Final EIR Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project
Los Angeles County, California

SECTION 9.0 — RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section includes all comments received on the Draft EIR during the 90-day public review period
between October 23, 2013 to January 21, 2014 (45-day minimum per CEQA, plus 30 days per LACFCD
extension, and an additional 15 day LACFCD extension). No new significant environmental impacts or
issues were raised during the public review period beyond those already identified in the Draft EIR for
the Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project. During this public review period
a total of 251 comment letters were received.

LACFCD held three community meetings on November 6, 14, and 16, 2013 to discuss the Draft EIR
analysis and alternatives. Formal written public comments were accepted at the meetings. Formal oral
public comments were not taken at these meetings; however, a summary of topics and a response to
these topics discussed are presented in Comment Letter 252.

As the lead agency under CEQA, LACFCD provided responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, none of the comments received during the comment period
provide any basis to identify any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would
require recirculation of the Draft EIR.

9.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organization and agencies submitted written comments
on the Draft EIR.

AGENCIES

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Comment Letter #171)
California Legislature Assembly member Mike Gatto (Comment Letter #250)
City of Azusa (Comment Letter #170)

City of La Cafiada Flintridge (Comment Letters #57, 94)

City of Los Angeles Emergency Management Department (Comment Letter #166)
City of Pasadena (Comment Letter #177)

County of Los Angeles Fire Department (Comment Letter #29)

Native American Heritage Commission (Comment Letter #38)

La Cafiada Unified School District (Comment Letters #48, 58)

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Comment Letter #191)

South Coast Air Quality Management District (Comment Letter #230)

State Clearinghouse (Comment Letter #46)
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Comment Letter #233)

ORGANIZATIONS

Altadena Heritage (Comment Letter #165)

Arroyo Seco Foundation (Comment Letter #216)

California Native Plant Society (Comment Letter #90)

Foothill Family of Water Agencies (Comment Letter #140)
Friends of Hahamongna (Comment Letter #179)

Friends of the Los Angeles River (Comment Letter #180)

La Cafada Flintridge Trails Council (Comment Letter #236)
Linda Vista-Annandale Association (Comment Letter #224)
Move a Child Higher (MACH) 1 (Comment Letter #41)

Pasadena Audubon Society (Comment Letter #189)

Pasadena Sierra Club (Comment Letter #211)

Rose Bowl Riders (Comment Letter #247)

San Gabriel Mountains Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (Comment Letter #90)
The Hillside School and Learning Center (Comment Letter #249)
Tom Sawyer Camps (Comment Letters #61, 62, 65)

West Pasadena Residents Association (Comment Letter #195)

Zanja Madre (Comment Letter #248)

ALL COMMENT LETTERS
Comment Letter #1 — Freddie Hughley
Comment Letter #2 — Evan A. Thompson

Comment Letter #3 — Bob Musselman
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Comment Letter #4 — Erika Bennett (TTSI)

Comment Letter #5 — Loyd Kattro (Light Art Consulting)

Comment Letter #6 — Pam Dong (Pasadena Audubon Society Member)
Comment Letter #7 — Wilbur Dong (Pasadena Audubon Society Member)
Comment Letter #8 — Christle Balvin

Comment Letter #9 — Annette Peny

Comment Letter #10 — Elizabeth Bour

Comment Letter #11 — Dessi Sieburth (Pasadena Audubon Society Member)
Comment Letter #12 — Suzanne Martin

Comment Letter #13 — Dorothy Wong

Comment Letter #14 — Peter Pfeiffer

Comment Letter #15 — Icia Belchak

Comment Letter #16 — Richard Booker (Linda Vista Annandale Association)
Comment Letter #17 —Lance Benner

Comment Letter #18 — Virginia Kimball

Comment Letter #19- Timothy Callahan

Comment Letter #20 —Marah Lyvers (Tom Sawyer Camps)

