with the City of Los Angeles’ tree protection 
ordinance as 8 inches in diameter and greater than 4.5 feet high and applicable City of Burbank 
requirements. This includes all trees whose canopy is located entirely or partially within the 
pipeline alignment or construction footprint. It shall include trees that are located in segments 
where underground jacking will occur. The report shall indicate the location, species, size and 
condition of affected trees and a proposed plan for protection, relocation or replacement. The 
report shall be provided to the LADRP, Division of Forestry, and the Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works (LADPW).  

BIO-8 LADWP shall coordinate with the LADPW and the LADRP prior to construction to determine the 
applicable measures that need to be implemented from the LADPW Street Tree Policy and the 
LADRP Tree Preservation Policy. The purpose of this coordination shall be to identify construction 
protocols that would be implemented to reduce construction damage, and the pruning, removal and 
replacement of trees, including heritage trees, special value trees and common park trees.  

BIO-9 For any mature native or nonnative tree that must be removed, LADWP shall prefer replacement or 
relocation of trees within the same park or residential area in coordination with the LADPW, as 
applicable, for trees affected on city streets, or LADRP, as applicable, for trees affected within city 
parks. Nonnative trees removed within Griffith Park that cannot be successfully relocated shall be 
replaced with native trees consistent with LADRP recommendations. 

Cultural Resources (IS/EIR) 

CUL-1 LADWP shall conduct archaeological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities within Unit 
4, specifically the area north of the Silver Lake Reservoir. Cultural resource monitoring locations 
shall be mapped and flagged prior to construction. Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified 
archaeological monitor familiar with the cultural resources of southern California.  
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 In the event a potential significant archeological resource is discovered, all work shall temporarily 
cease within the immediate area of the find until the site can be assessed by a qualified archeologist 
in consultation with the LADWP. If the material is determined to be significant, the qualified 
archeologist shall prepare and implement a treatment plan in consultation with the LADWP. 
Construction activity shall not resume until authorization has been provided by the LADWP and the 
qualified archeologist.  

CUL-2 LADWP shall require the qualified archeologist to provide a cultural resources briefing prior to the 
start of construction for all construction personnel. If construction personnel discover a cultural 
resource in the absence of an archeological monitor, construction shall be halted and a qualified 
archeologist shall be contacted to make an immediate evaluation of significance and recommend 
appropriate treatment of the resource. 

CUL-3 LADWP shall conduct paleontological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
(excavation, trenching, boring, drilling, etc.) in the area of the Los Angeles River flood plain. 
Paleontological resource monitoring locations shall be mapped and flagged prior to construction. 
Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified paleontologist familiar with paleontological resources 
of southern California. In the event a potentially significant paleontological specimen is uncovered, 
all work shall temporarily cease within the immediate area of the find until the specimen can be 
removed and assessed by the qualified paleontologist. If the material is determined to be significant, 
an adequate course of action shall be determined in consultation with the qualified paleontologist 
and LADWP, consistent with the Standards of Professional Paleontologists. Construction activity 
shall not resume until authorization has been provided by the LADWP and the qualified 
paleontologist.  

CUL-4 LADWP shall require the qualified paleontologist to provide a briefing prior to the start of 
construction for all construction personnel. If construction personnel discover a paleontological 
resource in the absence of a monitor, construction shall be halted and a qualified paleontologist 
shall be contacted to make an immediate evaluation of significance and recommend appropriate 
treatment of the resource.  

CUL-5 In the event that human remains or potential human remains are discovered, construction activities 
within the immediate area of the find shall be immediately halted. The LADWP Construction 
Project Manager shall immediately notify the LADWP Project Manager and the County Coroner. 
The County Coroner will make a determination as to the origin of the remains and, if determined to 
be of Native American origin, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will be 
contacted. In consultation with the Most Likely Descendant, the NAHC and qualified archeologist 
shall determine the disposition of the remains in accordance with California Health and Safety Code 
§7050.5 and CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(e). If the remains are not of Native American origin, the 
County Coroner will make a determination as to the disposition of the remains. Construction may 
continue once compliance with all relevant sections of the California Health and Safety Code have 
been addressed and authorization to proceed issued by the County Coroner and the LADWP.  



 

 

LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project B-5 Appendix B.1 
Final EIR  December 2005 

 

Geology and Soils (IS) 

GEO-1 A geotechnical investigation shall be conducted as indicated by the Engineering Standards Manual, 
Water Operating Division, Department of Water and Power, City of Los Angeles, Second Edition, 
Effective August 3, 1992, Chapter 10, Section 10.03. This investigation shall be conducted by a 
qualified professional, and conform to local and State requirements. This investigation shall identify 
the trace of the Hollywood-Santa Monica fault, and based on the findings of this investigation 
appropriate mitigation measures may be developed to reduce potential damage due to fault rupture. 
Results of this geotechnical investigation will support design considerations of constructing fault 
rupture mitigation measures and/or repairing the damaged pipeline. Construction and operation 
issues should be considered during design to identify practical measures that can be implemented 
within the urban setting along the Lower Reach.  

GEO-2 A geotechnical investigation shall be conducted to determine areas that will be susceptible to 
liquefaction related phenomena and ground lurching. This investigation shall be conducted by a 
qualified professional and conform to the requirements of the City of Los Angeles. Based on the 
findings of this investigation, appropriate mitigation measures may be developed to reduce potential 
damage due to liquefaction related phenomena. Results of the geotechnical investigation will 
support design considerations of constructing liquefaction and ground lurching mitigation measures 
and/or repairing the damaged pipeline. The latter option is the standard practice for non-hazardous 
pipelines and typically includes consideration of economic factors. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (IS) 

HAZ-1 LADWP or its construction contractor shall store fuel, oil, and other hazardous materials only at 
designated sites. Quantities of all hazardous materials stored on-site shall be avoided or minimized, 
and substitution of non-hazardous materials for hazardous materials shall be implemented to the 
extent practicable. Each hazardous material container shall be clearly labeled with its identity, 
handling and safety instructions, and emergency contact. Similar information shall be clearly 
available and visible in the storage areas. Storage and transfer of such materials shall not be 
allowed within 100 feet of streams or sites known to contain sensitive biological resources except 
with the permission of LADWP environmental compliance monitors. Material Safety Data Sheets 
shall be made readily available to the Contractor’s employees and other personnel at the various 
work sites. The accumulation and temporary storage of hazardous wastes shall not exceed 90 days. 
Soils contaminated by spills or cleaning wastes shall be contained and shall be removed to an 
approved disposal site. Disposal of hazardous wastes shall be in compliance with the applicable 
laws and regulations. 

HAZ-2 LADWP or its construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment to minimize fuel, oil 
and other potentially hazardous material spills. Stationary power equipment, such as engines, 
pumps, generators, welders, and air compressors, shall be positioned over drip pans.  

HAZ-3 LADWP or its construction contractor shall store hazardous materials in containers with secondary 
containment.  
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HAZ-4 In case of a spill or accident involving hazardous materials, LADWP or its construction contractor 
shall immediately notify the Los Angeles County Fire Department. All other federal, state, and 
local notification requirements shall be followed for any release that exceeds the reportable quantity 
or threatens to have a significant impact. 

HAZ-5 LADWP or its construction contractor shall protect tanks temporarily placed for refueling from 
potential traffic hazards by vehicle barriers. 

HAZ-6 LADWP shall establish an environmental training program to communicate environmental concerns 
and appropriate work practices, including spill prevention, emergency response measures, and 
implementation of proper best management practices, to all construction personnel. The training 
program shall emphasize site-specific physical conditions to improve hazard prevention (e.g., 
identification of potentially hazardous substances and sites along the pipeline route) and shall 
include a review of all site-specific plans. A monitoring program shall also be implemented to 
ensure that the plans are followed throughout the period of construction. 

Hydrology and Water Quality (IS/EIR) 

WQ-1  All hydrostatic test water shall be treated for contaminants and toxic substances to meet the NPDES 
hydrostatic test permit before being discharged into surface waterbodies, as approved by the local 
Regional Water Quality Control Board or Bureau of Sanitation. All hydrostatic test water that does 
not meet the NPDES hydrostatic test permit requirement shall be discharged to an appropriate 
waste handling facility and not to surface waterbodies.  

Noise (EIR) 

N-1 LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide advance notice, between two and four weeks 
prior to construction, by mail to all residents or property owners within 100 feet of the pipeline 
alignment. The announcement shall state specifically where and when construction will occur in the 
area. If construction delays of more than 7 days occur, an additional notice shall be made, either in 
person or by mail. Notices shall provide tips on reducing noise intrusion, for example, by closing 
windows facing the planned construction. The LADWP shall also publish a notice of impending 
construction in local newspapers, stating when and where construction will occur.  

N-2 All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines shall be 
equipped with mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other shrouds, shields, or 
other noise reducing features kept in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory 
specification. Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders, air compressors) shall be 
equipped with shrouds and noise control features which are readily available for that type of 
equipment. 

N-3 All noise producing equipment in use along the project alignment shall be operated in the quietest 
manner possible. The equipment operator shall also avoid unnecessary equipment idling for long 
periods. 
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N-4 The use of noise producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells shall be for safety 
warning purposes only. 

N-5 Portable noise screens shall be used to provide additional shielding for jack hammering or other 
similar very noisy type activities when work is close to noise-sensitive areas. 

N-6 Nighttime construction activities (before 7:00 a.m. and after 9:00 p.m.) within Griffith Park shall 
comply with all Department of Recreation and Parks permit stipulations and shall not occur within 
500 feet of residential buildings. 

N-7 For construction activities occurring within 200 feet of a bridle trail, warning signs shall be placed 
at the affected bridle trail to warn equestrians of construction activity and the potential for high 
noise levels. 

Transportation and Traffic (EIR) 

T-1  Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC Project, LADWP shall 
submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for review and approval of 
those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any construction work. In the 
development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with LADOT regarding other LADWP projects 
occurring simultaneously in the area of the Lower Reach RSC Project during the construction 
phase. The plan shall show the location of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, and local access (maintenance of), including bike lanes if applicable. The plan 
shall also discuss the use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to 
standard guidelines outlined in the Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications for Public 
Works Construction, and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH).  

T-2  LADWP shall provide a minimum of 48-hour advance notification of the potential for disrupted 
access to and parking for any business, residence, or recreational facility that may experience 
delayed access or reduced parking capacity in the vicinity. The notification shall include 
information on restoring access and the estimated amount of time that access may be blocked.  

T-3 If vehicular access to businesses, residences, and recreational facilities cannot be restored within 
eight (8) hours, LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide a one lane temporary vehicular 
bridge for access (LADWP Specification F01560 - Project Controls, Section 3.07D).  

T-4  No construction equipment, trucks or other construction-related vehicles shall stop or slow roadway 
through traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the construction site to exit or enter 
Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial Park. No construction site 
employee shall stop or slow roadway traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the site 
to enter or exit the memorial parks. Processional traffic, entering or exiting the memorial parks 
shall have first priority over construction equipment or vehicles. 

T-54 LADWP shall coordinate in advance with emergency service providers to avoid restricting 
movements of emergency vehicles. Police departments, fire departments, ambulance services, and 
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paramedic services shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed locations, nature, 
timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised of any access restrictions that could 
impact their effectiveness. At locations where access to nearby property is blocked, provision shall 
be ready at all times to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as plating over excavations, short 
detours, and alternate routes in conjunction with local agencies. The Traffic Construction 
Management Plan (T-1) shall include details regarding emergency services coordination and 
procedures. 

T-6 In the event of an emergency that requires lane closure on Forest Lawn Drive, Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park Hollywood Hills and Mount Sinai Memorial Park would be immediately notified to 
coordinate activities to minimize impacts to the memorial parks. 

T-7 At least two weeks prior to and throughout construction, contact information will be provided to 
allow Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills to advise LADWP of problems, concerns or 
upcoming events that might affect the construction site or construction activities.  An emergency 
contact will also be provided for after-hours, weekends, and holiday emergencies. 

T-8 All parking of machinery, equipment and employee vehicles associated with Unit 1a of the Lower 
Reach RSC Project will be located on LADWP right of way unless construction activities prohibit 
it. 

T-95  LADWP shall coordinate in advance with MTA, by contacting the Metro Bus Operations Control 
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632, to avoid restricting movements of public 
transportation during construction. MTA shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed 
locations, nature, timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised of any access 
restrictions that could impact existing bus stops and service routes. Traffic Construction 
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T 1) shall include details regarding public transportation 
coordination and procedures, and copies shall be provided to MTA. 

Other Identified Measures 

O-1 Screening on construction fences shall be used along Forest Lawn Drive from the west end of the 
Lower Reach RSC construction site in the Headworks Spreading Grounds to the 134 off-ramp. 

O-2 LADWP shall use its best efforts to ensure that items illegally dumped on LADWP property 
associated with the Lower Reach RSC construction will be promptly removed and that LADWP 
representatives or site personnel shall contact proper authorities in the event of illegal flower 
vendors operating on LADWP property. 

O-3 LADWP shall provide advance notice in the event of a planned temporary disruption of water 
service to Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial Park.  A 
temporary water connection shall be supplied, if necessary, to accommodate Forest Lawn Memorial 
Park Hollywood Hills’ and Mount Sinai Memorial Park’s domestic supply and irrigation needs. 

O-4 The noise level of the proposed Lower Reach RSC regulator station while in operation shall not 
exceed 60 dB at the Forest Lawn property line. If the 60 dB noise level is exceeded, mitigation 
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measures such as the use of noise barriers or interior absorptive treatment shall be used to reduce 
the noise level to below the 60 dB threshold. 

O-5 The proposed regulator station in Unit 1a shall be located completely below ground in a sealed, 
concrete vault. 
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B.2.1 Introduction 

Pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency makes findings of significant effects in 
adopting an EIR, the agency must also adopt a program for the monitoring of mitigation measures identified in 
the EIR. The primary purpose of the monitoring program is to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in 
the EIR are implemented and that environmental effects are minimized. This Mitigation Monitoring Program 
provides the recommended mitigation measures and the monitoring/reporting requirement and implementation 
phase/action for each measure. 

B.2.2 Project Summary 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to construct a new larger River Supply 
Conduit (RSC) pipeline to replace the Lower Reach of the existing RSC pipeline in a new alignment. The 
Lower Reach RSC Project (proposed project) would involve the construction of approximately 37,400 linear 
feet (about 7.1 miles, including two branch lines) of welded steel pipeline located along/in existing street 
rights-of-way, LADWP property and easements, or open space/recreation areas in the City of Los Angeles. 
Unit 1a begins at the southwest end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site as a future connection to the 
proposed Upper Reach RSC Project pipeline. The pipeline would be located in the Headworks property, run 
east parallel to the south property line, exit the site near the intersection of Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive, 
and then tunnel south of the Griffith Park Travel Town area, reaching Zoo Drive west of the L.A. Live 
Steamers location where Unit 1b begins. A connection to the existing Lower Reach RSC would be made near 
this location. The pipeline would then continue in Griffith Park and generally travel along Zoo Drive and 
Crystal Springs Drive (Units 1b, 2 and 3). Once exiting Griffith Park at Crystal Springs Drive and Los Feliz 
Boulevard, the pipeline would continue southerly along Riverside Drive, turning south onto Glendale 
Boulevard, then southwest on Rokeby Street, then west on Rowena Avenue, and south again onto West Silver 
Lake Drive until reaching the intersection with Armstrong Avenue, where it would connect to the existing 
Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line (Unit 4). Two branch lines would also be constructed. The Rowena Tank Branch 
Line would begin south of Los Feliz Boulevard at Riverside Drive, and continue south through Mulholland 
Memorial Park, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel to connect to the existing Rowena Tank. The 
Fletcher Pump Station Branch Line would begin at Rowena Avenue and Rokeby Street and continue southeast 
on Glendale Boulevard and tie into the Fletcher Pump Station suction line at Glendale Boulevard and Fletcher 
Drive. 

B.2.3 Roles and Responsibilities 

The LADWP is the lead agency under CEQA for the project.  As Lead Agency, the LADWP is required to 
monitor the development and operation of the project to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR are implemented.  The LADWP Environmental Services Business Unit will oversee the compliance 
program for the project.  The LADWP may delegate duties and responsibilities for on-site monitoring to 
environmental monitors or other professional staff, however, tracking and reporting compliance will be the 
responsibility of LADWP staff to ensure all measures are addressed. 
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Table B-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program  

Impact Recommended Mitigation Measures Monitoring/ Reporting Requirement Implementation 
Phase/Action 

Aesthetics 
Construction of the Lower 
Reach RSC pipeline will 
require nighttime lighting, 
which would impact current 
residences in the area. 

AES-1: LADWP shall use the minimum amount of construction lighting necessary to safely light 
the construction worksite. 
 
AES-2: LADWP shall design, install, and shield all necessary construction lighting such that it 
minimizes the amount of spill or reflected light onto property adjacent to the construction site.  
 
AES-3: LADWP shall notify all persons and organizations potentially affected by nighttime lighting 
and shall coordinate the construction schedule such that conflicts are minimized. Coordination 
shall involve provision of an LADWP contact person to whom affected persons may direct lighting 
complaints. Persons and organizations to be contacted include, but are not limited to, the Griffith 
Park Observatory, the Los Angeles Zoo, the Gene Autry Museum of Western Heritage, and the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 
 

LADWP will incorporate lighting and 
notification requirements in the project 
plans and specifications, and require 
compliance by the construction 
contractor. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Air Quality 
Construction emissions will 
exceed the SCAQMD 
emission thresholds, and 
would therefore cause a 
short-term impact to local air 
quality conditions. 

AQ-1: LADWP shall implement the following measures, in addition to/or as required by SCAQMD 
Rule 403, to reduce PM10 emission during construction:  
• Ground cover will be replaced in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 
• Active sites will be watered at least twice daily; 
• All dirt hauling trucks will have tightly secured coverings; 
• Trenching and excavation activities will be suspended during first and second stage smog alerts, and 

when wind speeds exceed 25 mph; 
• After clearing, trenching, earth moving, or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil will be 

treated. Treatment, which will also occur during non-work days if necessary, will include watering, 
revegetating, or use of soil binders to prevent wind pick-up of the soil until the area is paved or otherwise 
developed to preclude dust generation and dispersion; 

• Construction management techniques, including reducing the number of pieces of equipment used 
simultaneously and increasing the distance between the emission sources, will be employed as feasible to 
reduce potential emissions; and 

• Street sweeping or washing will be performed at the conclusion of each workday and when needed. 
 

LADWP will incorporate air quality 
measures, such as street sweeping 
and use of Tier 1 mobile construction 
equipment, in the project plans and 
specifications, and require compliance 
by the construction contractor. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities.  
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Table B-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program  

Impact Recommended Mitigation Measures Monitoring/ Reporting Requirement Implementation 
Phase/Action 

 AQ-2: LADWP shall implement the following mitigation measures to reduce NOx and PM10 
emissions from non-road construction vehicles during construction: 
• Tier 1 mobile construction equipment shall be used on-site; 
• Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per manufacturer’s specifications; 
• California Air Resources Board certified ultra low sulfur diesel fuel containing 15 ppm sulfur or less shall 

be used for on-site mobile and stationary construction equipment; and 
• Diesel engine idle time shall be restricted to no more than five minutes, except for construction equipment 

that needs to be maintained at idle to perform. 
 

  

Construction of the proposed 
project will have the potential 
to contribute to cumulatively 
significant impacts.  

AQ-1 and AQ-2 (above). 
 

Please refer to AQ-1 and AQ-2 
(above). 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Construction of the proposed 
project will expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

AQ-1 and AQ-2 (above). Please refer to AQ-1 and AQ-2 
(above). 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Biological Resources 
Project construction within 
Griffith Park will affect rare 
plants and some of the last 
remaining native habitat 
within the Los Angeles Basin. 
 
 
 
 

BIO-1: Rare plant surveys shall be carried out in the off-road segment of the proposed project 
alignment in Unit 1a and in any segment of the proposed alignment through Griffith Park that 
would pass through native vegetation or vegetation that contains native species. Surveys shall be 
completed during the spring and early summer (March to June) prior to construction, depending on 
growth conditions. A survey report shall be submitted to the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks (LADRP) for review. In the event that the rare plant surveys yield positive 
results, LADWP would comply with applicable rules and regulations. 
 
BIO-2: To protect existing natural plant communities, LADWP shall use below ground construction 
in Unit 1a where the alignment deviates from Zoo Drive within Griffith Park. The dimensions of the 
jacking pits shall be minimized or the pits shall be placed to avoid direct or indirect impacts to 
native plant communities or native or nonnative mature trees, to the extent feasible. 
 

LADWP will incorporate requirements 
for rare plant surveys in Griffith Park 
for those segments that pass through 
native vegetation or vegetation that 
contains native species, and below 
ground construction in Unit 1a, where 
the alignment deviates from Zoo Drive 
in Griffith Park, into the project plans 
and specifications. Compliance will be 
required by the construction 
contractor. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities.  
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Impact Recommended Mitigation Measures Monitoring/ Reporting Requirement Implementation 
Phase/Action 

Project construction will affect 
aquatic life in the Los Angeles 
River or its tributaries. 

BIO-3: In those units where the discharge point for hydrostatic test water would be located within 
or upstream of soft-bottomed segments of the Los Angeles River (specifically in the soft-bottomed 
segment adjacent to Griffith Park) or its tributaries, the rate of discharge of the water shall be 
compatible with the range of flows naturally occurring within the affected reach during that time of 
the year to avoid or reduce impacts to the aquatic environment. This measure shall be 
implemented to the degree possible without conflicting with any requirements imposed by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 

LADWP will incorporate hydrostatic 
test water discharge requirements into 
the project plans and specifications, 
and require compliance by the 
construction contractor. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities.  

Within Griffith Park project 
construction may affect 
habitat used by bird species 
that are federal and/or state 
species of concern, protected 
by the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act and protected by the 
California Fish and Game 
code; sensitive or special 
status species may be 
present in Griffith Park at the 
time of construction activities. 

BIO-4:  LADWP shall employ a qualified biological monitor with suitable background and 
experience to identify sensitive biological resources and monitor implementation of all the 
biological mitigation measures within natural areas, open space or parks where sensitive biological 
resources may be present.  
 
BIO-5: Pre-construction bird surveys shall be conducted in all vegetated areas of Units 1a, 1b, 2, 
3 and 4 from the Headworks Spreading Grounds site through Griffith Park. The surveys shall 
identify the presence of breeding or nesting pairs or active nests of special status bird species 
within the project and construction footprint and an additional distance of 500 feet. In the event 
that surveys indicate habitat occupied by special status bird species within 500 feet of the 
construction or project footprint, appropriate construction protocol will be developed and 
implemented.  
 

LADWP or its contractor will perform 
bird surveys prior to construction. 
Surveys will identify all active bird 
nests. Measures to reduce or avoid 
impacts to special status bird species 
or species protected by the MBTA will 
be incorporated into the project plans 
and specifications that will be 
implemented in the event surveys are 
positive.  

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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 BIO-6: LADWP shall manage their construction site, and related facilities, in a manner to avoid or 
minimize impacts to the local biological resources by implementing the following within Units 1a, 
1b, 2, 3 and 4 in the segments from the Headworks Spreading Grounds site through Griffith Park: 
• Temporarily cover pits and trenches or provide wildlife escape ramps or an approved exclusionary fence 

for construction areas that contain steep walled holes or trenches that are not required to be covered for 
human safety reasons. The temporary fence shall be hardware cloth or of similar materials that are 
approved for use by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game; 

• Make certain all food-related trash will be disposed of in closed containers and removed at least once a 
week. Feeding of wildlife shall be prohibited; 

• Prohibit pets from being brought to the site;  
• Report all inadvertent deaths or injuries of wildlife to the biological monitor who will in turn, notify and 

follow instruction provided by the LADRP; 
• Use native coastal sage scrub, chaparral species in the restoration of land temporarily disturbed during 

pipeline installation (see Mitigation Measures BIO-7 through BIO-9 below);  
• Restore temporarily disturbed sites to their pre-existing physical condition; and 
• Ephemeral drainages shall be restored to pre-construction topography/contours and compaction 

immediately following construction and installation activities. Furthermore, the proposed disturbance to 
such features may not affect (i.e., act as a barrier to) existing surrounding hydrologic conditions. 

 

LADWP will incorporate biological 
monitoring measures, such as 
covering pits and trenches, into the 
project plans and specification. 
Compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Project construction will 
encroach upon or require the 
removal of mature native and 
nonnative trees along the 
project alignment. 

BIO-7: LADWP shall complete a report that identifies all trees, including mature native and 
nonnative trees, that would be directly or indirectly impacted by project construction. For ease of 
interpretation “mature” shall be defined consistent with the City of Los Angeles’ tree protection 
ordinance as 8 inches in diameter and greater than 4.5 feet high. This includes all trees whose 
canopy is located entirely or partially within the pipeline alignment or construction footprint. It shall 
include trees that are located in segments where underground jacking will occur. The report shall 
indicate the location, species, size and condition of affected trees and a proposed plan for 
protection, relocation or replacement. The report shall be provided to the LADRP, Division of 
Forestry, and the Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW).  
 

LADWP will complete a report that 
identifies all mature native and 
nonnative trees that would be directly 
or indirectly impacted by project 
construction. This report will be 
provided to the LADRP, Division of 
Forestry, and LADPW.   

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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 BIO-8: LADWP shall coordinate with the LADPW and the LADRP prior to construction to 
determine the applicable measures that need to be implemented from the LADPW Street Tree 
Policy and the LADRP Tree Preservation Policy. The purpose of this coordination shall be to 
identify construction protocols that would be implemented to reduce construction damage, and the 
pruning, removal and replacement of trees, including heritage trees, special value trees and 
common park trees.  
 
BIO-9: For any mature native or nonnative tree that must be removed, LADWP shall prefer 
replacement or relocation of trees within the same park or residential area in coordination with the 
LADPW, as applicable, for trees affected on city streets, or LADRP, as applicable, for trees 
affected within city parks. Nonnative trees removed within Griffith Park that cannot be successfully 
relocated shall be replaced with native trees consistent with LADRP recommendations. 
 

LADWP will develop protocols in 
consultation with the LADPW and the 
LADRP to reduce impacts to trees. 
LADWP will incorporate the measures 
developed to reduce impacts to trees 
into the project plans and 
specifications, and require compliance 
by the construction contractor. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Cultural Resources    
Excavation during project 
construction may uncover 
archeological resources. 

CUL-1: LADWP shall conduct archaeological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
within Unit 4, specifically the area north of the Silver Lake Reservoir. Cultural resource monitoring 
locations shall be mapped and flagged prior to construction. Monitoring shall be conducted by a 
qualified archaeological monitor familiar with the cultural resources of southern California.  
In the event a potential significant archeological resource is discovered, all work shall temporarily 
cease within the immediate area of the find until the site can be assessed by a qualified 
archeologist in consultation with the LADWP. If the material is determined to be significant, the 
qualified archeologist shall prepare and implement a treatment plan in consultation with the 
LADWP. Construction activity shall not resume until authorization has been provided by the 
LADWP and the qualified archeologist.  
 
CUL-2: LADWP shall require the qualified archeologist to provide a cultural resources briefing prior 
to the start of construction for all construction personnel. If construction personnel discover a 
cultural resource in the absence of an archeological monitor, construction shall be halted and a 
qualified archeologist shall be contacted to make an immediate evaluation of significance and 
recommend appropriate treatment of the resource. 
 

Prior to construction, LADWP will brief 
construction personnel on 
archeological resources, and map and 
flag monitoring locations. LADWP will 
provide archaeological monitoring 
during all ground disturbing activities in 
Unit 4. These requirements will be 
described in the project plans and 
specifications, and compliance by the 
construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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Excavation during project 
construction may uncover 
paleontological resources. 

CUL-3: LADWP shall conduct paleontological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
(excavation, trenching, boring, drilling, etc.) in the area of the Los Angeles River flood plain. 
Paleontological resource monitoring locations shall be mapped and flagged prior to construction. 
Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified paleontologist familiar with paleontological resources 
of southern California. In the event a potentially significant paleontological specimen is uncovered, 
all work shall temporarily cease within the immediate area of the find until the specimen can be 
removed and assessed by the qualified paleontologist. If the material is determined to be 
significant, an adequate course of action shall be determined in consultation with the qualified 
paleontologist and LADWP, consistent with the Standards of Professional Paleontologists. 
Construction activity shall not resume until authorization has been provided by the LADWP and the 
qualified paleontologist.  
 
CUL-4: LADWP shall require the qualified paleontologist to provide a briefing prior to the start of 
construction for all construction personnel. If construction personnel discover a paleontological 
resource in the absence of a monitor, construction shall be halted and a qualified paleontologist 
shall be contacted to make an immediate evaluation of significance and recommend appropriate 
treatment of the resource.  
 

Prior to construction, LADWP or its 
construction contractor will brief 
construction personnel on 
paleontological resources, and map 
and flag monitoring locations in the 
area of the Los Angeles River flood 
plain. These requirements will be 
described in the project plans and 
specifications, and compliance by the 
construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Excavation during project 
construction may uncover 
human remains. 

CUL-5: In the event that human remains or potential human remains are discovered, construction 
activities within the immediate area of the find shall be immediately halted. The LADWP 
Construction Project Manager shall immediately notify the LADWP Project Manager and the 
County Coroner. The County Coroner will make a determination as to the origin of the remains 
and, if determined to be of Native American origin, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) will be contacted. In consultation with the Most Likely Descendant, the NAHC and 
qualified archeologist shall determine the disposition of the remains in accordance with California 
Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(e). If the remains are not of 
Native American origin, the County Coroner will make a determination as to the disposition of the 
remains. Construction may continue once compliance with all relevant sections of the California 
Health and Safety Code have been addressed and authorization to proceed issued by the County 
Coroner and the LADWP.  
 

LADWP will incorporate notification 
requirements for discovery of human 
remains in the project plans and 
specifications, and compliance by the 
construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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Geology and Soils 
The Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline will be damaged due 
to fault rupture.  

GEO-1:  A geotechnical investigation shall be conducted as indicated by the Engineering 
Standards Manual, Water Operating Division, Department of Water and Power, City of Los 
Angeles, Second Edition, Effective August 3, 1992, Chapter 10, Section 10.03. This investigation 
shall be conducted by a qualified professional, and conform to local and State requirements. This 
investigation shall identify the trace of the Hollywood-Santa Monica fault, and based on the 
findings of this investigation appropriate mitigation measures may be developed to reduce 
potential damage due to fault rupture. Results of this geotechnical investigation will support design 
considerations of constructing fault rupture mitigation measures and/or repairing the damaged 
pipeline. Construction and operation issues should be considered during design to identify 
practical measures that can be implemented within the urban setting along the Lower Reach.  
 

LADWP will have a qualified 
professional conduct a geotechnical 
investigation to identify the trace of the 
Hollywood-Santa Monica fault and 
develop appropriate mitigation 
measures to reduce damage to the 
pipeline that may result from fault 
rupture.  

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Ground failure, including 
liquefaction, differential 
settlement, and ground 
lurching could impact the 
proposed project where the 
pipeline is located within 
liquefiable alluvial deposits 
near the Los Angeles River 

GEO-2:  A geotechnical investigation shall be conducted to determine areas that will be 
susceptible to liquefaction related phenomena and ground lurching. This investigation shall be 
conducted by a qualified professional and conform to the requirements of the City of Los Angeles. 
Based on the findings of this investigation, appropriate mitigation measures may be developed to 
reduce potential damage due to liquefaction related phenomena. Results of the geotechnical 
investigation will support design considerations of constructing liquefaction and ground lurching 
mitigation measures and/or repairing the damaged pipeline. The latter option is the standard 
practice for non-hazardous pipelines and typically includes consideration of economic factors. 
 

LADWP will have a qualified 
professional conduct a geotechnical 
investigation to determine areas along 
the pipeline alignment that will be 
susceptible to liquefaction related 
phenomena and ground lurching, and 
develop appropriate mitigation 
measures to reduce potential damage 
to the pipeline.  

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials   
An upset or accident 
condition during project 
construction could release 
hazardous materials creating 
a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment. 

HAZ-1: LADWP or its construction contractor shall store fuel, oil, and other hazardous materials 
only at designated sites. Quantities of all hazardous materials stored on-site shall be avoided or 
minimized, and substitution of non-hazardous materials for hazardous materials shall be 
implemented to the extent practicable. Each hazardous material container shall be clearly labeled 
with its identity, handling and safety instructions, and emergency contact. Similar information shall 
be clearly available and visible in the storage areas. Storage and transfer of such materials shall 
not be allowed within 100 feet of streams or sites known to contain sensitive biological resources 
except with the permission of LADWP environmental compliance monitors. Material Safety Data 
Sheets shall be made readily available to the Contractor’s employees and other personnel at the 
various work sites. The accumulation and temporary storage of hazardous wastes shall not 
exceed 90 days. Soils contaminated by spills or cleaning wastes shall be contained and shall be 
removed to an approved disposal site. Disposal of hazardous wastes shall be in compliance with 
the applicable laws and regulations. 

LADWP will include hazardous 
materials storage, handling, removal, 
and notification requirements into the 
project plans and specifications. 
Compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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 HAZ-2: LADWP or its construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment to minimize 
fuel, oil and other potentially hazardous material spills. Stationary power equipment, such as 
engines, pumps, generators, welders, and air compressors, shall be positioned over drip pans.  
 
HAZ-3: LADWP or its construction contractor shall store hazardous materials in containers with 
secondary containment.  
 
HAZ-4: In case of a spill or accident involving hazardous materials, LADWP or its construction 
contractor shall immediately notify the Los Angeles County Fire Department. All other federal, 
state, and local notification requirements shall be followed for any release that exceeds the 
reportable quantity or threatens to have a significant impact. 
 
HAZ-5: LADWP or its construction contractor shall protect tanks temporarily placed for refueling 
from potential traffic hazards by vehicle barriers. 
 

  

Excavation during project 
construction may uncover 
hazardous materials. 

HAZ-6: LADWP shall establish an environmental training program to communicate environmental 
concerns and appropriate work practices, including spill prevention, emergency response 
measures, and implementation of proper best management practices, to all construction 
personnel. The training program shall emphasize site-specific physical conditions to improve 
hazard prevention (e.g., identification of potentially hazardous substances and sites along the 
pipeline route) and shall include a review of all site-specific plans. A monitoring program shall also 
be implemented to ensure that the plans are followed throughout the period of construction. 
 

LADWP will provide environmental 
training to all construction personnel 
and develop site-specific plans for 
hazardous materials storage prior to 
construction. Compliance by the 
construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 



 

LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project B.2-10 Appendix B.2 
Final EIR  December 2005 

Table B-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program  

Impact Recommended Mitigation Measures Monitoring/ Reporting Requirement Implementation 
Phase/Action 

Hydrology and Water Quality   
Hydrostatic test water would 
become construction waste 
and could potentially have a 
significant impact on waste 
discharge requirements.  

WQ-1:  All hydrostatic test water shall be treated for contaminants and toxic substances to meet 
the NPDES hydrostatic test permit before being discharged into surface waterbodies, as approved 
by the local Regional Water Quality Control Board or Bureau of Sanitation. All hydrostatic test 
water that does not meet the NPDES hydrostatic test permit requirement shall be discharged to an 
appropriate waste handling facility and not to surface waterbodies.  
 

LADWP will incorporate requirements 
for treatment and discharge of 
hydrostatic test water into the project 
plans and specifications, and 
compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Noise 
Project construction will 
expose persons to or 
generate noise levels in 
excess of standards.  

N-1: LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide advance notice, between two and four 
weeks prior to construction, by mail to all residents or property owners within 100 feet of the 
pipeline alignment. The announcement shall state specifically where and when construction will 
occur in the area. If construction delays of more than 7 days occur, an additional notice shall be 
made, either in person or by mail. Notices shall provide tips on reducing noise intrusion, for 
example, by closing windows facing the planned construction. The LADWP shall also publish a 
notice of impending construction in local newspapers, stating when and where construction will 
occur.  
 

