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Letter AJ1. Signatory – City of Burbank
Response to Comment AJ1-1
The City of Burbank submitted six separate comment letters
that focus on the proposed Glendale-Burbank Interceptor
Sewer (GBIS) analyzed in the Draft EIR for the City of
Los Angeles' Wastewater Integrated Resources Plan (IRP).
This is the first of those letters. Copies of the other six letters
and the responses to them are in AJ13, AJ22, AJ30, AJ31,
AJ32, and AJ36.
The IRP EIR analyzes four Project Alternatives (refer to
Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR for a description of the
alternatives) that encompass actions within the jurisdiction of
both the LADPW and the LADWP. A fifth alternative, the No
Project Alternative, is also analyzed to allow decisionmakers to
compare the impacts of approving a proposed alternative and
its components with the impacts of not approving the proposed
alternative, in accordance with CEQA, Section 15126.6(e). The
four Project Alternatives are systemwide alternatives, each of
which incorporates components for wastewater treatment,
wastewater conveyance, recycled water, and urban runoff (dry
weather and wet weather).
GBIS is included as a feature of all four of the Project
Alternatives evaluated in the EIR (refer to Section 2.2.1.10 of
the Draft EIR for a description of the GBIS alignment). As
noted in that section, the Draft EIR evaluates two GBIS
alignments. One is a northern alignment and the other is a
southern alignment. Because each of the systemwide
alternatives analyzed in the EIR (refer to Section 2.3 of the
Draft EIR) comprises various facilities or components, a
determination of the Environmentally Superior Alternative is
made among the alternatives, not among the subsets or
components of the alternatives. As discussed in Executive
Summary (Section ES1.9) of the Draft EIR, the
Environmentally Superior Alternative is Alternative 1.
The City of Los Angeles has received comments about the
GBIS North Alignment from members of the public that live or
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work in the vicinity of the Valley Heart Shaft Site. The City has also received comments from members of the public about potential impacts along the
western portion of the GBIS South Alignment. During, and subsequent to, the public comment period on the Draft EIR, the City of Los Angeles has been
coordinating with the City of Burbank in an attempt to address Burbank’s concerns about the GBIS North Alignment and to reduce environmental effects
to adjacent residents.
The public comment period for the IRP Draft EIR was 120 days in length. CEQA requires a minimum of 45 days for public comment. The City's original
comment period was 90 days to afford adequate time for public review of the Draft EIR. The public comment period was later extended an additional
30 days and public notice was issued to allow additional public comment on the Draft EIR. Section 1.2 of this Final EIR discusses in detail the public
notice and meetings associated with the Draft EIR. During the extended public comment period, the City of Los Angeles met with the City of Burbank on
various occasions (April 10, 13, 17, and 28, 2006) to discuss the GBIS alignments, in particular the desire to reduce impacts to residential neighborhoods.
An equally important objective of the meetings was to understand in greater detail Burbank's specific concerns of the proposed GBIS alignments. This
communication is further summarized in Section 1.3 of this Final EIR.
In accordance with the criteria developed during the preparation of the IRP Facilities Plan and the objectives established in the Draft EIR (see Section 1.3
of the Draft EIR), the City of Los Angeles' goal is to keep the sewer alignment within the public right-of-way and avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive
areas, most specifically residential neighborhoods, to the maximum extent practicable. The City of Los Angeles issued the Draft Joint Report to City
Council Motion 06-0234 (February 2006-see Appendix E of this Final EIR) that contains an initial discussion of using variations that combine portions of
the GBIS North and GBIS South Alignments to minimize the impacts of selecting either one or the other of the alignments alone.
In an effort to be responsive to comments made on the Draft EIR, the City of Los Angeles has combined the two GBIS alignments evaluated in the Draft
EIR in a way that further reduces potential impacts of implementing either the GBIS North Alignment or the GBIS South Alignment independently.
Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR presents the GBIS alignment modifications that meet the EIR project objectives in a way that best balances ensuring
system integrity, minimizing impacts to residents and neighborhoods from GBIS construction and operation, and minimizing risks to the wastewater
conveyance system. The staff recommended GBIS Alignment (described in Section 1.5.2.2) would connect the eastern half of the GBIS South Alignment
with the western half of the GBIS North Alignment, and would avoid many of the impacts, including concerns to residential and recreational areas that
were expressed during the public review and comment period. In addition to reducing impacts of selecting either the GBIS North Alignment or the GBIS
South Alignment, connecting the two as described in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR, the City of Los Angeles is also incorporating additional voluntary
improvement measures that were requested by the City of Burbank in the meetings referenced above. The City of Los Angeles will implement these
voluntary measures. These voluntary commitments are discussed in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR and are also included in the June 13, 2006,
correspondence from the City of Los Angeles to the City of Burbank (see Appendix D of this Final EIR) for a copy of the correspondence.
Response to Comment AJ1-2
Section 3.10.3.2 of the Draft EIR discusses the hazardous materials impacts associated with the various components of the IRP. Within the section (see
page 3.10-21), the discussion of the impacts for the NEIS II and GBIS discloses that there is the potential to expose the public or environment to hazardous
materials related to the handling of contaminated groundwater or by locally affecting the extent or flow of an existing contamination plume. The
discussion further states that the hazard would be reduced by avoiding the contaminated plume, by testing and treating water prior to discharge, and by
using construction methods that minimize dewatering such as using an earth-pressure tunneling machine. Furthermore, the Draft EIR states that if
groundwater contamination is encountered during construction, people could be exposed to health hazards, but that standard protocols for construction in
confined spaces and tunneling in potentially gassy conditions would be employed and that worker health and safety would be protected through the
preparation of applicable worker health and safety plans (per Cal-OHSA standards). Standard protocols for construction in confined spaces and/or
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tunneling under potentially gassy conditions include constituent gas monitoring and the provision of adequate ventilation (by establishing a minimum
number of air volume changes per minute) to ensure that gaseous conditions do not occur and that the health and safety of workers is protected.
In addition, the City's Geotechnical staff reviewed the data documenting the extent of contamination available from EPA, compared the plume to the GBIS
alignments, and determined that a 3,000-foot to 4,000-foot section of the GBIS North Alignment would extend through the outer edge or margin of the
existing groundwater contamination plume, and that volatile organic compounds of concern (PCE and TCE) are present in this area at concentrations up to
5 parts per billion. The maximum contaminant level for these compounds allowed in drinking water is 5 parts per billion, which means that although there
are TCE and PCE present in the portion of the groundwater plume into which the GBIS North Alignment would extend, the groundwater does not exceed
drinking water standards for TCE and PCE. Because the concentrations of TCE and PCE in the area of the plume that the GBIS North Alignment would
extend into are very low, there is a minimal potential for volatilization of these compounds to occur in significant quantities. Rather, any volatilization of
these compounds from groundwater that seeps into the tunnel or from excavated soils would be incidental. Standard ventilation requirements for working
in confined spaces such as tunnels would ensure that any marginal or incidental volatilization TCE or PCE would not pose a significant health risk to
workers. Furthermore, because the concentrations of TCE and PCE in the groundwater are at or below the applicable maximum contaminant levels and
would meet drinking water standards, and because contaminated groundwater and soil would be properly managed, transported, and disposed of, there is a
minimal potential for the public to be exposed to significant health risks from volatilization of these constituents from either the soil or groundwater.
In addition, the City has combined the two GBIS alignments to reduce concerns about potential impacts associated with either GBIS alignment (as
expressed in comments submitted on the Draft EIR), has selected this alignment as preferred, and is recommending it for approval (see Section 1.5.2.2 and
response to comment AJ1-1). The staff recommended GBIS Alignment would not require tunneling through the referenced contamination.
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Letter AJ1. Signatory – City of Burbank
Page 2
Response to Comment AJ1-3
The Draft EIR Executive Summary lists the known areas of
controversy at the time of the issuance of the Draft EIR. Both the
GBIS North Alignment and the GBIS South Alignment were
evaluated in detail in Section 3 of the Draft EIR, and the controversy
regarding the GBIS alignments was not known prior to issuance of the
Draft EIR. During the public comment period, comments (both written
and oral at the public hearings held after the release of the Draft EIR)
were raised about the proposed GBIS alignments and this Final EIR
addresses those comments. Also, as discussed in response to comment
AJ1-1, the City of Los Angeles has met with the City of Burbank to
address many of Burbank's concerns. As also noted in response to
comment AJ1-1, the comment period was extended 30 days to allow
for additional public comments on the Draft EIR, resulting in a
comment period of 120 days. The Areas of Controversy section of the
Executive Summary in this Final EIR has been modified to include a
discussion of the GBIS alignments and the revised Executive
Summary is included in the beginning of this Final EIR. In addition, in
consideration of the controversy expressed in numerous comments
about both the GBIS North Alignment and the GBIS South
Alignment, the City of Los Angeles has combined the two alignments
to reduce impacts and address many of the concerns associated with
implementing either of the GBIS alignments independently. See
Section 1.3 of this Final EIR for an update on the communications that
occurred between the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank
during the public comment period. Also see Appendix D of this Final
EIR for City of Los Angeles correspondence to Burbank during this
period. A detailed description of the staff recommended GBIS
Alignment is contained in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR.
Response to Comment AJ1-4
Although the GBIS North Alignment would involve more shaft sites
near single-family residential areas, the GBIS South Alignment would
also include major construction (i.e., drop structures and diversion
structures) adjacent to residential land uses. Sections 2.2.1.9 and
2.2.1.10 of the Draft EIR (beginning on page 2-29) provides a detailed
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description of the proposed interceptor sewers (NEIS II and GBIS) and includes detailed information on the sewer pipeline and its construction. As
detailed in the sections noted above, most of the construction and operation of the proposed sewer infrastructure (both of the GBIS alignments) would
occur belowground to minimize adverse impacts to local residents and businesses. Section 3.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR analyzed the potential for aesthetic
impacts from the construction and operation of the proposed GBIS alignments (starting with the NEIS II discussion on page 3.2-121) on adjacent land
uses. The aesthetics impact analysis (Section 3.2.4.4) determined that, with implementation of mitigation, the potential for the construction and operation
of the Project Alternatives to introduce elements that substantially contrast with existing features that represent valued aesthetic images would be less than
significant; the potential for impacts resulting from a permanent obstruction of a recognized or valued view, including scenic highways or corridors, would
be less than significant; and, impacts to adjacent light-sensitive areas scenic highways or corridor would also be less than significant. The potential impacts
of the proposed GBIS North Alignment, in relation to those of the GBIS South Alignment, were taken into consideration when determining the staff
recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR.
Various issue and resource areas of Section 3 of the Draft EIR address in detail the potential impacts of the construction and operation of the proposed
GBIS alignments (including aboveground structures such as shaft sites and ATFs) as they pertain to potential resource impacts, such as aesthetic, land use
and recreational impacts, on adjacent land uses. For instance, in Section 3.2, page 3.2-125, the Draft EIR describes the assumptions used to analyze the
impact of the ATFs on aesthetic resources, including specific assumptions associated with a typical ATF that would have an effect on the visual quality of
the surrounding area. The ATF assumptions are that each ATF structure would likely include biotrickling filter vessels with recirculation and nutrient
tanks that would be constructed at grade and approximately 29 feet tall; the facilities would include carbon absorption units (each of which would be
12 feet tall), odor control fans, foul air piping and dampers leading to stacks that would be approximately 25 feet tall, and a security wall around the
facility approximately 10 to 15 feet high. These assumptions have been added to the Project Description (refer to Section 2 of this Final EIR for the
proposed modification). Lighting at permanent facilities (i.e., ATFs) would be in a manner that adequately addresses security while minimizing impacts to
adjacent land uses. In addition, as detailed in Section 3.2.4.4 of the Draft EIR, mitigation measures AES-MM-7 (measures to minimize construction
lighting) and AES-MM-8 (measures to minimize operational lighting) will be implemented to reduce the impact of the new lighting sources to adjacent
light-sensitive uses to a less than significant level. Specifically, mitigation measure AES-MM-8 includes directing lighting downward onto the structure,
avoidance of outwardly directed spotlights, and use of shielding on lights to isolate the illuminated area.
The project-level impacts of the proposed ATF at Valley Heart (in association with the GBIS North Alignment) are detailed throughout Section 3 of the
Draft EIR. However, as the commenter correctly points out, Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR (Aesthetics) inadvertently omitted the details of an ATF at the
Valley Heart Shaft Site, but instead described a shaft site that would operate as a drop/diversion structure. This inadvertent omission has been corrected
and the change has been made in Section 2 of this Final EIR, along with additional mitigation measures (AES-MM-9 and AES-MM-10) to ensure that the
potential aesthetic (and recreational) impacts remain less than significant. These mitigation measures include construction and operational measures that
would relocate the proposed Valley Heart Shaft Site and ATF to the west end of the Pollywog site. Section 2 of this Final EIR also includes additional
mitigation measures (REC-MM-6 through REC-MM-8) specific to the Valley Heart Shaft Site and ATF that would offset the loss of recreational use at the
western portion of Pollywog. As with the proposed GBIS North Alignment, ATFs have been proposed and analyzed adjacent to residential uses associated
with the GBIS South Alignment (i.e., ATF at Woodbridge Park). Project features and mitigation measures (such as AES-MM-3, AES-MM-4, REC-MM-3
and REC-MM-5) have been included to reduce the impacts of the project by locating the construction and operation so it least affects the residential land
uses and recreational resources (including the equestrian trail). Regarding operational lighting of the ATF at the Valley Heart site, mitigation measure
AES-MM-8 has been revised to include specifically the implementation of lighting measures to reduce potential lighting impacts on adjacent lightsensitive uses to a level that is less than significant. As stated above, the potential impacts associated with the proposed GBIS North Alignment, in relation
to those of the GBIS South Alignment, were taken into consideration when determining the staff recommended GBIS Alignment (see Section 1.5.2.2 of
this Final EIR).
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As adequately addressed in Section 3.5 (page 3.5-34) of the Draft EIR, if construction impacts to the native trees at the Riverside East Shaft Site cannot be
avoided, preservation would be attempted. If preservation is not appropriate, impact to the trees would be mitigated with implementation of mitigation
measure BIO-MM-5, and no significant impact would occur to the character of the Bette Davis Park. In addition, no aboveground operational structures
were associated with the Riverside East Shaft Site; hence, no aesthetic impacts would occur. As detailed in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR, no shaft site
is recommended at Riverside East.
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Letter AJ1. Signatory – City of Burbank
Page 3
Response to Comment AJ1-5
The Draft EIR provides estimates of the total construction emissions
of the wastewater components that are included in one or more
systemwide alternative. The construction emission estimates include
mobile emissions. Each Project Alternative would be comprised of
numerous wastewater treatment and conveyance system elements, as
well as recycled water and runoff management components. The Draft
EIR does not provide an LST analysis of the subparts of each
component that comprise the Project Alternatives, because the LST
analysis is not applicable to regional projects (per SCAG, the IRP is
considered a regional project of regional importance). However, the
Draft EIR does acknowledge that there is a potential for localized air
quality impacts to sensitive receptors from potential exceedances of
the CAAQS and/or the NAAQS (see the discussions under Impact
AQ-1 for each build alternatives in Section 3.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment AJ1-6
A section of the NOS is located near the Valley Heart Shaft Site. The
NOS is one of the City's oldest sewers and was constructed in the
1930s through 1950s. Odor releases from sewers can generally occur
under high flow conditions, and past odors attributed to the NOS may
have occurred under such conditions. Either of the GBIS alignments
evaluated in the Draft EIR would divert wastewater from sewers that
flow into the NOS upstream of the City of Burbank near the west
terminus of GBIS, which would reduce both the amount of flow within
the NOS and the likelihood of odors being released from the NOS in
the future. In addition, the GBIS North Alignment would divert flow
from the NOS at the Valley Heart Shaft Site, and treat sewer air with a
two-staged filtration process at the ATF proposed for that site. The
GBIS alignments are expected to result in a reduction in the future of
the number of untreated odor releases from the existing NOS as a
result of the flow diversions, and the GBIS North Alignment in
particular would use the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site to treat
sewer gases prior to release. As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft
EIR, the GBIS North Alignment would place an ATF at the Valley
Heart Shaft Site, and potentially significant odor impacts were
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identified (see pages 3.4-115 and 3.4-159 of the Draft EIR). In addition, mitigation measures AQ-MM-7 and AQ-MM-8 would respectively mitigate odor
impacts by relocating the ATF stack to a location at least 100 feet from sensitive receptors and establish a more stringent hydrogen sulfide emission
concentration at the stack. In addition, a new mitigation measure has been added, mitigation measure AES-MM-10, to provide further aesthetic mitigation.