Comment Letter #21 —Marah Lyvers

Comment Letter #22 —Constance Brines

Comment Letter #23 —Laurie Barlow

Comment Letter #24 — Antionette Devereaux

Comment Letter #25 —Marge Nichols

Comment Letter #26 — Janet Aird

Comment Letter #27 —Allen Decker

Comment Letter #28 —Joan Hearst (WPRA)
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Comment Letter #29 —Los Angeles County Fire Department

Comment Letter #30 — Doris Finch

Comment Letter #31 — Grace Wong

Comment Letter #32 — Kathleen Warner

Comment Letter #33 — Kathi Ellsworth

Comment Letter #34 — Carolyn Otto

Comment Letter #35 — Sylvia Stachura (Pasadena Audubon Society Member)
Comment Letter #36 — Susan Gilliland

Comment Letter #37 — Frank Gilliland

Comment Letter #38 — Native American Heritage Commission
Comment Letter #39 — R. Stephenson

Comment Letter #40 — Cheryl Wysocki

Comment Letter #41 — Joy Rittenhouse (MACH 1)

Comment Letter #42 — Joyce Locatell (Pasadena Audubon Society Member)
Comment Letter #43 — Susan Gilliland

Comment Letter #44 — Petrea Sandel

Comment Letter # 45 — Thomas Parker

Comment Letter #46 — State Clearinghouse

Comment Letter #47 — Joanne Beckwith

Comment Letter #48 — La Cafiada Unified School District

Comment Letter #49 — Madison Keogh (Tom Sawyer Camps Counselor)
Comment Letter #50 — Elizabeth Kotz

Comment Letter #51 — Jill Blaisdell

Comment Letter #52 — Wendy Crowley

Comment Letter #53 — Andrew Binder
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Comment Letter #54 — Deni Sinnott (Pasadena Audubon Society)

Comment Letter #55 — Walter Tatum (La Cafiada Unified School District)
Comment Letter #56 — Barbara Eisenstein (Friends of the Arroyo Seco)

Comment Letter #57 — City of La Canada Flintridge

Comment Letter #58 — La Cafada Unified School District

Comment Letter #59 — Louise Carnevale (Tom Sawyer Camps Bookkeeper)
Comment Letter #60 — Kathy Garcia (Tom Sawyer Camps Staff)

Comment Letter #61 — Sarah Horner Fish (Tom Sawyer Camps Executive Director)
Comment Letter #62 — Michael Horner (Tom Sawyer Camps Director)

Comment Letter #63 — Eric lkari (Tom Sawyer Camps Employee)

Comment Letter #64 — Laura Keen (Tom Sawyer Camps Employee)

Comment Letter #65 — Thomas Horner (Tom Sawyer Camps Co-Owner)
Comment Letter #66 — Robert Staehle, Lori Paul

Comment Letter #67 — Joan Probst

Comment Letter #68 — Brendan Crill

Comment Letter #69 — Marah Lyvers (Tom Sawyer Camps Employee)

Comment Letter #70 — Beatrix Schwarz

Comment Letter #71 — Sylvia Stachura

Comment Letter #72 — Genette Foster

Comment Letter #73 — Jeffrey Toland

Comment Letter #74 — Julie Thurston (La Cafiada High School Track & Field Coach)
Comment Letter #75 — Katie Rayburn (Tom Sawyer Camps Counselor)

Comment Letter #76 — Louisa Van Leer (Highland Park Heritage Trust Board Member)
Comment Letter #77 — Marnie Gaede

Comment Letter #78 — Michael Long (Los Angeles County Natural Areas Administrator Retired)
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Comment Letter #79 — Michael Olson

Comment Letter #80 — Nina Ehlig (SENCH Neighborhood Watch Association President)

Comment Letter #81 — Polly Wheaton (Pasadena Beautiful Foundation President)

Comment Letter #82 — Stephanie Strout
Comment Letter #83 — Trent Sanders
Comment Letter #84 — Alex Fore
Comment Letter #85 — Andy Carrico
Comment Letter #86 — Bill Burnett
Comment Letter #87 — Brenton Miller
Comment Letter #88 — Brett Godown

Comment Letter #89 — Brian Kernan

Comment Letter #90 — San Gabriel Mountains Chapter of the California Native Plant Society