LADWP will incorporate notification 
requirements, noise limits, and actions 
required in the event complaints are 
received into the project plans and 
specifications. Compliance by the 
construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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 N-2: All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines shall 
be equipped with mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other shrouds, shields, or 
other noise reducing features kept in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory 
specification. Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders, air compressors) shall be 
equipped with shrouds and noise control features which are readily available for that type of 
equipment. 
 
 

LADWP will incorporate noise 
reducing feature requirements for all 
noise-producing construction 
equipment into the project plans and 
specifications. Compliance by the 
construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

 N-3: All noise producing equipment in use along the project alignment shall be operated in the 
quietest manner possible. The equipment operator shall also avoid unnecessary equipment idling 
for long periods. 
 
N-4: The use of noise producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells shall be for 
safety warning purposes only. 
 
N-5: Portable noise screens shall be used to provide additional shielding for jack hammering or 
other similar very noisy type activities when work is close to noise-sensitive areas. 

LADWP will incorporate limitations on 
idling and use of noise producing 
signals during construction into the 
project plans and specifications. The 
use of noise screens to provide noise 
shielding will also be incorporated, and 
compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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 N-6: Nighttime construction activities (before 7:00 a.m. and after 9:00 p.m.) within Griffith Park 
shall comply with all Department of Recreation and Parks permit stipulations and shall not occur 
within 500 feet of residential buildings. 

LADWP will specify nighttime 
construction activity requirements to 
comply with the Department of 
Recreation and Parks permit in the 
project plans and specifications, and 
compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

 N-7: For construction activities occurring within 200 feet of a bridle trail, warning signs shall be 
placed at the affected bridle trail to warn equestrians of construction activity and the potential for 
high noise levels. 

LADWP will incorporate the 
requirement for warning signs on the 
affected bridle trail in the project plans 
and specifications, and require 
compliance by the construction 
contractor. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Project construction will 
create a substantial 
temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise 
levels. 
  

N-1 through N-7 (above). 
 
 
 

Please refer to N-1 through N-7 
(above). 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Project construction would 
generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise.  
 

N-1 (above). Please refer to N-1 (above). Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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Transportation and Traffic 
Project construction will result 
in temporary disruptions to 
traffic flow and/or increased 
traffic congestion. 

T-1: Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC Project, LADWP shall 
submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for review and approval of 
those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any construction work. In the 
development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with LADOT regarding other LADWP projects 
occurring simultaneously in the area of the Lower Reach RSC Project during the construction 
phase. The plan shall show the location of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, and local access (maintenance of), including bike lanes if applicable.  The plan 
shall also discuss the use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according 
to standard guidelines outlined in the Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications for 
Public Works Construction, and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH).  
 

LADWP will incorporate the 
requirements for a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan in the project plans 
and specifications, and require 
compliance by the construction 
contractor. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Construction activities would 
restrict access to or from 
adjacent land uses where 
there may be no suitable 
alternative access. 

T-2: LADWP shall provide a minimum of 48-hour advance notification of the potential for disrupted 
access to and parking for any business, residence, or recreational facility that may experience 
delayed access or reduced parking capacity in the vicinity. The notification shall include 
information on restoring access and the estimated amount of time that access may be blocked.  
 
T-3: If vehicular access to businesses, residences, and recreational facilities cannot be restored 
within eight (8) hours, LADWP or its construction contractor shall provide a one lane temporary 
vehicular bridge for access (LADWP Specification F01560 - Project Controls, Section 3.07D).  
 
T-4: No construction equipment, trucks or other construction-related vehicles shall stop or slow 
roadway through traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the construction site to 
exit or enter Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial Park. No 
construction site employee shall stop or slow roadway traffic when a funeral procession is 
attempting to pass the site to enter or exit the memorial parks. Processional traffic, entering or 
exiting the memorial parks shall have first priority over construction equipment or vehicles. 
 

LADWP will incorporate noticing and 
access requirements into the project 
plans and specifications. Compliance 
by the construction contractor will be 
required. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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Construction activities could 
restrict the movements of 
emergency vehicles (police 
cars, fire trucks, ambulances, 
and paramedic units) and 
there would be no reasonable 
alternative access routes 
available. 

T-3 (above). 
 
T-5: LADWP shall coordinate in advance with emergency service providers to avoid restricting 
movements of emergency vehicles. Police departments, fire departments, ambulance services, 
and paramedic services shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed locations, nature, 
timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised of any access restrictions that could 
impact their effectiveness. At locations where access to nearby property is blocked, provision shall 
be ready at all times to accommodate emergency vehicles, such as plating over excavations, short 
detours, and alternate routes in conjunction with local agencies. The Traffic Construction 
Management Plan (T-1) shall include details regarding emergency services coordination and 
procedures. 
 
T-6: In the event of an emergency that requires lane closure on Forest Lawn Drive, Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park Hollywood Hills and Mount Sinai Memorial Park would be immediately notified to 
coordinate activities to minimize impacts to the memorial parks. 
 
T-7  At least two weeks prior to and throughout construction, contact information will be provided 
to allow Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills to advise LADWP of problems, concerns or 
upcoming events that might affect the construction site or construction activities.  An emergency 
contact will also be provided for after-hours, weekends, and holiday emergencies. 
 

Please refer to T-3 (above). 
 
LADWP will prepare a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan, which will 
provide requirements for coordination 
with emergency service providers. 
This plan will be incorporated into the 
project plans and specifications, and 
compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Construction activities and 
staging activities will increase 
the demand for and/or reduce 
the supply of parking spaces 
and there would be no 
provisions for accommodating 
the resulting parking 
deficiencies. 
 

T-2 (above). 
 
T-8: All parking of machinery, equipment and employee vehicles associated with Unit 1a of the 
Lower Reach RSC Project will be located on LADWP right of way unless construction activities 
prohibit it. 

LADWP will incorporate noticing, 
access, and parking requirements into 
the project plans and specifications. 
Compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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Table B-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program  

Impact Recommended Mitigation Measures Monitoring/ Reporting Requirement Implementation 
Phase/Action 

Construction activities will 
disrupt public transit service 
and there would be no 
suitable alternative routes or 
stops. 

T-9: LADWP shall coordinate in advance with MTA, by contacting the Metro Bus Operations 
Control Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632, to avoid restricting movements of public 
transportation during construction. MTA shall be notified in advance by LADWP of the proposed 
locations, nature, timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised of any access 
restrictions that could impact existing bus stops and service routes. Traffic Construction 
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1) shall include details regarding public transportation 
coordination and procedures, and copies shall be provided to MTA.  

LADWP will prepare a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan, which will 
provide requirements for coordination 
with public transportation (e.g., MTA). 
This plan will be incorporated into the 
project plans and specifications, and 
compliance by the construction 
contractor will be required. Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Construction activities of the 
project will result in safety 
problems for vehicular traffic, 
pedestrians, transit 
operations, and/or trains. 
 

T-1 (above). Please refer to T-1 (above). Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Other Measures identified through Public Review Process 
Impact Criterion Not 
Applicable 

O-1: Screening on construction fences shall be used along Forest Lawn Drive from the west end 
of the Lower Reach RSC construction site in the Headworks Spreading Grounds to the 134 off-
ramp. 
 
O-2: LADWP shall use its best efforts to ensure that items illegally dumped on LADWP property 
associated with the Lower Reach RSC construction will be promptly removed and that LADWP 
representatives or site personnel shall contact proper authorities in the event of illegal flower 
vendors operating on LADWP property. 

LADWP will incorporate screening on 
construction fencing along Forest 
Lawn Drive and limitations on illegal 
dumping and flower vendors in the 
project plans and specifications, and 
require compliance by the construction 
contractor. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 
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Table B-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program  

Impact Recommended Mitigation Measures Monitoring/ Reporting Requirement Implementation 
Phase/Action 

O-3: LADWP shall provide advance notice in the event of a planned temporary disruption of water 
service to Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial Park.  A temporary 
water connection shall be supplied, if necessary, to accommodate Forest Lawn Memorial Park 
Hollywood Hills’ and Mount Sinai Memorial Park’s domestic supply and irrigation needs. 

LADWP will provide advance notice of 
planned disruption to water service 
and will provide backup supply, and 
require immediate notification of such 
occurrence by the contractor.  Project 
Construction Manager will be 
responsible for implementation, and 
LADWP Environmental Services 
Business Unit will provide compliance 
oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

O-4: The noise level of the proposed Lower Reach RSC regulator station while in operation shall 
not exceed 60 dB at the Forest Lawn property line. If the 60 dB noise level is exceeded, mitigation 
measures such as the use of noise barriers or interior absorptive treatment shall be used to reduce 
the noise level to below the 60 dB threshold. 
 

In the event of complaints from Forest 
Lawn, LADWP will monitor the noise 
levels at the Forest Lawn property line 
and implement additional noise 
mitigation as necessary. 
 

During project 
operations. 

O-5: The proposed regulator station in Unit 1a shall be located completely below ground in a 
sealed, concrete vault. 
 

LADWP will incorporate the regulator 
design requirements in the project 
plans and specifications, and require 
compliance by the construction 
contractor. Project Construction 
Manager will be responsible for 
implementation, and LADWP 
Environmental Services Business Unit 
will provide compliance oversight. 
 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities and 
during project 
operations. 

 



 

 
 

 APPENDIX C 
 TRAFFIC STUDY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

  
  
 
 
  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Traffic Study for the 
Los Angeles Department of  

Water and Power  
River Supply Conduit (RSC) Project 

(Lower Reach) 
 

January 12, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared For: 
Aspen Environmental Group 

30423 Canwood Street, Suite 215 
Agoura Hills, California 91301 

 
Prepared by: 

1055 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 300 
Monterey Park, California 91754-7668 

phone:  (323) 260-4703 
Fax: (323) 260-4705 

 
JA3164



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 

 



River Supply Conduit (Lower Reach) Construction 
Traffic Analysis 

January 12, 2005 
i

Table of Contents 
1.  INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................... 1 

PURPOSE................................................................................................................................................................1 
BACKGROUND.......................................................................................................................................................1 
CONSTRUCTION METHODS..................................................................................................................................2 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE, PLANNING AND LABOR FORCE ...............................................................3 
STAGING AREAS ....................................................................................................................................................4 
CONSTRUCTION SITES..........................................................................................................................................4 
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION METHODS....................................................................................................................5 
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY .....................................................................................................................9 

2. ROAD CLOSURES DURING CONSTRUCTION........................................................................ 10 
3.  ROUTE ANALYSIS - PROJECT UNIT 1A AND UNIT 1B......................................................... 11 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION........................................................................................................................................11 
DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ROADWAYS.............................................................................................................11 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION METHODS ..............................................................................................................17 
TRAFFIC FLOW AND ANALYSIS ............................................................................................................................17 
POTENTIAL TRANSIT LINE IMPACTS....................................................................................................................18 

4.  ROUTE ANALYSIS – PROJECT UNIT 2 .................................................................................... 19 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION........................................................................................................................................19 
DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ROADWAYS (WESTERN HERITAGE WAY)................................................................19 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION METHODS ..............................................................................................................20 
TRAFFIC FLOW AND ANALYSIS ............................................................................................................................20 
POTENTIAL TRANSIT LINE IMPACTS....................................................................................................................20 

5.  ROUTE ANALYSIS – PROJECT UNIT 3 .................................................................................... 22 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION........................................................................................................................................22 
DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ROADWAYS.............................................................................................................22 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION METHODS ..............................................................................................................26 
TRAFFIC FLOW ISSUES .........................................................................................................................................26 
POTENTIAL TRANSIT LINE IMPACTS....................................................................................................................26 

6.  ROUTE ANALYSIS – PROJECT UNIT 4 .................................................................................... 28 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION........................................................................................................................................28 
DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ROADWAYS.............................................................................................................28 
DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ROADWAYS.............................................................................................................30 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION METHODS ..............................................................................................................33 
TRAFFIC FLOW ANALYSIS ....................................................................................................................................33 
POTENTIAL TRANSIT LINE IMPACTS....................................................................................................................33 

7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.......................................................................... 35 
ROADWAY CAPACITY ANALYSIS..........................................................................................................................35 
PEDESTRIAN, TRANSIT AND PARKING IMPACTS ..................................................................................................35 
GENERAL IMPACTS TO ROADWAY FACILITIES AND TRANSIT SERVICE ................................................................35 
RECOMMENDED TRAFFIC CONTROL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS........................................................................36 

 



River Supply Conduit (Lower Reach) Construction 
Traffic Analysis 

January 12, 2005 
ii

List of Figures 
 
FIGURE 1 – RIVER SUPPLY CONDUIT LOWER REACH 2 
FIGURE 2 – UNITS 1 AND 2 PROJECT ROUTE 12 
FIGURE 3 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNITS 1A AND 1B 18 
FIGURE 4 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNIT 2 21 
FIGURE 5 – UNIT 3 PROJECT ROUTE 23 
FIGURE 6 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNIT 3 26 
FIGURE 7 – UNIT 4 PROJECT ROUTE 29 
FIGURE 8 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNIT 4 34 
 

List of Tables 
 
TABLE 1 – PROPOSED PROJECT SCHEDULE 3 
TABLE 2 – PERSONNEL, EQUIPMENT AND REFUELING REQUIREMENTS 4 
TABLE 3 – SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL TRENCHING ROADWAY CLOSURES  FOR UNITS 1A, 1B, 2, 3 

AND 4 10 
TABLE 4 – PROPOSED PROJECT UNIT 1 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 17 
TABLE 5 – PROPOSED PROJECT UNIT 2 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 20 
TABLE 6 – PROPOSED PROJECT UNIT 3 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 26 
TABLE 7 – PROPOSED PROJECT UNIT 4 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 33 
 
 
 
 



 

River Supply Conduit (Lower Reach) Construction 
Traffic Analysis 

January 12, 2005 
1 

1.  Introduction 
 
Purpose 
 
This document is intended to identify the roadway segments that will be impacted by Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP) proposed River Supply Conduit (RSC) Project 
(proposed project) – Lower Reach Segment and to assess the traffic circulation impacts that would 
occur during construction. 
  
Background1 

The RSC is a major transmission pipeline in the LADWP water distribution system. Built in the 
1940s, the existing RSC pipeline’s purpose is to transport large amounts of water from the Los 
Angeles Reservoir Complex and local ground water wells to reservoirs and distribution facilities 
located in the central areas within the City of Los Angeles (City). Approximately 60,000 feet in 
length, the existing RSC pipeline begins at the North Hollywood Pumping Station (NHPS) and 
ends at the Ivanhoe Reservoir. Hollingsworth Spillway is located about midpoint along the 
pipeline and is used to control the pressure of the downstream pipeline.  

The section of pipe north of Hollingsworth Spillway is referred to as the Upper Reach, while the 
section south is referred to as the Lower Reach.  Various pipe sizes and material types were used to 
construct the existing RSC pipeline. For the Upper Reach, 98% of the pipeline is reinforced 
concrete pipe, with the remainder being steel. For the Lower Reach, 88% is un-reinforced concrete 
pipe with the remainder of the pipeline being divided between reinforced concrete and steel.  

The pipe pressure ratings vary as well, with sections of pipe that are subject to pressures greater 
than those recommended by the pipe manufacturer. Over the years, the RSC pipeline has 
experienced cases of pipe leaks. For example, in 2001, pipe joints near the intersection of Los Feliz 
Boulevard and Riverside Drive were repaired using an internal seal system. Although the leaks 
were stopped, the seals were only intended to be a temporary measure. Additionally, sections of 
the RSC pipeline are either unpressurized or are at very low pressures. As such, these pipelines are 
below the current requirements of the California Department of Health Services Drinking Water 
Regulations [Title 22, Section 64566(c)], which require “water mains to be designed to have at 
least 5 psig pressure throughout any buried length of the main except when the main is removed 
from service for repairs or maintenance”. These minimum pressures help to prevent cross-
contamination from other buried utilities, in particular, sanitary sewer. Furthermore, in order to 
meet state and federal water quality regulations, the LADWP is currently proposing to remove the 
Silver Lake Reservoir Complex, including both Silver Lake and Ivanhoe Reservoirs, which are 
destinations for the existing RSC, from direct service to the LADWP water distribution system. 
Water storage currently provided by the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex would be replaced by a 110 
million gallon underground covered storage reservoir at the former Headworks Spreading Grounds 
site. An EIR is being prepared for this project, the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage 
Replacement Project, by the LADWP.  Information for this project is available at the following 
website: www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp004720.pdf. 

                                                     
1 Admin. Draft EIR Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project, January 2005. 
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Figure 1 shows the pipeline segments that will be constructed in the Lower Reach as part of this 
project.

 
FIGURE 1 – RIVER SUPPLY CONDUIT LOWER REACH 

 
Construction Methods 
 
Construction of the proposed project would primarily use the open-trench method, except at busy 
intersections where the proposed RSC pipeline would be installed using the jacking method. In 
sequence, the general process for the construction methods consists of site preparation, 
excavation, pipe (and/or appurtenant structure) installation and backfilling, and street restoration 
(where applicable).  
It is estimated that a typical construction spread would require the closure of three travel lanes. 
Intersections where open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately four 
weeks with turning traffic affected considerably longer. All three construction methods would 
require off-site staging area(s) to temporarily store supplies and materials. Contractors would be 
responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging areas. However, possible 
staging areas identified for the proposed project include various City-owned lots in Griffith Park, 
or at local LADWP facilities, such as the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex.  
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Proposed Construction Schedule, Planning and Labor Force2 
 
As shown in Table 1, construction of the proposed project would be expected to commence in 
August 2005 and would be completed by February 2009, for a total of 42 months (3.5 years). 
 

Table 1 – Proposed Project Schedule 
Unit Start Date Completion Date Estimated Duration 

(Days) 
1aa January 2007 September 2008 423 
1b February 2006 April 2007 310 
2 January 2008 February 2009 290 
3 August 2005 December 2007 600 
4 August 2005 November 2007 570 

Note(s): 
a. Proposed regulator station to be constructed as part of Unit 1a. 

 
Approximately 50 percent of the workforce would be skilled labor, and 50 percent would be 
unskilled labor, as shown in Table 2. During the peak construction period, four open trench and 
three jacking operations are anticipated to occur simultaneously over four pipeline units (e.g. 
Units 1a, 1b, 3, and 4). Therefore, approximately 100 personnel (22 employees times four open 
trench activities, plus four employees multiplied by three jacking operations) would be employed 
on the project during the peak construction period. On a typical workday, workers would travel 
directly to one of the predetermined staging areas, where they would gather equipment and 
proceed in work crews to the construction sites along the alignment. Construction activities 
would involve several (up to 83 assuming a 1.2 rideshare/other transportation factor) construction 
worker vehicles traveling daily to and from the proposed pipeline alignment from the nearest 
LADWP facility.  Additional truck trips would be needed to transport unused excavated soil from 
trenching to an appropriate facility for reuse or ultimate disposal. 
 
Construction would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday (10-
hour work day) and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays (8-hour work day). Within Griffith Park, 
on Crystal Springs Drive where the road is open to two-way traffic, construction would be limited 
to nighttime hours only. Day and/or night construction (up to 24 hours per day with Police 
commission approval) would occur within Griffith Park along Crystal Springs Drive, where the 
road is open to only one-way traffic, since the lower portion of Crystal Springs Drive would be 
entirely closed throughout construction within that area (Department of Recreation and Parks 
approval would be required). Installation of pipe would be expected to progress at approximately 
120 to 160 feet per day in this area, assuming a 24-hour construction schedule.  It is estimated that 
a typical construction activity would require the closure of three travel lanes.  Intersections where 
open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately four weeks with turning 
traffic affected considerably longer. 

                                                     
2 Admin. Draft EIR Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project, January 2005. 
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Table 2 – Personnel, Equipment and Refueling Requirements 
Personnel Equipment Activity 

Skilled Unskilled Quantity Type 
Refueling 
 

5 Pickups Off-site 
1 Service trucks Off-site 
1 Backhoe Off-site 
6 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Welding trucks Off-site 
1 Pitman Off-site 
1 Crane Off-site 
1 Wheel loader Off-site 
1 Compactor Off-site 
1 Fork Lift Off-site 
1 Water truck Off-site 

Open Trench 11 11 

1 Excavator Off-site 
2 Pickups Off-site 
1 Dump trucks Off-site 
1 Excavator Off-site 

Jacking 2 2 

1 Crane Off-site 
2 Pickups Off-site 
1 Dump Trucks Off-site 
1 Excavator Off-site 

Tunneling 2 4 

1 Crane Off-site 
Pipe Delivery 
(40ft/load) 2 0 2 Trailer Truck Off-site 

 
 
Staging Areas 3 
 
During pipeline construction, LADWP’s construction contractor would establish temporary yard 
locations for staging and storage of miscellaneous construction materials and equipment. The 
contractor(s) would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging areas. 
However, possible staging areas identified for the proposed project include various City-owned 
lots within Griffith Park, or at local LADWP facilities, such as the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex. 
During all phases of construction, refueling and lubrication of construction equipment would 
occur at the contractors’ staging yard or along the construction right-of-way. Equipment would be 
regularly checked for leakage. 
 
Construction Sites4 
 
Most of the heavy construction equipment would be delivered on lowboy trucks or trailers. 
Mobile cranes and dump trucks would be driven in from local contractors’ yards. Construction 
equipment would be left overnight at the site as feasible, at the contractor yards, or at other 
storage yards in the area. All equipment would be lubricated, refueled, and repaired by the 
contractor or local servicing companies. All construction materials would proceed to the 
construction areas by truck on existing roadways.  For pipe delivery by truck, it is assumed that 

                                                     
3 Admin. Draft Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project, January 2005. 
4 Admin. Draft Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project, January 2005. 
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each truck would carry 40-feet of pipe. Materials that would be truck transported to the site 
would include: the pipe sections, pipe fittings, valve assemblies, and shoring materials; welding 
materials; cement, aggregate, gravel, sand, and slurry (from local plants) for backfill at street 
crossings; asphalt for re-paving; signs and fencing; fuel and lubrication for equipment; drinking 
water; and water for dust control. Alternatively, water may be available from fire hydrants or 
permitted water sources in the project area for hydrotesting and dust control. The amounts of 
each material needed would depend on the location and construction activity. 
 
Pipeline Construction Methods5 
 
Open Trench Excavation 
 
Open trench excavation is a construction method typically utilized to install pipelines and their 
appurtenant structures, which include maintenance holes, flow meters, valves, and vaults. In 
general, the process consists of site preparation, excavation and shoring, pipe installation and 
backfilling and site restoration (where applicable). The proposed project would be phased in work 
areas and each work area would typically vary between 800 and 1,000 feet. Construction usually 
progresses along the alignment with the maximum length of open trench at one time being 
approximately 500 feet in length with traffic detours beginning at least 200 feet on either side of 
the designated work area. The following is a description of the phases of construction for open 
trenching: 
 
Site Preparation. Traffic control plans, where necessary, are first prepared in coordination with the 
City of Los Angeles to detour and delineate the traffic lanes around the work areas. The approved 
plans are then implemented. The existing pavement along the pipeline alignment is cut with a 
concrete saw or otherwise broken and then removed using jackhammers, pavement breakers, and 
loaders. Other similar equipment may be used. The pavement is removed from the project site and 
recycled, reused as a backfill material, or disposed of at an appropriate facility. 
 
Excavation and Shoring. A trench is excavated along the pipeline alignment using backhoes, 
excavators, or other types of excavation equipment. Portions of the trench adjacent to some 
utilities may be manually excavated. The excavated soil may be temporarily stored in single rows 
adjacent to the trenches, stored at off-site staging areas, or immediately hauled off-site.  As the 
trench is excavated, the trench walls are supported, or shored, typically with hydraulic jacks or 
trench boxes. Steel or wood sheeting between H-beams (e.g., beam and plate) may also be used for 
shoring. Other similar shoring methods may be utilized. Utilities not relocated prior to trenching 
are supported as excavation and shoring occurs.  If construction occurs in areas with high 
groundwater, the groundwater would be removed during the excavation of trenches, usually by 
pumping it from the ground through dewatering wells that have been drilled along the alignment. 
The extracted groundwater would first be treated for any contaminants, if present, before being 
discharged to the storm drain system under a permit issued by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.   
 
Pipe Installation and Backfilling. Once the trench has been excavated and shored, pipe laying begins. 
Bedding material (such as sand or slurry) would be placed on the bottom of the trench. Pipe 

                                                     
5 Admin. Draft Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project, January 2005. 
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segments would then be lowered into the trench and placed on the bedding. If pipeline segments 
used do not include push-on joints, the segments would be welded to one another at the joints. 
The rate at which pipe may be installed in a single day varies, but is estimated to be installed at a 
rate of approximately 80 feet per day for the proposed project.  Prior to backfilling, appurtenant 
structures would be installed as necessitated by design. After laying and attaching the pipe 
segments, the trench is immediately backfilled with native soils, crushed miscellaneous bases, or 
cement slurry. Not more than 500 feet of trench or the amount of the trench that can be 
backfilled in one day is left unbackfilled. 
 
Site Restoration. Any portion of the roadway damaged as a result of construction activities will be 
repaved and restored in accordance with all applicable City of Los Angeles standards. Once the 
pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be restored. 
 
Jacking Method 
 
Pipe-jacking is utilized when open-trenching is not feasible, to avoid large substructure utilities, or 
to avoid the disruption of other facilities such as busy intersections. Although the installation of 
pipelines using jacking techniques avoids the continuous surface disruption common to open-
trench construction, some surface disruption is unavoidable because jacking and receiving pits are 
required and may be located in street rights-of-way. 
 
Pipe-jacking is an operation in which the soil ahead of the steel casing is excavated and brought 
out through the steel casing barrel while the casing is pushed forward by a horizontal, hydraulic 
jack which is placed at the rear of the casing. The jacking equipment utilized for this operation is 
placed in the jacking pit. Once the casing is placed, the pipe is installed inside the casing.  As with 
open trench excavation, the four primary phases for pipe-jacking are site preparation, excavation 
and shoring, pipe installation, and site restoration. 
 
Site Preparation. Traffic control plans, where necessary, are first prepared in coordination with the 
City of Los Angeles, to detour and delineate the traffic lanes around the work areas and then 
implemented. In preparing to construct the jacking and receiving pits, the pavement is first cut 
using a concrete saw or pavement breaker. As with open-trench excavation, the pavement is 
removed from the project site and recycled, reused as a backfill material, or disposed of at an 
appropriate facility. 
 
Excavation and Shoring. A jacking pit and a receiving pit are generally used for each jacking 
location, one at each end of the pipe segment. The distance between the pits typically ranges from 
250 to 500 feet, but may be longer or shorter depending on site conditions. For the proposed 
project, the size of the jacking and receiving pit for the Lower Reach pits would be approximately 
20-40 feet long, 11-18 feet wide, and 25-45 feet deep. The pits are excavated with backhoes, cranes, 
and other excavation equipment. The excavated soil is immediately hauled away. As excavation 
occurs, the pits are shored utilizing a beam and plate shoring system. 
 
Pipe Installation. Once the pits are constructed and shored, a horizontal hydraulic jack is placed at 
the bottom of the jacking pit. The steel casing (Lower Reach: 78-, 96-, 108-, and 120-inch internal 
diameter) is lowered into the pit with a crane and placed on the jack. A simple cutting shield is 
placed in front of the pipe segment to cut through the soil more easily. As the jack pushes the steel 



Introduction 

River Supply Conduit (Lower Reach) Construction 
Traffic Analysis 

January 12, 2005 
7

casing and cutting shield into the soil, soil is removed from within the leading casing with an 
auger or boring machine, either by hand or on a conveyor. Once the segment has been pushed into 
the soil, a new segment is lowered, set in place, and welded to the casing that has been pushed. 
Installation of the steel casing is expected to progress at approximately 40 feet per day for auger-
bored jacked casing. Once the casing has been installed, the carrier pipe (Lower Reach: 66-, 84-, 
and 96-inch diameter) is then lowered and placed on the jacks, which push the pipe into the steel 
casing. Installation of carrier pipe is expected to progress at approximately 40 to 60 feet per day. 
 
Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the jacking location, the shoring 
system is disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement above 
replaced. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be 
restored. 
 
Tunneling  
 
For the purposes of this discussion, tunneling includes both micro-tunneling and traditional 
tunneling. These tunneling methods are described below. 
 
Micro-Tunneling 
 
Micro-tunneling involves the installation of pipeline segments concurrent with the excavation of 
the tunnel via a horizontal jacking machine. A tunneling machine with directional controls 
(sophisticated boring head or cutting shield) is utilized to excavate the tunnel directly in front of 
the pipeline segment. Although the name implies small diameter pipe installations, micro-
tunneling is used to install pipelines up to 72 inches in diameter or more. Micro-tunneling is 
comprised of the excavation of access shafts, the installation of the pipeline, and the closing of the 
shafts. 
 
Shaft Excavation. Two shafts are generally used for each section of pipeline to be installed by 
micro-tunneling, one at each end of the alignment. Long tunneling projects may require additional 
shafts along the alignment. When this is the case, the distance between the shafts typically ranges 
from 300 feet to 400 feet, but may be longer or shorter depending on site conditions. In general, 
the size of the access shaft openings is proportional to the size of the pipeline that is being 
installed. The pits are excavated with backhoes, cranes, and other excavation equipment. The 
excavated soil is immediately hauled away. As excavation occurs, the pits are shored utilizing a 
beam and plate shoring system. 
 
Pipeline Installation. Once the shafts are constructed, a horizontal hydraulic jack is placed at the 
bottom of one of the shafts and a pipe segment placed in the jack. A tunneling boring machine 
(cutting head) which is the same diameter or slightly larger than the pipeline is placed in front of 
the pipe segment and is hydraulically pushed against the shaft wall. As the tunnel boring machine 
cuts horizontally into the wall of the shaft, soil is pumped in slurry form (water mixes with the 
soil spoils in the shield) via flexible hoses to a settling basin where the solids settle out and the 
water reused. When the first pipe segment is flush with the shaft wall, the slurry hoses are 
disconnected and the next pipe segment lowered into the shaft. The slurry hoses are routed 
through the second pipe segment, which is then jacked behind the first segment. The proper slope 
is maintained through the use of a laser, which is mounted in the jacking shaft and focused on a 
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grid plate at the back of the tunnel boring machine. The tunneling direction is remotely controlled 
using the laser mark on the grid plate to guide its direction. This process is repeated until the 
tunnel boring machine and pipeline reach the second shaft. Installation of the steel casing is 
expected to progress at approximately 64 feet per day for tunnel boring, assuming the use of a 
closed-face tunnel boring machine in sandy soil. 
 
Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the micro-tunneling alignment, the 
shoring system is disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement 
above replaced. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be 
restored. 
 
Traditional Tunneling  
 
Traditional tunneling involves the placement of the pipeline in an underground tunnel, which is 
excavated between two or more shafts. Traditional tunneling consists of the excavation of shafts, 
the excavation of tunnels, the installation of the pipeline, and site restoration. 
 
Shaft Excavation. Two or more shafts are constructed as described previously for pipe-jacking and 
micro-tunneling. 
 
Tunnel Excavation. Once the access shafts are excavated and shored, a tunnel is excavated between 
the shafts. Excavation of the tunnel occurs either with the use of a tunnel shield or manually with 
small power tools. In large tunnels, rail cars or augers are typically used to transport the excavated 
soil to one of the shafts. Manual excavation is typically used for shorter tunnels. As the excavation 
progresses, tunnel supports are constructed, assembled, and installed to prevent the tunnel from 
caving in. The removed soil is reused, recycled, or hauled away to a disposal site or staging area. 
The tunneling process proceeds until a fully supported tunnel has been constructed. Typical 
tunnel supports include beams and boards or pre-cast concrete linings. Beams and boards usually 
consist of wooden frames (beams) regularly spaced within the tunnel. Boards are positioned 
between each frame to support the soil above. Support linings, which have been pre-cast with 
reinforced concrete, are lifted into the proper position and bolted or otherwise fixed in place. 
Installation of tunnel liner (i.e., rib and lagging) is expected to progress at a maximum rate of 20 
feet per day. 
 
Pipe Installation. The pipeline is installed in segments following completion of the tunnel.  Each 
pipe segment is lowered into the pit with cranes or other loading equipment, mechanically 
pushed, carried, or hauled into the proper position within the tunnel, and placed on wood blocks 
or other supports that allow for adjustments in the pipe’s alignment. The joints of adjoining pipe 
segments are sealed as pipe placement occurs. Once the entire length of pipe has been placed in the 
proper position and the joints sealed, the annular space between the pipe and the tunnel wall 
(supports) is completely filled with grout or concrete and allowed to cure.  Installation of pipe is 
expected to progress at a rate of approximately 40 to 60 feet per day.  
 
Site Restoration. After completion of the pipe installation along the tunneling alignment, the 
shoring system is disassembled as the pits are backfilled, the soil compacted and the pavement 
above replaced. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic delineation (restriping) will also be 
restored.  During construction, fugitive dust emissions at the construction site during 
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earthmoving operations would be controlled as needed by water trucks equipped with spray 
nozzles.  Spoils from cuts, including cuts in streets, would typically be used as backfill materials at 
the site of origin. Materials unsuitable for backfill use and economically not usable for other 
purposes would be disposed of in accordance with local and county guidelines in available 
landfills. It is possible that contaminated soil would be excavated during construction, especially 
in older industrial areas with shallow groundwater. Soil that cannot be returned as backfill would 
be disposed of or treated at an appropriate permitted facility. 
 
Traffic Analysis Methodology 
 
The proposed River Supply Conduit Pipeline (Project) – Lower Reach Segment was analyzed by 
Project segment, defined by the unit numbers described within this document.  The traffic study 
methodology was developed in consultation with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation.  General traffic conditions were analyzed on roadways where the project would 
be constructed.   
 
As detailed construction and closure plans for the project are not yet available, analysis was not 
conducted of specific intersections or specific project segments.  Capacity will be constricted, in 
some form, along each Project segment during construction.   
 
Typical traffic impact mitigation measures would not be available for impacts caused by Project 
construction.  The need for manual traffic control, detours, and roadway/approach closures would 
be defined through traffic plans developed for each construction segment.  These plans would be 
reviewed by the City prior to implementation along the Project corridor.  True mitigations would 
not be achieved along the Project construction areas, as capacity cannot be restored until 
construction is completed.   
 
Traffic conditions and general issues along the proposed Project corridor are discussed in the 
following sections.  Impacts are discussed at a macro level, for each defined Project segment.   
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2. Road Closures during Construction 
 
This section of the report serves to identify the construction intensity within each Project Unit.  
At the time this assessment was performed, the actual location of the required trenching and 
tunneling within the identified roadways was not defined.  Obviously, open trench construction 
will have the greatest traffic circulation impact.  As discussed in the project description, it is 
assumed that trenching operations will require a “spread” of approximately three travel lanes 
(approximately 30 to 36 feet). 
 
Table 3 identifies potential lane and roadway closures that would be required for trenching 
construction within these units.   
 

Table 3 – Summary of Potential Trenching Roadway Closures  
for Units 1a, 1b, 2, 3 and 4 

Street Segment Potential Roadway Impact 
Griffith Park North along Forest Lawn Drive 
(West Project Limit to Zoo Drive) 

Reduction to one or two total travel lanes. 

Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive (L.A. Live 
Steamers to North Zoo Drive) 

Potential complete street closure 
 

Zoo Parallel Line (Western Heritage Way) Potential complete street closure 
Griffith Park South (Crystal Springs Drive from 
Griffith Park Drive  to Los Feliz Boulevard) 

This segment of roadway is a four-lane divided 
roadway.  If the pipeline is located in the 
median area, then only minor closure may be 
required.  If the pipeline is located either the 
northbound or southbound lanes, then traffic 
can be reduced to one lane in each direction and 
utilize the northbound or southbound roadway, 
depending on which roadway requires closure.  