This measure would also further mitigate potential odor impacts by siting the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site to the west end of the Pollywog site,
which is located more than 100 feet away from residences. Under this new mitigation measure, access to the ATF would occur from Keystone Street.
Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment AJ1-1
also discusses the process and rationale for the staff recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The staff recommended GBIS Alignment
would not place an ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site. Lastly, the odor setting in the EIR and Figure 3.4-9 have been modified to include the odor
complaints reported to the City of Burbank in 2003 and 2004, as indicated in the comment letter.
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Letter AJ1. Signatory – City of Burbank
Page 4
Response to Comment AJ1-7
As described in the response to comment AJ1-6, the odor setting
related to GBIS has been revised to reflect an existing odor
condition in the vicinity of the Valley Heart Shaft Site and to reflect
the odor complaint information provided by the commenter. As
described in the response to AJ1-6, a section of the existing NOS is
located near the Valley Heart Shaft Site. Because the NOS is one of
he City's oldest sewers and is subject to high flow conditions, the
NOS could have contributed to some of the sewer gas odors
referenced by the commenter. The installation of either of the GBIS
alignments would be expected to reduce the potential for sewer gas
releases from the NOS because it would relieve sewers that flow
into the NOS, which would result in a reduction in flows in the
NOS. High flows in sewers tend to force sewer gases out of the
sewers because less air space is available above the flowing
wastewater to convey the air downstream. A reduction in
wastewater flows in the NOS is expected to decrease the potential
for sewer gas releases from the NOS by reducing the flow in the
NOS and increasing the available air space to convey the sewer
gases downstream. Regarding the placement of an ATF at the
Valley Heart Shaft Site under the GBIS North Alignment, the twostaged air filtration process at the ATF, described in Section 2 of the
Draft EIR, would remove both hydrogen sulfide and VOCs from the
sewer gases. In addition, the ATF could not operate unless it is
permitted by the SCAQMD. As part of the permit conditions, the
ATFs would have to demonstrate compliance with SCAQMD
Rules 402 (Nuisance) and 1401 (Toxic Air Contaminants).
Rule 1401 would require an estimation of human health risk impacts
and a demonstration that risks would not exceed SCAQMDmandated limits. The reduction in untreated sewer gas releases in
conjunction with compliance with permit requirements from the
SCAQMD is expected to keep potential impacts associated with the
ATF to a minimum. In addition, a new mitigation measure has been
added, mitigation measure AES-MM-10, to provide further aesthetic
mitigation. This measure would also further mitigate potential odor
impacts by siting the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site to the west
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end of the Pollywog site, which is located more than 100 feet from residences. Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City
of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff recommended GBIS
Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The staff recommended GBIS Alignment would not place an ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site.
Response to Comment AJ1-8
The commenter correctly points out that the odor evaluation for ATF proposed for the Valley Heart site refers to the ATF impact evaluation for the GBIS
South Alignment. This is because the odor dispersion modeling determined that at the odor threshold of 11.26 µg/m3 would likely be exceeded at receptor
distances less than 30 meters, and the ATF proposed for the Valley Heart Shaft Site under the GBIS North Alignment would be less than this 30-meter
distance. Consequently, the Draft EIR accurately concludes that a significant odor impact would likely result from the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site
because the distance of the nearest receptor to the ATF would be 33 feet, which is less than the 30 meters.
Regarding the use of distance units, the Draft EIR uses both metric and English units. Table 3.4-54 provides distances from receptors to the ATFs in
meters, and the associated discussion provides those distances in feet. Although the description of receptor distances to ATFs in the Draft EIR uses both
metric and English units, the determination of potential significance is based solely on the likelihood that a receptor is within the distance at which odor
threshold exceedances are likely (approximately 30 meters or 99 feet), regardless of which measurement unit is being used. However, to avoid confusion,
the measurement of 33 feet referenced on page 3.4-115 of the Draft EIR has been revised in Section 2 of this Final EIR to reflect a metric measurement of
10 meters.
Regarding the comment that no analysis was performed for the Valley Heart Shaft Site to see if maximum hydrogen sulfide concentrations will exceed the
odor threshold of 11.26 µg/m3, the dispersion analysis performed for the ATFs (presented in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR) and the receptor distance at
which the odor threshold is no longer exceeded is applicable for all ATFs, including the ATF proposed for the Valley Heart Shaft Site. Consequently, the
determination of significance prior to mitigation is based solely on the likelihood that the odor threshold would be exceeded. As correctly noted in the
comment letter, receptors that are closer to an ATF would experience higher levels of odors than receptors that are located farther away from the ATFs.
However, the determination of significance is based on the dispersion evaluation that showed that at receptor distances less than 99 feet, or 30 meters, odor
significance threshold exceedances are anticipated.
Regarding the relative level of impacts of the two GBIS alignments evaluated in the Draft EIR, as indicated in the comment letter and various other
comment letters, the GBIS North Alignment has potential odor impacts (from the NOS diversion and ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site) that are not
associated with the GBIS South Alignment.
The Valley Heart Shaft Site is a large parcel with ample room to locate the proposed ATF far enough away from residential receptors such that the odor
significance threshold would not be exceeded, after implementation of AQ-MM-7 and AQ-MM-8. In addition, a new mitigation measure has been added,
mitigation measure AES-MM-10, to provide further aesthetic mitigation of the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site. This measure would also further
mitigate potential odor impacts by siting the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site to the west end of the Pollywog site, which is located more than 100 feet
from residences. As a note, the City has identified the staff recommended GBIS Alignment described in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR as the preferred
GBIS alignment and is recommending this alignment for approval. The staff recommended GBIS Alignment would not place an ATF at the Valley Heart
Shaft Site.
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Letter AJ1. Signatory – City of Burbank
Page 5
Response to Comment AJ1-9
BIO-MM-5 mitigates potential impacts to protected oak trees and
states that the City will comply with any replacement requirements
listed in the City of Los Angeles tree ordinances with regard to
protected oak tress. The Oak Tree Ordinance – Los Angeles
Municipal Code Section 46.00, Oak Tree Regulations, enforced by
the Bureau of Street Services, Street Tree Division, states that the
Board of Public Works may grant a permit for the relocation or
removal of an oak tree when “it is necessary to remove the oak tree
because its continued existence at said location prevents the
reasonable development of the subject property”
(Section 46.01[b][1]) and “the presence of the oak tree interferes
with utility services and roadways within or without the subject
property and the only reasonable alternative to the interferences is
the removal of the tree” (Section 46.01[b][4]). Additionally,
Section 46.01(b) identifies conditions under which a permit may be
granted for the relocation or removal of an oak tree, including
replacement planting of oak trees with oak or different tree species
(the replacement trees are to approximate the value of the tree to be
replaced) or relocation of the affected oak trees. As BIO-MM-5
states, a qualified biologist would identify and quantify the trees to
be removed at the Riverside East Shaft Site or other program-level
component locations, as applicable, and these activities will be
conducted prior to construction.
The City of Los Angeles has coordinated with City of Burbank as
discussed in Section 1.3 of this Final EIR to discuss concerns raised
by the City of Burbank during the public comment period, and, at
this time, the staff recommended GBIS Alignment does not include a
shaft site at the Riverside East (Bette Davis Park). The staff
recommended GBIS Alignment to be included in the Recommended
Alternative is described in detail in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Response to Comment AJ1-10
Section 3.9.3.2 of the Draft EIR identifies the potential for settlement impacts along the GBIS alignments. Numerous factors contribute to whether a
tunneling project would result in settlement that could affect surface structures, including subsurface soil conditions, tunnel boring machine type, depth of
the tunnel, horizontal alignment within the street, and proximity of surface structures relative to the tunnel alignment. Although one GBIS alignment could
have greater or fewer structures along the surface of the alignment, there is no way to predict with complete surety which alignment would pose a greater
potential for settlement impacts to surface structures because many unknown variables contribute to the potential for settlement impacts. The Draft EIR
concludes that there is a potential for significant settlement impacts associated with either of the GBIS alignments after implementation of mitigation
measure GEO-MM-2, which sets a performance standard to limit settlement at 0.75-inch during tunneling, precisely because of the unknown nature of
subsurface soil conditions.
Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment AJ1-1
also discusses the process and rationale for selecting the staff recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The staff recommended GBIS
Alignment discussed in this Final EIR would connect the eastern portion of the GBIS South Alignment and the western portion of the GBIS North
Alignment via a section of tunnel beneath Pass Avenue. This connector tunnel beneath Pass Avenue would reduce the amount of sewer tunneled beneath
streets in Burbank by approximately 0.75 miles when compared to the GBIS North Alignment. To reiterate, Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR explains the
rationale, including the environmental considerations and stakeholder concerns, for selecting the staff recommended GBIS Alignment.
Response to Comment AJ1-11
The LARMP map referenced in the comment letter shows a potential equestrian bridge location that crosses the Los Angeles River and connects one bank
to the other. The map indicates that the bridge would be located south of the SR-134 and does not show a connection with Pollywog Park, as indicated in
the comment letter. Section 3.16.3.2 of the Draft EIR identifies mitigation measure REC-MM-2, which requires the City's Bureau of Engineering to
coordinate with the City's Department of Recreation and Parks and the City of Burbank to obtain comments from these parties during the design process
for GBIS to minimize impacts to recreational facilities. Compliance with this mitigation measure would minimize potential conflicts with the potential
equestrian bridge indicated on the LARMP map (Figure 58) if indeed the bridge is planned to extend from Pollywog across SR-134 and the Los Angeles
River. Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment
AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The staff recommended GBIS
Alignment would not place a shaft site or ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site and would, therefore, not result in potential conflicts with the LARMP.
Response to Comment AJ1-12
As described in Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft EIR, either of the GBIS alignments (North or South) could require the acquisition of permanent underground
easements from private parties where the tunnel curves beneath private property. The Draft EIR also acknowledges that regardless of the alignment
selected, the related locations/sites requiring access to permanent structures, such as drop structures, would limit the extent of the development/use of that
site in the future. Because the surface access to a drop structure consists of a maintenance hole, the area that would be limited to future development would
be minor. As described in Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft EIR, precluding future development of portions of the sites with a drop structure would not result in
substantial changes in the immediate community and, therefore, would not be considered a significant disruption to land use. Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final
EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and
rationale for the staff recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR.
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The staff recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR would include a short section of tunnel beneath Pass Avenue, and some subsurface
easements could be required where the alignment must travel beneath private property. The acquisition of such easements would be consistent with those
described in Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft EIR, which discloses that the acquisition of permanent underground easements from private parties could be
required where the tunnel curves beneath private properties property. In addition, the staff recommended GBIS Alignment would require the acquisition of
the auto repair facility located at 11003 W. Moorpark Street or the surface parking lot located at 10928 W. Riverside Drive for appurtenant structures, as
discussed in Section 3.12.3.2 of the Draft EIR. Impacts related to the acquisition would not be significant because the acquisitions would occur at market
rate or with relocation assistance (see Section 3.14.3.2 of the Draft EIR).
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Response to Comment AJ1-13
As stated in Section 3.13.3 of the Draft EIR, construction nighttime
Leq was used to quantify noise impacts for the tunneling and tunnellining phases of construction because nighttime construction has the
potential to be substantially more disruptive than daytime
construction based on the increased sensitivity of most people to
nighttime noise. Given that ambient noise level at the construction
sites are more than 20 decibels less than the construction noise
levels; construction noise levels would remain unchanged regardless
of whether the noise analysis used CNEL or Leq. Peak noise levels
were not evaluated because it would occur infrequently and would
not characterize the construction noise levels that would typically be
experienced in the area surrounding the construction site. According
to the thresholds of significance for noise applied in the Draft EIR, a
significant impact would occur if construction noise levels
incrementally increase ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors by
5 decibels or more. Tables 3.13-33 and 3.13-35 of the Draft EIR
identify the number of sensitive receptors along the GBIS
alignments that would experience noise level increases of 5 decibels
or more because that decibel level is the threshold of significance.
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Response to Comment AJ1-14
The additional increase in noise level from the sound wall would not
be noticeable (i.e., a 3-decibel or more increase is considered
noticeable) during construction. Typically, noise levels increase by
3 decibels when the noise source doubles. This increase assumes that
noise would occur in the same location. Although construction noise
would bounce off the sound wall, the noise path from the reflected
noise would be longer than the direct noise path between the
construction noise source and the sensitive receptors. The reflected
noise path is longer because the construction noise would first travel
from the construction site to the sound wall and then from the sound
wall to the noise receptor. Because of the longer distance, it is
anticipated that the reflected construction would increase the
construction noise that was presented in the Draft EIR by less than
3 decibels. Section 3.13.3.3 of the Draft EIR contains mitigation
measure NV-MM-2 that requires the placement of noise curtains
along the perimeter of the construction sites to break the line of sight
between the construction activity and any sensitive receptors. In
addition, Section 3.13.3.3 of the Draft EIR also contains mitigation
measure NV-MM- 5 that would allow residents and community
members to report noise problems during construction, which would
require that the noise problems be resolved. Although the area might
experience lower ambient noise levels as a result of the presence of
the new sound wall, implementation of mitigation measures would
ensure that construction noise levels would not exceed the
significance threshold of a 5-decibel or more increase over the
ambient noise level.
Response to Comment AJ1-15
Potential groundborne noise impacts associated with tunneling of the
GBIS alignments is addressed in detail in Section 3.13.3.2 of the
Draft EIR. Specifically, pages 3.13-78 and 3.13-83 address
groundborne vibration and noise from construction. As indicated in
the Draft EIR, groundborne noise from construction would have the
potential to affect more residences if the GBIS North Alignment were
chosen. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment AJ1-16
The City of Burbank Noise Ordinance prohibits nighttime noise
level increases for construction activities, leaf blowers, and sound
amplifying equipment. The nighttime noise restrictions do not apply
to operations of the ATF. Section 21-208 of the City of Burbank
Noise Ordinance prohibits the use of any machinery, equipment,
pump, fan, air conditioning apparatus, or similar mechanical device
that would cause ambient noise levels to exceed 5 decibels. To
determine operational noise impacts, the Draft EIR uses a
significance threshold of 3-decibel or more increase over the
ambient noise level, which is more stringent than the City of
Burbank Noise Ordinance. Three decibels is the smallest perceptible
change in sound level for a person with normal hearing sensitivity.
Additionally, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would
require the noisiest equipment of the air treatment facilities to be
located as far from the noise-sensitive receptors as feasible. If
necessary, noise reduction requirements (i.e., sound walls) will be
provided to ensure that ambient noise levels at nearby sensitive
receptors will not be perceptible (i.e., an incremental increase of
3 decibels or more).
Response to Comment AJ1-17
Comment noted. Table 3.13-36 has been revised in Section 2 of this
Final EIR to identify the number of sensitive receptors potentially
affected during construction of each NEIS and GBIS alignments.
Response to Comment AJ1-18
As the commenter correctly states, either of the GBIS alignments
would require acquisition of private property, with the majority of
the acquisitions necessary for the GBIS North Alignment. As stated
in Section 3.14.3.2 of the Draft EIR, relocation assistance would be
provided or the parcels would be purchased at market rates, as
necessary, if private parcels are required for construction or
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operation of the GBIS alignments. As addressed in Section 3.17.3.2
of the Draft EIR (page 3.17-70), the parking lot at 1098 West
Riverside Drive is offsite (overflow) parking for a nearby automobile
dealership. Because the parking lot is part of the staff recommended
GBIS Alignment, there would be a temporary loss of the overflow
parking currently used by the automobile dealership during
construction of GBIS. Maintenance accessibility associated with
operation of the drop structure would be minimal (i.e., nothing could
be built over drop structure), but the lot would be returned to use. No
long-term impacts to employment are anticipated regarding
acquisition of the parking lot at 1098 West Riverside Drive. For
further discussion of the impacts of the GBIS alignments, and the
process for considering the staff recommended GBIS Alignment to
be forwarded for approval, refer to Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR.