Comment Letter #91 — Caraly Higuchi

Comment Letter #92 — Catherine Kelly

Comment Letter #93 — Charmain Sauro

Comment Letter #94 — City of La Cafiada Flintridge
Comment Letter #95 — Clay Allen

Comment Letter #96 — Connie Branson

Comment Letter #97 — Craig Friedemann
Comment Letter #98 — Damien Baccaro

Comment Letter #99 — Dancingwater Taylor
Comment Letter #100 — Daniel Russell

Comment Letter #101 — David Boettcher
Comment Letter #102 — Dietrich Bartelt (DB Sediments GmbH)

Comment Letter #103 — Dwayne Miles
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Comment Letter #104 — Francia DiMase
Comment Letter #105 — Henry Correa
Comment Letter #106 — Howard Tan
Comment Letter #107 — Jeff Nyerges
Comment Letter #108 — John Harris
Comment Letter #109 — John May
Comment Letter #110 — Jonathan Foreman
Comment Letter #111 — Lara Ramsey
Comment Letter #112 — Leigh Adams
Comment Letter #113 — Luis De La O
Comment Letter #114 — Luke A Meyer

Comment Letter #115 — Luke Meyer

Comment Letter #116 — Martyn Belmont (La Casita Foundation Board Member)

Comment Letter #117 — Maura Townley
Comment Letter #118 — Nahuel Zachary
Comment Letter #119 — Salvador Quiroz
Comment Letter #120 — Randy Strapazon
Comment Letter #121 — Richard Williams
Comment Letter #122 — Rick Yenofsky
Comment Letter #123 — Sarah Bales
Comment Letter #124 — Sarah Rodriguez
Comment Letter #125 — Sonja-Sophie Loeffler
Comment Letter #126 — Stephanie Cafiero
Comment Letter #127 — Steven Johnson

Comment Letter #128 — Susanna Dadd
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Comment Letter #129 — Terrie Owen

Comment Letter #130 — Thomas Holaday

Comment Letter #131 — Thomas Joyce

Comment Letter #132 — Thomas Seelbinder

Comment Letter #133 — Tim Miranda

Comment Letter #134 — Timothy Callahan

Comment Letter #135 — William Fernandez (Network for a Healthy California)

Comment Letter #136 — D. Carl Ehlig

Comment Letter #137 — Susette Horspool (7" Principle Green Council)

Comment Letter # 138 — Hannah Petrie (Associate Minister of Neighborhood UU Church)
Comment Letter #139 — Christopher Brophy

Comment Letter #140 — Foothill Family of Water Agencies

Comment Letter #141 — Evan McDaniel (Tom Sawyer Camps Assistant Director Equestrian Division)
Comment Letter #142 — Kaitlin Spak

Comment Letter #143 — Jeffrey Heapy

Comment Letter #144 — Jose De La O

Comment Letter #145 — Karen Yenofsky

Comment Letter #146— Kristin McDaniel (Tom Sawyer Camps Assistant Program Director)
Comment Letter #147 — Mario Manzano

Comment Letter #148 — Miriam Fine

Comment Letter #149 — Philip Fitzpatrick

Comment Letter #150 — Raul Garibay

Comment Letter #151 — Thim Reed

Comment Letter #152 — Tom La Torre

Comment Letter #153 — Trevor Mutch
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Comment Letter #154 — Bette Cooper (Pasadena Beautiful Foundation Past President)

Comment Letter #155 — Camron Stone
Comment Letter #156 — Ginny Heringer
Comment Letter #157 — John Fauvre
Comment Letter #158 — John Garsow
Comment Letter #159 — Laurel Beck
Comment Letter #160 — Lawren Markle
Comment Letter #161 — R. Marti
Comment Letter #162 — Teina Tuaiva
Comment Letter #163 — Thomas Owens

Comment Letter #164 — Tom Muccio

Comment Letter #165 — Altadena Heritage

Comment Letter #166 — City of Los Angeles Emergency Management Department

Comment Letter #167 — Al Cullen
Comment Letter #168 — Virginia Kimball
Comment Letter #169 — Joanne Watche