Riverside Drive between Los Feliz Boulevard 
and Glendale Boulevard 

This section of roadway has four lanes, left-
turn lanes and a wide curb lane.  At least two-
lane could be maintained during construction. 

Glendale Boulevard from Riverside Drive to 
Rokeby Street 

This section of roadway is comprised of four 
relatively narrow lanes.  Trenching on this 
portion of roadway would require street 
closure. 

Roadways south of Rokeby Street Trenching on these roadways would require 
street closure. 
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3.  Route Analysis - Project Unit 1a and Unit 1b 
 
Project Description 
 
Project Unit 1a consists of approximately 6,000 linear feet of 96-inch diameter pipe and a pressure-
regulating station.  Project Unit 1b will consist of approximately 5,300 linear feet of 96-inch 
diameter pipe.   
 
 The route would be as follows: 
 

• Unit 1a – From the west end of the Headworks Spreading Grounds site along Forest Lawn 
Drive, to the proposed regulator station, and continuing along Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo 
Drive to the L.A. Live Steamers (railroad restoration and model exhibit). 

 
• Unit 1b - From L.A. Live Steamers along Zoo Drive to a location 1,800 feet north of the 

northerly end of Western Heritage Way. 
 
The route of Project Units 1 and 2 is illustrated in Figure 2.   
 
Description of Affected Roadways 
 
The following section describes the roadways along the proposed pipeline route from west to east. 
 
Forest Lawn Drive to Zoo Drive 
 
At the western project limit, Forest Lawn Drive is a four-lane roadway with a paved bike lane and 
shoulder as shown in Photographs 1, 2, 3 and 4.  As Forest Lawn Drive approaches Zoo Drive 
moving eastward, Forest Lawn Drive narrows to become a two-lane roadway with a paved 
shoulder as shown in Photographs 5 and 6.  Photograph 6 also shows the exclusive right-turn lane 
from Forest Lawn Drive to Zoo Drive.  
 
As seen in Photograph 3, the Forest Lawn Drive/Mt. Sinai Drive intersection within this segment 
is controlled by a traffic signal. 



Katz, Okitsu & Associates
Traffic Engineers and Transportation Planners

N

Units 1 and 2 - Project Route

Figure 2LACDPW River Conduit Improvement - Traffic Study

LOS ANGELES RIVER

Alameda Ave.

B
u
e
n
a
 V

ista
 S

t.

.rD edisreviR

Forest Lawn Dr.

.rrk DaP htiffirG

Victory Blvd.

San Fernando R
d.W

es
te

rn
   

   
Ave

.

C
rysta

l S
p
rin

g
s D

r.

134

5

GRIFFITH PARK

CITY OF GLENDALE

CITY OF BURBANK

FOREST LAWN

Zoo D
r.

LEGEND

Project Alignment

Proposed
Regulator 
Station

Proposed
Headworks
Reservoir

Unit 1a
Unit 1b

Unit 2



Route Analysis – Project Unit 1a and 1b 

River Supply Conduit (Lower Reach) Construction 
 Traffic Analysis 
January 12, 2005 

13

Photograph 1 - Looking west along the south side 
of Forest Lawn Drive from near the west project 
limit 

Photograph 2 - Looking east along the south side of 
Forest Lawn Drive from near the west project limit 

Photograph 3 - Looking west along the south side 
of Forest Lawn Drive toward Mt. Sinai Drive 

Photograph 4 - Looking east along the south side of 
Forest Lawn Drive from just east of Mt. Sinai Drive 

Photograph 5 - Looking west along the south side 
of Forest Lawn Drive from west of Zoo Drive 

Photograph 6 - Looking east along the south side of 
Forest Lawn Drive from west of Zoo Drive 
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Photograph 7 - Looking west along the south side 
of Zoo Drive toward Forest Lawn Drive 

Photograph 8 - Looking east along the south side of 
Zoo Drive from just east of Forest Lawn Drive 

Photograph 9 - Looking west along the south side 
of Zoo Drive from just west of Griffith Park Drive 

Photograph 10 - Looking east along the south side 
of Zoo Drive toward Griffith Park Drive 

Zoo Drive from Forest Lawn Drive to Griffith Park Drive 
 
Zoo Drive forms a “T” intersection with Forest Lawn Drive to the west and Griffith Park Drive to 
the east as shown in Photographs 7, 8, 9 and 10.  At the Zoo Drive/Griffith Park Drive 
intersection, Zoo Drive forms the west and north legs of the intersection.  Between Forest Lawn 
Drive and Griffith Park Drive, Zoo Drive is two-lane roadway with a paved median and paved 
shoulders.   
 
As shown in Photograph 7, the Zoo Drive/Forest Lawn Drive is controlled by a traffic signal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Route Analysis – Project Unit 1a and 1b 

River Supply Conduit (Lower Reach) Construction 
 Traffic Analysis 
January 12, 2005 

15

Photograph 11 - Looking south along the east side 
of Griffith Park Drive/Zoo Drive just west of the 
Travel Town Museum 

Photograph 12 - Looking north along the east side 
Zoo Drive from just north of the Zoo 
Drive/Griffith Park Drive intersection  

Photograph 13 - Looking east along the south side 
of Zoo Drive from just west of Riverside Drive 

Photograph 14 - Looking west along the south side 
of Zoo Drive toward Riverside Drive 

Zoo Drive between Griffith Park Drive and North Zoo Drive 
 
Zoo Drive is a two-lane roadway with a paved shoulder between Griffith Park Drive and North 
Zoo Drive as shown in Photographs 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17.  Within this roadway segment, 
Zoo Drive intersects Riverside Drive and North Zoo Drive.  The Zoo Drive/Riverside Drive and 
Zoo Drive/North Zoo Drive intersections are controlled by stop signs on all legs of the 
intersection. 
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Photograph 15 - Looking north across Zoo Drive 
toward the southern terminus of Riverside Drive 

Photograph 16 - Looking east along the south side 
of Zoo Drive from east of Riverside Drive 

Photograph 17 - Looking west along the south side 
of Zoo Drive from west of Riverside Drive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Zoo Drive between North Zoo Drive and the Eastern Project Limit 
 
Between North Zoo Drive and the eastern project limit, Zoo Drive is a four-lane roadway as 
shown in Photographs 18 and 19. 
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Photograph 18 - Looking northwest along the north 
side of Zoo Drive from east of North Zoo Drive 

Photograph 19 - Looking southeast along the north 
side of Zoo Drive from east of North Zoo Drive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed Construction Methods 
 
Table 4 shows the proposed construction methods along proposed project Unit 1. 
 

Table 4 – Proposed Project Unit 1 Construction Methods 
Unit 
No. Unit Details 

Lengt
h 
(Feet) 

Pipe 
Dia. 
(in) 

Proposed Construction 
Method b 

1a a Griffith Park North along Forest Lawn 
Drive 

6,000 96 Open Trench/Tunneling 

1b Griffith Park North along Zoo Drive 5,300 96 Open Trench  
 
Traffic Flow and Analysis 
 
Construction of the Project along Unit 1a and 1b will likely require complete closure of some 
segments of Zoo Drive within Griffith Park.  Along the four-lane segment of Forest Lawn Drive, 
(west of Zoo Drive) construction will likely reduce the number of travel lanes to two.  Left turn 
lane pockets, where provided, would be closed.  Left turn movements would take place from 
through lanes, unless temporary pockets for left turn lanes are provided.   
 
No major alternate routes are located in close proximity to Project Unit 1a and 1b.  Riverside 
Drive, on the north side of SR-134, could be utilized as an alternate route to some extent.  The 
relatively low traffic volumes along Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive could generally be 
accommodated within a reduced number of travel lanes.  Closures of Zoo Drive could affect access 
to the I-5 Southbound On-Ramp (via the Unit 2 Project segment) near the Gene Autry Museum of 
Western Heritage.  For the most part, full closures of Zoo Drive would only affect local traffic 
within Griffith Park.   
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Potential Transit Line Impacts 
 
Figure 3 is a map plot of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
bus routes in the vicinity of Project Units 1a and 1b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 3 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNITS 1A AND 1B 
 
The MTA map shows that there are no currently scheduled bus routes along the majority of the 
project route.  MTA Route 96 on the east side of Unit 1b does traverse Victory Boulevard and Zoo 
Drive.  Construction along the portion of Unit 1b could significantly impact MTA Route 96 travel 
times.  The route could be rerouted to utilize State Route 134 and I-5 during construction.  
However, rerouting would potentially impact stops at Victory Boulevard/Alameda Street north of 
the side and at Riverside Drive/Los Feliz Boulevard south of the site and would eliminate transit 
access along this route to the Los Angeles Zoo. 
 
Impacts to transit service would be likely along these segments during project construction.  
Temporary stop relocations/closures and line re-routing could be necessary based on the roadway 
width needed for Project construction.  Turning movements could be restricted or closed, forcing 
re-routing from neighborhoods currently served by transit.   
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Photograph 20 - Looking south from the south 
intersection of Western Heritage Way toward Zoo 
Drive 

Photograph 21 - Looking north from just north of 
the southern Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way 
intersection 

4.  Route Analysis – Project Unit 2 
 
Project Description 
 
Project Unit 2 would be approximately 4,500 linear feet long and 60 inches in diameter. The route 
would be as follows: 
 

• From the southern end of Unit 1b to approximately 800 feet south of the southern end of 
Western Heritage Way, running in Western Heritage Way, other paved roads, and 
equestrian trails. 

 
The route that would be utilized for Project Unit 2 is illustrated in Figure 3 shown in the previous 
chapter of this report. 
 
Description of Affected Roadways (Western Heritage Way) 
 
Project Unit 2 runs generally along Western Heritage Way which is a two-lane local road within 
Griffith Park, as shown in Photographs 20, 21, 22 and 23. 
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Photograph 22 - Looking south along Western 
Heritage Way from further north of Zoo Drive 
 

Photograph 23 - Looking north along Western 
Heritage Way from further north of Zoo Drive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed Construction Methods 
 
Table 5 shows the proposed construction methods along proposed project Unit 2. 
 

Table 5 – Proposed Project Unit 2 Construction Methods 
Unit 
No. Unit Location 

Length 
(Feet) 

Pipe Dia. 
(in) Construction Method 

LOWER REACH 
2 Zoo Parallel (Western Heritage Way) 4,500 60 Open Trench 

 
Traffic Flow and Analysis 
 
Project Construction along Project Unit 2 could require either complete or partial closure of 
segments of Western Heritage Way within Griffith Park.  An alternate route during construction 
would be the I-5 and SR-134 freeway via Los Feliz Boulevard.  As construction along this Project 
Unit would not involve major roadways or significant traffic volumes, use of such an alternate 
route would only be necessary during complete roadway closures.   
 
Potential Transit Line Impacts 
 
Figure 4 is a map plot of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
bus routes in the vicinity of Project Unit 2. 
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FIGURE 4 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNIT 2 
 
Figure 4 shows that the construction along Unit 2 would directly impact MTA Line 96 access to 
the Los Angeles Zoo.  There is a stop along MTA Line 96 at the Zoo.  While MTA Line 96 could be 
rerouted during construction, the new route would not serve the Zoo stop and could impact the 
stops north and south of the Zoo. 
 
Impacts to transit service would be likely along these segments during project construction.  
Temporary stop relocations/closures and line re-routing could be necessary based on the roadway 
width needed for Project construction.  Turning movements could be restricted or closed, forcing 
re-routing from neighborhoods currently served by transit.   
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Photograph 24 - Looking north along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive from south of the southern 
Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection 

Photograph 25 - Looking south along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive from south of the southern 
Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection 

5.  Route Analysis – Project Unit 3 
 
Project Description 
 
Project Unit 3 consists of approximately 12,000 linear feet of 96-inch diameter pipe. The route 
would be as follows: 
 

• From the southern end of Unit 2 to Los Feliz Boulevard, running in Crystal Springs Drive 
within Griffith Park 

 
The route of Project Unit 3 is illustrated in Figure 5.   
 
Description of Affected Roadways 
 
Crystal Springs Drive to south of Griffith Park Drive 
 
Zoo Drive becomes Crystal Springs Drive near North Zoo Drive.  As shown in Photographs 24, 25, 
26 and 27, Crystal Springs Drive is a two-lane north-south roadway. 
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Photograph 26 - Looking north along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive from south of Griffith Park 
Drive 

Photograph 27 - Looking south along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive from south of Griffith Park 
Drive  

Photograph 28 - Looking north along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive south of Griffith Park 
Drive where Crystal Springs Drive becomes a four-
lane divided roadway 

Photograph 29 - Looking south along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive south of Griffith Park 
Drive where Crystal Springs Drive becomes a four-
lane divided roadway 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Crystal Springs Drive from south of Griffith Park Drive to Los Feliz Boulevard 
 
South of Griffith Park Drive, Crystal Park Drive becomes a two-lane divided highway as shown in 
Photographs 28, 29, 30 and 31.  Photographs 32, 33 and 34 show the Crystal Springs Drive/Los 
Feliz Boulevard intersection that serves as the southern boundary to this project segment/unit.  
The Crystal Springs Drive/Los Feliz Boulevard/Riverside Drive intersection is controlled by a 
traffic signal. 
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Photograph 30 - Looking east across Crystal Springs 
Drive the I-5 northbound ramps north of Los Feliz 
Boulevard 

Photograph 31 - Looking north along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive from just north of Los 
Feliz Boulevard 

Photograph 32 - Looking south along the west side 
of Crystal Springs Drive toward Los Feliz Boulevard 

Photograph 33 - Looking south across the west leg 
of the Crystal Springs Drive/Los Feliz Boulevard 
intersection 

Photograph 34 - Looking east from the northwest 
corner of the Crystal Springs Drive/Los Feliz 
Boulevard intersection 
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Proposed Construction Methods 
 
Table 6 shows the proposed construction methods along proposed project Unit 3. 
 

Table 6 – Proposed Project Unit 3 Construction Methods 
Unit 
No. Unit Details 

Lengt
h 
(Feet) 

Pipe 
Dia. 
(in) 

Proposed Construction 
Method b 

3 Griffith Park South (Crystal Springs Drive) 12,000 96 Open 
Trench/Jacking/Tunneling 

 
Traffic Flow Issues 
 
Construction along Project Unit 3 would require partial closures along segments of Crystal Springs 
Drive.  Along most of this Unit, the roadway has a landscaped median.  Partial construction 
closures would likely entail the use of one side of the roadway in a two-lane operation.   
 
Potential Transit Line Impacts 
 
Figure 6 is a map plot of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
bus routes in the vicinity of Project Unit 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 6 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNIT 3 
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Figure 6 illustrates that Project construction along Unit 3 would directly impact MTA Line 96, in a 
manner similar to that discussed for Units 1a, 1b and 2.  While MTA Line 96 could be rerouted 
during construction, the new route would not serve the Zoo stop and could impact the stops 
north and south of the Zoo.  It would be anticipated that construction would not affect through 
traffic on Los Feliz Boulevard and therefore transit routes along Los Feliz Boulevard would not be 
affected. 
 
Impacts to transit service would be likely along these segments during project construction.  
Temporary stop relocations/closures and line re-routing could be necessary based on the roadway 
width needed for Project construction.  Turning movements could be restricted or closed, forcing 
re-routing from neighborhoods currently served by transit.   
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Photograph 35 - Looking north along the west side 
of Riverside Drive toward Los Feliz Boulevard 

Photograph 36 - Looking south along the west side 
of Riverside Drive from just south of Los Feliz 
Boulevard 

6.  Route Analysis – Project Unit 4 
 
Project Description 
 
Project Unit 4 consists of approximately 4,200 linear feet of 84-inch pipe, 800 linear feet of 72-inch 
pipe, 1,000 liner feet of 66-inch pipe and 3,600 linear feet of 48-inch pipe. 
 

• Los Feliz/Riverside to Rokeby/Rowena 
• Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West Silver Lake 
• Rowena/West Silver Lake to Armstrong/West Silver Lake  

 
Trunk Line Rowena Branch Line  

• Los Feliz/Riverside to Rowena Tank 
 
Trunk Line Fletcher PS Branch Line 

• Rokeby/Rowena to Fletcher 
 
The route of Project Unit 4 is illustrated in Figure 7.  
 
Description of Affected Roadways 
 
Riverside Drive between Los Feliz Boulevard and Glendale Boulevard 
 
Crystal Drive becomes Riverside Drive south of Los Feliz Boulevard.  As shown in Photographs 35, 
36, 37 and 38, Riverside Drive is a four-lane north-south roadway with sufficient width to provide 
a paved median and provide for on-street parking. 
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Photograph 35 - Looking north along the west side 
of Riverside Drive toward Los Feliz Boulevard 

Photograph 36 - Looking south along the west side 
of Riverside Drive from just south of Los Feliz 
Boulevard 

Photograph 37 - Looking north along the west side 
of Riverside Drive from just north of Glendale 
Boulevard 

Photograph 38 - Looking south along the west side 
of Riverside Drive toward Glendale Boulevard 

Description of Affected Roadways 
 
Riverside Drive between Los Feliz Boulevard and Glendale Boulevard 
 
Crystal Drive becomes Riverside Drive south of Los Feliz Boulevard.  As shown in Photographs 35, 
36, 37 and 38, Riverside Drive is a four-lane north-south roadway with sufficient width to provide 
a paved median and provide for on-street parking. 
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Photograph 39 - Looking northeast along the north 
side of Glendale Boulevard toward Riverside Drive 

Photograph 40 - Looking southwest along the north 
side of Glendale Boulevard from just southwest of 
Riverside Drive 

Photograph 41 - Looking northeast along the west 
side of Rokeby Street toward Glendale Boulevard 

Photograph 42 - Looking southwest along the west 
side of Rokeby Street toward Rowena Avenue 

Glendale Boulevard between Riverside Drive and Rokeby Street 
 
Moving southward, the proposed pipeline route turns from Riverside Drive to Glendale Boulevard.  
The pipeline follows Glendale Boulevard between Riverside Drive to the north and Rokeby Street 
to the south.  As shown in Photographs 39 and 40, this segment of Glendale Boulevard provides 
for two lanes of traffic in each direction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rokeby Street between Glendale Boulevard and Rowena Avenue 
 
Again moving southward, the proposed pipeline turns from Glendale Boulevard to Rokeby Street.  
The proposed pipeline route then follows the short roadway segment along Rokeby Street to 
Rowena Avenue.  Photographs 41 and 42 show this roadway segment that provides both one lane 
of traffic in each direction and on-street parking.  The intersections of Rokeby Street with 
Glendale Boulevard and Rowena Avenue are controlled by stop signs on Rokeby Street.  
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Photograph 43 - Looking east along the north side 
or Rowena Avenue toward Rokeby Street 

Photograph 44 - Looking west along the north side 
of Rowena Avenue from just west of Rokeby Street 

Photograph 45 - Looking north along the west side 
of Silver Lake Drive toward Rowena Avenue 

Photograph 46 - Looking south along the west side 
of Silver Lake Drive from south of Rowena Avenue 

Rowena Avenue between Rokeby Street and West Silver Lake Drive 
 
At the southern terminus of Rokeby Street, the proposed pipeline will turn west along a short 
segment of Rowena Avenue to West Silver Lake Drive.  Photographs 43 and 44 show this roadway 
segment that that provides for two lanes of traffic in each direction and on-street parking.  The 
Rowena Avenue/West Silver Lake Drive intersection is controlled by a traffic signal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
West Silver Lake Avenue between Rowena Avenue and Armstrong Avenue 
 
West Silver Lake Avenue in this proposed pipeline segment is a two-lane residential roadway with 
sufficient width to provide on-street parking.  Photographs 45, 46, 47 and 48 show this roadway 
segment. 
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Photograph 47 - Looking north at the north leg of 
the Silver Lake Drive/Armstrong Avenue 
intersection 

Photograph 48 - Looking south at the property 
between the divergence of Armstrong Avenue and 
the continuation of Silver Lake Drive  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed Construction Methods 
 
Table 7 shows the proposed construction methods along proposed project Unit 4. 
 

Table 7 – Proposed Project Unit 4 Construction Methods 
Unit 
No. Unit Details 

Lengt
h 
(Feet) 

Pipe 
Dia. 
(in) 

Proposed Construction 
Method b 

4 Los Feliz/Riverside to Rokeby/Rowena 
Rokeby/Rowena to Rowena/West Silver 
Lake 
Rowena/West Silver Lake to 
Armstrong/West Silver Lake  
 
Trunk Line Rowena Branch Line  
Los Feliz/Riverside to Rowena Tank 
 
Trunk Line Fletcher PS Branch Line 
Rokeby/Rowena to Fletcher 

4,200 
800 
1,000 
 
 
 
1,600 
 
 
2,000 

84, 96 
72 
66 
 
 
 
48 
 
 
48  

Open Trench/Jacking 
Open Trench 
Open Trench/Jacking 
 
 
 
Open Trench/ Tunneling/ Slip 
Lining 
 
 
Open Trench 

 
Traffic Flow Analysis 
 
Construction of Project Unit 4 would require partial closures along Riverside Drive, and could 
require full closure of smaller roadways such as Rowena Avenue and Silver Lake Drive.  Access 
would likely remain along Riverside Drive.  Parallel roadways would need to be utilized as detour 
routes for the road closures on smaller streets.   
 
Potential Transit Line Impacts 
 
Figure 8 is a map plot of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
bus routes in the vicinity of Project Unit 4. 
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FIGURE 8 – TRANSIT ROUTES ALONG UNIT 4 
 
 
Figure 8 illustrates that MTA Line 96 would be affected by construction along Riverside Drive and 
that MTA Line 92 would be affected by construction along Glendale Boulevard and Rowena 
Avenue.  Since there are multiple north-south streets in the project vicinity, construction phasing 
could be scheduled to minimize impacts to MTA Lines 92 and 96.  However, there may be some 
increased transit delay and impacts to the MTA Line 92 stop at the Glendale Boulevard/Riverside 
Drive intersection. 
 
Impacts to transit service would be likely along these segments during project construction.  
Temporary stop relocations/closures and line re-routing could be necessary based on the roadway 
width needed for Project construction.  Turning movements could be restricted or closed, forcing 
re-routing from neighborhoods currently served by transit.   
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Roadway Capacity Analysis 
 
The River Supply Conduit Project – Lower Reach Segment will not result in any permanent traffic 
generating impacts on area roadways.  As such, permanent physical or operations improvements 
to either study intersections or roadway segments are not required.  However, the project will 
have very significant impacts during construction since much of the project will be performed via 
open trenching that will occur on roadways that are heavily traveled.  This work will reduce 
capacities on the roadways directly affected and divert traffic to adjacent roadways that are also 
heavily traveled.  Trenching is the only feasible cost alternative for the majority of the route.  
While jacking and tunneling can be used to reduce traffic impacts at specific locations, use of this 
method throughout the entire route would be prohibitively costly. 
 
There are no measures that can be implemented to make the project impact less than significant, 
as defined by generally accepted level of-service standards. Open trenching on heavily traveled 
streets will reduce levels of service to F and will result in diversion of traffic to adjacent routes that 
would likely also operate at very poor levels of service. 
 
These impacts will be temporary in nature and as such should have no lasting impact on the study 
roadways or the adjacent roadway systems, including the Los Angeles County Congestion 
Management roadways of the State Highway system. 
 
Pedestrian, Transit and Parking Impacts 
 
Construction of the pipeline and related facilities could potentially impact pedestrian movements 
on sidewalks and at crosswalk locations.  The construction activities are also likely to affect 
transit interface locations (e.g. bus stops) and transit vehicle travel times.  Finally, the project will 
likely eliminate on-street parking at the location of trenching activities.  The elimination of 
parking could have an adverse impact on local businesses. 
 
General Impacts to Roadway Facilities and Transit Service 
 
As detailed construction and closure plans for the project are not yet available, analysis was not 
conducted of specific intersections or specific project segments.  Capacity will be constricted, in 
some form, along each Project segment during construction.   
 
Typical traffic impact mitigation measures would not be available for impacts caused by Project 
construction.  The need for manual traffic control, detours, and roadway/approach closures would 
be defined through traffic plans developed for each construction segment.  These plans would be 
reviewed by the City prior to implementation along the Project corridor.  True mitigations would 
not be achieved along the Project construction areas, as capacity cannot be restored until 
construction is completed.   
 
Impacts to transit service would be likely along Project segments during construction.  Temporary 
stop relocations/closures and line re-routing could be necessary based on the roadway width 
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needed for Project construction.  Turning movements could be restricted or closed, forcing re-
routing from neighborhoods currently served by transit.   
 
 
Recommended Traffic Control Design Considerations  
 
To mitigate project impacts, the final design of the project should be performed to minimize the 
locations of complete roadways closures and to minimize the number and duration of lane 
closures.  Detailed construction traffic control and detour (alternative route) plans should be 
prepared for each phase of construction and a public outreach program should be implemented to 
inform the public on the need for the project and the project’s roadway closure and lane closure 
characteristics.  A Construction Traffic Management Plan will have to be prepared and approved 
by LADOT prior to the start of work. 
 
The design of traffic plans should be performed in consultation with local transit agencies to 
minimize impacts to passenger loading areas and to minimize travel times on scheduled transit 
routes.  All affected transit agencies (such as MTA and LADOT) must be contacted to provide for 
any required modifications or temporary relocation of transit facilities.  In addition, local business 
that might be potentially impacted by a loss of on-street parking should be contacted to best 
develop plans to mitigate the affect of these loses on their businesses. 
 
Caltrans should be contacted to obtain permits for the transport of over-sized loads and to obtain 
encroachment permits, if necessary. 
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Onroad Emissions (1) Offroad Emissions (2) Fugitive Dust (3) Total Emissions
CO 174.74 409.79 --- 584.53
NOx 199.56 545.78 --- 745.34
ROG 24.07 94.49 --- 118.56
SOx 1.84 3.21 --- 5.05

PM10 212.57 47.31 46.87 306.75

(1) Tailpipe emissions plus paved road dust emissions.
(2) Tailpipe emissions only.
(3) Construction fugitive dust emissions.

Onroad Emissions (1) Offroad Emissions (2) Fugitive Dust (3) Total Emissions
CO 174.74 197.86 --- 372.61
NOx 199.56 394.11 --- 593.67
ROG 24.07 33.21 --- 57.28
SOx 1.84 3.23 --- 5.07

PM10 212.57 23.85 11.15 247.58

(1) Tailpipe emissions plus paved road dust emissions.
(2) Tailpipe emissions only.
(3) Onsite construction fugitive dust emissions.

Table D-1:  Maximum Daily Uncontrolled Construction Emissions (lbs/day)

Table D-2:  Maximum Daily Mitigated Construction Emissions (lbs/day)

RSC 1216.xls/Summary



Table D-3: Onroad Emissions

Passenger Vehicles (Worker Travel)
Pollutant (pounds/mile) miles/trip trips/day pounds/day
CO 0.013925 30 83 34.67
NOx 0.001489 30 83 3.71
ROG 0.001497 30 83 3.73
SOx 0.000009 30 83 0.02
PM10 0.000080 30 83 0.20
fugitive PM10 0.000098 30 83 0.24

Delivery Trucks 
(pounds/mile) miles/trip trips/day pounds/day

CO 0.019135 20 366 140.07
NOx 0.026756 20 366 195.85
ROG 0.002779 20 366 20.34
SOx 0.000248 20 366 1.82
PM10 0.000483 20 366 3.54
fugitive PM10 0.028497 20 366 208.59

Total Onroad Emissions
Pollutant pounds/day
CO 174.74
NOx 199.56
ROG 24.07
SOx 1.84
PM10 Tailpipe 3.73
PM10 fugitive 208.84 (Road Dust)

Assumptions:
EMFAC 2002 Version 2.2 Scenario Year: 2006 -- Model Years: 1965 to 2006
AP-42, Fifth Addition, Section 13.2.1; Table 13.2.1-1 (fugitive PM10)
Delivery truck estimates assume 61 trips (to deliver materials such as sand, 
backfill, and steel pipe) + 2 trips (water and welding trucks) per trenching 
area with four concurrent areas; and 36 trips (to haul waste and deliver
material) + 2 trips (water and welding trucks) per jacking/tunneling area.
Trip Source: River Supply Conduit Delivery Truck Trip Estimates Table

RSC 1216.xls/onroad



Table D-4:  RSC Offroad Equipment Assumptions

Open Trench Spread
Eq. Use

Equipment HP hr/day
Backhoe - 436C 89 8
Forklift - RT-708H 80 8
Loader - 962G 200 8
Excavator/Pipelayer 315B 99 8
Compactor 224C 90 4
Crane - Link Belt Hylab 5 187 2

Pipe Hydraulic Jacking Spread
Eq. Use

Equipment HP hr/day
Diesel Generator 200 8
Excavator/Pipelayer 315B 99 8
Crane - Link Belt Hylab 5 187 2

MTBM Spread
Eq. Use

Equipment HP hr/day
Diesel Generator* 450 8
Excavator/Pipelayer 315B 99 8
Crane - Link Belt Hylab 5 187 2
* - Generator assumed to be 600 hp for 96-inch pipe tunneling spreads
Notes:
1. Water truck and other various diesel fuel support equipment assumed to be on-road equipment
and their emission are calculated assuming EMFAC2002 onroad emission factors
2. Equipment use will be adjusted proportionally when longer than 8 hour days are assumed.
3. The welding truck, an onroad vehicle, will be assumed to have a 50 hp diesel generator
4. Daily load factors will be assumed to be medium CAT Handbook load factors for
determination of fuel use, and the generators will be assumed to be at an average hourly 50% load
as will the cranes.

Spreadoffroadequipmentassumptions.xls



Table D-5:  Uncontrolled 
Emissions for Construction 
Areas

Fuel Sulfur
OFFROAD EMISSIONS Equipment Assumptions Base Factors g/bhp Load Adjustment Factors Adjustment Adjusted Factors g/bhp
Open Trench Construction Area
Equipment HP HP Cat. Tier BSFC lb/hp-hr NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 Adj. Type NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 PM10 Fuel S BSFC NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
Backhoe - 436C 89 50-100 0 0.408 6.9 3.49 0.99 0.05182 0.722 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.108 0.481 7.59 8.97 2.27 0.0591 1.31
Forklift - RT-708H 80 50-100 0 0.408 6.9 3.49 0.99 0.05182 0.722 Lo LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.093 0.412 6.56 5.34 1.04 0.0509 0.80
Loader - 962G 200 175-300 0 0.367 8.38 2.7 0.68 0.04661 0.402 Hi LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.083 0.371 7.96 4.13 0.71 0.0458 0.41
Excavator/Drill 315B 99 50-100 0 0.408 6.9 3.49 0.99 0.05182 0.722 Hi LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.093 0.412 6.56 5.34 1.04 0.0509 0.80
Compactor 224C 90 50-100 0 0.408 6.9 3.49 0.99 0.05182 0.722 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.108 0.481 7.59 8.97 2.27 0.0591 1.31
Crane 187 175-300 0 0.367 8.38 2.7 0.68 0.04661 0.402 None 1 1 1 1 1 -0.083 0.367 8.38 2.70 0.68 0.0454 0.32
Diesel Powered Welder 50 25-50 0 0.408 6.9 5 1.8 0.05182 0.8 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.090 0.40 7.59 12.85 4.12 0.0052 1.49

Emission Factors are based on EPA Guidance Document "Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling — Compression-Ignition".
Fuel use factors are "medium" factors based on Caterpillar Handbook Edition 29.
Worst case assumption is four concurrent active trench construction areas.

Fuel Sulfur
OFFROAD EMISSIONS Equipment Assumptions Base Factors g/bhp Load Adjustment Factors Adjustment Adjusted Factors g/bhp
Pipe Jacking/MTBM Area - 96' Pipe
Equipment HP HP Cat. Tier BSFC lb/hp-hr NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 Adj. Type NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 PM10 Fuel S BSFC NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
Main Diesel Generator 600 300-600 0 0.367 8.38 2.7 0.68 0.04661 0.402 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.097 0.433 9.22 6.94 1.56 0.0533 0.69
Excavator/Drill 315B 99 50-100 0 0.408 6.9 3.49 0.99 0.05182 0.722 Hi LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.093 0.412 6.56 5.34 1.04 0.0509 0.80
Crane 187 175-300 0 0.367 8.38 2.7 0.68 0.04661 0.402 None 1 1 1 1 1 -0.083 0.367 8.38 2.70 0.68 0.0454 0.32
Diesel Powered Welder 50 25-50 0 0.408 6.9 5 1.8 0.05182 0.8 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.090 0.40 7.59 12.85 4.12 0.0052 1.49

Emission Factors are based on EPA Guidance Document "Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling — Compression-Ignition".
Fuel use factors are "medium" factors based on Caterpillar Handbook Edition 29 and average 50% load on main generator.
Three concurrent active jacking/MTBM construction areas, with one operating 24 hours per day (22 hours active) the other two for 10 hours for a 14 hour average.

Table D-6:  Controlled 
Emissions for Construction 
Areas

Fuel Sulfur
OFFROAD EMISSIONS Equipment Assumptions Base Factors g/bhp Load Adjustment Factors Adjustment Adjusted Factors g/bhp
Open Trench Construction Area
Equipment HP HP Cat. Tier BSFC lb/hp-hr NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 Adj. Type NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 PM10 Fuel S BSFC NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
Backhoe - 436C 89 50-100 1 0.408 5.5988 2.3655 0.5213 0.05182 0.473 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.108 0.481 6.16 6.08 1.19 0.0594 0.82
Forklift - RT-708H 80 50-100 1 0.408 5.5988 2.3655 0.5213 0.05182 0.473 Lo LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.093 0.412 5.32 3.62 0.55 0.0510 0.49
Loader - 962G 200 175-300 1 0.367 5.5772 0.7475 0.3085 0.04661 0.2521 Hi LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.083 0.371 5.30 1.14 0.32 0.0459 0.23
Excavator/Drill 315B 99 50-100 1 0.408 5.5988 2.3655 0.5213 0.05182 0.473 Hi LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.093 0.412 5.32 3.62 0.55 0.0510 0.49
Compactor 224C 90 50-100 1 0.408 5.5988 2.3655 0.5213 0.05182 0.473 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.108 0.481 6.16 6.08 1.19 0.0594 0.82
Crane 187 175-300 1 0.367 5.5772 0.7475 0.3085 0.04661 0.2521 None 1 1 1 1 1 -0.083 0.367 5.58 0.75 0.31 0.0455 0.17
Diesel Powered Welder 50 25-50 1 0.408 4.7279 1.5323 0.2789 0.05182 0.3389 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.090 0.40 5.20 3.94 0.64 0.0053 0.58

Emission Factors are based on EPA Guidance Document "Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling — Compression-Ignition".
Fuel use factors are "medium" factors based on Caterpillar Handbook Edition 29.
Worst case assumption is four concurrent active trench construction areas.