Response to Comment AJ1-19
Table 3.16-5 has been revised in this Final EIR (Section 2) to include
Pollywog as a recreational facility within 2 miles of GBIS.
Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR provides mitigation measures that
would reduce construction noise levels from GBIS. Mitigation
measures NV-MM-1 and NV-MM-2 would reduce construction
noise levels by 5 decibels or more at adjacent sensitive receptors. If
construction noise levels disturb animals, including horses,
mitigation measure NV-MM-5 would allow the community to
address this issue to the City and the City would be required to
resolve the issue. The analysis of the potential for construction and
operational recreation impacts is discussed in Sections 3.16.2.2
and 3.16.2.3 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR acknowledges that
potential loss of recreational resource could occur at the Valley Heart
Shaft Site. As stated in page 3.16-39 of the Draft EIR, placement of
an ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site could affect the access location
of the equestrian trail that currently exist on the site and would be
considered a significant impact. Although mitigation was proposed in
the Draft EIR (Section 3.16.2.3) that would reduce impacts to
recreation, this Final EIR includes additional mitigation measures to
reduce further the impacts to recreational uses from the loss of
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equestrian-related recreational area at the Valley Heart Shaft Site (Section 2 of this Final EIR). As noted by the commenter, portions of the recreation
section mischaracterized the operation at the Valley Heart Shaft Site. Other portions of the section (Section 3.16.2.3 of the Draft EIR) did correctly identify
the ATF at the Valley Heart Shaft Site (and its impacts). Section 2 of this Final EIR has noted the revisions necessary to correct the section and additional
mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce further potential recreational impacts at the Valley Heart Shaft Site. Refer to Section 1.5.2.2 of this
Final EIR for a description of the staff recommended GBIS Alignment, which does not include the Valley Heart Shaft Site.
Response to Comment AJ1-20
Information on the estimated construction trips for the Riverside East Shaft Site were inadvertently omitted from Table 3.17-22 in the Draft EIR. The trip
generation estimate for this shaft site would be identical to the estimates for other shaft sites on the GBIS North Alignment. A corrected version of
Table 3.17-22 is provided in this Final EIR. These corrections do not result in additional impacts or changes to Draft EIR conclusions. In addition, as
detailed in Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR, Riverside East is not being recommended as a shaft site.
It is acknowledged that, if the GBIS North Alignment were implemented, construction traffic would travel on residential as well as non-residential streets
in Burbank to reach two of the shaft site locations proposed under the GBIS North Alignment (Riverside West and Valley Heart). Garden Street would be
used for access to the Riverside East site, but it is noted that the site also includes frontage on Riverside Drive itself. Similarly, the cul-de-sac segment of
Bob Hope Drive would be used for access to the Riverside West Shaft Site but it is noted that the site also includes frontage on Riverside Drive. Also, both
the proposed Valley Heart and Riverside West shaft sites would be located within 0.5 mile of the Buena Vista Street/Bob Hope Drive interchange on the
Ventura Freeway. If the GBIS South Alignment or the staff recommended GBIS Alignment (see Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR) were implemented,
neither of these shaft sites would be used and project-related traffic would primarily use Forest Lawn Drive (lying entirely outside of Burbank) to gain
access to the proposed Travel Town and Barham shaft sites in this area of GBIS.
Riverside Drive, which would be a primary access route to these sites, is classified as a secondary arterial west of Buena Vista Street (adjacent to the
proposed Riverside West Shaft Site) and as a collector street east of Buena Vista Street (adjacent to the proposed Valley Heart Shaft Site). Although
commercial vehicle traffic is prohibited on Riverside Drive west of Alameda Avenue, the Burbank Municipal Code, like that of the City of Los Angeles
and other cities, specifically allows trucks and commercial vehicles to use restricted streets when necessary.
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Response to Comment AJ1-21
The comment states that presence of equestrian traffic in the vicinity of
the proposed Valley Heart Shaft Site would result in a significant
traffic safety hazard. It is acknowledged that the Valley Heart Shaft
Site lies within the Rancho neighborhood of Burbank, where
horsekeeping is permitted and that the equestrian facilities are provided
both within city streets and on parallel equestrian trails along the
Los Angeles River and near the Los Angeles Equestrian Center. Where
equestrian traffic exists adjacent to motorized traffic, equestrians travel
at the right-hand side of the street similar to cyclists. On portions of
Riverside Drive, a separate lane is provided for these users. The design
of these facilities and the requirements imposed on all users of the road
provide for the separation of equestrian and motorized traffic. The
temporary increase in traffic there that would result from selection of
the GBIS North Alignment would not pose an unusual traffic safety
hazard in this area.
The existing equestrian trail system in this area would continue to be
available to riders. The proposed Valley Heart Shaft Site would not
obstruct the equestrian trail that runs parallel to the Los Angeles River
at this location. As noted in the Draft EIR (page 3.16-30), the proposed
Valley Heart Shaft Site would temporarily obstruct the access to the
trail (illustrated in Figure 3.2-13 of the Draft EIR) but a similar parallel
trail exists 1 block east on Beachwood Drive south of Valley Heart
Drive. As mentioned in response to comment AJ1-4, above, Section 2
of this Final EIR includes additional mitigation measures to relocate
the potential shaft site and ATF at Valley Heart to a portion of
Pollywog that would result in the least impact to the adjacent
residences and recreational uses (including equestrian uses).
Response to Comment AJ1-22
Three of the analyzed locations on the GBIS North Alignment would
potentially experience a greater increase in V/C ratio than any of the
analyzed locations on the GBIS South Alignment. As the comment
notes, the impacts of the two GBIS alignments are disclosed in
Tables 3.17-19a and 3.17-19b of the Draft EIR and that there is the
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potential for impacts to occur on either of the GBIS alignments (refer to Section 2 of the Final EIR for updated tables). The total number of street segments
that could experience adverse impacts is similar under either alignment. The adverse traffic impacts that were identified would be the combined result of
both project-generated traffic and, where applicable, the potential closure of up to one travel lane in each direction at the analyzed locations. It should be
noted that this assumption regarding the potential need to close travel lanes temporarily was made to provide a conservative representation of the worstcase scenario.
The comment refers to the analyzed locations as intersections. As a point of clarification, the analyzed locations are roadway segments.
The commenter's statement that access to the shaft sites on the GBIS North Alignment would “require long circuitous routes through residential areas to
reach the freeway,” is not accurate. Although the presence of residential neighborhoods along Riverside Drive is acknowledged, as stated in the response
to comment AJ1-20, the Valley Heart and Riverside West shaft sites both lie within 0.5 mile of the access point to the Ventura Freeway. Freeway access is
also located within approximately the same distance of the other shaft sites in this area (at Riverside East, Travel Town and Barham).
Response to Comment AJ1-23
Section 3.17.3.2 of the Draft EIR (the GBIS North Alignment discussion starts on page 3.17-66) identified the potential for adverse impacts to parking in
the vicinity of the proposed construction sites where some amount of on-street parking could be displaced, either by available parking being used by
construction workers or by temporary parking restrictions. Increased competition for the remaining available parking would result. It is anticipated that the
shaft sites staging areas would provide parking onsite for construction workers. In-street construction sites would, by their nature, not provide any offstreet parking for construction workers.
The comment states that the Draft EIR indicates the need for 75 parking spaces. The statement in the Draft EIR that “75 construction workers would be
needed” is, however, an estimate of the total number of daily workers needed at each shaft site, assuming continuous tunneling (24 hours per day) with
approximately 25 workers per shift. Therefore, the estimated maximum need for parking at each shaft site would be 25 spaces, assuming that each worker
drives alone, and not the 75 spaces as stated in the comment. Although it is anticipated that the shaft sites would be large enough to provide parking onsite
for construction workers, parking restrictions adjacent to the shaft sites could reduce the amount of on-street parking on immediately adjacent streets.
Response to Comment AJ1-24
As stated in the responses to comments AJ1-20 through AJ1-22, it is acknowledged that the incremental increase in V/C at analyzed roadway segments
along the GBIS North Alignment would be greater than those projected at analyzed roadway segments along the GBIS South Alignment and that those
streets include residential uses. The total number of adversely affected street segments, however, is similar under either alignment.
The comment states, “Intersection impacts would be as high as an increase of 1.09 V/C ratio.” As points of clarification, the analyzed locations are
roadway segments (not intersections) and the Draft EIR identifies 1.014 as the highest incremental increase in V/C at an analyzed roadway segment on the
GBIS North Alignment.
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Response to Comment AJ1-25
The commenter is referred to responses to comments AJ1-1 through
AJ1-24 for responses that support the adequacy of the analysis of the
GBIS alignments. In addition, response AJ1-1 discusses in detail the
rationale and section references in this Final EIR that discuss the
process for selecting the Recommended Alternative. Response to
comment AJ1-1 also discusses the communication that has occurred
between the City of Los Angeles and the City of Burbank during the
public comment period to be receptive to Burbank's concerns. In
addition, as noted in Section 1.3 of this Final EIR, the public
comment period was extended to provide additional opportunity for
public comment. No new additional analysis is required to address
the comments in this letter, nor has substantial new information or
new significant impacts been identified; therefore, no recirculation is
required. In addition, the Environmentally Superior Alternative
(identified from among the four Project Alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIR) was identified in the Draft EIR in Section ES1.9.
Alternative 4 was also identified as the Recommended Alternative
and is recommended for approval (see Section 1.5.2 of this Final
EIR). As part of the Recommended Alternative, City staff has also
identified NEIS II West Alignment, Option B and the staff
recommended GBIS Alignment (with Optional Alignment A,
Riverside Branch) as “preferred” because these alignments have been
determined to be less environmentally disruptive as a whole (see
Section 1.5 of this Final EIR for further information on the
Recommended Alternative).
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Response to Comment AJ1-26
Sections ES1.9 and 4.5 of the Draft EIR identified Alternative 1
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Section ES 1.7.1
incorrectly stated that the Environmentally Superior Alternative
was Alternative 4, and this has been corrected in this Final EIR
(see Section 2, Modifications and Updates to the Draft EIR
below).
The Draft EIR evaluates all four Project Alternatives at a
co-equal level to facilitate full consideration and disclosure of
impacts. Throughout the development of the IRP Facilities Plan
and the IRP EIR, the City has made concerted efforts to involve
key stakeholders and concerned publics in the process. The
consideration of the four alternatives at a coequal level of
analysis facilitates full disclosure of impacts and adheres to the
City's objectives of obtaining robust public comments to aid in
the identification of the alternative that best meets engineering
design needs and addresses public concerns. Following the close
of the public review of the Draft EIR and a review of the
comments received, City staff identified Alternative 4 as the
Recommended Alternative, and a discussion of the rationale is in
Section 1.5 of this Final EIR.
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Response to Comment AJ1-27
See response to comment AJ1-1.
Response to Comment AJ1-28
Refer to response to comment AJ1-2, which addresses the comments
on the potential for VOCs from groundwater to result in significant
health impacts to workers and the public. As discussed in the
referenced response to comment, concentrations of VOCs in the
groundwater where the GBIS North Alignment would extend is at or
below the maximum contaminant level for TCE and PCE, which
means that the groundwater does not exceed drinking water standards
for those constituents. Because of the very low concentrations of TCE
and PCE in the groundwater, no sensitive receptors along the GBIS
North Alignment are expected to experience significant health impacts.
As described in the response to comment AJ1-2, the GBIS North
Alignment would extend approximately 3,000 feet to 4,000 feet into
the outer edge of the site. In this vicinity, TCE and PCE concentrations
are up to 5 ppb, which is below the MCL for these constituents. These
low concentrations, in conjunction with the standard hazardous
materials management practices and worker safety practices described
in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR and response to comment AJ1-2, are
not expected to result in significant impacts related to volatilization of
TCE and PCE from groundwater seepage. Similarly, because the
concentrations of VOCs of concern (TCE and PCE) in the
groundwater are at or below the applicable MCL, any incidental
volatilization of the VOCs or TACs from either groundwater or soils is
expected have minimal, if any, impacts related to increases in cancer
risk in the region.
Furthermore, compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1166 (Volatile Organic
Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil) would help to
minimize VOC releases from excavated soil during construction. This
rule would require a mitigation plan to be submitted to the SCAQMD
prior to any excavation of VOC-contaminated soil. After excavation
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begins, the excavated soil must be monitored for VOC concentrations
every 15 minutes. When the monitored VOC concentration is 50 ppm
or higher, the stockpiled soil must be sprayed with water or vapor
suppressant and covered with plastic sheeting. When the monitored
VOC concentration is 1,000 ppm or higher, the soil must be sprayed as
soon as possible and either placed in sealed containers or transported
offsite within 15 minutes.
Also see response to comment AJ1-1 for a discussion of CEQA
requirements for identifying the Recommended Alternative.
Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the
City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to
comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff
recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The staff
recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR, and
recommended for approval, would use the eastern portion of the GBIS
South Alignment and, therefore, would not require tunneling through
the area of contamination at the site. Also see the response to comment
AJ1-2 for more discussion on the extent of contamination.
Response to Comment AJ1-29
The commenter correctly points out that the TCE and PCE are
identified as the primary contaminants in the groundwater underlying
portions of the City of Burbank in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR. The
Draft EIR did not identify past aerospace industries are the biggest
contributor to the contamination, because the identification of the
source would have no effect or bearing on how contaminated
groundwater would be managed, if encountered.
Regarding the comment that the Draft EIR does not mention that
VOCs could adhere to clay particles and volatilize during the
excavation process, thereby exposing workers to these contaminants
(either in the tunnel or above ground), the responses to comment AJ1-2
above addresses these potential concerns.
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Regarding the comment that the Draft EIR does not mention the proximity of the GBIS to residents, schools, and the infirm at nearby medical centers, the
commenter is incorrect. Sections 3.12.2.2 and 3.13.2.4 of the Draft EIR discuss the sensitive receptors in the GBIS study area, which includes the
aforementioned land uses. In addition, as discussed in response to comment AJ1-2 above, the concentrations of TCE and PCE in the groundwater that the
GBIS North Alignment would extend into ranges from 0 to 5 ppb, which is at or below the MCL (drinking water standard) for those constituents. Because
the concentrations of TCE and PCE are below the applicable MCLs, incidental volatilization is not expected to result in significant health and safety
impacts to sensitive receptors or residents of the City of Burbank. Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of Los
Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff recommended GBIS Alignment
discussed in this Final EIR. The GBIS alignment discussed in this Final EIR and recommended for approval would use the eastern portion of the GBIS
South Alignment and would therefore not require tunneling through the area of contamination at the site. Also see the response to comment AJ1-2 for
more discussion on the extent of contamination.
Response to Comment AJ1-30
The commenter correctly points out that page 3.10-11 of the Draft EIR identifies that 44 of the 89 potential sources of contamination within the GBIS
corridor have either soil or groundwater contamination. Although the Draft EIR does not specifically characterize or categorize the contamination at the
44 sites as low risk or high risk, Section 3.10.3.2 the Draft EIR does acknowledge that there is a potential to encounter contamination along the alignments,
including the potential to encounter contaminated groundwater associated with the site. The same section of the Draft EIR also discusses measures that
would be employed to manage contamination that is encountered, including avoiding the contaminated plume, testing and treating water prior to discharge,
and using construction methods that minimize dewatering, such as using an earth-pressure tunneling machine. Furthermore, as stated in the Draft EIR
(page 3.10-42) a project-level Health and Safety Plan and a Sampling and Analysis Plan will be prepared and implemented at the appropriate time after a
final approval of the staff recommended alignment is made. In addition, the portion of the groundwater contamination through which the GBIS North
Alignment would extend has TCE and PCE concentration levels at or below the 5 ppb (the MCL for these constituents), which means the groundwater
meets drinking water standards for these constituents. Because the groundwater does not exceed the MCL for TCE and PCE, the groundwater
contamination is not considered a high risk source of contamination. Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of
Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff recommended GBIS
Alignment discussed in this Final EIR.
The GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR and recommended for approval would use the eastern portion of the GBIS South Alignment and would
therefore not require tunneling through the contaminated area.
Response to Comment AJ1-31
The response to comment AJ1-2 addresses this comment regarding potential health risks related to exposure to contaminants in groundwater associated
with GBIS.
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Response to Comment AJ1-32
As stated in Section 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR, the project will be designed,
constructed and operated following all applicable laws, regulations,
ordinances and standards. Applicable regulations include the Tunnel
Safety Orders of the state Department of Industrial Relations Division
of Industrial Safety which stipulate, among other things, “Special safety
measures, including those set forth in [CCR, Title 8] Sections 7965 to
7976, inclusive, those established by the division and board and
adopted by the board, or special orders written by the chief or his
representatives shall be observed in construction of gassy tunnels in
addition to regular rules, orders, special orders, or regulations.” For
example, during tunneling for NEIS I, management of gas hazards
included monitoring of gas concentrations in the tunnel, ventilation of
the tunnel, probing ahead of the tunnel boring machine to test for gas.
Depending on gas concentrations, gassy zones were grouted. No
additional measures beyond the stated compliance are necessary to
mitigate methane risks for GBIS. Because these measures are required,
they are not considered mitigation.
Response to Comment AJ1-33
As discussed on page 3.11-66, during construction of the GBIS North
Alignment, the void between the tunnel exterior and the surrounding
soil would be filled with a concrete-based grout that would have a
lower permeability than the surrounding soil. This would reduce the
possibility that the tunnel could serve as a preferential pathway to
groundwater contamination. In addition, Section 3.11.3.3 of the Draft
EIR states that the sewer tunnels would not result in significant impacts
related to the migration of existing groundwater contamination.
Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the
City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to
comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff
recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The GBIS
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alignment discussed in this Final EIR and recommended for approval would use the eastern portion of the GBIS South Alignment and would therefore not
require tunneling through the superfund contamination.
Response to Comment AJ1-34
Comment noted. Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR discusses the GBIS alignment that the City of Los Angeles is recommending for approval. Response to
comment AJ1-1 also discusses the process and rationale for the staff recommended GBIS Alignment discussed in this Final EIR. The GBIS alignment
discussed in this Final EIR and recommended for approval would use the eastern portion of the GBIS South Alignment and would therefore not require
tunneling through the contaminated area.
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Letter AJ2. Signatory – Department of
Transportation – District 7
Response to Comment AJ2-1
Section 1, Table 1-3, of the Draft EIR recognizes the California
Department of Transportation's (Caltrans) authority related to
the proposed Caltrans Maintenance Yard Shaft Site, as well as
actions and approvals related to granting easements through
Caltrans right-of-way and review of project designs that could
affect state highways.
The practice the commenter acknowledges of limiting new
truck trips to off-peak commuting hours (departing between
10:00 PM and 2:00 AM and returning between the hours of
11:00 AM and 2:00 PM) is specific to the hauling of biosolids
from Hyperion (section 3.17.2.2 of the Draft EIR) and would
continue under biosolids handling upgrades (Section 3.17.3.2 of
the Draft EIR). Because Tillman is a reclamation plant with no
biosolids handling occurring at the site, minimal truck trips
would be associated with operation; therefore, no such off-peak
commuting restrictions would apply.

WB062006007SCO/SCO176179.03.05.01/RTC/Agencies-Jurisdictions_1.doc 08/06

3 (Agencies and Jurisdictions) – 29
Integrated Resources Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

Letter AJ3. Signatory – City of Glendale

WB062006007SCO/SCO176179.03.05.01/RTC/Agencies-Jurisdictions_1.doc 08/06

3 (Agencies and Jurisdictions) – 30
Integrated Resources Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

Letter AJ3. Signatory – City of Glendale
Page 2
Response to Comment AJ3-1
All of the Project Alternatives include recycled water storage at LAG,
which could store recycled water during low demand times for
subsequent use during high demand times; hence, all the alternatives
would increase the potential for recycled water use at LAG. In addition,
under the Recommended Alternative (Alternative 4), advanced
treatment has been included for LAG if regulatory or other triggers
require process upgrades at LAG. With increased capacity at Tillman,
wastewater and recycled water storage at LAG, and possibly advanced
treatment at LAG, the Recommended Alternative will result in
increased recycled water generation and use. Your comment of support
of the IRP concept and preference for Alternative 2 is noted and is
included in this Final EIR for review and consideration of
decisionmakers.
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Response to Comment AJ3-2
The information on the joint ownership of LAG has been added to
Section 1.4.2 of the Draft EIR. The authority of Glendale to approve
capital improvement projects at LAG has been added to Table 1-3 of the
Draft EIR. The requested modifications to the Draft EIR can be found in
Section 2 of this Final EIR.
Response to Comment AJ3-3
LAG continues to undergo modifications to the plant processes to remove
nitrogen from the effluent to meet discharge requirements to the
Los Angeles River. At the time the NOP was issued, there was a likelihood
that the plant would have to be derated, because the nitrificationdenitrification (NdN) process would have required additional retention
time. Because the possibility that LAG (and Tillman) could be derated has
been an ongoing issue, the IRP Facilities Plan took a conservative
approach and assumed that some level of derating would occur as a result
of NdN, so that planning for adequate wastewater treatment capacity could
occur. The IRP Facilities Plan forms the basis for the project description in
the Draft EIR and the expansion capacities of LAG and Tillman proposed
under the various alternatives factor in the possibility that derating could
occur.
The Draft EIR, like the IRP Facilities Plan, assumes that both LAG and
Tillman will be derated as a worst-case scenario. This is because at the
time the NOP was released, this was a possibility. The potential for
derating of the plants affects only the timing of expansion under the
alternatives. Because the IRP will use various triggers, such as designated
plant inflows, to determine if and when to implement capacity expansion,
expansion would occur at a later time than if the NdN program causes
derating providing LAG and Tillman are not derated (or derated to a lesser
degree than assumed in the Facilities Plan and Draft EIR).
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Page 4
Response to Comment AJ3-4
Regarding the capacity of LAG under Alternative 2, Alternative 2
includes capacity increases (based on the derated capacity) at both
Tillman and LAG. Tillman would be increased to 80 mgd and LAG to
30 mgd, for a total treatment capacity increase of 31 mgd under
Alternative 2. During development of the IRP, and the systemwide
alternatives that were developed under that plan, systemwide
wastewater flows (within the Hyperion Service Area) were projected
based in part on SCAG's future population projections. Recycled water
demand within the City was factored into the planning process. The
treatment capacity expansion proposed for LAG is based on recent
anticipated needs of the system. Although a capacity expansion of
LAG to 50 mgd was proposed in the referenced Concept Report, and
indeed was described in the 1990 Facilities Plan Update, that level of
expansion was based on anticipated wastewater flows developed in the
late 1980s. The SCAG future population projection used to develop the
recent Facilities Plan had a higher level of population growth projected
for out years than the more recent projections. In addition, the success
of LADWP's water conservation program has effectively resulted in a
decrease in per capita water consumption (and therefore wastewater
generation) since the time of the Concept Report and the earlier
Facilities Plan Update.
The Project Alternatives include low flow diversions in the coastal
areas. Alternative 1 also includes low-flow diversions of surface
drainages to the sewer system in the inland area. In addition to lowflow diversions, the Proposed Alternatives also propose managing dry
weather runoff generated in the City of Los Angeles with urban runoff
plant and/or treatment wetlands. Because there is a minimal amount of
area within the City that could drain to LAG, low-flow diversions from
these areas to the wastewater collection system were not considered
under any of the Project Alternatives. If using LAG for such purposes
is of interest to the City of Glendale, the City of Los Angeles would aid
the City of Glendale in assessing the viability of treating urban runoff
at LAG.
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Response to Comment AJ3-5
The Project Alternatives all include NEIS II, which would provide hydraulic relief of the NOS downstream of LAG. Wastewater flowing within the City's
interceptor system is conveyed to Hyperion by gravity, and wastewater conveyed past LAG would not require energy input for conveyance downstream.
Diverting more effluent to LAG is currently not desirable, because the recycled water that is not used is discharged to the Los Angeles River with an
expended energy cost. If in the future there is an increase in recycled water demand from LAG, then flow in the NOS that is routed into the plant can be
increased to accommodate that demand.
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Response to Comment AJ3-6
The commenter is correct that constituents other than total suspended
solids, total dissolved solids, and total nitrogen are constituents of
concern in brine that is generated from MF/RO. However, these
constituents are used as the basis for analysis in the Draft EIR because
they would be likely to result in the greatest impacts to treatment
processes. In the long term, brine discharge from Tillman would be to
the VSLIS sewer that would convey brine to GBIS, NEIS II and
ultimately to Hyperion. Because the brine would not enter the NOS
(from which LAG draws its influent) it would not affect LAG's
treatment processes.
In the near term, if advanced treatment is implemented at Tillman
before VSLIS is implemented, brine from Tillman will be discharged
to the Valley Outfall Relief Sewer/Additional Valley Outfall Relief
Sewer, which flows to the NOS in the Valley Village area of the San
Fernando Valley portion of the City of Los Angeles. In the Toluca
Lake area, some flow from the NOS is diverted to the La Cienega –
San Fernando Valley Relief Sewer that travels beneath the Santa
Monica Mountains. The NOS upstream from this diversion also
accepts substantial flow from other major interceptor sewers. Because
brine that is ultimately discharged to the NOS from Tillman would be
diluted with other wastewater and because a substantial amount of flow
would be diverted from the NOS, and would avoid LAG, any impact or
disruptions to LAG's treatment processes is expected to be minimal.
Similarly, cost associated with treatment of small amounts of
undiverted Tillman brine at LAG are expected to be minimal.
However, to ensure that LAG's treatment process and recycled water
quality is not adversely affected, a brine study will be conducted (based
on brine quality from an MF/RO pilot study at Tillman in the future)
on LAG, and if necessary, operational parameters will be established
for advanced treatment at Tillman to ensure that no impacts to LAG
would occur. Mitigation measure WQ-MM-1 has been revised to
reflect this commitment (Section 2 of this Final EIR).
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Response to Comment AJ3-7
The commenter correctly points out that the Project Alternatives all include process upgrades to advanced treatment at Tillman but that only Alternative 2
includes upgrades to advanced treatment at LAG. Because Tillman plays a much greater role than LAG in managing wastewater within the City's system,
all Alternatives include advanced treatment at Tillman to ensure that Tillman effluent can meets future discharge requirements (to the Los Angeles River).
Because LAG represents a small portion of the overall treatment capacity within the City's system, there is less of a need from a wastewater management
perspective, to include advanced treatment. In addition, as described in Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, the Alternatives were developed with key input
from stakeholders and the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR represent a reasonable range of alternatives. However, the City has identified
Alternative 4 as the Recommended Alternative for approval and implementation (see Section 1.5 for a description of the Recommended Alternative and its
selection process). As part of the identification of Alternative 4 as the Recommended Alternative, the option of adding advanced treatment at LAG has
been incorporated (see Section 1.5 of this Final EIR for further details).
Response to Comment AJ3-8
The City agrees with the commenter that MF/RO at LAG can provide environmental benefits, conditioned upon the beneficial reuse of the advance treated
effluent; therefore, the City has proposed such for LAG under Alternative 2. Although Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 (as described in the Draft EIR) did not
propose upgrading LAG to advanced treatment, an advanced treatment option has been added for LAG under the Recommended Alternative. In addition,
the Project Alternatives include recycled water storage to allow operational flexibility at LAG.
The Draft EIR does not identify adverse water quality impacts related to the Project Alternatives that do not upgrade LAG because LAG would not
discharge to the Los Angeles River water that does not meet permit or future TMDL requirements. The assumption in the Draft EIR regarding LAG under
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 is that effluent that is not recycled would be discharged back to the sewer or LAG's treatment would be scaled back to match the
recycled water demand. This assumption would ensure that not implementing advanced treatment at LAG under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would not result
in adverse water quality impacts. It should be noted that recycled water storage at LAG would be included under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, and this storage
would facilitate increased recycled water usage from LAG by allowing recycled water to be stored temporarily during periods when recycled water
demand is low. Recycled water storage would further have the advantage of minimizing the amount of recycled water that is discharged to the Los Angeles
River because the demand for recycled water is not great enough. In addition, an advanced treatment option for LAG has been added under the
Recommended Alternative (see Section 1.5 of this Final EIR). The water quality impacts and impacts associated with energy use for each Project
Alternative is described in Section 3.4 (Air Quality), 3.11 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and 3.18 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR. It
should be noted that the City has identified Alternative 4 as the Recommended Alternative (see Section 1.5 of this Final EIR), and the option of adding
advanced treatment at LAG has been incorporated.
Response to Comment AJ3-9
Comment noted. Any derating that occurs as a result of the NdN program would be coordinated with the City of Glendale.

WB062006007SCO/SCO176179.03.05.01/RTC/Agencies-Jurisdictions_1.doc 08/06

3 (Agencies and Jurisdictions) – 36
Integrated Resources Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

Letter AJ3. Signatory – City of Glendale
Page 6
Response to Comment AJ3-10
The Draft EIR does not analyze the effects of derating LAG because
derating is neither proposed by, nor would result from, the Project
Alternatives. Rather, the possibility that Tillman and LAG would be
derated would be attributable to the NdN processes being added to the
plants to comply with recent effluent discharge requirements and
would be addressed in separate CEQA compliance, as needed.
Response to Comment AJ3-11
The commenter correctly points out that Glendale residents were not
initially sent the NOA dated November 30, 2005. As detailed in
Section 1.2 of this Final EIR, the City of Los Angeles, in compliance
with CEQA, sent the NOA to over 8,000 agencies, organizations, and
interested persons. This distribution included residents within 500 feet
of the NEIS II and GBIS alignments within the City of Los Angeles,
and publication of the notice in a newspaper of general distribution. In
addition, several coordination meetings had occurred between staff of
the City of Glendale and the City of Los Angeles prior to the release of
the Draft EIR. The referenced meeting on June 2, 2005, was focused
on Contract Agency financial issues; however, an update of the IRP
was presented. As indicted by the commenter, in early February 2006,
Glendale staff sent the City of Los Angeles several mailing lists of
residents that Glendale wanted to receive the NOA. By February 6,
2006, the NOA was sent to all persons on the provided lists. On
February 27, 2006, a second Draft EIR information notice was sent to
all parties that received the NOA, including recipients on the lists
provided by Glendale, which included an announcement that the public
review period for the Draft EIR was extended to March 31, 2006. The
public comment period for the Draft EIR was 120 days, which
exceeded the 45-day minimum review time under CEQA.
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Response to Comment AJ3-12
The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of four build
alternatives (Project Alternatives) and the No Project Alternative. The
Project Alternatives are systemwide alternatives that are each
comprised of wastewater treatment, wastewater conveyance, recycled
water, and urban runoff (dry weather and wet weather) components.
The GBIS alignments evaluated in the Draft EIR are one of many
components that comprise each build alternative. Because the EIR
focuses on systemwide alternatives, and because the NEIS II and GBIS
alignments are common to all Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR does
not identify a particular GBIS alignment as environmentally superior;
rather the Draft EIR reserves the term Environmentally Superior
Alternative for a systemwide alternative.
The City has combined the two GBIS alignments to reduce concerns
about potential impacts associated with either GBIS alignment (as
expressed in comments submitted on the Draft EIR), has selected this
alignment as preferred, and is recommending it for approval (see
Section 1.5.2.2). The staff recommended GBIS Alignment would be
constructed from the Pecan Grove Shaft Site, Travel Town Shaft Site,
Barham Shaft Site, and Caltrans Maintenance Yard Shaft Site, which
are the same shaft sites analyzed in the Draft EIR under the GBIS
South Alignment. The Riverside East Shaft Site would not be used
under the staff recommended GBIS Alignment. Contrary to the
comment, construction will not result in significant unavoidable
impacts after mitigation to noise, odor, dust or traffic. It should be
noted that the Pecan Grove Shaft Site is located to the south of SR-134
and the Los Angeles River, which separate the Pecan Grove Shaft Site
from residences in the City of Glendale, and would be approximately
0.25 mile from these residences. Given that the distance of residences
in Glendale are on the order of 0.25 mile, that the SR-134 and
Los Angeles River separate the Pecan Grove Shaft Site from Glendale
residences, and that noise and air quality mitigation measures identified
in the Draft EIR will be implemented, construction at the Pecan Grove
Shaft Site is not expected to result in significant effects to residences in
the City of Glendale.