Comment Letter #170 — City of Azusa

Comment Letter #171 — California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Comment Letter #172 — Susanna Dadd & James Griffith

Comment Letter #173 — Rob

Comment Letter #174 — Dianne Patrizzi
Comment Letter #175 — Barbara Ellis
Comment Letter #176 — Christle Balvin
Comment Letter #177 — City of Pasadena

Comment Letter #178 — Cliff Towne
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Comment Letter #179 — Friends of Hahamongna

Comment Letter #180 — Friends of the Los Angeles River
Comment Letter #181 — Hugh Bowles

Comment Letter #182 — Jim Saake

Comment Letter #183 — John Fauvre

Comment Letter #184 — John Fauvre

Comment Letter #185 — Judith Wright

Comment Letter #186 — Laurie Barlow

Comment Letter #187 — Linda Klibanow

Comment Letter #188 — Michele Zack

Comment Letter #189 — Pasadena Audubon Society
Comment Letter #190 — Ross Plesset

Comment Letter #191 — Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
Comment Letter #192 — Simon Penny

Comment Letter #193 — Tracy Hirrel

Comment Letter #194 — Vivian Geiseler

Comment Letter #195 — West Pasadena Residents Association
Comment Letter #196 — Asif Ahmed

Comment Letter #197 — William Christian

Comment Letter #198 — William Weisman

Comment Letter #199 — Elizabeth Garrison

Comment Letter #200 — Erick Lankey (Tom Sawyer Camps Counselor)
Comment Letter #201 — Erik Hillard

Comment Letter #202 — Gabrielle Johnston

Comment Letter #203 — Geraldine Johnston
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Comment Letter #204 — Gregg Oelker

Comment Letter #205 — Joseph Evelyn
Comment Letter #206 — Joseph Johnston
Comment Letter #207 — Marietta Kruells
Comment Letter #208 — Mark Hunter

Comment Letter #209 — Markus Klemm
Comment Letter #210 — Michael Johnston
Comment Letter #211 — Pasadena Sierra Club
Comment Letter #212 — Peter Kalmus

Comment Letter #213 — Roger Klemm & Laura Newlin
Comment Letter #214 — Ross Heckmann
Comment Letter #215 —S. Robert Snodgrass
Comment Letter #216 — Arroyo Seco Foundation
Comment Letter #217 — Bev Huntsberger
Comment Letter #218 — Dana Kennedy
Comment Letter #219 — Dave Doody

Comment Letter #220 — Edwina Travis Chin
Comment Letter #221 — Grace Wang

Comment Letter #222 — Joyce Dillard

Comment Letter #223 — Kiley Akers

Comment Letter #224 — Linda Vista - Annandale Association
Comment Letter #225 — Lisa Frazier

Comment Letter #226 — Lou Anne Insprucker
Comment Letter #227 — Mignonne Walker

Comment Letter #228 — Peter Kalmus
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Comment Letter #229 — Richard and Chieko Rupp

Comment Letter #230 — South Coast Air Quality Management District
Comment Letter #231 — Susan Campisi

Comment Letter #232 — Peter Wohlgemuth

Comment Letter #233 — United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Comment Letter #234 — Darren Dowell

Comment Letter #235 — John West

Comment Letter #236 — Donna Rodriguez (La Cafiada Flintridge Trails Council)
Comment Letter #237 — Lori Paul

Comment Letter #238 — Mary Beth Murrill

Comment Letter #239 — Mary Fitzpatrick

Comment Letter #240 — Patrick Phillips

Comment Letter #241 — Rebecca Latta

Comment Letter #242 — Robert Staehle

Comment Letter #243 — Sophia Hansen

Comment Letter #244 — Susan Rudnicki

Comment Letter #245 — Tim Martinez

Comment Letter #246 — Patty Sue Jones

Comment Letter #247 — Rose Bow! Riders

Comment Letter #248 — Zanja Madre

Comment Letter #249 — Hillside School and Learning Center
Comment Letter #250 — Assembly Member Mike Gatto
Comment Letter #251 — Robert Musselman

Comment #252 — Community Meetings Summaries
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9.2 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR

Lead agencies are required to evaluate all comments on environmental issues received on the Draft EIR
and prepare a written response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088. Written responses should address
the environmental issue(s) raised and provide a detailed response. Rationale must be provided when
specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition,
the written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis. As long as a good faith effort at full
disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15204), lead agencies need only to respond to
significant environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the
information requested by commenters.