Fuel Sulfur
OFFROAD EMISSIONS Equipment Assumptions Base Factors g/bhp Load Adjustment Factors Adjustment Adjusted Factors g/bhp
Pipe Jacking/MTBM Area - 96' Pipe
Equipment HP HP Cat. Tier BSFC lb/hp-hr NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 Adj. Type NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 PM10 Fuel S BSFC NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
Main Diesel Generator 600 300-600 1 0.367 6.0153 1.306 0.2025 0.04661 0.2008 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.097 0.433 6.62 3.36 0.46 0.0536 0.30
Excavator/Drill 315B 99 50-100 1 0.408 5.5988 2.3655 0.5213 0.05182 0.473 Hi LF 0.95 1.53 1.05 1.01 1.23 -0.093 0.412 5.32 3.62 0.55 0.0510 0.49
Crane 187 175-300 1 0.367 5.5772 0.7475 0.3085 0.04661 0.2521 None 1 1 1 1 1 -0.083 0.367 5.58 0.75 0.31 0.0455 0.17
Diesel Powered Welder 50 25-50 1 0.408 4.7279 1.5323 0.2789 0.05182 0.3389 Lo LF 1.1 2.57 2.29 1.18 1.97 -0.090 0.40 5.20 3.94 0.64 0.0053 0.58

Emission Factors are based on EPA Guidance Document "Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling — Compression-Ignition".
Fuel use factors are "medium" factors based on Caterpillar Handbook Edition 29 and average 50% load on main generator.
Three concurrent active jacking/MTBM construction areas, with one operating 24 hours per day (22 hours active) the other two for 10 hours for a 14 hour average.
Emission mitigation based on requiring EPA/CARB Tier 1 engines or better, with no credit being taken for any Tier 2 or Tier 3 compliant engines that may be used.
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Table D-5:  Uncontrolled 
Emissions for Construction 
Areas

OFFROAD EMISSIONS
Open Trench Construction Area
Equipment
Backhoe - 436C
Forklift - RT-708H
Loader - 962G
Excavator/Drill 315B
Compactor 224C
Crane
Diesel Powered Welder

OFFROAD EMISSIONS
Pipe Jacking/MTBM Area - 96' Pipe
Equipment
Main Diesel Generator
Excavator/Drill 315B
Crane
Diesel Powered Welder

Table D-6:  Controlled 
Emissions for Construction 
Areas

OFFROAD EMISSIONS
Open Trench Construction Area
Equipment
Backhoe - 436C
Forklift - RT-708H
Loader - 962G
Excavator/Drill 315B
Compactor 224C
Crane
Diesel Powered Welder

OFFROAD EMISSIONS
Pipe Jacking/MTBM Area - 96' Pipe
Equipment
Main Diesel Generator
Excavator/Drill 315B
Crane
Diesel Powered Welder

Fuel Use Daily Fuel
(gal/hr) (hr/day) (pieces) Use (gal/day)

NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
246.77 291.61 73.71 1.92 42.72 2.49 10.00 4.00 99.6 24.58 29.04 7.34 0.19 4.25
248.99 202.82 39.48 1.93 30.21 2.20 10.00 4.00 88.0 21.91 17.85 3.47 0.17 2.66
336.18 174.44 30.15 1.93 17.36 5.50 10.00 4.00 220.0 73.96 38.38 6.63 0.43 3.82
248.99 202.82 39.48 1.93 30.21 2.88 10.00 4.00 115.0 28.63 23.32 4.54 0.22 3.47
246.77 291.61 73.71 1.92 42.72 2.75 4.00 4.00 44.0 10.86 12.83 3.24 0.08 1.88
357.41 115.16 29.00 1.94 13.62 4.99 4.00 4.00 79.8 28.51 9.19 2.31 0.15 1.09
297.01 502.84 161.30 0.20 58.15 1.41 8.00 4.00 45.1 13.39 22.66 7.27 0.01 2.62

Total Daily Open Trench Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 201.83 153.27 34.82 1.26 19.79

Fuel Use Daily Fuel
(gal/hr) (hr/day) (pieces) Use (gal/day)

NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
333.18 250.80 56.28 1.93 25.10 18.30 14.00 3.00 768.5 256.06 192.75 43.26 1.48 19.29
248.99 202.82 39.48 1.93 30.21 2.88 14.00 3.00 120.8 30.07 24.49 4.77 0.23 3.65
357.41 115.16 29.00 1.94 13.62 4.99 8.00 3.00 119.6 42.76 13.78 3.47 0.23 1.63
297.01 502.84 161.30 0.20 58.15 1.41 12.00 3.00 50.7 15.06 25.50 8.18 0.01 2.95

Total Daily Jacking/MTBM Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 343.94 256.52 59.67 1.96 27.52

Total Uncontrolled Emissions (pounds/day) 545.78 409.79 94.49 3.21 47.31

Fuel Use Daily Fuel
(gal/hr) (hr/day) (pieces) Use (gal/day)

NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
200.23 197.65 38.81 1.93 26.77 2.49 10.00 4.00 99.6 19.94 19.69 3.87 0.19 2.67
202.03 137.47 20.79 1.94 18.58 2.20 10.00 4.00 88.0 17.78 12.10 1.83 0.17 1.63
223.74 48.29 13.68 1.94 9.57 5.50 10.00 4.00 220.0 49.22 10.62 3.01 0.43 2.11
202.03 137.47 20.79 1.94 18.58 2.88 10.00 4.00 115.0 23.23 15.81 2.39 0.22 2.14
200.23 197.65 38.81 1.93 26.77 2.75 4.00 4.00 44.0 8.81 8.70 1.71 0.09 1.18
237.87 31.88 13.16 1.94 7.23 4.99 4.00 4.00 79.8 18.97 2.54 1.05 0.15 0.58
203.51 154.10 24.99 0.21 22.60 1.41 8.00 4.00 45.1 9.17 6.95 1.13 0.01 1.02

Total Daily Open Trench Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 147.13 76.40 14.98 1.26 11.32

Fuel Use Daily Fuel
(gal/hr) (hr/day) (pieces) Use (gal/day)

NOx CO VOC SOx PM10 NOx CO VOC SOx PM10
239.16 121.31 16.76 1.94 10.78 18.30 14.00 3.00 768.5 183.80 93.23 12.88 1.49 8.28
202.03 137.47 20.79 1.94 18.58 2.88 14.00 3.00 120.8 24.40 16.60 2.51 0.23 2.24
237.87 31.88 13.16 1.94 7.23 4.99 8.00 3.00 119.6 28.46 3.81 1.57 0.23 0.87
203.51 154.10 24.99 0.21 22.60 1.41 12.00 3.00 50.7 10.32 7.81 1.27 0.01 1.15

Total Daily Jacking/MTBM Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 246.98 121.46 18.23 1.97 12.54

Total Uncontrolled Emissions (pounds/day) 394.11 197.86 33.21 3.23 23.85

Equipment UsageAdjusted emission factors (lbs/1000 gallons) Worst Case Daily
Emissions (pounds/day)

Adjusted emission factors (lbs/1000 gallons) Equipment Usage Worst Case Daily
Emissions (pounds/day)

Equipment UsageAdjusted emission factors (lbs/1000 gallons) Worst Case Daily
Emissions (pounds/day)

Emissions (pounds/day)
Equipment UsageAdjusted emission factors (lbs/1000 gallons) Worst Case Daily

RSC 1216.xls/offroad EFs



Table D-7:  Fugitive Dust Calculations - Uncontrolled Emissions

Excavator Trenching
Value Notes

E = (0.75)(0.0021)(d^0.7)/(M^0.3) E = lbs PM10/yd3 excavated

d = drop height = 5 ft (conservative estimate)
M = moisture content = 2.0% (SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Table A9-9-G-1, Dry Soil)
E = emission factor = 0.0039 lb/yd3

Excavator Excavating Rate = 773.0 yd3/day - Project Estimate Trenching Construction Area
3,092 yd3/day (Four Trench Pipeline Construction Area)

Mining/Excavator Rate = 390 yd3/day - Project Tunneling Construction Area
1,170 yd3/day (Three Tunneling Construction Areas)

Total Daily Excavation Rate = 4,262 yd3/day
Emissions = 16.82 lbs/day
Source:  AP-42, Table 11.9-2 (dragline operations), 1/95

Material Unloading
Value Notes

E = (k)(0.0032)[(U/5)^1.3]/[(M/2)^1.4] E = lbs PM10/ton unloaded
k = particle size constant = 0.35 for PM10
U = average wind speed = 16.00 mph (based on Burbank 5th percentile daytime wind data)
M = moisture content = 2.0% (SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Table A9-9-G-1, Dry Soil)
E = emission factor = 0.00508 lb/ton
Unloading Rate = 4,262 yd3/day (see excavator trenching assumptions)

5,541 tons/day (assumes 2600 lbs/yd3 for moist soil)
Emissions = 28.15 lbs PM10/day
Material Unloading - Source:  AP-42, p. 13.2.4-3, 1/95

Finish Grading
Value Notes

E = (0.60)(0.051)(S^2.0) E = lbs PM10/VMT
S = mean vehicle speed = 3.0 mph (estimate based on observation)
E = emission factor = 0.28 lb/VMT
Daily Travel Estimate 4.55 VMT/day (80 feet/day, 60 passes, 4 pipeline areas)

1.25 lbs PM10/day
Source:  AP-42, Table 11.9-2, 7/98

Wind erosion of active construction area
Value Notes

Level 2 Emission Factor = 0.011 ton/acre-month
Construction Schedule = 0.7 lbs/acre-day (based on 30 days/month)

 = 1.68E-05 lbs/scf-day
Area of construction  = 38400 160 feet active length 40 foot width, 6 equiv. pipeline areas
Emissions 0.65 lbs PM10/day
Source:  "Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 1), Final Report", prepared for
   South Coast AQMD by Midwest Research Institute, March 1996

Daily Fugitive Dust Emission Estimate = 46.87 lbs PM10/day
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Table D-8:  Fugitive Dust Calculations - Controlled Emissions

Excavator Trenching
Value Notes

E = (0.75)(0.0021)(d^0.7)/(M^0.3) E = lbs PM10/yd3 excavated

d = drop height = 5 ft (conservative estimate)
M = moisture content = 15.0% (SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Table A9-9-G-1, Moist Soil)
E = emission factor = 0.0022 lb/yd3

Excavator Excavating Rate = 773.0 yd3/day - Project Estimate Trenching Construction Area
3,092 yd3/day (Four Trench Pipeline Construction Area)

Mining/Excavator Rate = 390 yd3/day - Project Tunneling Construction Area
1,170 yd3/day (Three Tunneling Construction Areas)

Total Daily Excavation Rate = 4,262 yd3/day
Emissions = 9.19 lbs/day
Source:  AP-42, Table 11.9-2 (dragline operations), 10/98

Material Unloading
Value Notes

E = (k)(0.0032)[(U/5)^1.3]/[(M/2)^1.4] E = lbs PM10/ton unloaded
k = particle size constant = 0.35 for PM10
U = average wind speed = 16.00 mph (based on Burbank 5th percentile daytime wind data)
M = moisture content = 15.0% (SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Table A9-9-G-1, Dry Soil)
E = emission factor = 0.00030 lb/ton
Unloading Rate = 4,262 yd3/day (see excavator trenching assumptions)

5,541 tons/day (assumes 2600 lbs/yd3 for moist soil)
Emissions = 1.68 lbs PM10/day
Material Unloading - Source:  AP-42, p. 13.2.4-3, 1/95

Finish Grading
Value Notes

E = (0.60)(0.051)(S^2.0) E = lbs PM10/VMT
S = mean vehicle speed = 3.0 mph (estimate based on observation)
E = emission factor = 0.28 lb/VMT
Daily Travel Estimate 4.55 VMT/day (80 feet/day, 60 passes, 4 pipeline areas)

0.19 lbs PM10/day
Source:  AP-42, Table 11.9-2, 10/98

Wind erosion of active construction area
Value Notes

Level 2 Emission Factor = 0.011 ton/acre-month
Construction Schedule = 0.7 lbs/acre-day (based on 30 days/month)

 = 1.68E-05 lbs/scf-day
Area of construction  = 38400 160 feet active length 40 foot width, 6 equiv. pipeline areas
Emissions 0.10 lbs PM10/day
Source:  "Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 1), Final Report", prepared for
   South Coast AQMD by Midwest Research Institute, March 1996

Daily Fugitive Dust Emission Estimate = 11.15 lbs PM10/day

RSC 1216.xls/Fugitive Dust
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The 45-day public review period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) began on May 6, 2005, and 
ended on June 20, 2005. During the public review period, six written comment letters were received from 
organizations and agencies. Three additional letters were submitted after the close of the public review period. 
At the request of the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP), the LADRP, the 
Los Angeles Zoo, and the Autry National Center were given additional time to complete their comments. The 
complete list of persons, organizations, and agencies that submitted comments on the Lower Reach River 
Supply Conduit Draft EIR are listed in Table E-1 below.  

Table E-1. Written Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
Comment Set 

Number Organization Name Date Comment 
Numbers 

Response 
Page No. 

1 City of Burbank Roger Baker May 11, 2005 1a – 1b E-4 
2 Metropolitan Transportation Authority Susan Chapman June 15, 2005 2a – 2b  E-6 
3 Silver Lake Residents Association Maryann Kuk June 17, 2005 3a – 3d E-9 

4 Latham & Watkins LLP (representing 
Forest Lawn) William F. Delvac June 20, 2005 4a – 4c E-20 

5 Silver Lake Neighborhood Council  Elizabeth Bougart-
Sharkov June 20, 2005 5a – 5d E-38 

6 Committee to Save Silver Lake’s 
Reservoirs Andrew Sears June 20, 2005 6a – 6af E-57 

7 City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks Jon Kirk Mukri June 28, 2005 7a – 7ag E-79 

8 City of Los Angeles – Los Angeles 
Zoo Darryl Pon July 18, 2005 8a – 8b  E-88 

9 Autry National Center John L. Gray July 19, 2005 9a – 9j E-92 

 

Each comment letter or email has been given a number (Comment Set Number) and, within each letter, 
individual comments have been assigned a letter designation (a, b, c, etc.). Responses follow each letter and 
use the same letter/number pattern as the comments.  For those responses requiring updates to the text of the 
Draft EIR (Executive Summary and Sections 1 through 5 of this report), excerpts are provided as part of the 
response.  This Final EIR identifies text changes to the draft document with an underline (underline) to show 
additions and strike through (strike through) to show deletions.   
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Baker, Roger [mailto:RBaker@ci.burbank.ca.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2005 4:50 PM 
To: Easley, Sarah 
Cc: Holloway, Chuck; Misaka, Lucinda; Riley, Mary; Moheize, Omar; Mace, Bill; Teaford, Bonnie; 
Simay, Greg; Birla, Dev; Herrmann, Greg; Johnson, Kenneth; Andersen, Rodney 
Subject: RE: Draft EIR for Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project 

Sarah, 
I have two concerns about the DEIR for the Lower Reach River Supply 
Conduit Project dated May 2005 that we received this week.  
  
First, I'm concerned about the last two sentences in your original e-
mail message dated May 5th which is attached below. The two sentences 
read as follows. 
  

"When LADWP decides to replace the Upper Reach RSC, a separate 
environmental review for that project will be conducted to 
satisfy the requirements of CEQA. Although the construction 
schedule for the Upper Reach RSC is speculative at this time, the 
potential cumulative impacts of the construction of the proposed 
Upper Reach RSC have been addressed within the DEIR for the Lower 
Reach RSC" 

  
The first sentence indicates that a new and separate CEQA document will 
be prepared when LADWP decides to replace the Upper Reach RSC, but the 
following sentences suggests that "the potential cumulative impacts of 
the construction of the proposed Upper Reach RSC have been addressed 
within the DEIR for the Lower Reach RSC".  On page 2-10 in the DEIR is 
says that "a typical construction activity would require the closure of 
three (3) travel lanes for approximately four (4) weeks with turning 
traffic affected considerable longer", and if no route in or around the 
City of Burbank for the Upper Reach has been selected, and no specific 
roadway disruptions have been analyzed for streets within the City of 
Burbank, than the assumption in your e-mail that "the potential 
cumulative impacts of the construction of the proposed Upper Reach RSC 
have been addressed within the DEIR for the Lower Reach RSC" is not 
supported in the DEIR. 
  
Second, in light of the suggestion that "the potential cumulative 
impacts of the construction of the proposed Upper Reach RSC have been 
addressed within the DEIR for the Lower Reach RSC" I'm concerned that 
the comments contained in the e-mails you received from Bill Mace and 
Dev Birla in the Water and Electric Divisions of the Burbank Water and 
Power Department did not appear to be addressed.  These e-mails are 
incorporated in Appendix A.3 of the DEIR, and the comments were 
specifically focused on the disruption the proposed construction could 
have on our existing and future municipal utilities that are located 
within the street right-of-ways potentially targeted for the Upper 
Reach RSC.   
  
Please let us know if these concerns will be addressed in a future CEQA 
document, or if there is an assumption that "the potential cumulative 
impacts of the construction of the proposed Upper Reach RSC have been 
addressed within the DEIR for the Lower Reach RSC". 
  

1a 

1b 

Comment Set #1 
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Roger Baker 
Deputy City planner 
City of Burbank   
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Easley, Sarah [mailto:Sarah.Easley@ladwp.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2005 5:11 PM 
To: RBaker@ci.burbank.ca.us; OMoheize@ci.burbank.ca.us;  
BMace@ci.burbank.ca.us; BTeaford@ci.burbank.ca.us; 
GSimay@ci.burbank.ca.us; DBirla@ci.burbank.ca.us; 
gherrmann@ci.burbank.ca.us; kjohnson@ci.burbank.ca.us; 
randersen@ci.burbank.ca.us 
Cc: Holloway, Chuck; Misaka, Lucinda 
Subject: Draft EIR for Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project 
 
Interested Parties at the City of Burbank: 
  
The purpose of this e-mail is to inform you that the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Lower Reach River Supply 
Conduit (RSC) Project has been released today for public review, as 
described in the attached Notice of Availability.  Please note that the 
current proposed project, replacement of the Lower Reach RSC pipeline, 
would not involve construction within the City of Burbank. 
  
As you are aware, an Initial Study for the proposed RSC pipeline 
replacement was issued in August 2004.  The Initial Study included both 
the replacement of the Upper Reach RSC, which extends from the North 
Hollywood Pump Station, through the cities of Los Angeles and Burbank, 
to the Hollingsworth Spillway north of Griffith Park, and of the Lower 
Reach RSC, which extends from the Hollingsworth Spillway, through the 
City of Los Angeles, to the Ivanhoe Reservoir in the Silver Lake 
neighborhood of Los Angeles.  
  
Although there is need to replace both the Upper and Lower Reaches of 
the RSC, complications associated with project design, budget 
constraints, and alignment constraints, particularly within the City of 
Burbank, have pushed the Upper Reach RSC off to sometime in the 
future.  Independent of the Upper Reach RSC, operating constraints due 
to the physical condition of the Lower Reach RSC dictate that LADWP 
move forward with the replacement of this section of the pipeline. When 
LADWP decides to replace the Upper Reach RSC, a separate environmental 
review for that project will be conducted to satisfy the requirements 
of CEQA. Although the construction schedule for the Upper Reach RSC is 
speculative at this time, the potential cumulative impacts of the 
construction of the proposed Upper Reach RSC have been addressed within 
the DEIR for the Lower Reach RSC. 
 
If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me. 
  
Sarah Easley Perez 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Environmental Services 
111 North Hope Street; Room 1044 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
ph: 213-367-1276    fx: 213-367-4710 
sarah.easley@ladwp.com 

<<NOA-DEIR Letter - signed.pdf>>  
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Response to Comment Set 1 
City of Burbank, Community Development Department, May 11, 2005 

1a As discussed in the Draft EIR (Executive Summary and Section 3), “complications associated with 
project design, budget considerations, and alignment constraints have pushed the Upper Reach RSC 
[Project] off to sometime in the future.”  LADWP is currently reevaluating alignment options, and, 
has not identified another timeframe for the Upper Reach Project. LADWP will continue to 
coordinate with the City of Burbank and other applicable public agencies on a new alignment for the 
Upper Reach Project. When a specific alignment has been identified, and the LADWP decides to 
move forward with this project, the LADWP will fully address the potential impacts of the Upper 
Reach RSC Project in a separate environmental document. To clarify this issue, the text in Table 2-5 
(Related Projects) has been revised to reflect the speculative nature of the schedule for the Upper 
Reach RSC Project: 

  “Construction is scheduled to begin in October 2007.  For purposes of the cumulative analysis, a 
worst-case construction schedule has been identified for the Upper Reach RSC Project as starting 
in October 2007 and ending in March 2011.  However, at this time possible alignments are still 
being investigated and no specific timeframe has been identified for the Upper Reach RSC 
Project.”  

 As noted above, LADWP provided a conservative estimate of the construction schedule for the Upper 
Reach RSC Project in the description of cumulative projects in Section 2.8 of the report. The 
approach for the cumulative analysis focused on identifying those projects with a construction 
schedule that overlapped with the schedule for the Lower Reach RSC Project and that would be 
occurring within 2.5 miles of the project area.  The Upper Reach Project was considered in Section 3 
of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concluded that the Lower Reach RSC Project would contribute to 
significant, unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts in the project area.   

 The comment that “no specific roadway in or around the City of Burbank have been analyzed for 
streets within the City of Burbank” is correct.  The consideration of the Upper Reach Project in the 
cumulative analysis did not consider the City of Burbank alignment or any other specific alignment.   
The LADWP removed the Upper Reach Project from further consideration in the Draft EIR because 
of scoping concerns with the proposed alignment through the City of Burbank.  The Draft EIR was 
reduced in scope consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15082(a)(4).  Further, there were no conclusions 
made in the cumulative analysis regarding the Upper Reach Project or any of the other related projects 
because the cumulative analysis was not intended to provide a full evaluation of impacts for the 
cumulative projects (CEQA Guidelines §15130[b]).    

1b LADWP will coordinate with the City of Burbank as well as other agencies to determine a suitable 
alignment for the Upper Reach RSC Project. A separate environmental analysis will be prepared for 
the Upper Reach RSC Project once project specifics have been determined.  Please also see Response 
1a. 
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2a 

 

2b 

Comment Set #2 
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Response to Comment Set 2 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority, June 15, 2005 

 

2a As requested, information on the other Metro bus routes and transit routes crossing the project 
alignment has been added to the Final EIR.  Page 3-7 has been revised to include the following text: 

   “Line 201 is a northeast-southwest route that serves the communities of Eagle Rock, Atwater 
Village, and Silver Lake. Within Unit 4, "local" routes with stops along the proposed route exist 
along Rowena Avenue. Service is provided Monday through Friday from 5:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m.  

    Other transit routes crossing the proposed project alignment, which could be impacted by traffic 
delays during construction include: Lines 180, 181, and Metro Rapid Line 780 on Los Feliz 
Boulevard.”  

 The “Impacts to Public Transit (Criterion T-6)” discussion on page 3-13 has also been updated 
accordingly.  The revisions are identified below: 

   “Construction. Impacts to transit service would be likely along project segments during 
construction. Construction of the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline would disrupt two several 
MTA bus routes (Routes 92 and 96) and possibly local school bus routes.”   

 2b As requested, Mitigation Measure T-9 (previously T-5) has been updated with the suggested contact 
information.  The revisions are shown below: 

  T-95 LADWP shall coordinate in advance with MTA, by contacting the Metro Bus Operations 
Control Specialist Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632, to avoid restricting movements of 
public transportation during construction. MTA shall be notified in advance by LADWP of 
the proposed locations, nature, timing, and duration of any construction activities and advised 
of any access restrictions that could impact existing bus stops and service routes. Traffic 
Construction Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1) shall include details regarding 
public transportation coordination and procedures, and copies shall be provided to MTA.   
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SL 
RA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
            
         June 17, 2005 
 
 
To:  Anselmo Collins, Project Manager 
 
Re:  Lower Reach River Supply Conduit (LR RSC) 
  Comments for the Draft EIR 
 
The Los Angeles Department of Water & Power (LADWP) has prepared the above Draft 
EIR for a project that is substantially linked to another project, the Silver Lake Reservoir 
Complex Storage Replacement Project (SLRC SRP) without adequately connecting 
them in the cumulative impacts.  The portion of the SLRC SRP that will take place in the 
Silver Lake neighborhood is included in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of that EIR, yet, 
the only portion of the related project mentioned is at the upper end (Headworks).  In 
Silver Lake, there is a major tunneling project, a regulator station and a valve 
replacement at the SLRC. 
 
There is inconsistency about the extent and inextricable linking of these projects.  Some 
portions of either project are mentioned in one EIR but not the other.  These two projects 
are tied together in actuality, but not in the EIR’s.   It is as if they were purposely written 
separately in order to minimize the connections.  These two projects depend upon each 
other.  The LR RSC is the lifeline that connects the SLRC SRP and allows the 
distribution of water to customers.   
 
The LR RSC DEIR references the Upper Reach as part of the project that will possibility 
take place “sometime in the future” in order to make the Lower Reach RSC seem like it 
is part of a different project.  Without the Upper Reach, the Lower Reach is solely part of 
the Headworks project, so it appears the LA DWP purposely disconnected the two 
projects in order to minimize the cumulative impacts.  
 
The above DEIR was released without notice to the community groups that have been 
continuously meeting with the LADWP for the past 15+ years in formal mediation 
pertaining to open reservoirs in the City of Los Angeles.  While the above project is not 
“on the reservoir property”, the Lower Reach connection is less than 50’ from the 
Ivanhoe Reservoir.  The end point of the above DEIR ignores the reality of the linkage of 
these two projects. 
 
It is disingenuous for the LADWP to say that these are 2 separate projects when both 
have been described in one DEIR and yet not the other.  These 2 projects are linked like 
a horse and carriage.  By separating these two EIRs, the LADWP has purposely 
minimized the cumulative impacts and, in essence, segmented the two EIR’s in order to 
make each seem less substantial.  This violates the spirit of CEQA ,if not the explicit 
requirements. 

3a 

 SILVER LAKE RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 
 

 Post Office Box 39587, Griffith Station, Los Angeles, CA  90039 
 SLRA Hotline: 323-668-2643,  FAX: 323-665-2125 
 www.silverlake.org 

Comment Set #3 

3b 

3c 

3d 
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The LADWP fails to adequately describe the timing, extent of street closures and 
mitigation to adequately detour thousands of cars in  “Unit 4”.  This portion of the project 
will have substantial and lengthy construction impacts on a densely populated 
community which also has thousands of through commuters on every major artery every 
day.  Little description exists of the extent of the street closures and narrow, substandard 
streets are cavalierly indicated as “alternate routes”.  Some of these alternate routes 
narrow down to a single lane when cars are parked or trash cans are out.  A great deal 
of project description was provided on the area of Griffith Park and the zoo, where the 
construction impacts can be mitigated more easily with alternate routes and ample size 
streets and not nearly the impact to through commuters.   
 
Virtually no details were provided for Unit 4 which is the area where the community and 
commuters will be severely impacted.  This inadequately described Unit describes the 
duration of the project as 547 days.  In order to determine and predict how many days a 
unit will take, there must be an additional, more detailed, project description available.  
Yet, it was not provided. 
 
In addition to the two projects named above, the LADWP is, nearly simultaneously, 
performing 2 additional “routine” projects which do not usually require EIR’s, in the same 
neighborhood, impacting the same streets.  By adding these 2 routine projects to the 2 
major projects, the construction impacts and street closures and detours, without 
adequate mitigation, will be untenable.  These 4 projects, combined with other public 
works projects occurring in the coming months and years have been collected in a list 
and timeline which has been given to the LADWP.   
 
The DEIR only describes the impact of a modest amount of workers added to the 
construction sites.  It makes no mention of the additional minutes/car of long lines of 
stalled commuters as they attempt to wind their way through substandard streets. 
 
We hope that these comments will be helpful to the appropriate and responsible parties.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Maryann Kuk, President 
 
Cc: Councilmembers La Bonge and Garcetti 
 SL Neighborhood Council 
 Committee to Save Silver Lake’s Reservoirs  
  
 
  
 

 

3e 

3f 

3g 
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Response to Comment Set 3 
Silver Lake Residents Association, June 17, 2005 

 

3a The Draft EIR acknowledges the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project (SLRC 
SRP) as a LADWP project that will be constructed within the same timeframe as the proposed project, 
and it acknowledges that the construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project along with other projects 
constructed within the same timeframe will result in significant unavoidable traffic and air quality 
impacts within the project area.  The entire LADWP water system is interconnected.  In order to 
adequately describe and evaluate new components of the system, some of the parts such as the SLRC 
SRP and the proposed project are evaluated separately.  However, the impacts of the combined 
projects (SLRC SRP and Lower Reach) are considered and evaluated in the cumulative analysis. The 
SLRC SRP is listed in Table 2-5 and is considered in Sections 3.1.6, 3.2.6, and 3.3.6 of the Draft and 
Final EIR.    

 The LADWP interconnects when it can to add to system reliability and when it is feasible, but it is not 
always needed. Interconnections within the LADWP water system components are completed to: 

 Decrease susceptibility to earthquakes and natural disasters 
 Maintain and repair system 
 Maximize flexibility for future or unforeseen needs. 

  Although the SLRC SRP and the proposed project will be interconnected as parts of the LADWP 
potable water distribution system, they are treated as separate projects because they have different 
functions within the LADWP water distribution system.  The Lower Reach Project’s main purpose is 
to improve water system operations and reliability.  The SLRC SRP’s purpose is to provide 
appropriate storage and delivery infrastructure.  The new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would operate 
whether or not the SLRC SRP were completed.  

3b At the time that your letter was received, only the Lower Reach RSC Project Draft EIR had been 
released for public review.   As noted in Response 3a, the SLRC SRP was considered in the 
cumulative analysis of the Lower Reach Project.  The Draft EIR did not “minimize the connection” as 
noted in your comment.  The Draft EIR acknowledges the project as required in CEQA and concludes 
that cumulative air quality and traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  The Lower 
Reach RSC Project is an independent project as discussed in Response 3a.   

 The Lower Reach and the Upper Reach RSC were initially considered as a single project in the Initial 
Study. However, as a result of comments received during the public review period for the Initial 
Study, and complications associated with the design and alignment of the proposed Upper Reach of 
the RSC pipeline, the scope of the proposed Project was reduced to include only the Lower Reach. It 
is expected that the Upper Reach RSC Project will be built at some point in the future, and as such the 
LADWP considered this project in the cumulative project discussion, despite the unknown alignment 
or construction timeframe. As a conservative assumption, a construction schedule starting in October 
2007 was assumed.  While the objectives of this project are similar to the Lower Reach RSC Project 
and would tie into this project, the construction of the Upper Reach RSC Project could be constructed 
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whether or not the Lower Reach RSC Project were constructed. As such, they are independent 
projects and do not rely on each other to be completed.  

3c Several local groups were directly contacted as part of the public review process for the Draft EIR for 
the Lower Reach RSC Project including: Silver Lake Neighborhood Council, Los Feliz Improvement 
Association, Atwater Village Neighborhood Council, Greater Toluca Lake Neighborhood Council, 
Mid-Town North Hollywood Neighborhood Council, North Hollywood Northeast Neighborhood 
Council, Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council, Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council, 
and Toluca Lake Homeowners Association. As part of the public review process, the Draft EIR was also 
posted for 45 days at the following libraries in the project area: Los Feliz Branch Library, Atwater 
Village Library, and North Hollywood Regional Library.     

3d At this time, only the Lower Reach RSC Project Draft EIR has been released for public review.   As 
noted in Response 3a, the SLRC SRP was considered in the cumulative analysis of the Lower Reach 
Project.  The Draft EIR did not “minimize the connection” as noted in your comment.  The Draft EIR 
acknowledged the project as required in CEQA and concluded that cumulative air quality and traffic 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  The Lower Reach RSC Project is an independent 
project as discussed in Response 3a.  Please also refer to Response 3b, above. 

3e The Draft EIR discussed the traffic impacts anticipated as part of the project based on the best 
available construction information for Unit 4.  More detailed information on street detours and 
closures will be completed after a decision has been made on the project.  The LADWP will prepare a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan (Mitigation Measure T-1), which must be completed per the 
mitigation monitoring program (Appendix B.2 of the Final EIR) prior to the start of construction.  
This plan will specify the extent of lane closures and traffic detours and will be reviewed and 
approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks.  

3f The LADWP will continue to conduct maintenance projects within the project area.  These projects 
have been reviewed with regard to CEQA, as required.  The LADWP will coordinate internally 
and with affected agencies to reduce traffic impacts associated with the Lower Reach RSC Project 
and other known LADWP projects occurring in the vicinity of the proposed project. To ensure that 
this coordination occurs, we have modified Mitigation Measure T-1, which requires a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan.  With the proposed change as noted below, LADWP would coordinate 
with LADOT to reduce potential impacts from the construction of LADWP projects being 
constructed simultaneously in the project area (Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage 
Replacement Project, Upper Reach RSC Project, Silver Lake Trunk Line Slip Lining Project, First 
Street Trunk Line Project, and the Small Main Cement Lining Project). However, as noted in the 
Draft and Final EIR, traffic is expected to be significant and unavoidable even with this mitigation. 
 Mitigation Measure T-1 has been updated as follows: 

“T-1 Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC Project, LADWP 
shall submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for 
review and approval of those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any 
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construction work. In the development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with LADOT 
regarding other LADWP projects occurring simultaneously in the area of the Lower Reach 
RSC Project during the construction phase. The plan shall show the location of roadway or 
lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, and local access (maintenance 
of), including bike lanes if applicable. The plan shall also discuss the use of flag persons, 
warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to standard guidelines outlined in the 
Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, and the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH).” 

3g The Draft EIR addressed impacts to traffic flow (page 3-9) and to public access (page 3-10) during 
construction and operation of the proposed project.  The discussion identified the reduction of 
roadway capacity as a result of the project and the affect on access and parking to residences, 
institutions, and businesses.  To address impacts to traffic flow, the Draft EIR required 
implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1 - Construction Traffic Management Plan.  The purpose of 
this plan is to identify detour routes and the need for signs, flag persons, or lights to improve traffic 
flow and public access during construction of the proposed project. Identifying detour routes would 
provide alternative routes to help reduce “long lines of stalled commuters.”  See Response 3f for more 
information on this plan.  To reduce public access impacts, the Draft EIR required implementation of 
two mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure T-2 requires 48 hour advance notification and 
Mitigation Measure T-3 requires a temporary vehicular bridge for access if vehicular access cannot be 
restored within eight hours. Furthermore, construction would be sequenced so that construction zones 
would not generally be next to each other thereby reducing impacts within each area along the 
alignment. However, closures could effect up to two units at the same time. As such, LADWP 
acknowledges that traffic impacts associated with the Lower Reach RSC Project are significant and 
unavoidable (page 3-14).    
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4a 

Comment Set #4 
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4a, cont. 

 



 

LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project E-14 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
Final EIR  December 2005 

4b 

4a, cont. 



 

LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project E-15 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
Final EIR  December 2005 

4c 

4b, cont. 
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4c, cont. 
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Response to Comment Set 4 
Latham & Watkins LLP (representing Forest Lawn), June 20, 2005 

 

4a The Lower Reach and the Upper Reach RSC were initially considered as a single project in the Initial 
Study.  As a result of comments received during the public review period for the Initial Study, and 
complications associated with the design and alignment of the proposed Upper Reach of the RSC 
pipeline, the scope of the proposed Project was reduced to include only the Lower Reach.  The Draft 
EIR was reduced in scope consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15082(a)(4). The scope of the proposed 
Lower Reach RSC project and any future Upper Reach RSC project would be independent, and the 
implementation of one of the projects would not change the nature or implementation of the other. 

 Because the Upper Reach RSC Project will be built at some point in the future, LADWP considered 
this project in the cumulative project discussion, despite the unknown alignment or construction 
timeframe.  For purposes of the cumulative analysis only, a conservative construction schedule was 
assumed (the Upper Reach Project would start in October 2007).  To avoid further confusion on this 
issue the reference to the Upper Reach Project in Table 2-5 has changed as follows: 

  “Construction is scheduled to begin in October 2007.  For purposes of the cumulative analysis, a 
worst-case construction schedule has been identified for the Upper Reach RSC Project as starting 
in October 2007 and ending in March 2011.  However, at this time possible alignments are still 
being investigated and no specific timeframe has been identified for the Upper Reach RSC 
Project.”  

 With regard to the comment – “The Draft EIR assesses the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit at the 
very same time as the EIR for the Upper Reach River Supply Conduit is in preparation and will be 
forthcoming” - there is no environmental document in preparation for the Upper Reach Project.     