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Response to Comment AJ3-13
The commenter's opposition to the NEIS II East Alignment is noted.
Section 3 of the Draft EIR analyzes the potential environmental
impacts of both NEIS II alignments. The NEIS II East Alignment stays
within the City of Los Angeles, which includes the Verdant Street
Shaft Site. Construction activity at the Verdant Street Shaft Site would
be confined to that proposed site, with haul routes likely along
San Fernando Road, which is generally lined with commercial land
uses in the vicinity of Chevy Chase Avenue. In addition, residences
within Glendale boundaries are expected to be far enough away from
the Verdant Street ATF that odor impacts are not anticipated. As
detailed in Section 1.5.2.1 of this Final EIR, staff is recommending the
NEIS II West Alignment with Option B as the staff recommended
NEIS II alignment.
Response to Comment AJ3-14
The commenter is incorrect. The NEIS II East Alignment would not
extend into the City of Glendale.
Response to Comment AJ3-15
As noted in response to comments AJ3-13 and AJ3-14, above, the
NEIS II alignments would be entirely with the boundaries of the City
of Los Angeles and would not require approvals from the City of
Glendale. As noted in response to comment AJ3-2, information on the
joint ownership of LAG and the authority of the City of Glendale
related to approval of improvement projects at LAG has been added to
the Draft EIR (refer to Section 2 of this Final EIR).

WB062006007SCO/SCO176179.03.05.01/RTC/Agencies-Jurisdictions_1.doc 08/06

3 (Agencies and Jurisdictions) – 39
Integrated Resources Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report

Letter AJ3. Signatory – City of Glendale
Page 9
Response to Comment AJ3-16
The beginning of Section 1 of the Draft EIR explains that the EIR
evaluates the environmental impacts of implementing wastewater
treatment and water resources management components documented in
the IRP Facilities Plan, and that the Los Angeles City Council will use
the EIR to help select an alternative to implement. Section 1.2.2 of the
Draft EIR describes the level of analysis of the Alternatives and the
future environmental documentation that is anticipated. Section 1.4 of
the Draft EIR gives the background of the IRP Facilities Plan process
and identifies the four build Alternatives that had been developed
through the Facilities Plan process to meet the future wastewater and
water resource needs of the City of Los Angeles (in the year 2020). As
discussed in Section 2.1 of the Draft EIR, each build alternative is
intended to meet the Project Objectives (described in Section 1.3 of the
Draft EIR). A detailed description of these systemwide alternatives is
provided in Section 2 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment AJ3-17
As described in Section 1.4 of the Draft EIR, the IRP Facilities Plan
comprises four volumes that describe the facilities planning process,
including the project goals and objectives, stakeholder involvement,
development of preliminary IRP alternatives, the evaluation and
screening of these alternatives, and the final four Project Alternatives
that meet the project objectives and identified for further consideration.
The 4 volumes include Volumes 1, 2, and 3 that focus on future
wastewater, water, and runoff demands and system shortfalls, and
Volume 4, that focuses on the process to develop systemwide
alternatives that meet future wastewater, water, and runoff needs of the
City of Los Angeles. As explained in Volume 4 of the IRP Facilities
Plan, the alternatives screening and evaluation process used various
environmental and stakeholder considerations to assemble systemwide
alternatives that meet the project objectives while minimizing
environmental impacts. It should be noted that as part of the IRP
Facilities Plan process, the City and Steering Group did consider
various mixes of wastewater treatment components for numerous
preliminary alternatives. Section 2 of the Draft EIR describes the
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Project Alternatives developed from the IRP Facilities Plan process, along with the No Project Alternative as required under CEQA. The No Project
Alternative is the baseline for the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. Additional background information on the Project Alternatives can be found in
Section 1.5.1.1 of this Final EIR.
Unlike the LADWP project that was the focus of the 1981 County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles court case (124 Cal.App.3d 1), the Project Alternatives
described in the Draft EIR are comprised of distinct project- and program-level components, which make up four reasonably conceived and consistently
viewed project alternatives.
Response to Comment AJ3-18
The Draft EIR evaluates all of the Project Alternatives at a co-equal level. In addition, the four Alternatives represent a range of alternatives that are
reasonable in terms of both meeting the project objectives and minimizing environmental impacts. Each Alternative is a distinct and separate alternative
that can be implemented, and the anticipated environmental effects of each alternative are described. The commenter is incorrect in assuming that not
upgrading LAG to advanced treatment (Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 as described in the Draft EIR) could result in adverse impacts to water quality discharged
from the plant because all discharges from the plant must meet discharge requirements of the plant's NPDES permit. Although upgrading LAG to
advanced treatment under Alternative 2 would improve the quality of the plant's discharge to the Los Angeles River, not upgrading the plant (under
Alternatives 1, 3, or 4 as described in the Draft EIR) would not consequently result in adverse impacts in water quality because permit conditions would
continue to be met. It should be noted that the option of upgrading LAG to advanced treatment has been added to the Recommended Alternative.
Regarding the comment on the multiple alternatives being identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, Alternative 1 was correctly identified as
the Environmentally Superior Alternative in Sections ES1.9 and 4.5 of the Draft EIR). Section 2 of this Final EIR includes the revision of the incorrect
reference to Alternative 4 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative (from ES1.7.1 of the Draft EIR).
Regarding the comment on the multiple alternatives being identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, Alternative 1 was correctly identified as
the Environmentally Superior Alternative in Sections ES1.9 and 4.5 of the Draft EIR). Section 2 of this Final EIR includes the revision of the incorrect
reference to Alternative 4 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative (from ES1.7.1 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment AJ3-19
The Executive Summary of the Draft EIR is intended to provide a brief summary of the Project Alternatives and the anticipated impacts. Section 1.3
provides a listing of the Project Objectives and Section 1.4 provides background information on the IRP Facilities Plan. In addition, the Section ES1.5 on
page ES-7 refers the reader to Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR for a detailed description of the Alternatives Development Process. As described in
Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, 12 preliminary project alternatives were developed to meet the objectives listed in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR. These
preliminary alternatives were evaluated, recombined, and ranked, and the four highest ranked alternatives were carried forward to the Draft EIR for
evaluation. Further details of the facilities planning process and Steering Group process is contained in the IRP Facilities Plan.
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Response to Comment AJ3-20
All Project Alternatives are designed to address the future wastewater
needs of the City, while also incorporating recycled water and runoff
needs. Treatment plant capacity expansions are typically implemented
in modules with a specified capacity to maximize efficiencies in space
and processing. Because the Project Alternatives proposes increased
treatment capacity at different treatment plants with different
capacities, the sizes of each expansion module would vary by treatment
plant. For example, the expansion of the secondary clarifiers at
Hyperion would occur in 50-mgd modules. Contrast this with
expansion modules at Tillman, which would typically be 40 mgd
(although half modules may be used), or the expansion modules at
LAG, which would typically be 10-mgd capacity. In proposing
treatment capacity expansions, any capacity lost through derating from
the NdN program would first be corrected by adding secondary
clarifier capacity, followed by additional expansion modules.
For Alternative 2, capacity is proposed for LAG to bring the plant up to
its next module worth of capacity, which is 30 mgd. If LAG is derated,
secondary clarifiers would be added to address the derated capacity
loss to restore LAG's 20-mgd capacity, followed by the 10-mgd
module expansion. If Tillman is derated, its lost capacity would be
restored (to 80 mgd) and advanced treatment would subsequently be
added.
Similarly, under Alternatives 3 and 4, Tillman's capacity would be
increased to 100 mgd. If Tillman is derated, the 80-mgd capacity
(before derating) would be restored by adding secondary clarifiers,
followed by an additional half module. If Tillman is not derated, a half
module would be added.
Although the quantity of wastewater that is expected to be generated in
the Hyperion Service Area in the year 2020 is 511 mgd (Average Dry
Weather Flow or ADWF), the Project Alternatives would involve
varying levels of treatment plant capacity expansions and process
upgrades. Both Tillman and LAG treat wastewater to tertiary levels and
discharge solids back into the sewer system. The quantity of solids that
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is discharged back into the sewer system is approximately 6.6 percent of the influent. In addition, with upgrades in treatment process at Tillman and LAG
proposed under the Project Alternatives, brine from advanced treatment would also be placed back into the sewer system. The IRP Facilities Plan estimates
that 25 percent of the influent to Tillman and LAG will be placed back in the sewer system as brine. The solids and brine discharged back into the system
will have to be treated farther downstream. The total collective treatment plant capacity proposed by the Project Alternatives (570 to 589 mgd) exceed the
projected future ADWF of 511 mgd because they provide additional capacity to safely manage solids and brine that would be discharged back to the
system.
Response to Comment AJ3-21
Although upgrading the treatment process at LAG to advanced treatment would meet most of the project objectives, the objectives are not applied at the
component level; rather, the project objectives are applied to each Project Alternative in its entirety because the IRP uses an integrated approach to
wastewater management. Although each Project Alternative meets the project objectives, they do so with different combinations of capacity expansions at
the treatment plants. Capacity expansion at LAG was not included in every Alternative, in accordance with the stakeholder-driven alternatives
development process (see the IRP Facilities Plan, Volumes 1 and 4). It should be noted that the City has identified Alternative 4 as the Recommended
Alternative (see Section 1.5 of this Final EIR), and the option of adding advanced treatment at LAG has been incorporated.
Response to Comment AJ3-22
Each of the Project Alternatives comprises of a distinct mix of project components that are integrated to meet future wastewater and water resource needs.
Alternative 1 focuses treatment plant capacity at Hyperion, whereas Alternative 2 focuses treatment capacity expansion upstream in the system at Tillman
and LAG. Each alternative proposes expansion of treatment capacity at specific existing plants, and the location of capacity expansions is not changeable
(within a given Alternative). Thus, the capacity expansions are not options, as indicated in the comment letter. The NEIS II and GBIS components, which
each have multiple alignments options, are common to all Project Alternatives. NEIS II and GBIS are required to provide hydraulic relief to the NOS,
which is one of the City's oldest sewers that also serves portions of Burbank and Glendale. As wastewater flows increase over time, the need to relieve the
NOS will also increase to avoid wastewater overflows. As such, there are no alternatives that could be implemented that would obviate the need to
construct NEIS II or GBIS. There are; however, differences between each of the alignments proposed for NEIS II, or for GBIS. As an example, the
NEIS II West Alignment would result in significant impacts in Griffith Park at the Crystal Springs picnic grounds, whereas no such impacts are anticipated
under the NEIS II East Alignment. Selection of the NEIS II East Alignment would therefore reduce impacts to a recreational resource. Conversely, surface
construction of NEIS II East Alignment before mitigation would result in noise impacts to 28 single-family residences and 14 multifamily residences;
whereas surface construction of the NEIS II West Alignment (before mitigation) would result in fewer impacts to single-family residences (15) and
multifamily residences (2). Selection of the NEIS II West Alignment would minimize surface construction noise impacts to residences.
Section 2.2.2.3 of the Draft EIR, Dry Weather Runoff (Smart Irrigation), described smart irrigation as irrigation control devices that would monitor and
control water use and irrigation. Smart irrigation devices control watering cycles and would prevent or minimize overwatering.
Response to Comment AJ3-23
Prior to the public review of the Draft EIR, controversy regarding the proposed NEIS II and GBIS alignments involved tunnel construction in areas of
groundwater contamination (as noted in Section ES1.6 of the Draft EIR). During the public review period for the Draft EIR, additional controversy became
apparent, particularly concerning the GBIS North Alignment. The Executive Summary of this Final EIR has been modified to describe the additional items
of controversy. Regarding the lack of controversy over improvements to LAG, Section ES1.6 is reserved for discussions of controversial issues associated
with the Project Alternatives.
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Response to Comment AJ3-24
As noted in response to comment AJ3-18, the typographical error that resulted in conflicting Environmentally Superior Alternatives has been corrected and
has been included in Section 2 of this Final EIR. Alternative 1 was correctly identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in Sections ES1.9 and
4.5 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment AJ3-25
As described above in response to comments AJ3-4 and AJ3-17, and detailed in Section 1.4 of the Draft EIR, during development of the IRP Facilities
Plan, and the systemwide alternatives that were developed under that plan, systemwide wastewater flows (within the Hyperion Service Area) were
projected based in part on SCAG's future population projections. The four-volume IRP Facilities Plan describes the evaluation and screening of
alternatives, including the final four Project Alternatives identified for further consideration. As explained in Volume 4 of the IRP Facilities Plan, the
alternatives screening and evaluation process used various environmental and stakeholder considerations to assemble systemwide alternatives that meet the
project objectives while minimizing environmental impacts. Additional background information on the Project Alternatives can be found in Section 1.5.1.1
of this Final EIR. Although the upgrade and expansion at LAG is not a component of all four alternatives, this does not preclude the project from occurring
at a later date, as the need arises. Such a project would be subject to additional environmental clearance. Although it is uncertain as to whether the
commenters statement that there would be a reduction in controversy if Alternative 2 were chosen, the Environmentally Superior Alternative identified in
the Draft EIR was not Alternative 2, but Alternative 1. In addition, the alternatives provide different levels of recycled water reuse. Although
Alternatives 1 and 4 as described in the Draft EIR do not include process upgrades or capacity expansions to LAG, they do manage recycled water
differently. For example, Alternative 1 would generate up to 42,000 acre-feet of water for nonpotable reuse; whereas, Alternative 4 would generate and
reuse up to 56,100 acre-feet of recycled water. As described in the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 did not include process upgrades or capacity expansions to
LAG. It is important to note, however, that Alternative 4 could manage more recycled water than Alternative 2, which does include process upgrades and
capacity expansion to LAG. The option of upgrading LAG to advanced treatment has been added to the Recommended Alternative.
Response to Comment AJ3-26
Refer to response to comment AJ3-21. In addition, although each of the Project Alternatives meets the project objectives, they do so with different
combinations of capacity expansions at the treatment plants. Although the upgrade and expansion of LAG would meet many of the project objectives,
capacity expansion at LAG was not included in every alternative in the Draft EIR in accordance with the stakeholder-driven alternatives development
process (as detailed in response to comments AJ3-25, as well as throughout other response to comments above).
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Response to Comment AJ3-27
Because the Draft EIR focuses on systemwide alternatives, and the
impacts of the alternatives as a whole, and because the NEIS II and
GBIS alignments are common to all the Project Alternatives, neither of
the NEIS II or GBIS alignments were identified under the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. Subsequent to the close of the
public review period for the Draft EIR, the City staff identified
Alternative 4 as the Recommended Alternative and is recommending
its approval. As part of the Recommended Alternative, City staff is
recommending the NEIS II West Alignment (with Option B) and the
staff recommended GBIS Alignment (with Optional A – Riverside
Branch) as “preferred” because these alignments have been determined
to be less environmentally disruptive as a whole (see Section 1.5 of
this Final EIR for further information on the Recommended
Alternative).
Response to Comment AJ3-28
The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of systemwide alternatives that
comprise different combinations of wastewater, recycled water, and
runoff components. Table ES-1 summarizes the unavoidable impacts
of the Project Alternatives at a systemwide level. As an example, all
four of the IRP build alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4) would
result in unavoidable potential odor impacts in the vicinity of
Hyperion, as indicated in Table ES-1 (of the Draft EIR and this Final
EIR). However, as the table notes, Alternative 1 would have a slightly
greater potential to result in odor impacts because it also would result
in increased treatment capacity at Hyperion. This means that selection
of an alternative other than Alternative 1 would result in reduced odor
impacts, even though those impacts would still be significant and
unavoidable. The remaining significant unavoidable adverse impacts
listed in Table ES-1 would result from components that are common to
all of the Project Alternatives, and thus would not be reduced by any
one alternative.