CEQA Guidelines §15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. CEQA Guidelines
§15204 also notes that commenters should provide an explanation and evidence supporting their
comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the
absence of substantial evidence.

CEQA Guidelines §15088 also recommends that where the response to comments results in revisions to
the Draft EIR, those revisions should be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate section of
the Final EIR. Section 8.0 Clarifications and Modifications outlines the revisions to the Draft EIR.

9.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section excerpts those comments received that specifically pertain to the scope and content of the
Draft EIR. The full text of written comment letters received by the County is included at the beginning of
each response.
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Comment Letter #1

Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and
Management Project

| .. ) COMMENT CARD
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Please submit any comments on the proposed project today by placing this card in the comment box or send
to LACFCD. Correspondence should be postmarked by Monday, January 6, 2014. Comments should include
“Devil's Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project” in the subject line and the name of a
contact person. Comments can be submitted in the following ways:

Mail Email Fax
County of Los Angeles reservoircleanouts@dpw.lacounty.gov (626) 979-5436
Department of Public Works
Water Resources Division
Reservoir Cleanouts Program
P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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Response to Comment Letter #1 (Freddie Hughley)
Response to Comment 1-1:

Thank you for your input. This comment has been noted and will be provided to the County of Los
Angeles Board of Supervisors for their consideration. As noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), Section 4.10, Alternatives Considered but Not Selected for Analysis, Upstream Sediment
Management was an alternative that was considered but not further analyzed as it does not meet the
Proposed Project objectives and would result in greater/additional impacts than the Proposed Project.
In addition, the areas upstream of Devil's Gate Reservoir, in the National Forest, are outside the
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD).
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Comment Letter #2

Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and
Management Project

‘ COMMENT CARD
Date: ////%/'///5
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Please submit any comments on the proposed project today by placing this card in the comment box or send
to LACFCD. Correspondence should be postmarked by Monday, January 6, 2014. Comments should include
“Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project” in the subject line and the name of a
contact person. Comments can be submitted in the following ways:

Mail Email Fax

County of Los Angeles reservoircleanouts@dpw.lacounty.gov (626) 979-5436
Department of Public Works
Water Resources Division
Reservoir Cleanouts Program
P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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Response to Comment Letter #2 (Evan A. Thompson)
Response to Comment 2-1:

Thank you for your input. These comments have been noted and will be provided to the County of Los
Angeles Board of Supervisors for their consideration. While sediment has accumulated over many
decades, sediment accumulation has increased dramatically over the past several years as a result of the
2009 Station Fire. The storms that occurred in the two wet seasons after the fire increased sediment
accumulation in the reservoir by approximately 1,300,000 cubic yards (cy), reducing the available
capacity to less than one design debris event (DDE). Alternative 3, Configuration D closely resembles the
natural contours within the reservoir, affecting the least amount of habitat of all the action alternatives
while still achieving Proposed Project objectives (see Section 4.6 of the Final Environmental Impact
Report [EIR]). Alternative 3, Configuration D, Option 1 provides a more natural configuration to the
reservoir with two branches to carry water and sediment toward the face of the dam, and it avoids
disturbing a significant portion of the existing vegetation. To further address your concerns, the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) has added an optional configuration for this Alternative.
Alternative 3, Configuration D, Option 2, which drastically reduces the project’s footprint of 120 acres
down to 71 acres, would avoid excavation of the western branch, thereby providing a greater habitat
buffer on the west side of the reservoir. In addition, the maintenance areas would be smaller than the
original sediment removal footprint, allowing for habitat to reestablish and provide additional areas for
wildlife movement.