 The Draft EIR acknowledged the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project (SLRC 
SRP) as a LADWP project that will be constructed within the same timeframe as the proposed project, 
and assumed for purposes of the cumulative analysis that the Upper Reach would be constructed 
during the same time frame as well.  The Draft EIR acknowledged that the construction of the Lower 
Reach RSC Project along with other projects constructed within the same timeframe will result in 
significant unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts within the project area.  Mitigation measures 
have been identified in the Draft EIR to reduce construction impacts as much as possible. 

 The entire LADWP water system is interconnected.  In order to adequately describe and evaluate new 
components of the system, some of the parts such as the SLRC SRP, the Upper Reach, and the 
proposed project are evaluated separately.  However, the impacts of the combined projects (SLRC 
SRP, Upper Reach, and Lower Reach) are considered and evaluated in the cumulative analysis. The 
SLRC SRP is listed in Table 2-5 and is considered in Sections 3.1.6, 3.2.6, and 3.3.6.    

 The LADWP interconnects when it can to add to system reliability and when it is feasible, but it is not 
always needed. Interconnections within the LADWP water system components are completed to: 

 Decrease susceptibility to earthquakes and natural disasters 
 Maintain and repair system 
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 Maximize flexibility for future or unforeseen needs. 

  Although the SLRC SRP and the proposed Lower Reach RSC project will be interconnected as parts 
of the LADWP potable water distribution system, they are treated as separate projects because they 
have different functions within the LADWP water distribution system.  The Lower Reach Project’s 
main purpose is to improve water system operations and reliability.  The SLRC SRP’s purpose is to 
provide appropriate storage and delivery infrastructure.  The Upper Reach has a similar purpose to the 
proposed project, but the new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be necessary and would operate 
whether or not the SLRC SRP or the Upper Reach were completed. 

 Additional concerns were raised by Forest Lawn regarding construction activities associated with the 
project and its affect on Forest Lawn operations.  To address these issues Other Measures were 
identified, which have been incorporated in the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the project.  These 
measures are listed below: 

 Screening on construction fences shall be used along Forest Lawn Drive from the west end 
of the Lower Reach RSC construction site in the Headworks Spreading Grounds to the 134 
off-ramp. 

 LADWP shall use its best efforts to ensure that items illegally dumped on LADWP 
property associated with the Lower Reach RSC construction will be promptly removed and 
that LADWP representatives or site personnel shall contact proper authorities in the event 
of illegal flower vendors operating on LADWP property. 

 LADWP shall provide advance notice in the event of a planned temporary disruption of 
water service to Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial 
Park.  A temporary water connection shall be supplied, if necessary, to accommodate 
Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills’ and Mount Sinai Memorial Park’s domestic 
supply and irrigation needs. 

 4b LADWP acknowledges that the information presented in the Draft EIR was not clear regarding the 
operational noise level of the proposed regulator station verses the regulator station valve itself. As 
such, the noise analysis in Section 3.3 of the Final EIR has been updated to provide clarification 
regarding the operational noise levels associated with the regulator station proposed at the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds Site.  

 The information on noise monitoring locations has been revised to include additional measurements 
that were taken after the release of the Draft EIR. These measurements provide additional background 
information on the ambient noise levels in the project area, specifically surrounding the Forest Lawn 
property. As such, the following edits were made to Section 3.3.3 under “Ambient Noise Levels.” 

“Noise measurements were recorded at seven six locations along the proposed Lower Reach 
pipeline route, as shown on Figure 3.3-3. The noise levels listed in Table 3.3-3 provide a 
representative sample of ambient noise conditions along the proposed route. Noise conditions are 
described in terms of: Equivalent Sound Level (Leq), the average level of sound determined over a 
specific period of time (in this case 15 minutes); the maximum sound level (Lmax) reached during a 
sampling period; and the minimum sound level (Lmin) reached during a sampling period. As 
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described in Table 3.3-31, existing average ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed 
pipeline route ranged between 55.5 dBA and 64.2 71.9dBA.” 

Table 3.3-3 was updated to include the two new monitoring locations.  Figure 3.3-3 was also updated to reflect 
the addition of the two noise monitoring locations (#1 and #2). The updated table and figure have been 
attached below for your reference. 

Table 3.3-3. Ambient Noise Levels Representative of the Project Area 
Location 

# Description 
Survey 
Period Leq Lmax Lmin Notes 

1 
Unit 1a. Forest Lawn Memorial 
property line, approximately 47’ from 
the center line of Forest Lawn Drive. 

8:41 a.m. to 
8:56 a.m.  71.9 84.7 57.6 Moderate traffic on Forest Lawn Drive 

and traffic on Ventura Freeway.  

10:08 a.m. to 
10:23 a.m.  69.9 78.9 59.7 Moderate traffic on Forest Lawn Drive 

and traffic on Ventura Freeway. 
2 

Unit 1a. Forest Lawn Memorial 
property line, approximately 47’ from 
the center line of Forest Lawn Drive 
across from the proposed regulator 
station. 

2:22 p.m. to 
2:37 p.m. 70.3 80.5 54.5 Moderate traffic on Forest Lawn Drive 

and traffic on Ventura Freeway. 

13 
Unit 1b.  South side of Zoo Drive 
east of Western Avenue in front of a 
large picnic area within Griffith Park.  

9:10 a.m. to 
9:25 a.m. 57.1 69.0 48.4 

Moderate to light vehicle traffic on Zoo 
Drive, primarily passenger vehicles. 
Approximately 25 people using picnic 
facilities.  

24 Unit 2.  West side of Zoo Drive at 
Los Angeles Zoo entrance.  

10:00 a.m. to 
10:15 a.m. 55.5 67.6 47.1 

Light vehicle traffic on Zoo Drive. Zoo 
entrance driveway approximately 25’ from 
location. Light vehicle traffic noted in Zoo 
lot (non-gated entrance). 

35 
Unit 3.  East side of Crystal Springs 
Drive north of Griffith Park 
Equestrian Park entrance.  

10:40 a.m. to 
10:55 a.m. 56.1 66.2 46.6 

Light vehicle traffic on Crystal Springs 
Drive. Light vehicle traffic noted at Park 
lot (non-gated entrance). Light use noted 
at Picnic area. 

46 
Unit 4. Southwest side of Riverside 
Drive north of Hyperion Avenue 
taken in front of a multi-family 
housing unit. 

11:30 a.m. to 
11:45 a.m. 64.2 77.6 53.3 

Moderate vehicle traffic on Riverside. 
Vehicle speeds at this location were 
approximately 50-55 mph.  

57 
Fletcher Pump Station Branch Line. 
Intersection of Silverlake Reservoir 
Drive and Armstrong Avenue in a 
residential neighborhood. 

1:15 p.m. to 
1:30 p.m. 58.3 70.5 47.5 

Light traffic occurring during the reading. 
Armstrong Avenue south of this location 
was blocked due to DWP trenching 
construction occurring within Armstrong 
Avenue approximately 300’ from 
measurement. 

Notes: All measurements are in dBA; Measurements recorded on September 1, 2005 (locations 1-2; BBA, 2005), and June 22, 2004 (locations 3-
7).  

Leq = Equivalent Sound Level, a measurement (in this case 15 minutes) that accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations due to all sound 
sources during the measurement period, combined. 

Lmax = The maximum sound level reached during a sampling period 
Lmin= The minimum sound level reached during a sampling period 
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To address comments related to noise from the regulator station, a supplemental noise study was 
prepared and is attached (Appendix E.2).  The operational impact discussion for Noise (Section 3.3) 
has been updated to include the results and conclusions of this study.  The operational impacts 
discussion for Criterion N-1 on page 3-35 has been updated as follows:  

   “ Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in noise levels above those 
currently generated by the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline system, with the exception of the 
new regulator station. The maximum noise level expected at the regulator station valves would be 
no more than 80 to 110 dB, assuming a maximum operational level of 250 cubic feet per second 
flow rate with four valves in operation. However, the regulator valves would be installed inside a 
concrete vault with walls approximately 12 to 18-inches thick, and the vault would be buried 
approximately 12 feet deep. In September, 2005 a supplemental noise study was prepared by 
Brown-Buntin Associates, Incorporated to address noise issues resulting from the proposed 
regulator station (see Appendix E.2). The report, based on noise monitoring at Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park and at an existing similar LADWP regulator station facility, concludes that project 
noise from the proposed regulator station at the Forest Lawn property line would be 42 dB with 
the vault access door closed and 52 dB with the vault access door open (BBA, 2005). As such, 
with the access door closed and the regulator station in operation, the station would be inaudible 
from Forest Lawn, and with the access door open and the regulator station in operation, the noise 
would be difficult to discern (BBA, 2005). 

   The nearest sensitive receptor would be Forest Lawn Cemetery, which is located at least 100 feet 
south of the southern property limit of the Headworks Spreading Grounds (across Forest Lawn 
Drive). Operation of the regulator station would result in noise levels of less than 60 dBA at the 
Forest Lawn Memorial Park property line, which is within the normally acceptable range for 
cemeteries (50-75 dBA), as shown in Table 3.3-2. Therefore, impacts to sensitive receptors would 
be less than significant. While this would be a potentially adverse noise impact (greater than 75 
dBA), no sensitive receptors are located in the vicinity of the proposed regulator station 
(Headworks Spreading Grounds), and Furthermore, LADWP employees would be required, per 
OSHA (29 CFR §1910.95, Code of Federal Regulations), to wear hearing protection if working 
nearby within the vault of the regulator station during maintenance. Therefore, noise impacts from 
operations of the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would 
be required.” 

The operational impacts discussion for Criterion N-2 on page 3-37 has been updated as follows:  

“Operation. As discussed above for Criterion N-1, potentially adverse noise impacts associated 
with the operation of the regulator station would be less than significant. , as no sensitive receptors 
are located in the vicinity (Headworks Spreading Grounds) Operation and maintenance of the 
regulator station would produce noise levels comparable to the ambient noise levels measured in 
the vicinity, which are within the normally acceptable range for cemeteries (Forest Lawn 
Cemetery is the closest sensitive receptor).   

and Furthermore, LADWP employees would be required, per OSHA (29 CFR §1910.95, Code of 
Federal Regulations), to wear hearing protection if working nearby within the vault of the 
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regulator station during maintenance. Therefore, noise impacts from operations would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures would be required.” 

 The operational impacts discussion for Criterion N-3 on page 3-38 has been updated as follows: 

“Operation. Groundborne vibrations and groundborne noise associated with the operation of the 
regulator station would be less than significant. , as no sensitive receptors are located in the 
vicinity (Headworks Spreading Grounds) The proposed project area is not located near existing 
structures or near potentially sensitive historical buildings, and Disney Studios would be located 
away from the area of potential impact (across the Los Angeles River).”  

 Based on the Noise Study conducted in September 2005, noise from the regulator station is not 
anticipated to create noise impacts.  However in discussions with Forest Lawn, additional measures 
were identified and agreed to that address the noise level of the regulatory station and the request from 
Forest Lawn that the regulator station be housed in a vault below ground.  These measures have been 
identified as Other Measures in this document and are part of the Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(Appendix B.2) for this project.  These measures are listed below: 

 The noise level of the proposed Lower Reach RSC regulator station while in operation 
shall not exceed 60 dB at the Forest Lawn property line. If the 60 dB noise level is 
exceeded, mitigation measures such as the use of noise barriers or interior absorptive 
treatment shall be used to reduce the noise level to below the 60 dB threshold. 

 The proposed regulatory station in Unit 1a shall be located completely below ground in a 
sealed, concrete vault. 

Based on the updated discussions provided above, the construction noise impacts associated with the 
proposed project would remain less than significant. 

4c Construction within the area of Forest Lawn (Unit 1a) is entirely within the Headworks Spreading 
Ground Site. As such, traffic impacts to Forest Lawn Drive would be limited to construction and 
delivery vehicles accessing the Headworks Spreading Grounds site; no construction would occur in the 
roadway along Forest Lawn Drive. Additionally, Unit 1a would be constructed using the tunneling 
method through the northern portion of Griffith Park.  Northbound traffic from the U.S. Highway 134 
(Ventura Freeway) that exit through Griffith Park to access Forest Lawn would not be interrupted by 
construction activities.   To address concerns regarding access to the memorial parks, the following 
mitigation measure has been added under Criterion T-3, Impacts to Public Access: 

T-4  No construction equipment, trucks or other construction-related vehicles shall stop or slow 
roadway through traffic when a funeral procession is attempting to pass the construction 
site or exit or enter Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills or Mount Sinai Memorial 
Park. No construction site employee shall stop or slow roadway traffic when a funeral 
procession is attempting to enter or exit the memorial parks. Processional traffic, entering 
or exiting the memorial parks shall have first priority over construction equipment or 
vehicles.” 

 The following mitigation measures have been added under Criterion T-4, Impacts to Emergency 
Vehicle Access: 
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T-6  In the event of an emergency that requires lane closure on Forest Lawn Drive, Forest Lawn 
Memorial Park Hollywood Hills and Mount Sinai Memorial Park would be immediately 
notified to coordinate activities to minimize potential adverse impacts to the memorial 
parks. 

 T-7  At least two weeks prior to and throughout construction, contact information will be 
provided to allow Forest Lawn Memorial Park Hollywood Hills to advise LADWP of 
problems, concerns or upcoming events that might affect the construction site or 
construction activities.  An emergency contact will also be provided for after-hours, 
weekends, and holiday emergencies. 

 Additionally, the following mitigation measure has been added under Criterion T-5, Impacts to 
Parking: 

T-8   All parking of machinery, equipment and employee vehicles associated with Unit 1a of the 
Lower Reach RSC Project will be located on LADWP right of way unless construction 
activities prohibit it. 
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Date:  June 20, 2005 
 

To: Ms. Sarah Easley 
      LADWP 
      111 North Hope Street, Room 1044 
      Los Angeles, CA 90012 
      Tel.: 213-367-1276 
 
 

 
Dear Ms. Easley: 
 
The Silver Lake Neighborhood Council (SLNC) has found it appropriate to send this letter in 
support of the Committee to Save Silver Lake’s Reservoirs (CSSLR) and the Silver Lake 
Residents Assn. (SLRA) as members of the Coalition to Preserve Open Reservoirs.  These 
committees have submitted requests to address potential traffic problems connected to the number 
of construction projects slated for this region spanning the next six years. CSSLR is the official 
advisory panel to the SLNC regarding reservoir matters. 
 
Most of our neighborhood streets were planned and constructed at the beginning of the 20th 
century in an era before current width standards were established and many of our streets are on 
hillsides.  As a result, in many cases, our residential streets are narrow, traffic flow is limited to 
only one lane, and there is significant shortage of parking. The Silver Lake area is also 
surrounded by several major freeways and the distance to downtown Los Angeles is less than two 
(2) miles. The truncated SR-2 ends abruptly at Glendale Blvd., thereby channeling its contents 
onto the residential streets.  The effect of our surroundings is that our thoroughfares are clogged 
twice a day with thousands of commuters and movement on side streets is greatly compromised. 
 
We understand that LADWP has plans to reline their water mains in our region.  The Department 
also is planning to construct a by-pass line on West Silver Lake Drive (WSLD) alongside the 
Silver Lake Reservoir Complex, a regulating station at the Silver Lake Recreation Center Park, a 
pressure relief station at Silver Lake Blvd. and WSLD, and another pressure relief station at 
Silver Lake Blvd. and London St.  There will be a replacement also of the pipeline known as the 
River Supply Conduit from the Headworks site north of Griffith Park to the Silver Lake Reservoir 
Complex.  In total, several miles of streets, and as many as 25 major intersections will be 
temporarily closed or extremely limited due to these construction plans.  The proposed plans are 
not restricted to LADWP projects.  We also are aware of several others, including an extensive  
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Page 2 Continued 
 
 
retrofit of the Glendale Hyperion Bridge, a new LACC campus at Fletcher Dr. and San Fernando  
Road, a new LA Public Branch Library at Silver Lake Blvd. and Glendale Blvd., a massive sewer  
replacement project known as the Northeast Interceptor, the replacement of a retaining wall on 
Silver Lake Blvd., a major realignment of the SR-2 terminus at Glendale Blvd., a Los Angeles 
River improvement project at Fletcher Dr. and the river, a new walking path along Silver Lake 
Blvd. at the reservoir, and the development of the new State Park at Taylor Yard on San Fernando 
Rd. 
 
The SLNC understands that the infrastructure of the city is essential to our future survival, but we 
have great concerns regarding emergency services, which will be hazardously restricted.  We also 
recognize that any single one of these projects alone will cause potential traffic snarls and will 
last for months causing increased air pollution, noise, and the inability of the local residents to 
access their essential needs.  All combined, they will have a severely detrimental effect on the 
quality of life in the area and in the event of an emergency, the lives and property of our 
stakeholders are at great risk. 
 
Since many of these projects will be occurring simultaneously or in sequence with one another, 
we feel that such effects need to be mitigated with the attention necessary to minimize the 
negative impact.  We therefore request that all of the agencies involved, primarily the LADOT, 
need to be identified and coordinated so that a comprehensive traffic plan can be established.   
 
This traffic mitigation plan should include the following provisions: 
 

• A coordination of all project planners and agencies so that a schedule can be created that 
outlines how all of the projects will affect each other 

 
• A schedule of construction hours that will allow for reduced impact 

 
• Actual on-site surveyed detour routes so that sub-standard streets can be identified and 

properly assessed 
 

• Accurate placement and follow-through of detour signs so drivers unfamiliar with the 
neighborhood will be properly directed. 

 
• Parking plans coordinated with construction contractors so that parking restrictions are 

only posted when absolutely necessary 
 

• Safety officers that can be assigned to assist with traffic flow 
 

• Emergency services advisors will be consulted in the planning phase 
 

• Community inclusion in the process thru a LADWP hosted presentation in conjunction 
with LADOT and Caltrans and any of the other project planners involved to explain all of 
the projects, to garner community input, and to demonstrate and guarantee that proper 
planning is taking place 

 
Continues on Page 3 

5a, cont. 

5b 

5c 
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Page 3 Continued 
 
 
• An LADOT comprehensive review to advance the timeline on the proposed DASH 

system and its implementation. 
 
The SLNC, SLRA, CSSLR and other interested parties would like to participate in any 
meetings LADWP and LADOT might schedule regarding the upcoming traffic planning 
for these projects. The SLNC would appreciate a timely response to this request and we 
look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Elizabeth Bougart-Sharkov, Assoc. AIA 
 
Silver Lake NC Governing Board Member 
Representative At-Large 
Chair Urban Design & Preservation Advisory Committee 
 
 
CC Via E-mail:  
 
CD13 
CD4 
GGPNC 
AVNC 
CSSLR 
Assembly Member Dario Frommer 

5c, cont. 

5d 
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SLRCSR & RSC RP DIER 
Neighborhood Projects 2005 – 2013 

12/19/05 
Draft: June 10, 2005 
1. Hyperion Bridge retrofit and rehabilitation 

Schedule:  To begin 10/06 for 2 years. 
 
One lane in each direction will be closed. 
 
Contact: Ejike Mbaruguru, MS, PE  Embarugu@ENG.LACITY.ORG Project Manager 
Bureau of Engineering - Bridge Improvement Group 250 East 1st St., suite 700 Los Angeles, CA 
90012 
Phone: 213 847 9666 
Fax: 213 847 5633 

 
2. DWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Replacement Project  (3&4) 

Scheduled: Unit 4: (6/06-1/08) 
        Unit 3: (5/06-11/07) 
Unit 4: Will consist of trenching.  Street closings during a 567 day period will be verified:  
Glendale Bl, Rowena north to Riverside Dr closed.  Glendale Bl from the Fire Station intersection 
to Fletcher, and Rowena from the Fire Station intersection to W. SL Dr one lane in each direction 
closed.  Left turn lanes will be closed.  (Each of these streets will be closed approx. 4 weeks, and 
the left turn lanes will be closed for ”considerably longer”).  Side streets will be impacted.  
 
Unit 3: Located in Griffith Park.  Crystal Springs Dr. will be closed. 

 
Note: There will also be activities related to slurrying obsolete supply conduits.  The dates for 
slurrying are as yet undefined. 
 
Contact:  Anselmo Collins  (213) 367-0838 
 

3. DWP Silver Lake Blvd. Trunkline project 
Scheduled: Winter months 2005 - 2008 
 
To be done in three phases: 
A. (12/05-6/06) Phase I on Coronado from Sunset to Bellevue by SR 101 
B. (12/06-6/07) Phase II on Sunset from SLBL to Coronado 
C. (12/07-6/0) Phase III on SLBL from Sunset north to Swan 

 
Will consist of Jacking pits located (no information available)   
No information about lane closures or parking spaces taken 

 
Contact Design Manager, Mr. Dean Terada 
(213) 367-1038 
Water Engineering & Technical Services 
Pipeline Rehabilitation 

 
4. DWP Small Main Cement Lining Project 

Scheduled: 12/05 to 6/06 
 
From the intersection of Fletcher or SL Bl north on Glendale Bl.  Unclear as to which other streets 
will be impacted.Details to come. 

 
5. LA City College/Northeast Campus  

(formerly the Van de Kamps Bakery) SE Corner Fletcher & San Fernando Rd. 
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Schedule: 
A. Building 1: construction to begin 3/06 for 12-15 months 
B. Building 2: construction to begin 8/06 for 15-18 months 
C. Intersection work: (SF Rd & Fletcher) widening and adding right turn lanes to begin 1/07 for 
approx. 6 months 

 
Contact: Dr. Merrill Eastcott, VP of Administration (project manager) 
eastcome@lacitycollege.edu 
 (323) 953-4000 x2085 

 
6. Silver Lake Branch Library 

(Southwest corner of Silver Lake Bl & Glendale Bl) 
 
Tentative schedule:  Break ground by the end of 2006/early 2007 and finish construction by mid 
2008.   

 
Contact:  Juliana Cheng  
jcheng@lapl.org 
213-228-7576  

 
7. DWP Headworks/Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Replacement Project 

Silver Lake portions to include: 
 
A. (2/10-1/12)Tunnelling under W SL Dr.  Will consist of a jacking pit at Armstrong (14’ x 40’ 
closing  10 parking spaces) and a 2nd jacking pit at 1900 block of W. SL Dr. (14’ x 20’ closing 10 
parking spaces) 
 
B. (8/07-2/08) Cut & Plug supply connections to Silver Lake Reservoir.  Work will take place at 
the northeast corner of SLR and atdjacent to the Regulating Station at WSLD and Van Pelt Pl. 
 
C. (1/12-8/12) Regulating Station on/in grassy slope (jacking pit at west end of park not in the 
street, but mature trees will be removed)  
 
D. (4/12-6/12) Relief Station #1 at Effie (east of “Y” intersection @ W SL Dr)(SL l will be 
reduced to single lane, except during vault construction at which point it will be closed).   
 
E. (4/07-6/07) Relief Station #2 London (east of SL Bl; London reduced to single lane)  
 
F. (5/13 thru 7/13) Cut & Plug supply connections to Ivanhoe Reservoir.  Work will take place at 
Armstrong & WSLD with a possible new supply line from that point along Armstrong down 
Rokeby.  The existing by-pass line will also be cut adjacent to the Regulating Station. 
 
Note: There will also be activities related to slurrying obsolete supply conduits.  The dates for 
slurrying are as yet undefined. 
 
Contact:  Anselmo Collins, LADWP  
(213) 367-0838 

 
8. Per Councilmember Tom LaBonge.  “W SL Dr Project for $450,000”  
 (no details available as of 6/10/05) 
 
9. Northeast Interceptor Phase II (Sewer Line Work) 

Tentatively scheduled:  7/2009 to 7/2012. 
 
This is a 2 location tunneling project with jacking pits.   
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Project starts at SF Road near Division St.  North to Casitas near Fletcher.  Glendale Bl to Seneca 
(all in Public Right of Way) then under Costco west to Alger (just north of Chevy Chase) back to 
SF Road cross at Brazil under LA River to Zoo.  Termination location is undecided, but 
somewhere in or adjoining Griffith Park. 
 
The second route also starts at SF Rd and Division heads southwest to Fletcher along the railroad 
ROW under the LA river to Riverside Drive then west to Crystal Springs to the LAPD facility in 
Griffith Park then terminating in one of 2 locations near zoo. 
 
Contact: Nick Demos, Project Manager, BOE  
(213) 847 9600 

 
Other Projects with too little information to be included above and on bar chart: 
 
10. Glendale Freeway Terminus project 

Anticipated project start is unknown. 
 
Will consist of the reconfiguration of the on/off ramps at Glendale Bl 
Project is just beginning the EIR process 

 
11. LA River  “Fletcher node” 

May or may not be assigned.   
Monitor as LARiver MP unfolds 

 
12. Taylor Yard Park State Park & High School Development 
 

Contacts:   
Sean Woods 213 620 6406 
Fernando Chevarria (LAUSD) 213-633-8131. 

 
13. I-5 Northbound carpool lanes 

Activities involved commencing in the northwest SFV and working its way south to SR-134. 
 
Caltrans spokesperson: Jeanne Bonfilio 
 

14. Silver Lake Blvd. Retaining Wall 
Replace collapsed retaining wall on SLBL. 
(5/06-10/06) 
 
Contact: 
Saba Engineer, Project Manager, BOE 
213-847-5046 
 

15. Silver Lake Master Plan Implementation Phase II 
Complete perimeter path around Silver Lake Reservoir Complex 
Unscheduled 
 
Contact: 
Saba Engineer, Project Manager, BOE 
213-847-5046 
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Response to Comment Set 5 
Silver Lake Neighborhood Council, June 20, 2005 

 

5a The LADWP will conduct maintenance projects within the project area.  These projects have been 
reviewed with regard to CEQA, as required.  The LADWP will coordinate internally and with 
affected agencies to reduce traffic impacts associated with the Lower Reach RSC Project and other 
known LADWP projects occurring in the vicinity of the proposed project. To ensure that this 
coordination occurs, we have modified Mitigation Measure T-1, which requires a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan.  With the proposed change as noted below, LADWP would coordinate 
with LADOT to reduce potential impacts from the construction of LADWP projects being 
constructed simultaneously in the project area (Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage 
Replacement Project, Upper Reach RSC Project, Silver Lake Trunk Line Slip Lining Project, and 
the Small Main Cement Lining Project).   However, as noted in the Draft and Final EIR, traffic is 
expected to be significant and unavoidable even with this mitigation.  Mitigation Measure T-1 has 
been updated as follows: 

  “T-1  Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC, LADWP shall 
submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for 
review and approval of those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any 
construction work. In the development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with LADOT 
regarding other LADWP projects occurring simultaneously in the area of the Lower Reach 
RSC project during the construction phase. The plan shall show the location of roadway or 
lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, and local access (maintenance 
of), including bike lanes if applicable. The Pplan shall also discuss the use of flag persons, 
warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to standard guidelines outlined in the 
Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, and the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH).” 

5b As noted in Response 5a, the LADWP will prepare a Construction Traffic Management Plan to 
coordinate and plan for construction associated with LADWP proposed projects.  This plan will be 
reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles 
Department of Recreation and Parks.  The plan will also address emergency access to areas impacted 
by construction. Advanced notification of the construction schedule and associated work areas, 
including the number and direction of traffic lanes available, will be provided to emergency service 
providers such as the fire department, police, and park ranger. 

 The construction traffic plan will help to minimize traffic, idling emissions, and vehicle noise by 
providing alternate routes of travel.  The Draft EIR provided mitigation through advanced notification 
and the provision of a temporary access if access to businesses, residences or recreational facilities 
will be blocked for more than eight hours.  Even with mitigation, however, traffic impacts associated 
with construction have been identified as significant and unavoidable.  
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5c Comments on the provisions to be included in the traffic mitigation plan have been noted and will be 
considered in the preparation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan.  As noted in Mitigation 
Measure T-1 (see Response 5a), the plan will be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks.  However, 
LADWP can only address LADWP proposed projects and not all proposed projects in the area as 
suggested by the comment.  LADWP only has the authority to address and mitigate its own projects.   

 
 With regard to comment on community inclusion, during the public review period for the Lower 

Reach RSC Project, LADWP met with Silver Lake Neighborhood Council (SLNC) on June 3, 2005, 
to present the project and solicit input on the Lower Reach RSC Project. LADWP will continue to 
keep the SLNC updated, at your request, on the Lower Reach RSC Project through the SLNC 
monthly community meetings.  Furthermore, prior to construction LADWP will develop and maintain 
a webpage at http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp003999.jsp that provides information to the 
community about the project, including the anticipated schedule. 

5d LADWP appreciates your input and will continue to keep you informed about the project.  As noted 
in Response 5a, LADWP met with the SLNC on June 3, 2005, to present the project and solicit input 
on the Lower Reach RSC Project.   
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The excerpts below are from the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Replacement 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (RSC DEIR) released to the public for 
review on May 6, 2005 by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP).  The Committee to Save Silver Lake’s Reservoirs (CSSLR) was not 
informed of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated August 2004, nor of this 
release.  A member of the Silver Lake community discovered the release of the 
DEIR in a local newspaper.  CSSLR believes that the failure of LADWP to include 
CSSLR in the development process and the failure to notify CSSLR of the RSC 
DEIR's release is a violation of the spirit if not the rules of the Coalition to Protect 
Open Reservoirs (CPOR) mediation process that has been ongoing for more than 
a decade.  In honor of the confidentiality agreement spelled out in the creation of 
that process, any mention in this document of the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex 
Storage Replacement Project (SLRCSR) will only reflect information disclosed to 
the public in the SLRCSR NOP dated August 2004.  The aforementioned NOP 
mentions an actual physical tie-in to the “new RSC” within Unit 4; nonetheless, 
any mention of the SLRCSR in this DEIR is limited to the Headworks Spreading 
Grounds in Unit 1a, several miles away. 
 
It is noteworthy that CSSLR has been meeting regularly with the Project Manager 
of the RSC DEIR throughout the development of the RSC DEIR on more than one 
project having to do with the SLRC.  Therefore, it is difficult to understand how 
LADWP failed to see the importance of notification and inclusion in this process 
as established by the CPOR mediation process.   
 
CSSLR’s Summary Comments 
 
In summary, this DEIR is lacking in many ways.  It has virtually no cumulative 
impact study available for the Unit 4 area.  The additional traffic and other impacts 
caused by the large number of projects slated to break ground in Silver Lake in 
the next 6 years will have a severe detrimental effect on day-to-day life for 
residents and on businesses as the thoroughfares become choked with traffic for 
several hours a day.  Additional study needs to be included to survey the air 
quality impact when motorists are trapped on the residential streets for over 6 
hours a day and the noise levels created as a result.  Site-specific studies also 
need to be included to assess the impacts of noise on residences and schools. 
 
Furthermore, since the community, notably CSSLR and the Silver Lake Resident’s 
Association (SLRA), was not involved in the Administrative DEIR process from the 
start, the authors of the DEIR lacked necessary and appropriate community input, 
were unable to fully assess traffic flow functions, and were not properly informed 
of the additional cumulative projects.   
 
LADWP needs to explain why the established community groups were not 
included in the process, when dialogue between LADWP and the community has 
been open and interactive for years on many other projects.  By resolution of the 
Los Angeles City Council and CPOR mediation, LADWP has worked very closely 
with CSSLR on many other issues throughout the preparation of this DEIR, 
including the design phase and implementation of the new sidewalks on WSLD 
and Armstrong Ave.  Both parties have always been readily available for 
consultation.  The communication that resulted in the failures of this document is 
inexplicable. 

6a 

6b 

6c 
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Further, LADWP also needs to explain why the authors of the DEIR misrepresent 
the full extent of the LADWP project known as the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex 
Storage Replacement Project that will be occurring simultaneously, in connection 
to, and immediately subsequent to this project.  
 
Most importantly, though, LADWP needs to provide the affected communities with 
a thorough, complete, and clear EIR that properly adheres to CEQA guidelines. 
The guidelines exist to protect communities and their surrounding environment 
by assessing impact and to analyze feasibility. Both impact and feasibility of this 
project are highly dubious as presented in this DEIR. 
 
 
The following are CSSLR's specific comments on the RSC DEIR.  Page numbers 
refer to those in the RSC DEIR.  Numbers in parentheses reference the sequential 
page numbers of the Adobe Acrobat file available on the LADWP website.  
Excerpts from the RSC DEIR are in 10 point Arial font.  CSSLR's comments are in 
11 point bold Times New Roman. 
 
p. ES-4 (12) 
ES.4 Cumulative Impacts 
A list of past, present, and future projects within the vicinity of the proposed project was 
developed to evaluate cumulative impacts. The cumulative project list provided in Section 2.8 
includes projects that are either reasonably foreseeable or are expected to be constructed or 
operated during the life of the proposed project. 
 
The SLRCSR construction project in the matrix in Section 2.8 refers only to Unit 
1a (Headworks site).  This is misleading and incomplete.  In reality, the SLRCSR 
project involves major construction sites surrounding the Silver Lake Reservoir 
Complex (SLRC).  According to the SLRCSR NOP, these proposed projects are as 
follows:  A 3200’ by-pass line and a 850’ tunnel at SLRC, the removal of Silver 
Lake and Ivanhoe Reservoirs from the service matrix, and a regulating station 
under a park on the SLRC grounds immediately adjacent to a high-density 
residential neighborhood. LADWP is also finalizing plans for a water main 
replacement using the slip-line process under SLBL less than one mile from the 
southeast terminus of the RSC project, and the cement-line project on a multitude 
of surrounding streets in Silver Lake, including Glendale Blvd. Non-LADWP 
projects that are planned with the 2.5-mile radius of the RSC are the retrofit of the 
Glendale/Hyperion Bridge, the realignment of the State Rt. 2 terminus, a new Los 
Angeles branch library at the corner of Glendale and Silver Lake Blvds, a new LA 
City College campus at Fletcher Dr. and San Fernando Road, the widening of the 
intersection at Fletcher Dr. and San Fernando Rd., the Los Angeles River 
Development Project (Fletcher node)., the Taylor Yard State Park and High School, 
the Northeast Interceptor Phase II Sewer project, and the replacement of a 
retaining wall on Silver Lake Blvd. across from the proposed staging area at the 
SLRC site. 
 
The construction schedule in Unit 4 will overlap with many of the undisclosed 
cumulative projects, and it will compound 567 days of the traffic, noise, and air 
quality problems in the densely populated Silver Lake area with the existing major 
commuter traffic that is the result of its proximity to several freeways.  The 

6d 

6e 

6f 



LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project E-43 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
Final EIR  December 2005 

purpose of including cumulative projects is to analyze the full impact multiple 
construction projects will have on a community.  The cumulative projects meant 
to be listed are all those “past, present, and future projects within the vicinity of 
the proposed project”.  This study not only falls far short of that guideline, it 
actually misrepresents the location of a LADWP project by stating it takes places 
several miles to the north of impacted areas whereas in reality the two projects tie 
in to each other at the southern terminus. 
 
p. ES-4 – ES-5 (12-13) 
Noise levels from a cumulative project would have the potential to cause cumulatively 
considerable impacts if it were constructed at the same time and within approximately one-
quarter mile of the proposed project. Of the cumulative projects identified in Section 2.8, only the 
Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement (SLRCSR) Project would be located within 
one-quarter mile of the proposed Lower Reach alignment and would be constructed during the 
construction period of the proposed project. Mitigation measures would be implemented as part of 
the SLRCSR Project, as well as the proposed project, to reduce the impacts to less-than 
significant levels. Furthermore, all projects would be required to comply with local noise 
ordinances. Therefore, cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant. 
 