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Response to Comment AJ3-29
As discussed in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, the basis for determining Alternative 1 to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative was on its lower
energy consumption (see Section 3.18.3.3 of the Draft EIR) and associated lower levels of air emissions (see Section 3.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment AJ3-30
Comment noted. Tables 2.11, 2.12, and 2.13 in Section 2 of the Draft EIR provide summaries of the key features of the Project Alternatives. Table ES-1 in
the Draft EIR, Summary of Environmental Effects, identifies if an alternative would result in significant impacts, presents mitigation measures, and makes
a determination of whether the alternative would result in unavoidable adverse impacts. The majority of the potentially significant impacts identified in
Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR are associated with components that are common to all of the Project Alternatives, such as the proposed new sewers. Because
of this, the environmental impacts associated with the Alternatives do not substantially differ from one another, although there are some differences in
impacts related to the location of proposed IRP treatment facilities. For example, all of the Project Alternatives would result in potential odor impacts
related to increased wastewater treatment capacity, but the potential for impacts to occur differs depending on where a given Alternative focuses the
expansion of treatment capacity. Alternative 1 was identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative (see Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR) because as a
whole, it would result in a lower level of energy usage and the fewer air pollutant emissions.
Response to Comment AJ3-31
Regarding the request for the Executive Summary to contain a summary statement on unavoidable significant impacts, Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR clearly
identifies whether residual impacts (by impact resource area) would be less than significant or would be significant after mitigation. If a potential impact
was specific to an alternative, that information was also identified in Table ES-1.
Table ES-1 (of the Draft EIR and this Final EIR) identifies anticipated significant impacts of each Project Alternative. Many of the impacts can be
mitigated to less than significant levels. Of the significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level, none of them could be avoided
by selecting one Project Alternative over another. In the case of odor impacts, Alternative 1 would result in greater potential for odor impacts at Hyperion,
as mentioned in Table ES-1. Selecting Alternative 2, 3, or 4 would reduce this potential unavoidable and significant impact, but would not eliminate it.
Therefore, an additional table that would show the differences in the alternatives would not be warranted.
The summary of each resource area in Table ES-1 begins with a heading that notes the resource being summarized. Each of these resource areas
corresponds with each of the resources areas analyzed in detail in various subsections of Section 3 of the Draft EIR, which corresponds to the Table of
Contents and list provided in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.
The summary of impacts in Table ES-1 for the Alternatives reflects the most-conservative assessment of impacts for the NEIS II and GBIS alignments.
Section 1.5 of this Final EIR describes the process City staff used to identify the staff recommended NEIS II and GBIS alignments based on which of the
alignments would be less environmentally disruptive as a whole.
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Response to Comment AJ3-32
The Project Alternatives were developed by stakeholders with the
purpose of managing future projected wastewater flows to protect
public health and safety. Each Project Alternative proposes treatment
capacity expansion at one or more specific treatment plants, as
described in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR. The expansion of
Hyperion, LAG, and upgrades to Tillman, as proposed by the
commenter, would likely result in more treatment capacity than is
needed to manage anticipated future wastewater flows, given that
treatment capacity expansion generally occurs in modules of fixed
capacity that is a function of the existing configurations at the
treatment plants (see response to comment AJ3-20). In addition, based
on the amount of brine (23.5 mgd of brine) that would be produced
from the treatment mix recommended by the commenter, the staff
recommended alternative would not substantially differ from the
alternatives presented in Draft EIR (Alternative 1 would produce
16 mgd of brine, Alternative 2 would produced 27.5 mgd of brine, and
Alternatives 3 and 4 would produce 25 mgd of brine).
The estimate of emissions from operation of the alternatives are
contained in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and is based on the specific
components that comprise a given alternative, as described in Section 2
of the Draft EIR. The City concurs with the commenter that it is not
solely upgrades or expansion of LAG that result in air emissions that
cannot be mitigated, but rather, it is the combination of the components
and choice of treatment amounts in a given alternative. Numerous
“arrangement of components,” including the locations of treatment
capacity expansion, in the form of the Preliminary Alternatives, have
been considered and evaluated in the Alternatives Development
Process summarized in Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR and fully
detailed in Volume 4 of the IRP Facilities Plan. The four highest
ranked “arrangement of alternatives” (also known as the four Project
Alternatives) are evaluated in the Draft EIR. As a note, the City has
identified Alternative 4 as the Recommended Alternative (see
Section 1.5 of this Final EIR), and the option of adding advanced
treatment at LAG has been incorporated.
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Response to Comment AJ3-33
See response to comment AJ3-32 above.
Response to Comment AJ3-34
The air quality calculations in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR account for electrical consumption for project- and program-level components that comprise
each Project Alternative, including the recycled water component (see footnote to Tables 3.4-58, 3.4-62, 3.4-66, and 3.4-68 in the Draft EIR). The
commenter correctly points out that increased recycled water would reduce the need to import potable water from the Colorado River and possibly the
State Water Project. Importing water to the City of Los Angeles requires the consumption of electricity at various lift stations along the aqueducts.
However, the lift stations are powered from electricity obtained from the power grid, the sources of which are located throughout the United States. Thus,
offsets of imported water from the recycled water component of the Project Alternatives, and the associated electricity savings cannot be attributed to
power stations located within the South Coast Air Basin. Because of this and because the methodology used to assess air quality impacts in the Draft EIR
compares project emissions with the SCAQMD's CEQA significance thresholds for criteria pollutants for the South Coast Air Basin, the criteria pollutant
emissions estimates provided in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR do not include air emission offsets associated with a reduced level of imported water due to
higher recycled water usage. Not including these emissions offsets from increase recycled water usage is considered conservative and represents a worstcase air quality analysis.
Response to Comment AJ3-35
Although recycled water from Hyperion would be pumped to West Basin Municipal Water District, which is similar to existing conditions, energy
consumption necessary to distribute recycled water in and around LAG may not be more energy-efficient. As distribution is a function of the location of
the end users, distance from the plant, and elevation differentials, some of the potential recycled water end users in and around LAG could be upstream of
the plant and require similar energy use as with the other plants.
Response to Comment AJ3-36
Quantification of the energy (and air emissions generated) needed to distribute recycled water around the plants is expected to be substantially less than the
energy required for advanced treatment and, thus, would not differ substantially among the Project Alternatives.
Response to Comment AJ3-37
The Draft EIR air quality analysis represents a conservative assessment because it assumes an existing throughput of 16 mgd, as reported to the SCAQMD
in the LAG Annual Emissions Report. On the basis of this conservative analysis, revisions to the air quality analysis are not necessary.
Response to Comment AJ3-38
As detailed in Section 3.9.3.3 of the Draft EIR, the greatest geological hazards associated with the Project Alternatives is the potential for either of the
NEIS II alignments to cross the Hollywood-Raymond fault. Because all the alternatives include a NEIS II component, the summary of potential impacts of
the project to significance threshold GEO-1 (Geologic Hazards) on page ES-40 is correctly characterized and consistent with the environmental impacts
addressed in the geology section (Section 3.9) of the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment AJ3-39
The commenter is correct that the potential for impacts of ground settlement from tunneling (as detailed in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR) would affect those
portions of either NEIS II (and GBIS) components with structures (regardless of land use) located above the tunnel.
Response to Comment AJ3-40
As described in detail in Section 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR, although the Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the individual components (i.e., NEIS II and
GBIS alignments) to provide an understanding of the general impacts of the components, the “project” as summarized in the Executive Summary and
analyzed in the Draft EIR comprises four Project Alternatives and the No Project Alternative. The NEIS II and GBIS alignments are components common
to all four Project Alternatives with no distinction or determination made as to which NEIS II or GBIS alignment would be chosen. Therefore, the
summary table contains the level of detail appropriate for the Executive Summary. As detailed in Section 3.10.2.2 of the Draft EIR (page 3.10-11), a single
environmental database records search was performed for each interceptor sewer “corridor” (i.e. one search for the NEIS II alignments and a similar
records search for the GBIS alignments) to determine the baseline conditions of potential existing soil and groundwater contamination in the potentially
affected areas. However, as described in Section 3.10.3.2 of the Draft EIR (and related revisions in Section 2 of this Final EIR), the NEIS II West
Alignment would go through sedimentary rock that contains less water and is not within the contaminated area.
Response to Comment AJ3-41
The text under significance threshold HAZ-3 (Health Hazards), page ES-42 of the Draft EIR, states that “Alternatives 2 and 4 could result in health
nuisances related to mosquito vectors from treatment wetlands.” Therefore, the text adequately identifies which component (treatment wetlands, which is a
dry weather runoff component) is the potential source of the health hazard.
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Response to Comment AJ3-42
The Executive Summary incorrectly identified WQ-MM-1 as a
mitigation measure under Environmental Impact WQ-3. Because
WQ-MM-1 is not a measure for potential groundwater impacts
(discussed under WQ-3), page ES-45, second row, of the Draft EIR
has been revised to delete WQ-MM-1 and replace it with “None
Required.” This correction is consistent with the impacts and
mitigation described under Section 3.11.3.3 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment AJ3-43
The CEQA Guidelines reference has been corrected in Section 2 of
this Final EIR.
Response to Comment AJ3-44
Refer to response to comment AJ3-3 above.
Response to Comment AJ3-45
As described in Section 3.5.3.3 of the Draft EIR, mitigation measure
BIO-MM-4 requires surveys for wetlands downstream of the diversion
point and upstream of the effluent discharge point of the Dry Weather
Runoff – Low Flow Diversions and Dry Weather Runoff – Urban
Runoff Plants or Treatment Wetlands. In the event wetlands are
present, the diversion point will be redesigned to occur downstream of
the wetlands, or a new location would be selected for the URP,
treatment wetlands, or low-flow diversion to reduce potential
secondary impacts to the extent or quality of wetland and/or riparian
habitat in surface waters. As mentioned previously, each programlevel component will be subject to additional environmental review
once site-specific plans are developed some time in the future. It is
appropriate to develop site and component-specific mitigation when
the specific location is selected and potential impacts to biological
resources can be identified. This is not deferred mitigation (where a
future unknown mitigation is assumed to mitigate an impact fully or an
essential environmental study is deferred to the future), because the
exact location of the program-level component is not known at this
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time and potential impacts will be addressed in future environmental review after the project-level component design is developed (Sections 1.2.2 and
3.1.2 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment AJ3-46
As described in detail in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, contaminated soil and groundwater could be encountered during the installation of the Project
Alternatives and components. As it relates to the City of Glendale and its residents, the LAG and NEIS II components are in a delineated area of
groundwater contamination, which is currently undergoing cleanup by EPA and other state agencies, including the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Although the construction of the proposed components (particularly the NEIS II alignments) could require dewatering, which could expose the public or
the environment to hazardous materials, this hazard would be reduced to less than significant by following applicable regulations (i.e., Health and Safety
Plans, OSHA guidelines), by the avoidance of contaminated soil and groundwater plumes (by going around or tunneling below in bedrock), by testing and
treating water produced by dewatering prior to discharge, and by using construction methods that minimize dewatering such as earth-pressure-balance
tunneling; therefore, by following these regulations, no significant impact is anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. All of these methods
were successfully used just south of the proposed NEIS II alignments, during the recent NEIS-ERIS project.
Response to Comment AJ3-47
This comment has been addressed in response to comment AJ1-33.
Response to Comment AJ3-48
As described in Section 3.11.3.2, implementation of advanced treatment technologies (i.e., MF/RO) associated with various IRP components (Tillman and
LAG process upgrades) would cause brine to be generated as a by-product. The Draft EIR fully addresses at a project-level of analysis the amount of brine
associated with the applicable IRP component based on information in the IRP Facilities Plan and its appendices. However, as also addressed in the Draft
EIR, once the technology and design is chosen for the MF/RO facilities, further studies would be completed to address any secondary impacts that could
occur, such as the downstream effects of brine on Hyperion, the specifics of which can not be completely assessed without a specific Alternative and
technology and design being chosen. As described in Section 3.11.3.3 of the Draft EIR (page 3.11-85) requires a pilot study to understand the effects of
brine on downstream treatment processes and to establish operating parameters to prevent treatment process disruptions. Preliminary analysis of the
operation of the Project Alternatives indicated that the additional brine generated by advanced treatment would not cause any impacts on the treatment
processes at Hyperion. As the effects to the treatment process at Hyperion are not completely known and would depend on the final process design, an
additional study will be performed. The City of Los Angeles operates all treatment plants in the Hyperion Service Area and is committed to continued
treatment processes maintenance that complies with NPDES permits requirements and other requirements, such as water quality standards for recycled
water. Therefore, although the Draft EIR adequately addresses the potential impacts of brine associated with the advanced treatment technologies,
mitigation measure WQ-MM-1 (as revised – see Section 2 of this Final EIR) identifies the process the City will use (and has used for past projects
involving advanced treatment technologies proposed for the City of Los Angeles' wastewater system) to provide the technical basis to confirm that the
water quality standards applicable to Hyperion and/or LAG, as specified in the plant's NPDES discharge permit or otherwise determined by the
LARWQCB, will be met. Based on the technology/design chosen, and the findings of the treatment system studies, the specifics of the technology/design
can be refined as necessary to ensure compliance with the applicable water quality standards. As such, the subject mitigation measure does not defer
mitigation, but rather identifies the timing, mechanism, and process for ensuring that the detailed design and development of the advanced treatment
system at Tillman and/or LAG will not result in a significant water quality impact (i.e., water quality violations at the end point of discharge from
Hyperion). If the findings of the pilot studies show that the potential for permit violation exists or that such treatment processes would significantly affect
the quality of recycled water, advanced treatment would be reconsidered and would not be implemented until potential impacts to treatment process are
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addressed. Therefore the requirements set forth in mitigation measure WQ-MM-1 establish the mechanism, parameters and established guidelines to
ensure that water quality standards applicable to Hyperion will continue to be met in the event advanced treatment occurs at Tillman and/or LAG, and is
not deferred mitigation.
Response to Comment AJ3-49
The cities listed in page 3.13-5 are cities in which one or more of the IRP components would be placed (i.e., a portion of the GBIS alignment would travel
through Burbank and some improvements to Hyperion could be located in a small portion of El Segundo). Because none of the components would be
located within the City of Glendale, this city was not listed as a city that is part of the IRP study area. However, the Draft EIR considered the potential
impacts that the IRP components would have on the City of Glendale.
The sound level measurements were taken at a distance of approximately 4 feet from the equipment at Tillman and LAG.
A scale cannot be applied to the figures because the figures are not to scale. In regards to Figure 3.13-5, the nearest sensitive receptor that would be
affected by improvements at LAG are residences to the southeast of LAG. The nearest residence in this neighborhood is approximately 250 feet from
LAG.
Table 3.13-7 will be revised to show that the CNEL for Division Street is 64 dBA. Construction noise levels are over 20 decibels more than the CNEL at
Division Street. As such, it is not likely that a lower ambient noise level would affect construction noise levels. Additionally, implementation of mitigation
measures NV-MM-1 through NV-MM-5 would ensure that construction noise levels would not increase ambient noise levels by 5 decibels or more.
Land uses within the City of Glendale that adjoin the Verdant Street Shaft Site are industrial. No residential uses or sensitive land uses in the City of
Glendale are located within close proximity to the shaft site. The nearest sensitive receptor to the Verdant Street Shaft Site is located approximately
220 feet to the northwest of the shaft site, while the nearest residential area in Glendale to the shaft site is located approximately 1,100 feet east of the shaft
site. Additionally, the Church of New Hope is located immediately west of the proposed shaft site. The residential area to the northwest and the church
would be exposed to similar noise characteristics as the Verdant Street Shaft Site since this residential area is located next to the industrial area in which
the Verdant Street Shaft Site is located. As such, the Verdant Street sound measurement site is sufficient to characterize existing noise conditions of the
residential area that would be most likely affected by construction at the shaft site and operations of the air treatment facility. No noise measurements were
taken in the City of Glendale because no sensitive receptors in the City of Glendale were located in close proximity to the Verdant Street Shaft Site.