Response to Comment 2-2:

The LACFCD was mandated by the State Legislature to provide flood protection and water conservation
within its boundaries. A reservoir storage design capacity of two DDEs below the dam’s lowest spillway
was determined to be the standard acceptable level of risk at Devil's Gate Dam and Reservoir. The DDE
volume of capacity is determined using the January 2006 Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works (LACDPW) Hydrology Manual and the March 2006 LACDPW Sedimentation Manual. For Devil’s
Gate Dam and Reservoir, the required reservoir capacity is 4.0 million cy (two DDEs) below the spillway
elevation of 1040.50 feet.

The Hydrology Manual (January 2006) can be viewed here:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wrd/publication/engineering/2006 Hydrology Manual/2006%20Hydrology%2
OManual-Divided.pdf

The Sedimentation Manual (March 2006) can be viewed here:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wrd/publication/engineering/2006 sedimentation manual/Sedimentation%20
Manual-Second%20Edition.pdf

Additional information concerning DDE calculation methods has been added to the Final EIR,
Section 2.3, Project Need.

Additionally, as noted in the Draft EIR, Section 3.4, Aesthetics and Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-3, the visual
aspects of the Proposed Project site are constantly changing. The Draft EIR does note that the Proposed
Project will have significant temporary impacts to aesthetics; however, after the sediment removal
phase of the Proposed Project is complete, a habitat restoration plan will be implemented that will allow
native plant communities to reestablish outside the reservoir management area. Riparian Herbaceous
vegetation is expected to continue to populate and/or reestablish in the management area of the
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Proposed Project site between maintenance activities. After the sediment removal project, ground
elevations within the reservoir will be in either present or historic levels and will have exposure to
flowing stormwater. The habitat restoration plan will include and address monitoring and success

criteria, as required by the regulatory agencies.
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Comment 3-1

Comment 3-2

Comment 3-3

Comment 3-4

Comment Letter #3

My name is Bob Musselman 3925 chapman Gt b NoV 20\3
| live in Altadena klHadema, cA 91001

! am an avid hiker, biker, and environmentalist But | am also an engineer and my exnerience as a 27

year officer in the Navy nuclear submarine program teaches me that systems must be designed and
maintained to perform their function not just in a normal environment but in the most extreme
circumstances which test the maximum design parameters.

in the case of Devil’s Gate that extreme design parameter is what has been cailed by meteorologists as
an atmospheric river event which has occurred every 100 to 200 years along the California coast
regularly for over a thousand years. The last event occurred about 150 years ago in 1861 causing
megafloods from Sacramento to Los Angeles. This type of event was documented in a peer reviewed
article in Scientific American this past January. On a probability adjusted basis, such a megaflood
caused by constant rains for up to 6 weeks, poses a higher risk to infrastructure and the economy than an
expected major earthquake in the next 50 years.

The most significant mitigating measure we can take against this expected event is to return the reservoir
to its original function. While | understand the concern of many for the removal of trees, shrubs and
animals from this 120 acre area, our leaders should be more concerned with the critical function of the
dam and reservoir to protect lives and property. Simply put, this is a debris basin, and was not designed
as a park and nature preserve.

[ Currently the dam has a capacity of less than one Design Debris Event which is a 50 year storm effect 4

years after a major fire, or about 2 million cy. This is far less than might be required for the kind of event
which | have described. The original design capacity of the reservoir was something like 7 million cy; the
current capacity is a fraction of that.

| can tell you that if the fighting capability of a Navy warship were to degrade unnecessarily to such a
degree the captain would be fired immediately.

You will hear all kinds of arguments that the DWP has not been creative enough in finding a solution
without removing leveling the intended 120 acres. | for one don't see a lot of room for creativity. It's a
debris basin and we’ve let debris accumulate for decades. We have to remove it, not matter what might
have grown on top over that time. Frankly, | would suggest returning to the original 178 acre removal
plan.

| read a accusation that the DWP of complete “disregard of Nature.” Let me tell you that not returning the
reservair to its original capacity would, in fact, be a higher disregard for what Nature can and will do in the
future.

| know my opinion sticks in the craw of many, but | am facing the reality that the water and mud will come
down those Canyons one day in the not too distant future. Unlike anything any of us have ever
witnessed. We’'d better be ready for it.