The project outlines a trench in front of Ivanhoe Elementary School within a 
densely populated residential neighborhood, yet no study of projected noise 
levels at the school can be found in this document.  Table ES-1 on p. ES-8 (16) 
outlines noise mitigation N-1 as notices being sent to “provide tips on reducing noise 
intrusion, for example, by closing windows facing the planned construction.”  Does Ivanhoe 
Elementary have adequate ventilation and air conditioning if the windows are to 
be kept closed? Mitigation N-4, “The use of noise producing signals, including horns, 
whistles, alarms, and bells shall be for safety warning purposes only” states the obvious and 
does nothing as mitigation to relieve the community of the high-pitched noises 
created by heavy equipment beeping while in reverse.  These are just examples of 
the inadequacies of the mitigations suggested by this study, and the lack of 
research and solutions provided therein. 
 
p. 1-6 (22) 
During the preparation of the Draft EIR, agencies, organizations, and persons who the LADWP 
believes may have an interest in this project were contacted. Information and comments from 
these contacts have been included in the Draft EIR, as appropriate.  
 
CSSLR is the long recognized representative of the community on all issues 
pertaining to SLRC, yet was inexplicably not notified nor invited to participate the 
process. Additionally, neither the Silver Lake Residents Association (SLRA) (also 
a member of the CPOR mediation team), nor the Silver Lake Neighborhood 
Council (SLNC) were notified at the issue of the NOP, nor were they included in 
the preparation of the DEIR.  All of these community groups are well known to the 
LADWP and this project's working staff. 
 
p. 2-3 (27) 
The pipeline would then continue in Griffith Park and generally travel along Zoo Drive and Crystal 
Springs Drive. Once exiting Griffith Park at Crystal Springs Drive and Los Feliz Boulevard, the 
pipeline would continue southerly along Riverside Drive, turning south onto Glendale Boulevard, 
then southwest on Rokeby Street, then west on Rowena Avenue, and south again onto West 
Silver Lake Drive until reaching the intersection with Armstrong Avenue, where it would connect 
to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line. Two branch lines would also be constructed. The first 
would begin south of Los Feliz Boulevard at Riverside Drive, and continue south through 

6f, cont. 
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Mulholland Memorial Park, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel to connect to the Rowena 
Tank. The other branch line would begin at Rowena Avenue and Rokeby Street and continue 
southeast on Glendale Boulevard and tie into the Fletcher Pump Station suction line at Glendale 
Boulevard and Fletcher Drive. 
 
Is the RSC actually connecting to the Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line or is it being 
connected to the by-pass line described in the SLRCSR NOP?  Why is this 
information contradictory to other LADWP documents?  CSSLR can only 
determined that the RSC is actually part of the SLRCSR Project but has been split 
from that project in the EIR process in order to escape having to evaluate the 
projects together.  The segmentation of these projects would be a violation of 
CEQA guidelines. 
 
p. 2-7 (31) 
Both Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would need to be lowered approximately 16 feet for six 
to eight weeks (under normal weather conditions) to make the connections to the Ivanhoe inlet 
line and Fletcher Pump Station suction line (LADWP, 2005b). To lower the reservoir levels, water 
would be served to customers.  
 
Once the connections are completed, it would take approximately two months to refill the 
reservoirs to normal levels (LADWP, 2005b). 
 
It is unclear whether or not the lowering of the reservoirs discussed in the RSC 
DEIR is in addition to the lowering or draining of the reservoirs that will be 
required for the SLRCSR project.  The potential total time the reservoirs will be 
lowered or drained if combined with the project described in the SLRCSR NOP is 
1.5 years.  Many homes around Ivanhoe Reservoir will lose all views of the water 
at such levels.  Six months of lost views may be less than significant, but the 
views are to be lost for three six-month periods over the course of six years.  
Instability of this nature will have an adverse effect on property values for the 
entire six-year period of the SLRCSR Project.  Such a cumulative effect needs to 
be examined in this study.  Without a more thorough description of the SLRCSR 
project, the RSC DEIR fails to provide accurate impact analysis.   
 
p. 2-8 (32) 
Table 2-2 provides a summary of the proposed pipeline route’s unit details, pipeline length, 
pipeline diameter and general construction method(s). The activity/pipeline construction methods 
presented in Table 2-2 are further described under “Pipeline Construction Methods” below. 

6i 
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The RSC DEIR is extremely unclear in explaining when and for how long each of 
these major thoroughfares in Silver Lake will be affected.  Furthermore, many 
Silver Lake commuters rely on Crystal Springs Dr. in Griffith Park as a freeway 
alternative to commute to their jobs in the San Fernando Valley and other points 
north.  Without this alternative, they will be forced to experience the frequent (2x 
daily) heavy delays on the Rt. 5 freeway adding time to their commutes.  
 
The scope of Unit 4 is too broad for an area with so many variables.  The 
community needs to know when each area will be affected and for how long, 
therefore we request that Unit 4 be divided into smaller more defined segments.  
Careful attention needs to be paid to the adverse cumulative affects of detours 
and better planning and controls need to be in place to minimize gridlock.  Today, 
even without any of these projects underway, there already exist gridlock 
problems on SLBL, Glendale Blvd., Fletcher Dr., and Hyperion Ave. 
 
p. 2-9 (33) 
2.5.1 Construction Schedule, Planning, and Labor Force  
As shown in Table 2-3, construction of the proposed project would be expected to commence in 
October 2005 with the majority of work being completed by September 2008, for a total of 35 
months (approximately 3 years).  Slurrying would begin after construction of Units 1b, 3 and 4 
have been completed. Slurrying of the existing RSC between the Hollingsworth Spillway Structure 
and Unit 1b would occur after the Headworks Reservoir construction is completed, which is 
estimated to occur in late 2011 (LADWP, 2004b) 2. Unit 2 would be constructed beginning in 
February 2016, long after the completion of Units 1a, 1b, 3 and 4. 
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Approximately 50 percent of the workforce would be skilled labor, and 50 percent would be 
unskilled labor, as shown in Table 2-4. As a worse-case scenario, up to four open trench and 
three jacking operations are anticipated to occur simultaneously over four pipeline units (e.g. 
Units 1a, lb, 3, and 4) during the peak construction period (LADWP, 2004c). Therefore, 
approximately 100 personnel (22 employees times four open trench activities, plus four 
employees times three jacking operations) would be employed on the project during the peak 
construction. 
 
2 An EIR is being prepared for the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project by the 
LADWP, which includes the construction of the Headworks Reservoir. Information for this project is available 
at the following website: http://www.silverlakestoragereplacement.com/home/index.htm. 
 
When exactly will the Unit 4 slurrying occur?  “After the construction of [Unit 4] 
ha[s] been completed” is vague and could happen anytime.  Table 2-3 needs to be 
ordered chronologically as a timeline.  Unit 4 has so many affected streets and 
related construction phases, that there is no way to tell how, when, or where the 
traffic will be impacted or if LADWP has a logical traffic plan to complete this 
project.  Included in the timeline should be time estimates and projected dates for 
street closures or partial closures.   
 
p. 2-10 (34) 
Construction would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday (10-
hour work day) and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays (8-hour work day)….  It is estimated that 
a typical construction activity would require the closure of three travel lanes (LADWP, 2004a). 
Intersections where open trench construction is used would be affected for approximately four 
weeks with turning traffic affected considerably longer (LADWP, 2004a). 
 
The removal of left turn lanes for a “considerably” longer period of time will have 
a major impact on the traffic, noise, and air quality in the densely populated Silver 
Lake area which already experiences major traffic jams with commuter traffic due 
to its proximity to several freeways.  The amount of time involved is unclear and 
needs to be explained more thoroughly since Rowena/Hyperion and 
Glendale/Fletcher both have left turn lanes that are heavily relied upon to keep 
traffic moving.  Any left turn lane closures need to be charted in the construction 
timeline.  Clearly marked alternate routes and detours need to be developed.  No 
Parking Zones that are created to provide for traffic flow or construction need to 
be interactive with the construction crews.  If no construction work is to take 
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place at any given time, parking spaces need to be reopened without any delay. 
 
p. 2-11 (35) 
2.5.2 Staging Areas 
During pipeline construction, LADWP’s construction contractor would establish temporary yard 
locations for staging and storage of miscellaneous construction materials and equipment. The 
contractor(s) would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging areas 
(LADWP, 2004a). However, possible staging areas identified for the proposed project include 
various City-owned lots in Griffith Park, or at local LADWP facilities, such as the Silver Lake 
Reservoir Complex.  During all phases of construction, refueling and lubrication of construction 
equipment would occur at the contractors’ staging yard or along the construction right-of-way. 
Equipment would be regularly checked for leaks. 
 
CSSLR was not informed nor consulted in RSC DEIR even though SLRC has been 
identified as a potential staging area.  If the SLRC will be used as a staging area 
for the RSC, is that in addition to being a construction site for the SLRCSR 
project.  Will these two projects happen at the same time?  Will the length of time 
needed for staging on site be impacted?  This is unclear due to the fact that not all 
cumulative projects are represented in this DEIR.  Furthermore, the description of 
the impact on any area used for staging is unclear.  Will the meadow identified as 
a possible staging area be paved to support heavy machinery?  Will there be 
security lighting or personnel?  What fuels or lubricants will be stored onsite?  
How large will the proposed berms be to mitigate possible spills?  Will additional 
fencing be erected to keep wildlife away from the equipment and chemicals?  If 
the staging area is built on the meadow and then abandoned until it is needed for 
the SLRCSR Project, will it be restored in the interim or will it look like a gravel pit 
with abandoned equipment and fuel tanks?  If equipment is to be cleaned at the 
staging area, what provisions will be made for proper drainage and run-off?  Time 
lines and descriptions need to be provided so the community can request 
appropriate construction mitigation procedures and assess the cumulative impact 
of these sequential, simultaneous and over lapping projects. 
 
p. 2-19 (43)  
Table 2-5 
 

This table is egregiously misleading.  The proposed project is not solely “located 
at the former Headworks Spreading Grounds”.  It is also located and actually links 
with the RSC within Unit 4 and at Unit 1a.  In effect, it is an integral part of the 
SLRCSR by connecting the head and the toe of that project.  It could be argued 
that the replacement of the Silver Lake Reservoir to the Headworks site has 
necessitated that the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit project, and is therefore 
a part of the SLRCSR project.  
 
A temporary or changeable Internet link to a cumulative project is insufficient and 
potentially misleading.  If an EIR is to be considered a legal document, any 
references within that document ought to be permanent and immutable. 

6m, 
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p. 2-20 (44) 

 
The above map shows all of the sites without referencing the fact that much of the 
SLRCSR (#15) construction also takes place on-site at SLRC (physically 
connecting to the RSC at the southern terminus). This map doesn’t even include 
all of the SLRC.  Figure 2-2 should include any part of the city within 2.5-mile 
radius of any part of the studied project in order to properly reference the 
impacted area.  
 
p. 3-2 (48) 
Cumulative Impacts (CEQA Guidelines §§15130 and 15355). Cumulative impacts are also 
discussed for each issue area. As described in the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impacts “refers 
to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts.” To determine the potential for cumulative 
impacts, Section 2.8 of the Project Description identifies projects within 2.5 miles of the proposed 
Lower Reach alignment and projects that would be constructed within the same time frame as the 
proposed project. These cumulative projects were used to determine cumulative impacts for each 
issue area described in this section. 
 
The CEQA guidelines are clearly stated but ignored since there is no reference to 
the SLRCSR project elements including but not limited to the by-pass line and 
tunnel at SLRC, the proposed regulating station at the south end of SLRC, or the 
removal of Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs from service, all well within the 2.5 
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mile radius of the project studied in the DEIR.  Yet the work at the Headworks site 
(north) end of that project is listed.  The work at SLRC is the same project as the 
Headworks site but a full and accurate description of the work was omitted.  This 
is misleading.  In addition, the Rt. 2 terminus realignment, the new branch library 
at SLBL and Glendale Blvd., the Glendale/Hyperion Viaduct Bridge, the new LACC 
campus at Fletcher Dr. and San Fernando Rd., and the LADWP slip-line water 
main replacement under SLBL south of Effie are large projects that will have a 
major impact on the community and could ultimately affect the impact thresholds 
on all of the study criteria and should be included.  The only projects cited as 
having a cumulative impact on Unit 4 are very small restaurant remodel nearby 
and the Belmont Learning Center projects which will probably have little or no 
effect on the traffic or noise in Silver Lake. 

 
p. 3-6 (52) 

 
p. 3-7 (53) 
3.1.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Construction Assumptions 
Construction of the proposed project would primarily use the open-trench method, except at busy 
intersections where the pipeline would be installed using the jacking method, locations in the 
Headworks Spreading Grounds site and Griffith Park where portions would be installed using 
traditional tunneling or jacking, and at the Rowena Tunnel where the pipeline would be installed 
by the slip lining method. In sequence, the general process for the construction methods consists 
of site preparation, excavation, pipe (and/or appurtenant structure) installation and backfilling, and 
street restoration (where applicable).  It is estimated that a typical construction spread would 
require the closure of three travel lanes. Intersections where open trench construction is used 
would be affected for approximately four weeks with turning traffic affected considerably longer. 
Construction would require off-site staging area(s) to temporarily store supplies and materials. 
Contractors would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging areas. 
However, possible staging areas identified for the proposed project include various City owned 
lots within Griffith Park, or at local LADWP facilities, such as the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex. 
 
There are several “busy intersections” not properly identified in this DEIR.  The 
DEIR is unclear and information is hard to find that identifies which intersections 
or streets will remain open (unaffected) due to the potential traffic impact of 
trenching.  The timing and extent of closures are not clear.  It is as if the LADWP 
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doesn’t understand or has no concern for the impact of their 3 projects in 
combination with already existing traffic issues coupled with the proposed 
Glendale/Hyperion Bridge 2-lane closures. 
 
p. 3-8 (54) 

 
This table lumps together the Glendale Blvd. and Rowena Ave. thoroughfare as 
“Roadways south of Rokeby St.”  This is a major artery and any closure of this 
street needs to be described in full detail.  That such a major traffic route could be 
lumped into such a category is just one of many indicators that shows how 
grossly inadequate this study truly is.  As example, the stretch of Glendale Blvd. 
between Rowena and Riverside Dr. was closed for over a month in early 2005 due 
to a mudslide and a red tagged home.  The traffic impact was enormous for the 
surrounding routes used heavily by commuters on all of the local freeways: 2, 5, 
110, 101 and Riverside Dr, connecting through Griffith Park to the 134.  The RSC 
DEIR does not adequately chart the expected street closures and does not 
adequately mitigate them with appropriate planning of detours and alternate 
routes.  Mitigation T-1 offers unspecified detour routes to be planned by LADOT 
under Caltrans guidelines.  LADOT and Caltrans are notorious for not providing 
any detour routes or notification of street improvement projects.  By familiarity, 
CSSLR has surveyed the neighborhood streets and knows that any potential 
detour routes are lengthy, will utilize narrow residential streets, and will do little to 
reduce traffic jams.  Since this study includes no actual analysis of existing traffic 
patterns, Mitigation T-1 is little more than a boilerplate promise that will have little 
effect as a solution.  Such a lack of effective mitigation on this project will be 
extremely detrimental to the quality of life in the community and will result in 
commute times extending exponentially.  Road rage already exists as late, tired 
and impatient commuters wait in long lines with no alternate routes.  A 
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comprehensive traffic and detour plan must be workable, or the construction 
schedule and/or techniques must be adapted to effectively mitigate potentially 
severe traffic problems. 

 
p. 3-9 (55) 
Unit 4. Construction of Unit 4 would require partial closures along Riverside Drive, and could 
require full closure of smaller roadways such as Rowena Avenue, Rokeby Street, and Silver Lake 
Drive. Access would likely remain along Riverside Drive. Parallel roadways would need to be 
utilized as detour routes for the road closures on smaller streets. 
 
The correct name of “Silver Lake Drive” is West Silver Lake Drive.   
 
The description of Rowena Avenue as a “smaller roadway” is misleading.  It is the 
single most important roadway connecting the residential district of Silver Lake 
to, among other major services, the only major grocery stores in the 
neighborhood of the same quality as the homes.  The only roadways parallel to 
Rowena that connect the impacted community with Hyperion (also the primary 
link to Hollywood to the west and Glendale to the east) other than Sunset Blvd. are 
Angus St. (which will also suffer limited access if a jacking pit is opened at WSLD 
and Armstrong), a narrow alley, and one other small residential street north of 
Rowena.  The Hyperion/Glendale Bridge (Viaduct) could potentially be a viable 
detour, but it will require traveling down Glendale Blvd. (which will be closed by 
this same project), across Riverside Dr., the Los Angeles River, and the 5 
Freeway, into Atwater, (almost .5 miles) to a single-lane traffic light U-turn, and 
returning in the opposite direction.  Additionally, the Hyperion/Glendale Bridge is 
slated for a major restoration project that will reduce it to one lane in each 
direction.  The Fletcher Drive detour will also be prohibitive as it will take 
motorists at least one mile out of their way, and the traffic jams that occur under 
normal conditions cause major delays every evening during peak hours. 
Furthermore, Fletcher Drive contains the only Silver Lake onramps to the North 2 
and 5 Freeways, and if used as the freeway access for trucks and other heavy 
equipment from Unit Four the traffic impact will be significant at best.  This traffic 
study includes no traffic counts or proposed truck routes, and even if it did, the 
impact to the community has not been properly analyzed since several major 
cumulative projects have been omitted in this study. 

 
p. 3-22 (64) 
Project Impacts 
Emissions That Exceed Thresholds (Criterion AQ-1) 
Construction. Construction of the Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project would result in 
short-term impacts to ambient air quality in the study area during construction. Temporary 
construction emissions would result from on-site construction, such as open trench and pipe 
jacking activities. Emissions would also result from off-site construction activities from 
construction related haul trips and construction worker commuting patterns. Pollutant emissions 
would vary from day to day depending on the level of activity, the specific construction activities, 
the location of the construction sites, and the prevailing weather. 
 
There is no mention of additional impact to air quality from stalled, slowed, or 
stopped commuter traffic.  There is no mention of the traffic impact on the 
community from any road closures resulting in delays and major traffic jams.  
Closures will cause the streets to be clogged for several hours a day.  
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Additionally, the major cumulative projects should also be included in the study in 
order to accurately assess the full impacts. 

 
p. 5-5 (98) 
New Project Feature 
After completion of the IS, it was determined that the water levels of Ivanhoe and Silver Lake 
Reservoirs, which are owned and operated by LADWP (i.e. no public access), would need to be 
lowered approximately 16 feet for six to eight weeks to make the connections to the Ivanhoe inlet 
line and Fletcher Pump Station suction line (LADWP, 2005b). Once the connections are 
completed, it would take approximately two months to refill the reservoirs to normal levels 
(LADWP, 2005b). The potential environmental impacts associated with this additional project 
component were not analyzed in the IS, and are therefore discussed herein. No impacts to 
Agricultural Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation, or Utilities and Service Systems would occur as a result of lowering the reservoirs. 
However, impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, and Hydrology and Water 
Quality may result from this action. 
Aesthetics 
The proposed project would temporarily degrade the existing visual quality of the area through 
temporarily lowering the water levels in Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs. These reservoirs are 
integral to the views of the surrounding Silver Lake community. However, the reduced reservoir 
levels would be temporary in nature, lasting only about two months (6-8 weeks plus one month to 
return levels). This would result in less than significant impacts to visual resources. Aesthetic 
impacts related to algae growth would be less than significant as the reservoir levels would be 
lowered during winter months, which would reduce the likelihood of algae blooms as a result of 
colder temperatures and less sunlight. Additionally, shore chlorination would be increased, as 
necessary, or copper sulfate would be utilized (LADWP, 2005c) to further reduce the possibility of 
algae growth. No mitigation is required. 
 
Please see above comments.  The SLRCSR project will also require the lowering 
or draining of the water.  The total time of the lowered levels may exceed 1.5 
years.  Therefore cumulative projects need to be considered when evaluating 
impacts on the surrounding community. 
  
Air Quality (Objectionable Odors) 
Reducing the water levels in Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would not result in air pollutant 
emissions, as no construction or additional operational activities are required. Water levels would 
be reduced through delivery of water to customers through existing operations. However, the 
potential exists for accumulated silt and debris to become concentrated when the overall quantity 
of water is reduced thereby causing objectionable odors to be emitted. Since both Ivanhoe and 
Silver Lake Reservoirs are concrete-lined, they are not expected to have substantial amounts of 
silt or debris. Additionally, potential odors caused by algae growth would be less than significant 
since the reservoir levels would be lowered during winter months, which would reduce the 
likelihood of algae blooms as a result of colder temperatures and less sunlight. Additionally, shore 
chlorination would be increased, as necessary, or copper sulfate would be utilized to further 
reduce the possibility of algae growth (LADWP, 2005c). Therefore, odor impacts associated with 
reduced water levels in Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would be less than significant. No 
mitigation is required. 
Biological Resources 
Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs are concrete-lined reservoirs currently used by LADWP for 
storing treated potable water. As such, no aquatic species are expected to be living within these 
reservoirs. The reservoirs, however, do support various waterfowl such as ducks and geese, as 
seen during a site visit conducted on February 1, 2005. While the total water volume of the 
reservoirs would be reduced as part of the proposed project, the surface area would not be 
substantially reduced. As such, use of the reservoirs by waterfowl would not be hindered by the 

6v 

6u, 
cont. 



LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project E-53 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
Final EIR  December 2005 

reduced water levels within the reservoirs. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be 
less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
As noted above, the lowering or drawdown of water levels within Ivanhoe and Silver Lake 
Reservoirs would occur through deliveries to LADWP customers. Both these reservoirs are 
currently used to service customers and existing LADWP procedures for maintaining water quality 
would be employed during this temporary drawdown. Therefore, the quality of water delivered to 
LADWP customers would not be affected. To control algae growth and associated water quality 
impacts, the reservoir levels would be lowered during cooler months, which would reduce the 
likelihood of algae blooms as a result of colder temperatures and less sunlight.  Additionally, 
shore chlorination would be increased, as necessary, or copper sulfate would be utilized to 
prevent algae growth (LADWP, 2005c). Consequently, impacts to hydrology and water quality as 
a result of lowering the water levels within Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 
Summary 
Temporarily reducing the water levels of Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs would result in 
either no impacts or less than significant impacts for all environmental issue areas. 
 
Please see above comments.  If the reservoirs are lowered or drained for up to 18 
months in a span of a few years due to the cumulative projects, then the 
additional lowerings need to be taken into account before forming conclusions 
and impacts. 
 
p. 5-8 (101) 
Cultural Resources 
CUL-1 LADWP shall conduct archaeological monitoring during all ground disturbing activities 
within Units 7 and 4, specifically those areas near Universal Studios, Warner Bros. Studios, and 
the area north of the Silver Lake Reservoir. Cultural resource monitoring locations shall be 
mapped and flagged prior to construction. Monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified 
archaeological monitor familiar with the cultural resources of southern California. 
 
The Silver Lake community may prefer the option of retaining all archeological 
discoveries for future display at the SLRC property. 

 
Initial Study 
p. 9 (138) 
Lower Reach RSC Pipeline.  
Once exiting Griffith Park at Crystal Springs Drive and Los Feliz Boulevard, the pipeline would 
continue southerly along Riverside Drive, turning south onto Glendale Boulevard, then southwest 
on Rokeby Street, then west on Rowena Avenue, and south again onto West Silver Lake Drive 
until reaching the intersection with Armstrong Avenue. Two branch or trunk lines would also be 
constructed. The first would begin south of Los Feliz Boulevard at Riverside Drive, and continue 
south through Mulholland Memorial Park, before entering the existing Rowena Tunnel to connect 
to the Rowena Tank. The other branch/trunk line would begin at Rowena Avenue and Rokeby 
Street and continue southeast on Rowena Avenue and tie into the Fletcher Pump Station suction 
line. 
 

p. 15 (144) 
Staging Areas. During pipeline construction, LADWP’s construction contractor would establish 
temporary yard locations for staging and storage of miscellaneous construction materials and 
equipment. The contractor(s) would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots 
for staging areas. However, possible staging areas identified for the proposed project include(s)… 
the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex. 
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Please see above comments.  CSSLR should have been included in the RSC DEIR 
process for this reason alone.  Furthermore, the description of the impact on any 
area used for staging is neither clear nor specific. 
 
p. 37 (166) 
Only a short segment of the proposed alignment would be located on the Hollywood Quadrangle. 
Nonetheless, there are resources in the general area, including the Glendale Southern Pacific 
Railroad Depot, the Charles and Mabel Ennis House (State Historic Landmark 1011), and two 
California Historical Landmarks (1902 and 1921). There are also a number of Los Angeles 
Historical/Cultural Monuments including the Tierman House (No. 124), the William Mulholland 
Memorial Fountain (No. 162), the First Official Walt Disney Studio (No. 163), the Glendale 
Hyperion Bridge (No. 164), the Fletcher Drive Bridge over the Los Angeles River (No. 322), the 
Engine Company No. 56 (No. 337), the Silver Lake and Ivanhoe Reservoirs (No. 422), and the 
“Little Nugget” Travel Town at Griffith Park (No. 474). The resources listed above are relatively 
close to the proposed alignment, but on privately held properties and not within the roadway right-
of-ways.  Though considered significant (by nature of their listings), none of these resources 
would be directly or indirectly impacted by the proposed project as all would be avoided by the 
proposed route.  These resources are at least 50 feet from the proposed pipeline excavation 
route and temporary ground shaking would not affect the resources. As a result, it has been 
determined that the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to known historic 
resources. 
 
The conclusion of the above paragraph is contradictory since the valve work at 
Ivanhoe reservoir is not less than 50’ from SLRC (No. 422), on the list of cultural 
resources.  Also, the Red Car Trestle Footings (No. 770) should be included on 
this list. 
 
p. 10 (285) Appendix C  - Traffic Study 1/12/2005 
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p. 29 (304) from Appendix C - Traffic Study 1/12/2005 
Figure 7 – Unit 4 

 
Figure 7 seems to indicate that there will be construction between Rowena 
Reservoir and WSLD.  This part of the project alignment is not mentioned 
anywhere else in this study. 
 
p. 33 (308) from Appendix C - Traffic Study 1/12/2005 
Traffic Flow Analysis 
Construction of Project Unit 4 would require partial closures along Riverside Drive, and could 
require full closure of smaller roadways such as Rowena Avenue and Silver Lake Drive. Access 
would likely remain along Riverside Drive. Parallel roadways would need to be utilized as detour 
routes for the road closures on smaller streets. 
 
This analysis is unclear since it does not include any actual traffic data.  It 
appears that standard studies found in many EIR were not performed for this 
study even though impacts could be enormous.  There appears to be no 
determination of the impact on any given intersection.  What are the criteria for 
determining whether a tunnel, slip-line, or open trench will be used or worth the 
additional expense in order to lessen the impact on the surrounding community 
and cut-through commuters? 
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CSSLR’s Summary Comments 
 
In summary, this DEIR is lacking in many ways.  It has virtually no cumulative 
impact study available for the Unit 4 area.  The additional traffic and other impacts 
caused by the large number of projects slated to break ground in Silver Lake in 
the next 6 years will have a severe detrimental effect on day-to-day life for 
residents and on businesses as the thoroughfares become choked with traffic for 
several hours a day.  Additional study needs to be included to survey the air 
quality impact when motorists are trapped on the residential streets for over 6 
hours a day and the noise levels created as a result.  Site-specific studies also 
need to be included to assess the impacts of noise on residences and schools. 
 
Furthermore, since the community, notably CSSLR and the Silver Lake Resident’s 
Association (SLRA), was not involved in the Administrative DEIR process from the 
start, the authors of the DEIR lacked necessary and appropriate community input, 
were unable to fully assess traffic flow functions, and were not properly informed 
of the additional cumulative projects.   
 
LADWP needs to explain why the established community groups were not 
included in the process, when dialogue between LADWP and the community has 
been open and interactive for years on many other projects.  By resolution of the 
Los Angeles City Council and CPOR mediation, LADWP has worked very closely 
with CSSLR on many other issues throughout the preparation of this DEIR, 
including the design phase and implementation of the new sidewalks on WSLD 
and Armstrong Ave.  Both parties have always been readily available for 
consultation.  The communication that resulted in the failures of this document is 
inexplicable. 
 
Further, LADWP also needs to explain why the authors of the DEIR misrepresent 
the full extent of the LADWP project known as the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex 
Storage Replacement Project that will be occurring simultaneously, in connection 
to, and immediately subsequent to this project.  
 
Most importantly, though, LADWP needs to provide the affected communities with 
a thorough, complete, and clear EIR that properly adheres to CEQA guidelines. 
The guidelines exist to protect communities and their surrounding environment 
by assessing impact and to analyze feasibility. Both impact and feasibility of this 
project are highly dubious as presented in this DEIR. 
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Response to Comment Set 6 
Committee to Save Silver Lake’s Reservoirs, June 20, 2005 

 

6a Although LADWP did not directly meet with the Committee to Save Silver Lake Reservoirs 
(CSSLR), the LADWP did meet with the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council during the public 
review period for the Draft EIR at its June 3, 2005 meeting. Additionally, LADWP did notify 
CSSLR prior to the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council meeting and encouraged CSSLR members 
to attend this public meeting and presentation. At the meeting, the LADWP presented information 
about the project and asked for input.  We provided information to the neighborhood council 
because it includes membership from some of the key groups in the Silver Lake community. 

 While the Lower Reach RSC Project would provide for future interconnection to the Headworks 
Spreading Ground Site and would connect to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line, the project 
itself provides a replacement water pipeline for the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline. Ivanhoe 
and Silver Lake Reservoirs would only be impacted during a six to eight week period when the 
connection to the Ivanhoe inlet line and Fletcher Pump Station suction line would require both 
reservoirs to be lowered approximately 16 feet (page 2-7). 

6b Please refer to Response 6f, below, for the complete discussion on cumulative impacts.  

 Regarding air quality impacts to motorists and the associated noise levels created as a result of 
traffic congestion during construction, Mitigation Measure T-1 requires LADWP to submit a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the 
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks that will consider impacts to motorists and 
would reduce traffic impacts, and the secondary air quality and noise impacts, to the extent 
feasible. However, LADWP acknowledges that traffic impacts (traffic flow, public access, and 
parking) associated with the construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project are significant and 
unavoidable (page 3-14).  Section 3.1.5 has been corrected to clarify the conclusions of Section 
3.1.4. 

  “Implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 would help to reduce construction related traffic 
flow impacts; however, due to the magnitude of the construction activities the impacts would 
continue to be significant and unavoidable.  Furthermore, while implementation of Mitigation 
Measures T-2 through T-4 would reduce public access impacts during construction, and 
Mitigation Measures T-2 and T-8 would reduce parking impacts during construction, these 
impacts T-2 and T-3 would reduce public access and parking impacts during construction, 
impacts would continue to be significant. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be 
required for construction of the proposed Lower Reach RSC Project. Alternatively, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1, T-5 through T-7, and T-9 through T-5, impacts 
to public and emergency vehicle access, parking, public transit, and pedestrian safety would 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels.”  

 Air quality impacts are considered significant by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) if they exceed the daily construction emissions limits detailed in Table 3.2-6 
of the EIR. While the air quality analysis focused on emissions generated specifically by 
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construction equipment, additional emissions would occur as a result of cars idling from increased 
traffic congestion in the construction areas, as well as from longer commutes resulting from 
rerouting of cars to avoid construction areas. LADWP acknowledges that emissions from 
construction activities and equipment would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, and well as expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (pages 3-23 to 3-25). Additional 
emissions as a result of traffic idling and rerouting would further exacerbate this significant 
impact. Therefore, air quality impacts have been identified in the Draft and Final EIR as 
significant and unavoidable (page 3-26).   

6c LADWP did contact community groups regarding the proposed project.  Several local groups 
were directly contacted as part of the public review process for the Draft EIR for the Lower 
Reach RSC Project including: Silver Lake Neighborhood Council, Los Feliz Improvement 
Association, Atwater Village Neighborhood Council, Greater Toluca Lake Neighborhood 
Council, Mid-Town North Hollywood Neighborhood Council, North Hollywood Northeast 
Neighborhood Council, Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council, Greater Griffith Park 
Neighborhood Council, and Toluca Lake Homeowners Association. As part of the public review 
process, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period and copies were placed at 
the following libraries in the project area: Los Feliz Branch Library, Atwater Village Library, and 
North Hollywood Regional Library.    

6d The Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Storage Replacement Project (SLRC SRP) was considered as 
part of the cumulative analysis presented in Section 3 of the EIR. The Draft EIR acknowledged 
the SLRC SRP as a LADWP project that will be constructed within the same timeframe as the 
proposed project, and it acknowledged that the construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project 
along with other projects constructed within the same timeframe will result in significant 
unavoidable traffic and air quality impacts within the project area.  

6e The Draft and Final EIR have been prepared consistent with the California Environmental Quality 
Act and Guidelines.  Comment noted.  

6f Per CEQA Guidelines §15130(a) and (1), “An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project 
when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 
15065(c)…As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is 
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other 
projects causing related impacts.” As described on page 2-17, a list of past, present, and probable 
future projects producing related or cumulative impacts was developed per CEQA Guidelines  
§15130(b)(A). In an effort to provide a complete a list of projects in the area of the proposed 
pipeline alignment, the following agencies were consulted: the City of Burbank; City of Glendale 
Redevelopment Agency; California Department of Transportation; City of Los Angeles 
Community Redevelopment Agency; City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation; and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation.  

 LADWP conservatively considered a 2.5 mile radius from the project alignment as the geographic 
scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect; however, many impacts such as traffic and 
noise are localized in nature. Realistically, traffic and noise impacts generally occur within 
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approximately one mile or less of a construction zone.  Of those projects listed in Table 2-5 and 
shown in Figure 2-2 (provided below), which include the additional projects identified during the 
Draft EIR review period, the following projects are located within one-mile of the proposed 
project alignment:  

• Burbank Media Center 
• Bob Hope Center 
• Pinnacle Office Project 
• Home Depot 
• State Route 134 (Forest Lawn to Buena Vista) 
• Disney Creative Campus 
• Integrated Resource Plan 
• SLRC SRP 
• Griffith Park Master Plan 
• Demonstration Fuel Cell Power Project 
• Upper Reach RSC Project 
• Hyperion Bridge Retrofit and Rehabilitation - new 
• LADWP Small Main Cement Lining Project - new 
• Silver Lake Branch Library - new 
• Silver Lake Boulevard Retaining Wall Replacement Project - new 
• Travel Town Water Tank - new 

 

 Geographical barriers, such as State Route 134 and the I-5, would limit the traffic impacts that the 
proposed project would or could have on several of these cumulative projects. For instance, those 
projects within one-mile of the proposed pipeline alignment located north of State Route 134, 
including Bob Hope Center, Pinnacle Office Project, Home Depot, and Disney Creative Campus, 
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 would not likely be accessed through Griffith Park. As such, construction along the majority of 
the proposed alignment (Unit 1b, 2, and 3) would not be cumulatively considerable for these 
projects with respect to traffic and noise. Furthermore, the majority of the projects within one 
mile of the proposed pipeline alignment were considered within the Draft EIR, except for the last 
five projects listed above, which have been identified as “new” projects.  Of these new projects, 
two are LADWP projects.  

 LADWP will coordinate internally and with affected agencies to reduce traffic impacts associated 
with the Lower Reach RSC Project and other known LADWP projects occurring in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. Mitigation Measure T-1 requires a Construction Traffic Management Plan, 
which would include LADWP coordination with LADOT on other LADWP projects being 
constructed simultaneously in the project area (SLRC  SRP, Upper Reach RSC Project, Silver 
Lake Trunk Line Slip Lining Project, and the Small Main Cement Lining Project). Mitigation 
Measure T-1 has been revised as follows:  

“T-1 Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC project, LADWP 
shall submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for 
review and approval of those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any 
construction work. In the development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with 
LADOT regarding other LADWP projects occurring simultaneously in the area of the 
Lower Reach RSC project during the construction phase. The plan shall show the location 
of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, and local 
access (maintenance of), including bike lanes if applicable. The Pplan shall also discuss 
the use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to 
standard guidelines outlined in the Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications 
for Public Works Construction, and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook 
(WATCH).” 