Figure 3.13-6 is not to scale and, as such, providing a scale would not accurately depict the distance between the alignment and the various uses in the
area. The noise monitoring locations are shown in Figure 3.13-6. Additionally, page 3.13-19 identifies the location in which the noise readings were taken.
Additionally, pages 3.13-20 through 3.13-25 describe the land uses that surround the shaft site and identify any sensitive receptors located in close
proximity to the shaft sites and would likely be affected by construction noise.
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Response to Comment AJ3-50
Table 3.13-28 has been revised in this Final EIR (Section 2) to indicate
that ambient noise levels at Pecan Grove is 63 dBA and that the
distance from construction site where construction noise levels would
increase by 5 dBA or more is 387.
Response to Comment AJ3-51
Section 3.13.2 portion of the Draft EIR (page 3.13-1) discusses the
effects that noise can affect on the human environment, including sleep
and hearing loss. Because nighttime noise levels are typically lower
than the daytime and would be more disruptive than daytime
construction noise levels, ambient nighttime noise levels were used
when estimating construction noise levels at the Verdant Street Shaft
Site. Although construction noise levels at the Verdant Street Shaft
Site would be approximately 88 dBA, implementation of mitigation
measures would reduce construction noise levels. The mitigation
measures in the Draft EIR would ensure that noise levels during
construction would not exceed 5 decibels. Studies have shown that a
change of at least 5 decibels would likely evoke a community reaction.
Table 3.13-36 has been revised in this Final EIR (Section 2) to indicate
the number of sensitive receptors that would be affected by
construction of the NEIS II and GBIS alignments.
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Response to Comment AJ3-52
The comment points out that the City of Los Angeles' automated
traffic surveillance and control system (ATSAC) does not include the
analyzed roadway segment in the City of Glendale. This omission is
acknowledged and the assumed increase in capacity of 7 percent was
inadvertently applied to the segment of San Fernando Road between
Broadway/Brazil Street and Wilson Avenue. This comment also is
relevant to the analyzed roadway segment in Burbank (on Riverside
Drive between Bob Hope Drive and Gaylord Drive). The V/C ratio
calculations shown in Tables 3.17-5, 3.17-17, 3.17-18a, 3.17-18b,
3.17-19a and 3.17-19b in the Draft EIR have been recalculated and
these tables are provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR.
The comment states that it would be helpful if Table 3.17-1 were
expanded to indicate the city that has jurisdiction over each roadway
segment identified in the table. In response to this comment, an
expanded version of Table 3.17-1 is provided Section 2 of this Final
EIR.
The comment points out that a street has been misidentified in
Table 3.17-1. In response to this comment, the location identified in
this table and in Tables 3.17-3, 3.17-5, 3.17-17, 3.17-18a, 3.17-18b,
3.17-19a and 3.17-19b as “Victory Boulevard from Sonora Avenue to
Crystal Springs Drive” has been revised to read “Riverside Drive from
Sonora Avenue to Zoo Drive” and an updated version of this table is
provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR. One other minor revision was
also made to the table to clarify the limits of the street description of
Riverside Drive north of Glendale Avenue.
The comment requests clarification for the reason that the most
northerly segment of San Fernando Road described in Table 3.17-1
terminates at Broadway/Brazil Street while the segment of
San Fernando Road that was analyzed is immediately north of there.
The data in Table 3.17-1 of the Draft EIR offers a detailed description
of the existing physical characteristics and functional classification of
the various roadway segments in the vicinity of NEIS II and GBIS.
The omission of the segment of San Fernando Road north of
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Broadway/Brazil Street was inadvertent and does not affect the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The characterization of the analyzed segment of
San Fernando Road as a 4-lane major street is not in question. An expanded version of Table 3.17-1 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR.
The comment also requests clarification of the rationale for selecting the roadway segments that were analyzed in the Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.17-24
of the Draft EIR, “future cumulative conditions during construction were evaluated for all street segments where in-street construction activities associated
with components analyzed at a site-specific level could potentially result in temporary lane closures.” Analysis was also done at selected locations in the
immediate vicinity of these potential closures where the project would divert traffic to alternate routes (such as Ventura Boulevard east of Vineland
Avenue) or where it would add construction traffic (such as the analyzed segment of San Fernando Road if the Brazil Street site were used as a
construction shaft, instead of the Los Angeles Zoo Shaft Site, the Observatory Annex Shaft Site or the Pecan Grove Shaft Site.)
The comment requests that the existing and projected V/C ratios calculated for San Fernando Road between Broadway/Brazil Street and Wilson Avenue
be recalculated without the estimated benefit of the ATSAC system. As stated in the response to AJ3-52, paragraph 1 above, the calculations have been
updated and corrected versions of Tables 3.17-5, 3.17-17, 3.17-18a, 3.17-18b, 3.17-19a and 3.17-19b are provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR.
The comment disagrees with the characterization of temporary construction-related traffic impacts as less than significant, stating that the City of Glendale
assesses both short-term construction-related impacts and long-term, operational impacts by the same standards of significance. The comment also
requests clarification on the basis for defining such impacts as temporary.
The adverse temporary traffic impacts identified in the Draft EIR are distinguished from the operational traffic impacts because they would be related to
the project's construction activities and, as such, would be of limited duration. The duration of construction activities at some locations may extend up to
three years, while at other locations it would likely be of much shorter duration (i.e., up to six months). The potentially significant operational impacts
were considered to be those that could result from anticipated project-related traffic that would occur following completion of the project. While the nature
of the specific projects proposed as part of the IRP is such that they would generate much less traffic than would the proposed construction activities, the
Draft EIR evaluated potential traffic impacts for both the short-term and long-term conditions.
The City of Los Angeles is the lead agency for the environmental analysis of the proposed IRP and has the discretion to select and apply the thresholds of
significance that are used in the evaluation of the project. Staff of LADOT were contacted early in the EIR study process and described that the City's
policy is to consider construction-related traffic effects as adverse but not significant on the basis of their temporary nature. The City of Los Angeles
applied this policy when assessing other projects, including in Venice Pumping Plant Dual Force Main Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (URS
for the City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, December 20, 2005) and the South Airfield Improvement Project at Los Angeles International Airport
(South Airfield Improvement Project Draft EIR, City of Los Angeles, August 2005). In the latter document, LADOT was quoted as follows: “There is no
requirement to assess the temporary traffic impacts of a project resulting from construction activities. The proposal to prepare a traffic study is voluntary.”
The City of Glendale has also taken the position that construction impacts are less than significant, for similar reasons. In the traffic analysis for a mixeduse project in downtown Glendale (Glendale Town Center Draft EIR, Glendale Redevelopment Agency, December 2003, pages 4.6-19 and 4.6-20),
conclusions that such impacts would be less than significant are supported by the statement that “construction truck trips would occur along major
roadways with the number of trips being relatively limited” (although peak-hour truck trips were not specifically quantified). That Draft EIR also
concluded that construction of the identified off-site traffic mitigation measures would result in less-than-significant impacts because their construction
would be short term in nature. While the time frame associated with those construction periods was estimated to range from 2 to 3 weeks to 2 to 3 months,
it appears that City of Glendale staff used a similar rationale as is used by LADOT when considering the significance of temporary traffic impacts
associated with construction activities.
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The comment provides the significance criteria used by the City of Glendale when assessing potential traffic impacts. In terms of allowable increases in
V/C ratios, Glendale's criteria are slightly less restrictive than those used by the City of Los Angeles (stated on page 3.17-23 of the Draft EIR). The
differences are: (1) that no impact is identified under Glendale's criteria if the final level of service is C or better and (2) an incremental increase of
0.020 or more is considered significant at levels of service D, E or F. Because the V/C thresholds used City of Los Angeles are more restrictive than those
used by the City of Glendale, they would result in a more conservative assessment of project impacts. The characterization of temporary impacts, however,
as adverse or as significant is at issue here and the City of Los Angeles, as the lead agency for this environmental document, has the authority to apply its
own significance criteria.
The comment notes that no cumulative development projects in the City of Glendale were included in the traffic analysis. It states that there are projects in
the San Fernando Road corridor of Glendale that are anticipated that should be reflected in the analysis and that the inclusion of an ambient growth factor
alone is insufficient to account for traffic that would be generated by those projects.
In preparing the response to this comment, information posted to the City of Glendale's website (www.ci.glendale.ca.us/planning) was reviewed and
several specific projects were identified within the San Fernando Road corridor, including a residential project with more than 20 units at 6200 San
Fernando Road, an unspecified project at 5500 San Fernando Road and an unspecified mixed-use project at 3673 San Fernando Road. Other information
posted to the City of Glendale's website (www.ci.glendale.ca.us/dev-svcs/projects_in_the_works.asp <http://www.ci.glendale.ca.us/devsvcs/projects_in_the_works.asp>) notes that a long-term master plan for Disney's Grand Central Creative Campus project northeast of the junction of I-5
and SR-134 was approved and that construction is now underway.
Based on comments from the City of Glendale, a temporary adverse impact on San Fernando Road between Broadway/Brazil Street and Wilson Avenue
has been identified and noted in Section 2 of this Final EIR. The fact that additional background traffic may use this roadway segment in the future would
not change the conclusions that are presented in the Draft EIR and this Final EIR.
As stated in the responses to comment AJ3-52, paragraphs 7 through 9 above, the City of Los Angeles, as the lead agency for this environmental
document, has the authority to apply its own significance criteria.
The comment requests that a full review of component impacts cannot be made because trip assignments used in the analysis are not provided in the Draft
EIR. In response to this comment, two new tables (Tables 3.17-19a[1] and 3.17-19b[1]) have been prepared to show the number of project-generated trips
that were assigned to the local street system during construction of the NEIS II and GBIS components of the IRP project.
The comment notes that the Draft EIR analysis did not identify an impact that is shown in Table 3.19b. It is acknowledged that the analysis presented in
the Draft EIR and the revised analysis presented in this Final EIR both show that a temporary adverse impact would occur on San Fernando Road
(northbound in the p.m. peak hour). Section 2 of this Final EIR has been corrected to indicate that this impact would occur if the Brazil Street site were
used as a construction shaft, instead of the Los Angeles Zoo Shaft Site, the Observatory Annex Shaft Site or the Pecan Grove Shaft Site.
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Letter AJ3. Signatory – City of Glendale
Page 17
Response to Comment AJ3-53
The Project Alternatives would require the construction of various
facilities to address and manage future wastewater flows safely while
also integrating future water resource needs. The City of Los Angeles
is obligated manage wastewater generated in its service area in a safe
and efficient manner. Future population growth in the Hyperion
Service Area is projected to result in wastewater generation levels that
exceed the current system's capacity. In addition, population increases
will likely place additional demands on water, and regulations will
likely require additional urban runoff management. Because of this,
implementation of each alternative would require a commitment of
resources required to accommodate future wastewater treatment and
conveyance needs, while also increasing recycled water usage and
runoff management. The use of the required resources to implement the
selected Project Alternative is fully justified. To clarify this, in
Section 2 of this Final EIR the term unjustifiable has been added to the
referenced paragraph to explain that the use of resources to construct
and operate the Project Alternative does not represent an unjustifiable
substantial irreversible commitment of resources.
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Letter AJ4. Signatory – Department
of Conservation
Response to Comment AJ4-1
Section 3200 et. seq. of the Public Resources Code regulates the
permitting, establishment, completion, and
abandonment/reabandonment of gas and oil wells. The City is
aware that the Department is the state agency with primary
responsibility for the enforcement of these regulations. The
Department is also the state agency responsible for conducting
construction site plan review for development proposed in
proximity to gas or oil wells. During design of any proposed
improvements at or in close proximity to Hyperion, the City will
accurately plot potentially affected wells.
Response to Comment AJ4-2
Comment noted. Detailed design would include the location of
utilities, as well as location of wells, and would be performed
prior to building any IRP component. If unrecorded, plugged or
abandoned wells are found and cannot be avoided, current
Division specifications and requirements would be followed.
Response to Comment AJ4-3
As with design, if unrecorded, plugged or abandoned wells are
found during construction activities, current Division
specifications and requirements would be followed.
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Letter AJ4. Signatory – Department of Conservation
Page 2
Response to Comment AJ4-4
Thank you for the information on the Divisions informational
packet and review process. Comment noted.
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Letter AJ5. Signatory – LA County
Department of Public Works
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Letter AJ5. Signatory – LA County Department of Public Works
Page 2
Response to Comment AJ5-1
Revisions have been made to Table 3.11-5 from the Draft EIR and
included in Section 2 of this Final EIR for the impaired reaches in the
Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area that would
potentially be affected by the IRP components. This revision does not
alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment AJ5-2
The information provided in Table 3.11-14 of the Draft EIR was the
most current available information at the time of the Draft EIR, even
more current than what was available at the time of the NOP (as
required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125). At the time of
implementation, the project will comply with all current water quality
standards and regulations, including applicable TMDL schedules.
Response to Comment AJ5-3
It is understood that the Los Angeles County Flood Control District
owns and maintains the flood control infrastructure within the City of
Los Angeles. Table 1-3 (page 1-13) of the Draft EIR identified the
County of Los Angeles Flood Control District as the agency
responsible for various permits related to drainages and facilities under
their jurisdiction.
Response to Comment AJ5-4
As described in Sections 1.2.2 and 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR, programlevel components, such as Recycled Water – Groundwater Recharge
component, are project(s) that may be implemented as part of the IRP,
but these projects do not have specific locations or design details
identified. Therefore, when project-specific information has been
developed for a program-level component from the adopted and
certified Alternative, that project will be subject to subsequent
environmental analysis and additional future environmental review.
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Letter AJ5. Signatory – LA County Department of Public Works
Page 3
Response to Comment AJ5-5
Refer to response to comment AJ5-3 above. As applicable, the City will
coordinate with the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works to
obtain a complete description of County facilities, including maintenance
activities, during the application process.
Response to Comment AJ5-6
The 1 percent of the remaining landfill capacity is associated with all of the
components within a Project Alternative and includes debris that could be
recycled or reused and debris that cannot be recycled. This is extremely
conservative because the components associated with each alternative are
anticipated to be constructed through the year 2020. As described in
Section 3.18 of the Draft EIR, the closing of the Bradley West Landfill is
dependent on whether the City of Los Angeles approves an extension. In the
event of closure, soils would still be needed to install a soil cap. In the event
of an approval, Bradley is still expected to require importing clean soil to
serve as operational cover. The estimated closure date for Sunshine Canyon
is 2011. As with all activity within the City and County of Los Angeles,
existing permitted landfill capacity and future landfill needs and solutions
are being actively pursued by sanitary districts and affected local agencies.
It is noted that construction debris would first be recycled or reused, and
only remaining unrecyclable material would be disposed. In addition, as
discussed in Section 3.18.3.3 in the Draft EIR, much of the construction
debris would be concrete debris or clean soil, which is considered inert
material. Concrete debris would be taken to aggregate base facilities for
reuse and would not likely enter landfills. Clean soil would be used as fill
for other projects in the area or transported to one or more landfills and used
for cover. If municipal landfills are not taking clean soil for daily cover at
the time of disposal, or if other inert material must be disposed of, then the
clean soil or inert material would be taken to an inert landfill, including: the
Azusa Land Reclamation Company Landfill, the Montebello Land and
Waste Company, the Lower Azusa Reclamation Plant, Strathern Sanitary
Landfill, and/or the Calmat Class III disposal site. Because adequate
disposal options are available for clean soil and inert wastes landfill
capacity, the IRP is not expected to result in significant impacts to landfill
capacity.
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Letter AJ6. Signatory – California
State Lands Commission
Response to Comment AJ6-1
Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR addressed in detail the potential impact
of the Project Alternatives on coastal resources. The analysis
determined that there would be no significant primary, secondary or
cumulative impacts of any of the alternatives related to coastal
resources. Surface water runoff and potential impacts to surface
water is addressed in detail in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR. The
water quality analysis determined that, with incorporation of
regulatory standards and mitigation, no significant primary,
secondary or cumulative impacts would occur from any of the
Project Alternatives. Comment noted.