 As discussed in Sections 3.1.6 and 3.2.6, the cumulative projects identified in Table 2-5 would 
contribute to the projected short-term significant construction traffic and air quality impacts. 
These additional projects would not change the impact determination presented in the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, cumulative air quality and traffic impacts would continue to be considered significant 
and unavoidable. Cumulative noise impacts would remain less than significant, as each project 
identified in Table 2-5 would be required to comply with local noise ordinances.   
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6g Construction along Rowena Avenue would pass within approximately 20 feet of the hardscape 
play areas of Ivanhoe Elementary School. However, the main classrooms are set back from 
Rowena Avenue approximately 200 feet. Furthermore, Ivanhoe Elementary School is equipped 
with air conditioning and would have adequate ventilation if the windows were closed during 
construction to reduce noise impacts.   

 It has been determined that Ivanhoe Elementary School operates on a traditional school calendar, 
which would mean that students and the majority of faculty would not be on campus if 
construction were to occur during the “Summer Break.”  LADWP is currently reviewing the 
construction schedule and will work with Ivanhoe Elementary School to reduce air quality and 
noise impacts at the school to the extent feasible. 

6h LADWP did contact community groups regarding the proposed project.  Several local groups 
were directly contacted as part of the public review process for the Draft EIR.  Jason Lyon of the 
Silver Lake Neighborhood Council (SLNC) was mailed a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR 
dated May 5, 2005. Additionally, during the public review period for the Lower Reach RSC 
Project, LADWP met with SLNC on June 3, 2005, to present the project and solicit input on the 
Lower Reach RSC Project. See Response 6c. 

6i As discussed in the Draft EIR and in the Final EIR on page 2-3, the Lower Reach RSC would 
connect to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line.  A “y-branch” would be used to allow for the 
future connection of the SLRC SRP bypass line to the Lower Reach RSC pipeline.   

6j Both the Lower Reach RSC Project and the SLRC SRP, individually, will require lowering of 
Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs to make the necessary connections to the water system. 
However, if both projects were to be constructed, lowering of the reservoir would only happen 
once.  This would mean that lowering the reservoir would take approximately four months, six to 
eight weeks for the lowering of the reservoir and two months to bring the water levels to normal 
levels (page 2-7 to 2-8). 

6k Mitigation Measure T-1 requires LADWP to submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation 
and Parks that will include specific details regarding roadway or lane closures and traffic detours. 
Furthermore, nighttime construction within Griffith Park, between the Zoo pump station and the 
Ranger Station (between the two golf courses) will generally occur, which will allow Crystal 
Springs Drive to remain open to northbound traffic during the daytime to minimize impacts to 
those drivers using Griffith Park as a freeway alternative. 

6la It has been determined that the existing Lower Reach RSC will be decommissioned in place, and 
that it will not be abandoned and slurried as previously presented.  

6lb As shown below, Table 2-3 has been updated to reflect the most current schedule and reordered 
to show the chronology of construction per unit. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure T-1 requires 
LADWP to submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks that will include specific 
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details regarding roadway or lane closures and traffic detours. At this time, details of the 
Construction Management Plan are not available. 

Table 2-3. Proposed Construction Schedule 

Unit Start Date Completion Date Estimated 
Duration (Days) 

1a a January 2007 September 2008 423 
1b October 2005 December 2006 310 
2 February 2016 March 2017 290 
3 October 2005 December 2007 567 
3 August 2006 March 2008 414 
4 August 2006 May 2008 458 
1b September 2006 March 2008 391 

1a a January 2007 September 2008 423 
2 February 2016 March 2017 290 

 

6m Your comments regarding traffic and parking will be considered.  The location of roadway or 
lane closures, traffic detours, local access, and other issues will be determined as part of the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan. The plan will be submitted to the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for 
review and approval by each agency prior to the start of construction work, as required by 
Mitigation Measure T-1.  

6n LADWP will not use the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex as a staging area. The first paragraph of 
Section 2.5.2 of the Final EIR has been revised as follows: 

  “During pipeline construction, LADWP’s construction contractor would establish temporary 
yard locations for staging and storage of miscellaneous construction materials and equipment. 
The contractor(s) would be responsible for scouting and securing suitable local lots for staging 
areas (LADWP, 2004a). However, pPossible staging areas identified for the proposed project 
include various City-owned lots in Griffith Park, or at local LADWP facilities. , such as 
However, LADWP’s construction contractor will not use the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex 
as a staging area.” 

6o Table 2-5 has been updated to provide clarification on the location of the SLRC SRP, and to 
remove Internet links. Table 2-5 is provided in Response 6f, above.  

 While the Lower Reach RSC Project would provide for future interconnection to the Headworks 
Spreading Grounds Site and would connect to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line, the project 
itself provides a replacement water pipeline for the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline to (1) 
provide a more reliable supply of water to the central area of the City of Los Angeles, (2) provide 
a larger flow capacity to adequately meet the current and future water requirements of the City of 
Los Angeles, (3) provide higher water pressure to meet California Department of Health Services 
Drinking Water Regulations (5 psig for water mains), and (4) compensate for loss of water 
storage within the LADWP water distribution system. The Lower Reach RSC Project would be 
constructed whether or not the SLRC SRP was to be constructed. The future interconnection to 
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the Headworks Spreading Grounds Site is provided to increase the reliability of the system by 
providing the option of a future tie-in to an additional water source.   

6p Figure 2-2 in the Final EIR has been updated to show additional related projects located within 
2.5 miles of the proposed Lower Reach RSC alignment (see Response 6f). It should be noted that 
the 2.5 mile radius for related projects was somewhat arbitrarily used as the buffer surrounding 
the proposed project area and represents a conservative approach to the cumulative analysis.  
More typically a one-mile radius is used because traffic and noise impacts tend to be localized. To 
clarify the map, the entire 2.5 mile radius has been included.   

6q Refer to Response 6f, above.  

6r The location of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, local access, hours of operation, and 
other traffic flow and access issues will be determined as part of the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan required in Mitigation Measure T-1.  This plan will be submitted to the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks 
for review and approval prior to the start of construction work.  LADWP will also consider other 
LADWP projects proposed in the project area as discussed in Response 6b, above.  The LADWP 
has modified the mitigation measure to include all LADWP projects and to ensure that traffic flow 
and access issues are addressed for all proposed projects. 

6s LADWP agrees that a traffic plan must be comprehensive and workable. For its projects, the 
LADWP has committed to prepare a traffic management plan that coordinates its proposed 
projects in the project area. However, the LADWP cannot take responsibility for projects 
proposed by other entities. The LADWP has attempted to do what it can to reduce the impact on 
traffic and public access. However as noted in the Draft and Final EIR, traffic will continue to be 
significant and unavoidable during construction.  Also see Response 6r, above.  

6t The description of Unit 4 on page 3-9 has been updated to reflect the proper name of West Silver 
Lake Boulevard, and to not refer to Rowena Avenue as a “smaller roadway” as requested. 
Additionally, it has been determined that Rowena Avenue will not require full street closure 
during construction. 

• Unit 4. Construction of Unit 4 would require partial closures along Riverside Drive, and 
could require full closure of smaller roadways such as Rowena Avenue, Rokeby Street, and 
West Silver Lake Drive. Access would likely remain along Riverside Drive. Parallel 
roadways would need to be utilized as detour routes for the those streets requiring full road 
closures on smaller streets. 

The Draft EIR acknowledged that the traffic and air quality impacts from construction would be 
significant and unavoidable. As noted in Response 6r, to reduce impacts the LADWP will prepare 
a construction management plan. 

6u The Draft EIR addressed impacts to traffic flow (page 3-9) and to public access (page 3-10) 
during construction and operation of the proposed project. The discussion identified the reduction 
of roadway capacity as a result of the project and the affect on access and parking to residences, 
institutions, and businesses. To address impacts to traffic flow, the Draft EIR required 
implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1 - Construction Traffic Management Plan. The purpose 
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of this plan is to identify detour routes and the need for signs, flag persons, or lights to improve 
traffic flow and public access during construction of the proposed project. Identifying detour 
routes would provide alternative routes to help reduce “traffic jams.” See Response 6r for more 
information on this plan. To reduce public access impacts, the Draft EIR required implementation 
of two mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure T-2 requires 48 hour advance notification and 
Mitigation Measure T-3 requires a temporary vehicular bridge for access if vehicular access 
cannot be restored within eight hours. Furthermore, construction would be sequenced so that 
construction zones would not generally be next to each other thereby reducing impacts within 
each area along the alignment. However, closures could effect up to two units at the same time. 
As such, LADWP acknowledges that traffic impacts associated with the Lower Reach RSC 
Project are significant and unavoidable (page 3-14).   

6v Refer to Response 6j, above, for more information on the time needed to lower and bring up the 
water level in the reservoir. 

6w Refer to Response 6j, above. 

6x If cultural resources are discovered through monitoring required in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 
within Unit 4, the cultural resources must be submitted to a federally recognized repository. The 
archeologist would handle the recovery of the materials, recording them, and submitting them to 
an approved federally recognized repository, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County or the California State Fullerton South Central Coastal Information Center. At that time, 
the federally recognized repository would have the authority to loan out cataloged resources at 
their discretion. 

6y Refer to Response 6n, above. 

6z Section 5.1 under “Cultural Resources” has been updated to include the Red Car Trestle Footings 
(No. 770), as shown below.  

  “In addition to those Los Angeles Historical/Cultural Monuments discussed in the IS (see 
Appendix A.2, Section 3.5(a)), the historic Rancho Los Feliz Adobe (No. 401) is also in the 
vicinity of the proposed Lower Reach (see Appendix A.3, City of Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks, October 1, 2004). It is located along Crystal Springs Dr. and is 
currently used as the Park Ranger Headquarters (LAOKAY, 2005). Additional historic 
resources in Griffith Park include the Griffith Park Merry-Go-Round and pump house facilities 
within Griffith Park (Crystal Springs Picnic Area and Train Ride) (see Appendix A.3, City of 
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, October 1, 2004). While these sites are 
located near to the proposed project alignment within Griffith Park, the Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline would be placed within Zoo Drive (except in the area of the Travel Town Museum), 
Western Heritage Way, and Crystal Springs Drive, and would therefore not result in adverse 
impacts to these historic resources. An additional historic resource in the project area is the 
Red Car Trestle Footings (No. 770), which is located at the intersection of Fletcher Drive and 
Riverside Drive.  The closest portion of the proposed pipeline alignment to this resource 
would be where the proposed Lower Reach RSC pipeline connects to the Fletcher Pump 
Station suction line at the intersection of Glendale Boulevard and Fletcher Drive (Fletcher 
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Pumping Station Branch), approximately 1,000 feet away. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in adverse impacts to this historic resource.” 

 No additional changes are required regarding the potential effects to cultural resources as the 
connection to the existing Ivanhoe Reservoir inlet line at the south end of Unit 4 would occur at 
the intersection of Armstrong Avenue and West Silver Lake Drive, which is greater than 50 feet 
from the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex (No. 422).   

6aa The Unit 4 alignment shown in Figure 7 of the Traffic Study is incorrect as noted. The portion of 
the pipeline between Rowena Reservoir and West Silver Lake Drive is part of the existing Lower 
Reach RSC pipeline and therefore is not part of the proposed project alignment. As such, it is not 
and would not be discussed elsewhere in the study.  

6ab Typical traffic analyses and significance criteria, such as changes in level of service (LOS) at an 
intersection, are based on long-term operational impacts associated with a proposed project and 
do not focus on short-term impacts. Substantial traffic impacts associated with the proposed 
project would occur during construction. However, project operation would result in negligible 
impacts to traffic volumes and the parking capacities of the roadways along the route over the life 
of the proposed project (page 3-10). As such, the analysis contained in the Draft and Final EIR 
would not match the standard studies found in many EIRs. LADWP acknowledges that traffic 
impacts during construction would be significant and unavoidable.  

 Jacking or tunneling is considered as an alternative to open trenching to reduce impacts when: 

a) Open trench construction may have a significant impact on traffic along busy or major cross 
streets. The requirement to mitigate this impact may also come from LADOT. 

b) The pipe needs to be installed deep to clear existing crossing substructures or to meet the 
hydraulic requirements for the pipeline; generally, in excess of around 20 feet. 

c) There is insufficient room to construct the pipe by open trench methods due to interfering or 
close substructures along the alignment. 

d) There is insufficient overhead clearance for the construction equipment to operate during 
open trench construction (where there are bridges, etc. that are too low for cranes or 
excavators). 

  For example, tunneling will be employed in Unit 1a to protect existing natural plant communities 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-2). 

6ac Refer to Responses 6b, 6f and 6g, above. 

6ad Refer to Response 6h, above. 

6ae Refer to Response 6d, above.  

6af Comment noted. 
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Comment Set #7 dFORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
 
 INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 
DATE: June 28, 2005 
 
TO: RON DEATON 
 General Manager 
 Department of Water and Power 
 
  Attention: Sarah Easley, Environmental Program Manager 
 
FROM: JON KIRK MUKRI 
  General Manager 
  Department of Recreation and Parks 
 
SUBJECT: Lower Reach River Supply Conduit (RSC) Project – Comments on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
 
Department of Recreation and Parks (DRP) would like to thank DWP for the opportunity to be 
involved in the review of the DEIR for the subject project, particularly since it will primarily be 
constructed within Griffith Park.  We recognize the vital need for the project and the benefits it 
will provide to the citizens of Los Angeles, and are committed to working with DWP to ensure 
that the project objectives are accomplished.  DRP is also committed to the same citizenry to 
manage and protect the recreational facilities and programs of Griffith Park. 
 
The conclusions in the DEIR indicate that the project will have unavoidable adverse effects on 
traffic circulation, noise and other environmental factors, but that in spite of these effects, the 
overriding benefits of the project warrant its implementation. However, DRP strongly feels that 
close coordination can reduce or minimize these effects to the satisfaction of both departments.  
This will be particularly important once the pipeline alignment and construction methods, 
appurtenant structures, and construction staging areas are better defined. It is envisioned that by 
maintaining close coordination during the development of the project plans and specifications 
and throughout construction, feasible strategies can be identified in conjunction with the 
mitigation measures that address the requirements of both the project and the ongoing operations 
and maintenance of Griffith Park. 
 
To this end, the attached comments on the DEIR are offered for incorporation into the Final EIR 
and consideration in the certification of the document.  Furthermore, because of the complexity 
and duration of the project construction phase, DRP is formally requesting that DWP fund a DRP 
employee as a “Project Liaison”, at a Senior Park Maintenance Supervisor level or higher, to 
provide full-time coordination between the departments for all aspects of project planning, 
design, construction and implementation.  This will help streamline all planning and permitting 
requirements to ensure smooth project implementation, while accommodating important park 
activities and operations.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about our comments, please contact Kevin Regan, the 
Assistant General Manager for the Griffith-Metro Region at (213) 928-9033. 

7a 
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Page/Section Reference Comment  
General With relations to potential road closures 

along the pipeline route. 
There area several popular recreational facilities and park 
maintenance areas along the proposed pipeline route. Possible 
complete road closures will significantly impact the use of these 
facilities. Of particular concern are those facilities that are major 
revenue generators for DRP, such as the golf courses and other park 
concessions (i.e. golf carts, golf pro shop/driving range, food, Travel 
Town, Pony Rides, etc.). The document does not address the physical 
and fiscal impacts of the project on these facilities. As project 
construction details become better defined, DWP needs to coordinate 
with DRP to determine the extent of these impacts and appropriate 
mitigations.  This effort will be important in the preparation of any 
Statement of Overriding Consideration that may be required as part 
of project approval. 

 

General Mitigation Measures identified in the 
document are not based on a full 
understanding of the project scope and the 
related impacts.   

As project construction details become better defined, DWP needs to 
re-evaluate the impacts assessments, and determine if any 
modifications to the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR need 
to be made and whether any new mitigations need to be developed.  
Given the complexity and duration of the project a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) should be prepared by 
DWP to be adopted at the time the Final EIR is certified.   

 

Page ES-4 
Executive Summary 

The document refers to the existing Griffith 
Park Fire Service Road traveling parallel to 
the I-5 Freeway east of the Harding 
Municipal Golf Course.  

DRP considers this “fire service road” a designated bridle trail.  To 
our knowledge is not the Griffith Park Fire Service Road, even 
though it could be used for emergency fire access, if required. Any 
impacts on this trail would affect the numerous equestrians that 
utilize trails throughout Griffith Park. 

 

Page ES-4 
Executive Summary 

The document suggests that the Los 
Angeles Zoo Parking lot be considered as an 
alternate route.  

While this may solve some problems it creates other problems.  
Aside from the obvious parking issue it also impacts the adjacent 
bridle trail and could displace the magnet school and/or the GLAZA 
tram operation for the LA Zoo. Therefore, it is important that the 
LA Zoo Department be involved in the review of this document. 

 

Page ES-5 
Executive Summary 
Areas of Controversy 

The last line in this paragraph states that 
there are no areas of controversy that have 
been identified for the Lower Reach RSC 
Project.  

One way to ensure that potential areas of controversy are addressed 
would be to involve the Griffith Park Resources Board in the review 
of this document.  This board is comprised of representatives from 
various user groups and special interest organizations connected to 
the park. 
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Page/Section Reference Comment  
Page 2-3 
Section 2.4.1 
Proposed Pipeline 
Route 

The document states that the proposed 
pipeline route will tunnel under and south of 
the Griffith Park Travel Town. 

In our response to the NOP, DRP requested an impact analysis of 
the proposed tunneling for the pipeline under Travel Town.  
However, there doesn’t appear to be any detailed discussion of this 
issue in the document, other than brief references to the museum in 
Section 5.  This doesn’t sufficiently allay DRP’s concerns that there 
will be no impacts to Travel Town. 

 

Page 2-9 
Section 2.4.2.4 
Abandonment of 
Existing Lower Reach 
RSC Pipeline 

The document states that the existing 
pipeline of the Lower Reach will be 
abandoned in-place in accordance with 
applicable regulations. 

DWP should demolish and remove the exposed sections of the 
existing RSC (and other earlier water systems components) from 
Griffith Park, namely the cement pipe exposed along Zoo Drive.  In 
addition, any pump houses and related structures determined no 
longer a part of the working water system should also be removed, 
restoring Griffith Park to a natural state.  However, before any 
demolition, DWP should assess the historic significance of these 
structures (e.g., pump houses in Crystal Springs and Griffith Park 
Train Ride).  If these structures prove to be of historic value, then 
DRP reserves the right to retain them for public use. 

 

Page 2-10 The document states that a typical 
construction activity of this type would 
require the closer or use of 3 traffic lanes.    

This comment may need to be restated.  Most roadways that are 
impacted by this project are only 2 lanes wide.  

 

Page 2-8 to 2-11 
Section 2.4.2.2, 
2.2.2.3, 2.5.2, and 
2.5.3 

These sections deal with the location of the 
proposed regulator station, appurtenant 
improvements, staging areas and 
construction sites.  In Section 2.5.2 it is 
stated that the contractor would be 
responsible to scout and secure suitable 
locations for staging within Griffith Park or 
other local LADWP facilities. 

Since these areas have yet to be identified, the impacts have not been 
assessed.  DWP needs to complete this before these areas are used. 
Furthermore, DRP should be involved in the selection of any sites 
within Griffith Park.  

 

Page 2-11 
Section 2.5.4 
Waste Management 

The document states that non-hazardous 
materials generated from this project will be 
hauled to a sanitary landfill.  

Griffith Park has been severely impacted by the hauling of soil from 
the Griffith Park Observatory project. Damage has been done to 
both the roads used by the heavy trucks and the areas where soil has 
been deposited. Therefore, no soil generated by the pipeline project 
should be dumped in Griffith Park. 

 

Page 2-13  
Section 2.6.1 Open 
Trench Excavation 

The document states that any portion of the 
roadway that is damaged as a result of 
construction will be re-paved and restored.  

However, it does not say how soon after the construction that this 
will take place.  It should state that repairs determined necessary by 
the Department of Recreation and Parks will take place in a timely 
fashion. 
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Page/Section Reference Comment  
Page 2-17 
Table 2-5 Related 
Projects 

 It fails to mention the proposed installation of the Travel Town 
Water Tank that is to be constructed in Griffith Park on Mount 
Hollywood Drive.  

 

Page 3-7 
3.1.4 Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures 
(Construction 
Assumptions) 

The document states that it is assumed that 
trenching operations would require a 
“spread” of approximately three travel lanes 
(approximately 30 to 36 feet wide). 

See comment for page 2-10 above.  

Page 3-7  
Section 3.1.4 Impacts 
and Mitigation 
Measures 
(Methodology) 

The document states that at the time this 
assessment was performed, the actual 
location of the required trenching and 
tunneling within the identified roadways 
was not defined. As detailed construction 
and closure plans for the proposed project 
are not yet available, analysis was not 
conducted for specific intersections or 
specific project segment. 

Once the construction techniques have been identified for roadways 
and intersection within Griffith Park, the impacts and required 
mitigation measures should be addressed in the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan in coordination with DRP. 

 

Page 3-9 
Impacts to Traffic 
Flow 
(Unit 1a and 1b) 

The document states that closure of Zoo Dr. 
could affect access to the I-5 Southbound 
On-Ramp (via the Unit 2 project segment) 
near the Gene Autry Museum of Western 
Heritage.  For the most part, full closure of 
Zoo Dr. would affect local traffic within 
Griffith Park. 

Once the roadways and intersection closures have been identified 
within Griffith Park, the impacts and required mitigation measures 
should be addressed in the Construction Traffic Management Plan 
in coordination with DRP. 

 

Page 3-9 
Impacts to Traffic 
Flow (Unit 2) 

The document states construction along 
Unit 2 could require either complete or 
partial closure of segments of Western 
Heritage Way in Griffith Park. 

Closure of Western Heritage Way could severely impact the access 
to the Western Heritage Museum and the Los Angeles Zoo. This 
would have a major impact on revenues generated by these City 
and/or privately owned and operated facilities.  Therefore it is 
important that the museum officials and the LA Zoo Department 
review this document. 

 

Page 3-9 and 3-11 
Section 3.1.4 Impact 
and Mitigation 
Measures 
Impacts to Traffic 
Flow (T-1 and T-4) 

The document states that LADWP shall 
submit a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation of review and approval prior 
to the start of any construction work. 

As discussed in this section, the proposed project will have a 
significant adverse impact on Griffith Park roadways, bike lanes and 
parking areas.  Therefore, DRP should be closely involved in the 
preparation and approval of the Construction Traffic Management 
Plan as well as any related emergency access and response planning. 
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Page/Section Reference Comment  
Page 3-10 
Impact to Public 
Access 
(Criterion T-3) 

Construction within roadways would block 
access and parking to adjacent land uses. 

This section of the analysis does not address the project’s potential to 
disrupt the public access and use of the recreational facilities in 
proximity to the pipeline route.  For example, golf course patrons 
and maintenance employees cross the proposed route in three (3) 
different locations.  It’s imperative that these access points be 
maintained during the construction phase. 

 

Page 3-12  
Impacts to Parking  
(Criterion T-5) 
(Construction) 

The document states that it is assumed that 
up to 83 workers would drive personal 
vehicles to construction sites.  Parking for 
worker vehicles would be provided at the 
construction staging sites and surrounding 
locations.  

In conjunction with the Construction Traffic Management Plan, 
consideration should be given to shuttling construction worker to 
and from off-site parking areas. 

 

Page 3-13  
Impacts to Pedestrian 
Safety (Criterion T-7) 

The document stated that since there may be 
disruption to bicycle routes, sidewalks, 
shoulders, and pedestrian crossings, 
pedestrians and bicyclist may enter the 
affected streets and highways and risk a 
vehicular related accident. 

Add equestrian trails to this statement.  

Page 3-31 
Section 3.3.3 
Sensitive Receptors 

A land use survey was conducted to identify 
sensitive receptors in the general vicinity of 
the proposed project. 

This survey does not include the magnet school located in the LA 
Zoo parking lot. 

 

Page 3-35  
Substantial Temporary 
or Periodic Increases 
in Ambient Noise 
Levels 
 (N-1) 

The document states that LADWP or its 
construction contractor shall provide 
advance notice, between 2 and 4 weeks 
prior to construction, by mail to all residents 
or property owners within 100 feet of the 
pipeline alignment. 

Due to construction noise, warning signs should be placed to warn 
equestrians of construction activity and high levels of noise that may 
be caused by construction equipment. 

 

Page 3-36  
Generation of 
Excessive Ground 
borne Vibration or 
Ground borne noise 
(Criterion N-3) 

The document states that the motion picture 
industry is particularly sensitive to the 
impacts of noise and vibration.  The 
proposed pipeline would be constructed 
across the Los Angeles River from Disney 
Studios in Burbank.  Therefore ground-
borne vibration and noise would not be 
detectible to the studio.  No impacts to the 
studio would occur. 

Due to the fact that the motion picture industry quite often films in 
Griffith Park, noise and vibration from this project could severely 
impact the film industry’s ability to film in certain areas of the park. 
This could have an impact on revenue generation to DRP. 
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Page/Section Reference Comment  
Page 4-2  
Alternative Screening 
Process, Under 
Griffith Park Fire 
Service Road Route 

The document states this alternative 
evaluates the feasibility of constructing a 
section of RSC Unit 2 and 3 through an 
existing Griffith Park Fire Service Road 
traveling parallel to the I-5 freeway east of 
the Harding Municipal Golf Course.   

This “Fire Service Road” is actually a dedicated bridle trail, not just 
service route. 

 

Page 4-9  
Impacts (Noise) 

The document states that while noise from 
construction activities and vehicle trips 
would be diverted away from a section of 
Crystal Springs Dr., noise impacts would 
still exist along the eastern stretch of the 
Harding Municipal Golf course.   

Through out the project, wherever horse or bridle trails are adjacent 
to construction areas, DWP should post signs to notify equestrians of 
potential high levels of noise and vibration. 

 

Page 5-1  
Response to Public 
Scoping Comments 
(Project Description) 

The document states that pipeline would be 
installed using the traditional tunneling 
method south of the Travel Town Museum 
through the north end of the parking lot and 
then proceeding east of the Museum 
through sage scrub and chaparral vegetation 
on the northern slopes and foothills of 
Mount Lee. 

The description of the project mentioned tunneling under the 
parking lot of the Travel Town Museum. However, it does not 
describe what impacts it will have on the parking lot.  A more 
detailed discussion of the impacts to the parking lot needs to be 
provided. 

 

Page 5-1/5-2  
Response to Public 
Scoping (Biological 
Resources) 

 The impact to trees is not clearly outlined.  All trees within Griffith 
Park impacted by the project need to be addressed according to 
recommendations of the LADRP Urban Forest Program.  

 
Page 36  
Appendix A.2 
BIO-7 

 Prior to the beginning of construction, LADWP must identify all 
trees affected by the project and forward that information to the 
LADRP Forestry Division  

 

Page 36  
Appendix A.2 
BIO-8 

 LADWP must consult and coordinate prior construction on all park 
tree issues with the Forestry Division of the LADRP  

 

Biological - General  LADWP must employ a qualified arborist who will monitor, consult 
and coordinate with the LADRP on all tree issues during 
construction.  The purpose of this coordination will be to assure that 
all LADRP Tree Preservation Guidelines are met and impact of the 
project on existing trees is minimal.  

 

Page B-1  
BIO-1 and BIO-2 

 The Department of Recreation and Parks recommends that the rare 
plant surveys be completed and presented to DRP prior to the start 
of construction to determine whether protection measures need to be 
implemented.    
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Page/Section Reference Comment  
Page 39 
Appendix A.2  
Section 3.6  
Geology and Soils 
GEO-1 and GEO-2 

 With regard to any geotechnical investigations that will be 
conducted, consideration should be given to the impact of the 
proposed route where it intersects at the end of the Interstate 5 
Northbound Griffith Park Off Ramp. The hillside at this location 
has proven to be unstable in the recent past. Therefore, any project 
activities proposed in this area, should be evaluated as part of the 
geotechnical investigations.  
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Response to Comment Set 7 
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, June 28, 2005 

 

7a The Draft EIR presented the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Lower 
Reach RSC Project, it did not state that a decision had been made on whether or not the project 
would be implemented.  LADWP will continue to coordinate with the Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks (LADRP) and other applicable government entities in the development of 
the project. However, for this project LADWP does not intend to fund a full-time LADRP 
employee as a “Project Liaison.”   

7b The LADWP will coordinate internally and with the LADRP to reduce traffic impacts associated 
with the construction of the Lower Reach RSC Project and other known LADWP projects 
occurring in the vicinity of the proposed project. Mitigation Measure T-1 has been revised to 
include review and approval of the Construction Traffic Management Plan by the LADRP, which 
will provide a mechanism for the LADRP to assess options for maintaining access to recreational 
facilities (Wilson Municipal Golf Course, Harding Municipal Golf Course, Travel Town, Pony 
Rides, etc.), and to further mitigate impacts to recreational facilities and park maintenance areas 
to the extent feasible.  The modifications to the Mitigation Measure T-1 are identified below. 

“T-1 Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC project, LADWP 
shall submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for 
review and approval of those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any 
construction work. In the development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with 
LADOT regarding other LADWP projects occurring simultaneously in the area of the 
Lower Reach RSC project during the construction phase. The plan shall show the location 
of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, and local 
access (maintenance of), including bike lanes if applicable. The Pplan shall also discuss 
the use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to 
standard guidelines outlined in the Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications 
for Public Works Construction, and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook 
(WATCH).” 

 Furthermore, LADWP will construct the project during the nighttime hours between the Zoo 
pump station and the Ranger Station (between the two golf courses) within Griffith Park.  This 
will allow Crystal Springs Drive to remain open to northbound traffic during the daytime to 
minimize impacts to facilities such as the golf courses and other park concessions. 

7c As required by CEQA Guidelines §15097, a Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been prepared and 
included in the Final EIR.  See Appendix B.2. 

7d The Griffith Park Fire Service Road Route Alternative has been renamed to the “Griffith Park 
Bridle Trail Route Alternative” in Section 4 of the Final EIR, as requested. Figures 4-1 and 4-2 
have been revised accordingly and are provided below. 
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7e As discussed in Section 4.3.1, the Los Angeles Zoo Parking Lot Route Alternative was 
considered but was eliminated from further consideration, as it would result in substantial 
disruption to the Los Angeles Zoo operations and access, temporarily reduce zoo parking, and 
negatively impact the recent upgrades to the zoo parking lot. To further justify the conclusions for 
eliminating this alternative, the third paragraph in Section 4.3.1 (page 4-4) has been updated to 
include the issues identified by the LADRP. The revisions are noted below: 

  “Further disruption of this area would not only continue impacting zoo parking but would also 
negatively impact the recent upgrades to the parking lot. In addition to the pedestrian safety 
and parking issues, this alternative would also impact the adjacent bridle trail (recreational 
impact) and could displace the Zoo Magnet School and/or the GLAZA tram operation for the 
Los Angeles Zoo (See Appendix E – LADRP Draft EIR Comment Letter, dated 6/28/05, 
Comment 7e). Therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.” 

7f The Los Angeles Zoo and the Western Heritage Museum were provided additional copies of the 
Draft EIR for review; however the Griffith Park Resources Board was not provided with a 
separate copy of the Draft EIR. A number of members of the Griffith Park Resources Board 
individually received the Notice of Availability, including the LADRP, City of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Sanitation, Los Angeles City Council District 4, Forest Lawn Company, Greater 
Griffith Park Neighborhood Council, Los Angeles Department of Transportation, and the Los 
Feliz Improvement Association. Additionally, the LADWP is planning to make a presentation to 
the Griffith Park Resources Board regarding the project in the near future. 

7g The new Lower Reach RSC pipeline would be aligned along the Travel Town parking lot, but not 
within the parking lot. Additionally, the pipeline would be installed using the traditional tunneling 
method, with pits placed at either end – one at the Headworks Spreading Grounds Site and one in 
the parking area between Travel Town and L.A. Live Steamers. The proposed pipeline would not 
pass under the Travel Town trains or impact the parking lot. It should also be noted that it is 
standard construction practice to do settlement monitoring during construction activities, such as 
tunneling, to ensure minimal impacts to above-ground structures.  

 For clarification, page 2-3, Section 2.4.1, Paragraph 2, in the Project Description has been 
updated as follows: 

  “The pipeline would be located in the Headworks property, run east parallel to the south 
property line, exit the site near the intersection of Forest Lawn Drive and Zoo Drive, and then 
tunnel under and south of the Griffith Park Travel Town area, reaching Zoo Drive west of the 
L.A. Live Steamers location where Unit 1b begins.”   

7h The exposed sections of LADWP pipe in Griffith Park, namely the cement pipe exposed along 
Zoo Drive, are not part of the existing Lower Reach RSC pipeline that is to be decommissioned 
as part of the proposed project. Furthermore, the pump houses and related structures are not a 
part of the proposed project. As such, these structures will not be demolished, removed, or 
otherwise altered as part of the proposed project.  
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7i LADWP recognizes that most roadways within Griffith Park are only two lanes wide; however, 
other streets along the entire project alignment have additional lanes where up to three lanes could 
be closed during construction. Page 2-10, Paragraph 3, has been updated as follows for 
clarification. 

  “It is estimated that a typical construction activity would require the closure of up to three 
travel lanes (LADWP, 2004a).” 

 7j LADWP will coordinate with the LADRP to identify suitable staging areas for consideration by 
the construction contractor. 

7k As discussed in the Project Description, excavated soil may be temporarily stored on-site, stored 
at off-site staging areas, or used as backfill material. Unused excavated soils would be hauled to 
an appropriate facility for reuse or ultimate disposal. No soils would be dumped in Griffith Park.  

7l Per standard work practices, restoration generally occurs before starting work in the next work 
area. Therefore, restoration will occur during the designated timeframe of construction for each 
work area along the Lower Reach RSC alignment, except during work to make the connections to 
the existing RSC pipeline or between Units 3 and 4, when construction in multiple work areas is 
permitted. 

7m LADWP has updated Table 2-5 and Figure 2-2 to include additional projects, such as the Griffith 
Park Water System Improvements, which includes the Travel Town Water Tank. Refer to 
Response 6f for Table 2-5 and Figure 2-2. As discussed in Sections 3.1.6 and 3.2.6, the 
cumulative projects identified in Table 2-5 that will be constructed within the same time as the 
proposed project would contribute to the projected short-term significant construction traffic and 
air quality impacts. Therefore, cumulative air quality and traffic impacts would continue to be 
considered significant and unavoidable. Cumulative noise impacts would remain less than 
significant, as each project identified in Table 2-5 would be required to comply with local noise 
ordinances and construction will be short term. 

7n Refer to Response 7i, above. 

7o Mitigation Measure T-1 has been revised to include review and approval by the LADRP.  Refer 
to Response 7b for more information on this issue.   

7p Refer to Response 7b, above. 

7q The Los Angeles Zoo was given an opportunity to review the Draft EIR.  Their comments are 
included as Comment Set 8.  For information on the other requested reviewers, refer to Response 
7f, above. 

7r Refer to Response 7b, above. Furthermore, during the pre-fire season LADWP will meet with the 
LADRP to discuss emergency response and access issues. As part of LADWP standard 
procedures, prior to construction LADWP will notify the police department, fire department, and 
park rangers. 

7s Refer to Response 7b, above. Furthermore, as part of LADWP standard procedures access to 
recreational facilities along the pipeline route will be maintained.   
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7t LADWP agrees with the LADRP’s comment. As discussed in the Project Description (page 2-
10), “workers would travel directly to one of the predetermined staging areas, where they would 
gather equipment and proceed in work crews to the construction sites along the alignment.”  