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Letter AJ6. Signatory – California State Lands Commission
Page 2
Response to Comment AJ6-2
The jurisdiction and authority of the California State Lands
Commission are noted and Table 1-3 of the Draft EIR revised (see
Section 2 of this Final EIR).
Response to Comment AJ6-3
Section 2 of this Final EIR includes modification to Section 3.6.3.1 of
the Draft EIR to include the requested information.
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Letter AJ7. Signatory – Board of Supervisors
for the County of Los Angeles
Response to Comment AJ7-1
Comment noted. For a discussion of the GBIS alignment
recommended for approval and certification, please refer to
Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Response to Comment AJ8-1
As addressed in Section 3.13.3.2 and Section 3.13.3.3 of the Draft
EIR, the noise analysis indicates that noise levels from the
additional processing equipment that would be installed in
Hyperion would incrementally increase noise levels by less than
1 decibel at nearby sensitive receptors since the proposed
processing equipment would have low noise levels. The
incremental increase of less than 1 decibel would not be
perceptible by the general public. As such, additional acoustical
analysis, as stated in mitigation measure NV-MM-6, would not be
necessary for Hyperion. Subsequent noise monitoring would also
not be required for Hyperion.
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 2
Response to Comment AJ8-2
Because of the temporary and transient nature of construction
emissions, the SCAQMD currently does not call for health risk
assessments for construction activities in CEQA analyses. Rather,
construction impacts are typically addressed by estimating criteria
pollutant emissions and comparing the emissions to SCAQMD
emission thresholds. Health risk assessments are normally conducted
only for operational activities that could result in long-term exposure (a
70-year exposure duration is typically assumed) to constituents of
concern. Nevertheless, the commenter correctly points out that diesel
engine exhaust is classified by the State of California as a toxic air
contaminant exhibiting both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health
effects (including its speciated components). Therefore, the use of
emulsified fuel and diesel particulate filters, if feasible, is prescribed as
mitigation for diesel construction equipment to reduce exposure of
diesel emissions to the public (AQ-MM-1 and AQ-MM-2). According
to the California Air Resources Board, emulsified fuel alone reduces
diesel particulate matter emissions by about 60 percent, and a diesel
particulate filter alone reduces diesel particulate matter emissions by at
least 85 percent. As a result, the combination of emulsified fuel plus a
diesel particulate filter would reduce diesel particulate matter emissions
by well over 85 percent. For an additional discussion of the ISCST3
model, refer to response to comment AJ8-6 below.
Response to Comment AJ8-3
Many of these recommendations have been added as mitigation
measure AQ-MM-9 and included in Section 2 of this Final EIR.
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 3
Response to Comment AJ8-4
These recommendations have been included in this Final EIR as odor
mitigation measure AQ-MM-10 and included in Section 2 of this Final
EIR.
Response to Comment AJ8-5
As noted by the commenter, excavation of VOC-contaminated soil
would be regulated by SCAQMD Rule 1166. See response to comment
AJ1-28 for a description of the general requirements of this rule.
Response to Comment AJ8-6
A part of the permitting process for the Primary Centralized Scrubbers,
the SCAQMD initially used the ISCST3 dispersion model to help
determine stack concentration limits to maintain a specified fenceline
limit. Subsequent health risk assessments determined that the ISCST3
model was overly conservative in estimating H2S concentrations at the
fenceline. Monitoring of H2S at the fenceline has confirmed this.
Because of this, the use of ISCST3 is not considered an appropriate
model for modeling odors at Hyperion.
Response to Comment AJ8-7
The City has completed the Centralized Primary Scrubber
Improvements Phase I. In addition, scrubber capacity will be increased
by 60-80 kscfm to 120 kscfm in September 2006. These projects have
already been programmed and are, therefore, not included in the EIR as
mitigation.
Regarding the commenter's request for continuous monitoring, the
SCAQMD requires a monitoring program with once-a-day sampling,
and no additional sampling has been required.
Regarding odor control, the City does not use limitations on odors
based on allowable exceedances of odor levels at a particular dilutionsto-threshold concentration for hydrogen sulfide, in part, because odor
detection levels and odor nuisance level vary widely from person to
person. All odor control equipment at Hyperion must obtain permits
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from the SCAQMD before they can operate. As part of the permitting process, compliance with various SCAQMD Rules and Regulations will have to be
demonstrated, and these include:
Rule 201 – Permit to Construct
Rule 203 – Permit to Operate
Rule 212 – Standards for Approving Permits
Rule 301 – Fees
Rule 402 – Nuisance
Rule 407 – Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants
Reg IX Subpart O – Standards of Performance for Sewage Treatment Plants
Rule 1179 – Publicly Owned Treatment Works Operations
Reg XIII – New Source Review
Reg XIV – Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants
Rule 1901 – General Conformity
Reg XXX – Title V Permits
Rule 402 and Reg XIV would control hydrogen sulfide levels from the odor control equipment. For existing odor scrubbers at Hyperion, SCAQMD has
established concentration limits at the exhaust stacks for hydrogen sulfide to control odors at the fenceline and at outside receptors. For odor control
equipment at Hyperion, the City will continue to comply with all conditions and stack limits controlling hydrogen sulfide emissions, as well as other
constituents.
Regarding new facilities having to meet or exceed the odor control capacities already outlined in the November 2002 Odor Mitigation Plan, odor control
systems at Hyperion are expected to meet or exceed the odor control capacities outlined in the November 2002 Odor Mitigation Plan.
The secondary clarifiers have skimming devices that collect flotsam from the effluent surface. Because of the skimming devices, the use of covers on the
water surface would interfere with the skimming process.
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 4
Response to Comment AJ8-8
The Draft EIR states that the flows within the Hyperion Service Area
(HSA) were 443 mgd. The HSA includes flows to Tillman, LAG, and
Hyperion. Flows to Hyperion were included in Table 1-2 of the Draft
EIR, and show an average monthly flow of approximately 340 mgd to
Hyperion. The IRP Facilities Plan identified a potential need to add
treatment capacity to the HSA by the year 2020 based on wastewater
flow projections (which are also based on future population projected
by SCAG). Actual treatment capacity expansion would not occur until
indicated by regulatory, wastewater flow, or other triggers.
The IRP is a Facilities Plan for the wastewater system and integrates
future recycled water and runoff needs. The No Project Alternative
would not involve an integrated approach to facilities planning, and
would not propose any facility improvements at this time. Rather,
facilities would be upgraded, improved, or expanded when
circumstances require, and such improvements would be subject to
separate environmental documentation. The No Project Alternative is
the last alternative discussed at the conclusion of every resource
analysis in Section 3 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment AJ8-9
A mitigation monitoring program effectively has been in place for
more than 12 years, which represents the collaborative effort of the
City of El Segundo and Hyperion related to plant expansion and
operation. Continuing this good neighbor policy, applicable mitigation
measures in this Final EIR will be incorporated into the existing
monitoring program.
Response to Comment AJ8-10
As stated on page 3.17-2 of the Draft EIR, arterial roadways in the
vicinity, including Imperial Highway and Vista del Mar, would be
expected to carry Project-related traffic. This is consistent with the
City's policy to allow truck traffic on major and secondary arterials.
These routes provide direct access to the regional freeway system via
I-405 and I-105. As stated in TRA-MM-1 on page 3.17-79 of the Draft
EIR, specific haul routes will be determined during the preparation
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 5
of a site-specific traffic control plan prior to the start of any
construction work.
Response to Comment AJ8-11
It is assumed that this comment refers to the number of new digesters
proposed for Hyperion (compared to the number of existing digesters)
relative to the amount of secondary capacity proposed for Hyperion
(compared to the existing secondary clarifier capacity). The existing
solids handling capability at Hyperion uses 20 existing egg-shaped
digesters to reduce further the volume of the solids and to meet the
requirements for the land application of biosolids. Hyperion's digesters
have a capacity of approximately 680 wet tons per day, and process
about 650 wet tons per day. The new digesters (up to 12) proposed
under the IRP would accommodate increasing biosolids quality
requirements (time and temperature retention requirements) needed for
continued land application and would provide redundancy in the solids
handling system to allow some digesters to be routinely taken off-line
for maintenance, inspection, repairs, and operational improvements.
The proposed digesters would be implemented as needed based on
demand and/or regulatory triggers, and represents a conservative
assessment scenario through the year 2020. It is noted that the number
of new digesters constructed at Hyperion could be fewer than the
12 proposed under all the Project Alternatives.
Response to Comment AJ8-12
As discussed in detail in Section 3.2.4.1, and shown in Figure 3.2-18
and Figure 3.2-19, of the Draft EIR, views of the proposed digesters
would vary along the bluff. Residents of the City of El Segundo located
closer to Imperial Highway would not be able to view the new
digesters because the digesters would be effectively screened below the
existing 120 foot (above mean sea level) landscape mitigation planting
(Figure 3.2-18 of the Draft EIR). Those residents further south along
the bluff, closer to Scattergood Generating Station, would not see the
proposed digesters because they would be below the existing
vegetation and bluff/dune (Figure 3.2-19 of the Draft EIR).
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Response to Comment AJ8-13
The recent work performed on the existing digesters at Hyperion was part of minor alteration of existing facilities and necessary to bring the digesters up
to current code standards. This ongoing operation and maintenance activity associated with existing facilities is not part of the IRP project. As addressed in
the Draft EIR, the City is committed to limiting the height of the proposed digesters to be no greater than the existing digesters, and the new elevators
would be limited to 110 feet above mean sea level.
Response to Comment AJ8-14
Existing secondary clarifiers have, and proposed secondary clarifiers would have skimming devices to collect flotsam from the effluent surface. Because
of the skimming devices, the use of covers on the water surface would interfere with the skimming process. The addition of a scrubber system for the
secondary clarifiers would not be an option without the ability to cover the secondary clarifiers. It is important to note that prior to the Hyperion Full
Secondary project, the secondary reactors had substantially greater VOC emissions than the secondary clarifiers, which were not considered to be
substantial odor generators. The secondary reactors have been covered.
Response to Comment AJ8-15
As detailed in Section 3.17.3.2 of the Draft EIR, although the existing parking supply would be reduced by approximately 22 percent, the parking study
performed at Hyperion concluded that the existing parking supply would be sufficient even with the permanent loss of parking from clarifier expansion.
The existing parking on-site supply would be reallocated to accommodate the various users of the facility; therefore, no expansion of the parking structure
is proposed.
Response to Comment AJ8-16
The text of the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the truck-loading facility (page 2-10 of the Draft EIR) would be up to 110 feet above mean sea
level, which is consistent with Figure 2-3. Refer to Section 2 of this Final EIR for the modification.
Response to Comment AJ8-17
Comment noted. Refer to response to comment AJ8-7.
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 6
Response to Comment AJ8-18
Mitigation measure AES-MM-7 is not specific to Hyperion.
AES-MM-7 addresses measures that would reduce the potential for
construction lighting impacts associated with any IRP component in
residential areas. As described under 3.2.4.1 (on page 3.2-110) of the
Draft EIR, nighttime lighting for the new features at Hyperion would
be similar to lighting associated with the existing features, and will be
designed to minimize light and glare impacts to residents located to the
east of the plant. As a further commitment to minimizing light and
glare impacts to adjacent residents, this Final EIR includes an
additional mitigation measure, AES-MM-11, which addresses the
preparation and implementation of a lighting control plan specific to
Hyperion, in coordination with the City of El Segundo.
Response to Comment AJ8-19
As addressed in Section 3.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR, the additional
lighting features associated with proposed improvements at Hyperion
would not introduce new features that contrast with the existing plant
components. Also, the addition of mitigation measure AES-MM-11
would make a photometric field inspection unnecessary.
Response to Comment AJ8-20
The lightening control plan developed and implemented under new
mitigation measure AES-MM-11 will include measures, such as those
suggested in the comment, to further minimize potential lighting
impacts from construction and operation of the proposed IRP
components at Hyperion.
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 7
Response to Comment AJ8-21
It is anticipated that all construction, and construction-related staging,
associated with the IRP components at Hyperion would occur within
the plant boundary and not involve landscaped areas visible to adjacent
residential areas.
Response to Comment AJ8-22
As described in Section 3.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed new
features at Hyperion would be similar to those already at the plant. In
addition, the existing Construction Master Specifications associated
with Hyperion includes requirements for non-reflective surfaces. As
detailed in Section 3.2.4.4 of the Draft EIR, no significant glare
impacts are anticipated.
Response to Comment AJ8-23
There are no proposed improvements at Hyperion that would be within
the City of El Segundo; therefore, the VUA requirements would not be
applicable.
Response to Comment AJ8-24
As addressed in response to comment AJ8-12, the analysis in
Section 3.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR (including modifications as detailed in
Section 2 of this Final EIR) determined that 120-foot (above mean sea
level) landscape mitigation planting would be effective in screening the
new digesters from the view of residents of the City of El Segundo at
the northern most end of Hyperion. Those residents further south along
the bluff, closer to Scattergood Generating Station, would not see the
proposed digesters because they would be below the existing
vegetation and bluff/dune.
Response to Comment AJ8-25
As agreed upon in the Hyperion Landscape Agreement Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) negotiated previously between the City of
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Letter AJ8. Signatory – City of El Segundo
Page 8
Los Angeles and the City of El Segundo, the vegetation under this
landscape plan, once established, would be limited to the height of
120 feet above mean sea level. The MOU and landscape plan focused
on the visual impacts for the previously constructed egg-digesters at the
northernmost portion of the plant. As addressed in detail in
Section 3.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR, the new digesters would be no taller
than the existing digesters and be screened by the existing 120-foot
(above mean sea level) mitigation planting. Therefore, no additional
landscaping would be required.
Response to Comment AJ8-26
Refer to response to comment AJ8-25.
Response to Comment AJ8-27
Refer to response to comment AJ8-25.
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Letter AJ10. Signatory –
County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County
Response to Comment AJ10-1
Your comment is noted and is included in this Final EIR for
consideration of decisionmakers.
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Letter AJ11. Signatory – Studio City
Recreation Center
Response to Comment AJ11-1
As described in Section 1 of the Draft EIR, City of Los Angeles staff
has identified the preferred Project Alternative (including preferred
GBIS alignment and shaft sites) following the circulation of the Draft
EIR and prior to certification of this Final EIR. Section 1.5.2.2 of this
Final EIR describes the staff recommended GBIS Alignment.
Comment noted.
Response to Comment AJ11-2
The potential impacts associated with the construction (i.e., shaft sites)
and operation (i.e., ATFs) of the sewer on adjacent land uses are
described in detail in Section 3 of the Draft EIR, and, where
appropriate, includes project features and mitigation measures to
minimize impacts. Specifically, the potential impact of the proposed
GBIS project component on school and recreational facilities is
addressed in detail in Section 3.15 and 3.16, respectively. As described
in Section 3.16.2.3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed shaft site and ATF at
Woodbridge Park would result in a significant impact to recreation and
permanent reduction of the recreational use of the park. Mitigation
measures have been proposed to reduce the impacts if these
components are constructed, such as coordination with City of
Los Angeles Recreation and Parks to locate the shaft site/ATF to an
area that would minimize impacts (REC-MM-2 and REC-MM-3) and
coordination with school officials to protect the students and providing
access to the adjacent Oakwood School (PS MM-2). Even with
mitigation, the Draft EIR analysis determined that an unavoidable
significant adverse impact would remain for Woodbridge Park. The
City of Los Angeles staff considered the findings of the Draft EIR
when identifying the Recommended Alternative (including the staff
recommended GBIS Alignment and shaft sites) and the
decisionmakers will also consider the findings of the Draft EIR when
approving and certifying the project. If after considering this Final
EIR, the decisionmakers find that the benefits of the project outweigh
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, a Findings and
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Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required. It is important to
note, however, that the staff recommended GBIS Alignment would
terminate at the Caltrans Maintenance Yard Shaft Site rather than at
Woodbridge Park (refer to Section 1.5.2.2 of this Final EIR). As
recommended, Woodbridge Park would not be used for a construction shaft
site or for the placement of an air treatment facility.
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