7u As requested, equestrians have been added to the pedestrian safety impacts discussion (Criterion 
T-7) on pages 3-13 and 3-14.  The text has been updated as follows: 

  “Construction. Pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle circulation would be affected by project 
construction activities if pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists were unable to pass through 
the construction zone or if established pedestrian, equestrian, and bike routes were blocked. 
Additionally, since there may be a disruption to bicycle and equestrian routes, sidewalks, 
shoulders, and pedestrian crossings, pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists may enter the 
affected streets and highways and risk a vehicular-related accident… 

  Operation. Once operational, the proposed project would not result in lane closures or any 
other impedance to pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists along the project route. Therefore, 
public safety impacts from operations of the proposed project would be less than significant 
and no mitigation measures would be required.” 

7v The “Sensitive Receptors” discussion on page 3-32 has been updated as follows to include the Los 
Angeles Zoo Magnet School, which is located in the Los Angeles Zoo parking lot: 

  “The Los Angeles Zoo Magnet School, Ivanhoe Elementary School, Silver Lake Presbyterian 
Church, and Forest Lawn Cemetery exist along the proposed route.” 

7w Consistent with your comment to reduce temporary construction noise impacts to equestrians, a 
new mitigation measure has been added under Section 3.3.4, subsection “Substantial Temporary 
or Periodic Increases in Ambient Noise Levels (Criterion N-2),” on page 3-37. The new 
mitigation measure is provided below: 

“N-7 For construction activities occurring within 200 feet of a bridle trail, warning signs 
shall be placed at the affected bridle trail to warn equestrians of construction activity 
and the potential for high noise levels.” 

7x Within Griffith Park, construction would take place almost entirely with public roadways, expect 
for a short portion of Unit 1a which would tunnel northeast from the intersection of Forest Lawn 
Drive and Zoo Drive to Zoo Drive west of the L.A. Live Steamers. Noise associated with off-site 
sources, such as trucks delivering material and equipment to the job-sites and additional vehicles 
used by workers commuting to and from the job sites, would generally be limited to public 
roadways. Noise levels from off-site construction related traffic are expected to be approximately 
70 to 80 dBA at 50 feet (page 3-35, second paragraph). As such, filming activities should remain 
approximately 200 feet from public roadways, assuming a 3 dBA decrease in noise levels for 
every doubling of distance for a moving noise source, to have noise levels at or below Section 
112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code limit of 75 dBA. Assuming average unmitigated on-
site construction noise, levels range from 70 to 80 dBA at 50 feet (page 3-36, second full 
paragraph), filming activities should remain approximately 100 feet from construction zones, 
assuming a 6 dBA decrease in noise levels for every doubling of distance for a stationary source.  
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 In general, noise and vibration impacts would be localized in nature. Furthermore, filming 
activities would be expected to occur in the more remote areas of Griffith Park away from the 
roadways and the construction activities associated with the Lower Reach RSC Project. 
Therefore, noise impacts to the film industry potentially working within Griffith Park would be 
less than significant. 

7y Refer to Response 7d, above. 

7z Refer to Response 7w, above. 

7aa Refer to Response 7g, above. 

7ab LADWP will prepare a report that identifies all trees impacted by the proposed project as 
required by the LADRP Urban Forest Program (Section 4.10 of the “Recreation and Parks Tree 
Care Manual”). Mitigation Measure BIO-7 has been updated accordingly: 

` “BIO-7 LADWP shall complete a report that identifies all trees, including mature native and 
nonnative trees, that would be directly or indirectly impacted by project construction. 
For ease of interpretation “mature” shall be defined consistent with the City of Los 
Angeles’ tree protection ordinance as 8 inches in diameter and greater than 4.5 feet high 
and applicable City of Burbank requirements. This includes all trees whose canopy is 
located entirely or partially within the pipeline alignment or construction footprint. It 
shall include trees that are located in segments where underground jacking will occur. 
The report shall indicate the location, species, size and condition of affected trees and a 
proposed plan for protection, relocation or replacement. The report shall be provided to 
the LADRP, Division of Forestry, and the Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
(LADPW).”  

7ac Refer to Response 7ab, above.  

7ad Consultation and coordination between LADWP and the LADRP has been identified in several 
mitigation measures. For example, Mitigation Measures BIO-6 requires notification of deaths and 
injuries of wildlife to the LADRP, Mitigation Measures BIO-7, BIO-8, and BIO-9 requires 
LADWP to consult and coordinate with the LADRP regarding impacts to trees along the project 
alignment (refer to Response 7ab, above), and Mitigation Measure T-1 requires the review and 
approval of the Construction Traffic Management Plan by the LADRP (refer to Response 7b, 
above).  No additional other changes are needed to the mitigation measures. 

7ae The LADWP construction contractor will provide a qualified arborist who will coordinate with 
the LADRP to assure that all LADRP Tree Preservation Guidelines are met and impacts on 
existing trees is minimal. Also refer to Response 7ab, above. 

7af The LADWP will coordinate with the LADRP on the rare plant survey report.  To ensure that 
this coordination occurs, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been revised to include review of the rare 
plant survey report by the LADRP.  Revisions are as shown below: 

 “BIO-1 Rare plant surveys shall be carried out in the off-road segment of the proposed project 
alignment in Unit 1a and in any segment of the proposed alignment through Griffith 
Park that would pass through native vegetation or vegetation that contains native species. 
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Surveys shall be completed no later than April or May 2005 during the spring and early 
summer (March to June) prior to construction, depending on growth conditions. A 
survey report shall be submitted to the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation 
and Parks (LADRP) for review. In the event that the rare plant surveys yield positive 
results, LADWP would comply with applicable rules and regulations.” 

7ag LADWP will consider the previous instability issues associated with the hillside located at the end 
of the Interstate 5 Northbound Griffith Park off-ramp, as it pertains to the proposed project, as 
part of the geotechnical investigations for the proposed project. Furthermore, borings were taken 
in Unit 3 within Griffith Park. This information will be used as part of the geotechnical 
investigations. 
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Comment Set #8 CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
LOS ANGELES ZOO 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 
DATE:  July 18, 2005 
 
TO:  Sarah Easley Perez 
  Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
  Environmental Services  
 
FROM: Darryl Pon 
  Los Angeles Zoo 
  Planning and Development Division  
 
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE LOWER REACH RIVER SUPPLY CONDUIT PROJECT 
 
Here are the Zoo’s observations concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the proposed Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project. 
 
The alignment for the proposed alternative for Unit 2 of the Lower Reach of the River 
Supply Conduit (RSC) will be east of the Zoo Parking Lot, along Zoo Drive and Western 
Heritage Way, and is the portion that will most greatly affect the Zoo. Since the 
alignment of the RSC is east of Zoo Drive, impact to the Zoo will be largely in the form 
of traffic and pedestrian flow, as per draft EIR Lower Reach River Supply Conduit 
Project, Section 3.1.4. 
 
The new RSC line will add to the existing Zoo Parking Lot RSC line. The existing RSC 
line in the Zoo parking lot will not be abandoned and will continue to operate in 
conjunction with the new line. The construction for the project is expected from 2012 to 
2014. 
 
Recommendations:  
 
The Zoo is to be included as one of the Departments to be consulted and regularly 
updated in the planning and execution of the RSC project. The Zoo is to be given an 
approval of the Construction Traffic Management Plan for Unit 2 to LADOT. 
 
LADWP is to coordinate and consult with the Zoo on any traffic mitigation measures and 
traffic plans affecting the Unit 2 segment construction. No complete closures along Zoo 
Drive and Western Heritage Way are to be made; partial closures are preferable, with 
adequate road plating as needed.  Any construction lay-down areas are to be planned 
so as to not impact Zoo property.  
  
 If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Darryl Pon, 
Project Manager of the Zoo’s Planning and Development Division, at (323) 644-4223. 
 
DP/km 

8a 

8b 



LADWP Lower Reach River Supply Conduit Project E-88 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
Final EIR  December 2005 

Response to Comment Set 8 
City of Los Angeles – Los Angeles Zoo, July 18, 2005 

 

8a Roads within Griffith Park fall under the jurisdiction of the Department of Recreation and Parks. 
As such, Mitigation Measure T-1, which requires the preparation of a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, has been revised to include review by the Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks.  The modifications to the Mitigation Measure T-1 are identified below. 

“T-1 Prior to the start of construction of each unit of the Lower Reach RSC Project, LADWP 
shall submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks for 
review and approval of those areas applicable to each agency prior to the start of any 
construction work. In the development of this plan, LADWP shall coordinate with 
LADOT regarding other LADWP projects occurring simultaneously in the area of the 
Lower Reach RSC Project during the construction phase. The plan shall show the 
location of roadway or lane closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, and 
local access (maintenance of), including bike lanes if applicable. The Pplan shall also 
discuss the use of flag persons, warning signs, lights, barricades, cones, etc. according to 
standard guidelines outlined in the Caltrans Traffic Manual, the Standard Specifications 
for Public Works Construction, and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook 
(WATCH).” 

 LADWP will coordinate and consult with the Zoo on traffic mitigation, traffic plans, and 
construction lay-down areas proposed in Unit 2. 

8b As discussed in 8a, the LADWP will coordinate and consult with the Zoo on traffic mitigation, 
traffic plans and construction lay-down areas proposed in Unit 2.   
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Response to Comment Set 9 
Autry National Center, July 19, 2005 

 

9a Water service to the Autry National Center is from the Zoo Pump Station. During the shutdown 
for the connection work on the RSC Lower Reach Project, LADWP anticipates that the Autry 
National Center will continue to have water supplied by the Zoo Tank; however, conservation 
efforts would be requested for all users in the area.  

9b LADWP is sensitive to the Autry National Center’s concerns regarding access during construction 
and recognizes that the proposed project will affect access to the Center during construction. 
LADWP has incorporated several mitigation measures to reduce traffic impacts to the extent 
feasible, as discussed in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft and Final EIR. Mitigation Measure T-1 
requires LADWP to submit a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation for review and approval, and has since been updated this measure 
to include review and approval by the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. This 
plan will help to shift traffic that would normally use Griffith Park (Crystal Springs and Zoo 
Drive) as an alternate for accessing the I-5 freeway to other routes, thereby reducing traffic within 
Griffith Park for those specifically trying to access the park facilities, such as the Autry National 
Center. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure T-2 provides for 48-hour advanced notification to 
businesses, residences, and recreational facilities that may experience delayed access or reduced 
parking during construction. Mitigation Measure T-3 also provides for a one lane temporary 
vehicular bridge for access when vehicular access cannot be restored within eight hours.  
Implementation of these mitigation measures will not guarantee clear and open access during all 
hours that the museum is open, but will reduce traffic within Griffith Park and provide detours to 
maintain vehicular and pedestrian access to the Autry National Center.  

9c LADWP will provide the Autry National Center the construction schedule along Western 
Heritage Way in the area of the Autry National Center for review. Additionally prior to the start 
of construction, LADWP will develop and maintain a webpage at 
http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp003999.jsp that provides information to the community 
about the project, including the anticipated schedule. 

9d Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (pages 3-24 to 3-25) would implement the requirements of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 to reduce dust (PM10) emissions during 
construction to the extent feasible. Measures to reduce localized dust emissions during 
construction include: 

• Watering active sites at least twice daily, 

• Watering, revegetating, or using soil binders to prevent wind pick-up of disturbed soils 
after clearing, trenching, earth moving, or excavation is completed, including during 
non-work days if necessary, until the area is paved or otherwise developed to preclude 
dust generation and dispersion, 

• Replacing ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible, and 
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• Sweeping and washing streets at the conclusion of each workday to prevent trackout of 
dirt and dust. 

 While dust (PM10) emissions have been reduced to the extent feasible through mitigation, 
LADWP acknowledges that the proposed project will still result in significant air quality impacts 
during construction. A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required for construction 
of the Lower Reach RSC Project.  

9e The location and text of signage will be determined through the Construction Traffic Management 
Plan required by Mitigation Measure T-1, which has been updated to provide for review and 
approval by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks.  Please coordinate any comments or directions you may have with the Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, as they are the agency responsible for traffic 
circulation within Griffith Park. 

9f LADWP has committed to providing “reasonable pedestrian access”, including the Autry 
National Center as discussed in the Final EIR on page 3-10 under “Impacts to Public Access.”  
Pedestrian access to the Autry National Center will be maintained unless excavation or pipe 
installation is occurring at the crosswalk. 

9g There is the possibility for above ground structures associated with the new Lower Reach RSC 
pipeline in the vicinity of the Autry National Center. LADWP will discuss the locations and 
potential screening with the Autry National Center   

9h As discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 2-14 through 2-15 under “Site Restoration,” roadways 
damaged as a result of construction activities will be repaved and restored in accordance with all 
applicable City of Los Angeles standards. Once the pavement has been restored, traffic 
delineation (restriping) will also be restored. 

9i The “Water Clarifier / Settling Pond” are Los Angeles Zoo facilities constructed in coordination 
with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. Concerns regarding these facilitates should 
be addressed with the Los Angeles Zoo. 

9j The LADWP resident engineer (inspector), who is assigned to the job, is the primary contact with 
the public. This number will be provided to the public prior to the start of construction and will 
be available on the project webpage. Alternatively, 1-800-DIAL-DWP can be called for 
information on project construction 24-hours a day, seven days a week. LADWP will also 
maintain a webpage at http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp003999.jsp that provides 
information to the community about the project, including the anticipated schedule. 
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September 15 2005 

 

 
Ms. Sandra Alarcón-Lopez  
Aspen Environmental Group, Inc. 
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 215 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
 

 

Subject:  Noise Study for the Regulator Station Proposed as Part of the LADWP River 
Supply Conduit Project  
 

Dear Ms. Alarcón-Lopez: 

Attached is the study prepared by Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. (BBA)  to evaluate noise 
associated with the regulator station proposed as part of the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power(LADWP) River Supply Conduit (RSC) project.   The proposed pressure regulator 
station would be located within the Headworks Spreading Grounds site along Forest Lawn Drive 
in Los Angeles, California.   Forest Lawn Cemetery, which is located across the street from the 
Headworks Spreading Grounds site, has expressed concern with potential noise from the station 
that could affect visitors and services at the cemetery.  To address concerns from Forest Lawn, 
the LADWP requested  a focused analysis of the noise associated with the regulator station.   

This study found that ambient daytime noise levels at the Forest Lawn Cemetery in the vicinity 
of the proposed regulator station were relatively high due to traffic on Forest Lawn Drive.  Noise 
level measurements were conducted at a representative regulator station to characterize the noise 
level and frequency content expected for the proposed regulator station, with the access door 
being either open or closed.  These data were used to predict regulator noise levels at the nearest 
Forest Lawn property boundary, about 150 feet from the proposed regulator station.   

The predicted regulator station noise levels were found to be well below the average daytime 
ambient noise levels at the Forest Lawn Cemetery property boundary.  The predicted regulator 
station noise levels with the access door closed would be inaudible under any condition during 
daytime hours.  During the quietest 10 percent of the time, with no traffic present on Forest 
Lawn Drive, the noise predicted for the regulator station with the access door open would be 
audible at certain frequencies.  However, the predicted noise levels for the proposed regulator 
station under any condition during daytime hours would not be significant in terms of CEQA, 
and would comply with the City of Los Angeles noise standards. 

Aviation Noise Studies  ·   Community Noise   ·   Architectural Acoustics  ·   Environmental Noise Assessments 
 

7996 California Ave., Suite A @ Fair Oaks, CA 95628 @ (916) 961-5822 @ (916) 961-6418 Fax  
319 W. School Ave. @ Visalia, CA 93291 @ (559) 627-4923 @ (559) 627-6284 Fax 

 

 



Although no noise mitigation would be required for this project, BBA provided a discussion of 
methods to achieve a noticeable reduction in regulator station noise levels by providing a noise 
barrier between the regulator and the cemetery (in the form of site design or a temporary portable 
barrier), or by providing absorptive treatment for the interior of the regulator station vault. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 

 
 
Jim Buntin 
Vice President 
Board Certified, Institute of Noise Control Engineering, 1985   
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NOISE STUDY FOR THE REGULATOR STATION 
PROPOSED AS PART OF THE LADWP RIVER SUPPLY CONDUIT PROJECT 

 
Prepared by Jim Buntin, Principal Consultant 

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 
September 13, 2005 

 
 

STUDY PURPOSE 
This study evaluates noise associated with the regulator station proposed as part of the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power(LADWP) River Supply Conduit (RSC) project.   The 
proposed pressure regulator station would be located within the Headworks Spreading Grounds 
site along Forest Lawn Drive in Los Angeles, California.   Forest Lawn Cemetery, which is 
located across the street from the Headworks Spreading Grounds site, has expressed concern 
with potential noise from the station that could affect visitors and services at the cemetery.  To 
address concerns from Forest Lawn, the LADWP requested  a focused analysis of the noise 
associated with the regulator station.  This report presents the results and conclusions of the 
focused noise assessment and describes design measures that could further reduce regulator 
station noise. 

 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Significance of Changes in Ambient Noise Levels 
People react to changes in noise levels in relatively predictable ways.  People can only detect a 
change of one decibel (dB) in a very quiet setting, such as a laboratory.  (Sound level 
measurements in the field are usually considered to be accurate within a range of about 1.5 
decibels.)  In other environments, a change of about three decibels will be barely perceptible to 
most people.  A change of five decibels is required to create a clearly noticeable change.  For 
these reasons, an increase in ambient noise levels of 5 dBA1 is usually considered to be 
potentially significant.  Smaller changes may be significant for noise sources that are 
conspicuously audible because of tones or impulsive sounds.   

California Environmental Quality Act 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that significant environmental 
impacts be identified, and that such impacts be eliminated or mitigated to the extent feasible.  
Section XI of Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Appendix G) sets 
forth some characteristics that may signify a potentially significant impact.  Specifically, a 
significant effect from noise may exist if a project would result in: 

a) exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

b) exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels; 

                                                 
1  See Appendix A for definitions of acoustical terminology. 
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c) a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; or 

d) a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

General Plan Noise Standards 
The Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan does not list specific noise 
standards, but instead indicates that appropriate mitigation measures should be implemented 
where new land development may result in potentially significant noise impacts in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in CEQA. 

Los Angeles Municipal Code 

According to Section 112.04(b) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, no person shall operate or 
cause to be operated any machinery, equipment, tools, or other mechanical or electrical device, 
or engage in any other activity in such manner as to create any noise which would cause the 
noise level on the premises of any other occupied property, or, if a condominium, apartment 
house, duplex, or attached business, within any adjoining unit, to exceed the ambient noise level 
by more than five (5) decibels. 

Since the Forest Lawn Cemetery grounds are considered to be open space, it is not certain that 
this noise standard would apply to the proposed project.  However, the concept that an increase 
in ambient noise levels of five decibels would constitute a violation of the Code is consistent 
with the concept that a five decibel increase is potentially significant.   
 
NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Fundamentals of Acoustics 
Noise is often described as unwanted sound, and thus is a subjective reaction to the physical 
phenomenon of sound.  Sound is variations in air pressure that the ear can detect.  The ear 
responds to pressure changes over a range of 1014 to 1.  This is roughly equivalent to the range of 
1 second as compared to 3.2 million years, or 1 square yard compared to the entire surface area 
of the earth.  To deal with the extreme range of pressures which the ear can detect, researchers 
express the amount of acoustical energy of a sound by comparing the measured sound pressure 
to a reference pressure, then taking the logarithm (base 10) of the square of that number.  This 
original unit of sound measurement, named the bel after Alexander Graham Bell, corresponded 
well to human hearing characteristics if it was divided by a factor of 10.  The resulting unit, one 
tenth of a bel, is called the decibel, and is abbreviated as dB.   

The threshold of hearing is considered to be zero (0) dB and the range of sounds in normal 
human experience is 0 to 140 dB.  Because sound pressure levels are defined as logarithmic 
numbers, the values cannot be directly added or subtracted.  For example, two sound sources, 
each producing 50 dB, will produce 53 dB when combined, not 100 dB.  This is because two 
sources have two times the energy of one source, and 10 times the logarithm of 2 equals 3.  
Similarly, ten sources produce a 10 dB higher sound pressure level than one source, as ten times 
the logarithm of 10 equals 10. 
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In a laboratory setting, people can discriminate a change of 1 dB.  However, under usual indoor 
and outdoor conditions, a 5 dB change is considered clearly noticeable, and an increase of 10 dB 
is subjectively considered to be a doubling of the sound.      

The ear responds to pressure variations in the air from about 20 times per second to about 20,000 
times per second.  The frequency of the variations is described in terms of hertz (Hz), formerly 
called cycles per second.  The ear does not respond equally to all frequencies.  For example, we 
do not hear very low frequency sounds as well as we hear higher frequency sounds, nor do we 
hear very high frequency sounds very well.  This difference in perceived loudness varies with the 
sound pressure level of the sound.  In general, the maximum sensitivity of the ear occurs at 
frequencies between about 500 and 8000 Hz. 

To compensate for the fact that the ear is not as sensitive at some frequencies and sound pressure 
levels as at others, a number of frequency weighting scales have been developed.  The "A" 
weighting scale is most commonly used for environmental noise assessment, as sound pressure 
levels measured using an A-weighting filter correlate well with community response to noise 
sources such as aircraft and traffic.   

When an A-weighting filter is used to measure sound pressure levels, the results may be 
expressed as sound levels, in decibels (dB).  It is sufficient to use the abbreviation "dB" if these 
terms are well defined, but many people prefer to use the expressions dBA or dB(A) for clarity.  
For convenience, many people use the term "noise level" interchangeably with "sound level."  
Table I shows typical sound levels and relative loudness for various types of noise environments. 

The ambient noise level is defined as the noise from all sources near and far.  A similar term is 
background noise level.  This term usually refers to the ambient noise level that is present before 
a noise source being studied is introduced.  A synonymous term is pre-project noise level.  Noise 
exposure contours or noise contours are lines drawn about a noise source representing constant 
levels of noise exposure.   

Environmental Noise Descriptors 
Most environmental noise sources produce varying amounts of noise over time, so the measured 
sound levels also vary.  For example, noise produced during a train passage will vary from 
relatively quiet background levels before the event to a maximum value when the train passes by, 
then returning down to background levels as the train leaves the observer's vicinity.  Similarly, 
noise from traffic varies with the number and types of vehicles, speed and proximity to the 
observer. 

Variations in sound levels may be addressed by statistical methods.  The simplest of these are the 
maximum (Lmax) and minimum (Lmin) noise levels, which are the highest and lowest levels 
observed.  To describe less extreme variations in sound levels, other statistical descriptors may 
be used, such as the L10 and L50 and L90.  The L10 is the A-weighted sound level equaled or 
exceeded during 10 percent of a time period.  Similarly, the L50 and L90 are the sound levels 
equaled or exceeded during 50 and 90 percent of a time period, respectively.  The most common 
time period used with these statistical descriptors is one hour, although any time period could be 
used on long as it is stated.  Because statistical descriptors such as L10, L50, etc. are sometimes 
cumbersome to calculate, the equivalent sound level (Leq) or energy average sound level is often 
used to describe the “average” sound level during a stated time period, usually one hour. 
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TABLE I 
EXAMPLES OF A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVELS AND RELATIVE LOUDNESS 

Sound 
Sound Level 

(dBA) 
Relative Loudness 

(approximate) 
Relative Sound 

Energy 
Jet aircraft, 100 feet 130 128 10,000,000 

Rock music with amplifier 120 64 1,000,000 

Thunder, snowmobile (operator) 110 32 100,000 

Boiler shop, power mower 100 16 10,000 

Orchestral crescendo at 25 feet, noisy kitchen 90 8 1,000 

Busy street 80 4 100 

Interior of department store 70 2 10 

Ordinary conversation, 3 feet away 60 1 1 

Quiet automobile at low speed 50 1/2 .1 

Average office 40 1/4 .01 

City residence 30 1/8 .001 

Quiet country residence 20 1/16 .0001 

Rustle of leaves 10 1/32 .00001 

Threshold of hearing 0 1/64 .000001 
 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Aircraft Noise Impact -- Planning Guidelines 

for Local Agencies,” 1972. 
 

Ambient Noise Levels 
The project area includes vacant land used for water spreading (Headworks Spreading Grounds 
site), the Los Angeles River, State Route 134 (Ventura Freeway), and the Forest Lawn Cemetery.   

To describe ambient daytime noise levels in the project area, Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc 
(BBA) conducted noise level measurements on three occasions on September 1, 2005, at the 
fence line of the Forest Lawn Cemetery, approximately aligned with the proposed location for 
the RSC regulator station, as shown in Figure 1.  The ambient noise measurement sites were 
located approximately 47 feet from the centerline of Forest Lawn Drive.  Table II lists the 
measured noise levels in terms of statistical descriptors.  Figures 2, 3 and 4 show the measured 
noise levels over each 15-minute measurement period.   
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TABLE II 

MEASURED NOISE LEVELS AT FOREST LAWN FENCE 
September 1, 2005 

Sound Level, dB 
Site Time* 

Leq Lmax Lmin L02 L08 L10 L25 L50 L90 

1 8:41 
a.m. 71.9 84.7 57.6 77 75 75 73 70 62 

2 10:08 
a.m. 69.9 78.9 59.7 75 73 73 71 68 61 

2 2:22 
p.m. 70.3 80.5 54.5 76 74 74 71 68 58 

* Start time of 15-minute measurement period 
 

The dominant noise source during the noise measurements was traffic on Forest Lawn Drive.  
The average noise levels (Leq) during the sample periods ranged from 69.9 dB to 71.9 dB.  The 
residual noise level (when no traffic was present on Forest Lawn Drive) was due to traffic on the 
Ventura Freeway, and is described by the L90 descriptor.  The residual noise levels ranged from 
58 dB to 62 dB. 

Subjectively, the noise levels during the sample periods were relatively high, and exceeded the 
threshold of speech interference (usually assumed to be 60 dB) about 90 percent of the time.  The 
quietest periods occurred when no traffic was present on Forest Lawn Drive, accounting for only 
about 10 percent of the time.  During those periods, other noise sources, such as traffic on the 
Ventura Freeway, were audible. 

As a part of the project EIR, Aspen Environmental Group (Aspen) conducted ambient noise level 
measurements on April 6-7, 2004, at the sites shown for Unit 1a in Figure 3.3-3 of the Draft EIR.  
These sites appear to be about 2,500 feet east of the sites listed in Table II.  Aspen’s Site 1 was 
located about 330 feet south of Forest Lawn Drive; the measured Leq over a 30-minute period 
was 62.7 dB.  Aspen’s Site 2 was located about 670 feet south of Forest Lawn Drive; the 
measured Leq over a 27-minute period was 58.0 dB.  The results of these measurements indicate 
that noise from traffic on Forest Lawn Drive remains dominant as the observer moves away from 
Forest Lawn Drive 
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Figure 1 

Ambient Noise Measurement Locations 
 

 

2 1

Noise Measurement Sites

Approx. Regulator Site

 6



Figure 2
Measured Noise Levels: Site 1

September 1, 2005
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Figure 3
Measured Noise Levels: Site 2

September 1, 2005
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Figure 4
Measured Noise Levels: Site 2

September 1, 2005
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Noise Associated with the Proposed Regulator Valve Assembly 
To assess the noise associated with the proposed regulator valve assembly, an existing 
representative regulator station located at the Stone Canyon Pumping Station in Studio City, 
California was accessed by the LADWP.  This unit was described as having two 30-inch legs 
with anti-cavitation sleeve valves, and at the time the station was visited, was producing a 45 
pound per square inch (psi) pressure drop (55 psi down to 10 psi) for a flow of 120 cubic feet per 
second (cfs). 

The regulator value assembly was located in a vault, similar to what is proposed for the Lower 
Reach RSC Project regulating station, and the piping was approximately 10 feet underground.  
The access opening to the vault was approximately 4 feet by 6 feet, and was covered by heavy 
steel plates (the access door).  Noise level measurements and frequency analyses were conducted 
on September 1, 2005, at several locations near the existing regulator station, with the access 
door opened and closed.  The noise measurement data are summarized by Table III.  The typical 
frequency content with the access door opened and closed is shown by Figure 5. 

 
TABLE III 

REGULATOR NOISE LEVEL MEASUREMENT DATA 
STONE CANYON SITE 

Distance from Access 
Opening, feet* Direction Access Condition Sound Level, dB 

0 Overhead Open 81.3 
3 East Open 77.8 
3 North Open 77.8 
3 West Open 80.1 

10 East Open 70.2 
18 West Open 66.8 
0 Overhead Closed 64.1 
3 East Closed 62.5 
3 North Closed 62.8 
3 West Closed 62.7 

10 East Closed 57.4 
18 West Closed 55.1 

* All measurements were conducted at a height of approximately 5 feet above ground level. 
 

The data in Table III were used to calculate the rate at which the sound of the regulator valve 
assembly decreased over distance, with the access door open or closed.  It was determined that 
the noise level of the existing regulator station valve assembly with the access door open could 
be reasonably predicted at greater distances by assuming attenuation at a rate of about 6 dB per 
doubling of distance. With the access door closed, the existing regulator station valve assembly 
noise level could be reasonably predicted at greater distances by assuming sound level 
attenuation at the rate of about 4.5 dB per doubling of distance.  These factors would be applied 
to the noise levels measured directly over the access opening. 

The proposed regulator valve assembly would be located about 150 feet from the Forest Lawn 
fence line, and similar to the existing regulator station at the Stone Canyon Pumping Station 
would be located in a vault underground.  Although the final location and site grading have not 
yet been established, it is expected that top of the regulator station vault would be at an elevation 
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of about ten feet below the grade of Forest Lawn Drive.  The presence of the existing earthen 
berm at the Headworks Spreading Grounds site would likely provide some shielding of regulator 
station noise (reducing the noise level by 5 to 10 dB) at the Forest Lawn Cemetery, especially for 
persons standing near the fence line.  At more distant receivers, the increased elevation of the 
Forest Lawn Cemetery would probably allow line of sight to the regulator station, so that little or 
no shielding would be provided. 

Assuming the regulator station noise levels shown in Table III, and accounting only for the 
attenuation of sound provided by distance, the predicted noise levels produced by the proposed 
RSC regulator station at the Forest Lawn Cemetery fence line with the access door open would 
be approximately 52 dB; with the access door closed, the predicted noise level would be 
approximately 42 dB. 

Assuming an average traffic noise level of approximately 70 dB at the fence line, the proposed 
RSC regulator station noise would be inaudible when traffic was present on Forest Lawn Drive.  
When traffic was not present on Forest Lawn Drive, so that the background noise level could be 
as low as 58 dB, the sound of the proposed RSC regulator station with the access door open (52 
dB) would be partially masked by traffic noise, and would be difficult to discern.  With the 
access door closed, the proposed RSC regulator station noise level of 42 dB would be inaudible, 
completely masked by ambient noise.  

Figure 6 compares the frequency content of the traffic noise measured at the Forest Lawn 
Cemetery fence line to that estimated for the proposed RSC regulator station with the access 
door open, adjusted by about 28 dB to account for the attenuation of sound with distance.  This 
figure illustrates that there would be no significant pronounced tones that would cause the noise 
from the proposed RSC regulator station to stand out from the average noise condition.  
Approximately ten percent of the time, when local traffic was absent, noise from the proposed 
RSC regulator station with the access door open would be audible at higher frequencies, as 
shown by comparison to the minimum noise level spectrum.  
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Figure 5
Frequency Content of Regulator Noise
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Figure 6
Comparison of Frequency Content

Noise Measurement Site 2
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NOISE MITIGATION 
This analysis has indicated that no noise mitigation measures are necessary for normal operation 
of the proposed RSC regulator station, with the access door open or closed.  With the access door 
open, the regulator is expected to be inaudible about 90 percent of the time.  During the quietest 
periods, the noise from the regulator station with the access door open would be audible in a 
limited frequency range.  Although this effect would not be significant, it would be possible to 
reduce the noise from the regulator station in either of two manners: using a noise barrier, or 
providing an absorptive treatment to the inside of the regulator station vault. 

Noise Barriers: 
A noise barrier blocking line of sight between source and receiver may be expected to reduce the 
noise level of the source by approximately 5 dB.  Such a barrier would be most effective at 
higher frequencies.  This amount of noise reduction would be noticeable, and would likely cause 
the noise from the proposed RSC regulator station with the door open to be unnoticed at the 
Forest Lawn Cemetery, even during the quietest periods of the day.   

It appears that the project design may incorporate an existing noise barrier in the form of a 
natural berm located on the Headworks Spreading Grounds site between the proposed RSC 
regulator station and Forest Lawn Drive.  Although the details of the site design are not yet 
known, an opportunity exists to incorporate an effective natural noise barrier into the site plan in 
a cost-effective manner. 

As an alternative, a temporary noise barrier could be provided.  A suitable configuration could be 
as simple as a large vehicle or a stack of straw bales approximately 6 feet high, located between 
the regulator station access door and Forest Lawn Drive. 

Absorptive Treatment: 
If the interior of the regulator station vault were provided with a sound absorptive treatment, the 
regulator noise received outside the vault would be reduced.  Typical treatments include 
incorporating fiberglass panels on a majority of the interior wall surfaces may be expected to 
yield a reduction in noise levels of about 5 dB, with the most effective reductions occurring at 
higher frequencies. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
The noise produced by the proposed RSC regulator station located adjacent to the Forest Lawn 
Cemetery is not expected to result in significant changes in background noise levels at the 
cemetery, with or without the access door being open.  If noise mitigation is desired, a noticeable 
reduction in higher frequency noise levels could be obtained by providing a noise barrier (in the 
form of site design or a temporary portable barrier), or by providing absorptive treatment for the 
interior of the regulator station vault. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
 ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY 
 
 
 
AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL: The composite of noise from all sources near and far.  In this 

context, the ambient noise level constitutes the normal or 
existing level of environmental noise at a given location. 

 
CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level.  The average equivalent 

sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 
approximately five decibels to sound levels in the evening from 
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and ten decibels to sound levels in the 
night before 7:00 a.m. and after 10:00 p.m. 

 
DECIBEL, dB: A unit for describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times 

the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the 
sound measured to the reference pressure, which is 20 
micropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter). 

 
DNL/Ldn: Day/Night Average Sound Level.  The average equivalent sound 

level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of ten decibels 
to sound levels in the night after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m. 

 
Leq: Equivalent Sound Level.  The sound level containing the same 

total energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period.  
Leq is typically computed over 1, 8 and 24-hour sample periods.  

 
NOTE:  The CNEL and DNL represent daily levels of noise exposure 

averaged on  an annual basis, while Leq represents the average 
noise exposure for a shorter time period, typically one hour. 

 
Lmax:   The maximum noise level recorded during a noise event. 
 
Ln:   The sound level exceeded "n" percent of the time during a sample 

interval (L90, L50, L10, etc.).  For example, L10 equals the level 
exceeded 10 percent of the time. 

 
 
 

 



 
 
 A-2 
 
 ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY 
 
 
 
NOISE EXPOSURE  
CONTOURS:  Lines drawn about a noise source indicating constant levels of 

noise exposure.  CNEL and DNL contours are frequently utilized 
to describe community exposure to noise. 

 
NOISE LEVEL  
REDUCTION (NLR): The noise reduction between indoor and outdoor environments or 

between two rooms that is the numerical difference, in decibels, 
of the average sound pressure levels in those areas or rooms.  A 
measurement of Anoise level reduction@ combines the effect of the 
transmission loss performance of the structure plus the effect of 
acoustic absorption present in the receiving room. 

 
SEL or SENEL: Sound Exposure Level or Single Event Noise Exposure Level.  

The level of noise accumulated during a single noise event, such 
as an aircraft overflight, with reference to a duration of one 
second.  More specifically, it is the time-integrated A-weighted 
squared sound pressure for a stated time interval or event, based 
on a reference pressure of 20 micropascals and a reference 
duration of one second. 

 
SOUND LEVEL: The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level 

meter using the A-weighting filter network.  The A-weighting 
filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequency 
components of the sound in a manner similar to the response of 
the human ear and gives good correlation with subjective 
reactions to noise. 

 
SOUND TRANSMISSION 
CLASS (STC):  The single-number rating of sound transmission loss for a 

construction element (window, door, etc.) over a frequency range 
where speech intelligibility largely occurs. 
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