Comment 3-5
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Final EIR Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project
Los Angeles County, California

Response to Comment Letter #3 (Bob Musselman)
Response to Comment 3-1:

Thank you for your input. These comments have been noted and will be provided to the County of Los
Angeles Board of Supervisors for their consideration. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District
(LACFCD) was mandated by the State Legislature to provide flood protection and water conservation
within its boundaries.

LACFCD acknowledges that natural events in exceedance of those considered in LACFCD design
standards are possible given the power and unpredictability of nature. LACFCD’s goal and responsibility
are to reduce the risk posed by natural hazards; however, designing and building to protect against all
extreme events for all LACFCD infrastructure is not possible.

Response to Comment 3-2:

The commenter’s preference for returning the reservoir to its original function is noted. As described in
the Draft EIR, Proposed Project objectives include reducing flood risk and restoring reservoir capacity for
flood control and future sediment inflow events. The commenter is correct; in order to remove the
necessary amount of sediment from the reservoir some vegetation must be removed, as the vegetation
sits atop many layers of accumulated sediment.

Response to Comment 3-3:

The commenter is correct; a design debris event (DDE) is characterized as the estimated amount of
sediment that could flow into the facility during a Capital Flood event four years after the undeveloped
portion of its tributary watershed is burned, and the capacity in Devil’s Gate Reservoir is less than one
DDE.

A reservoir storage design capacity of two DDEs below the dam’s lowest spillway was determined to be
the standard acceptable level of risk at Devil’s Gate Dam and Reservoir. The DDE volume of capacity is
determined using the January 2006 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW)
Hydrology Manual and the March 2006 LACDPW Sedimentation Manual. For Devil’'s Gate Dam and
Reservoir, the required reservoir capacity is 4.0 million cubic yards (cy) (two DDEs) below the spillway
elevation of 1040.50 feet.

The Hydrology Manual (January 2006) can be viewed here:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wrd/publication/engineering/2006 Hydrology Manual/2006%20Hydrology%2
OManual-Divided.pdf

The Sedimentation Manual (March 2006) can be viewed here:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wrd/publication/engineering/2006 sedimentation manual/Sedimentation%20
Manual-Second%20Edition.pdf

Additional information concerning DDE calculation methods has been added to the Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), Section 2.3, Project Need.
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Final EIR Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project
Los Angeles County, California

Response to Comment 3-4:

The commenter’s preference for returning the reservoir to its original capacity is noted.
Response to Comment 3-5:

The commenter’s recommendations for project design are noted.

The alternatives in the Draft EIR analyzed a range of sediment removal amounts (2,425,000 cy to
4,000,000 cy), obtaining or close to obtaining two DDEs, the standard acceptable level of risk at Devil’s
Gate Dam and Reservoir.

As described in the Draft EIR, Proposed Project objectives include supporting dam safety by removing
sediment accumulated in the reservoir in a timely manner to ensure the ability to empty the reservoir in
the event of a dam safety concern. With sediment removal operations moving efficiently, it is
reasonable to assume a project duration of no more than five years. It is possible that sediment removal
may be achieved in under five years; however, acceleration of the removal beyond the parameters
described in the Draft EIR, would be difficult to achieve due to limits associated with truck traffic and the
rainy season. The Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 reflect the maximum efficiencies of
removal that are reasonably possible.

See Response to Comment 3-3 regarding determination of acceptable reservoir storage capacity.

LACFCD notes the commenter’s preference for the Proposed Project
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Comment Letter #4

Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and
Management Project

COMMENT CARD
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Please submit any comments on the proposed project today by placing this card in the comment box or send
to LACFCD. Correspondence should be postmarked by Monday, January 6, 2014. Comments should include
“Devil’'s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project” in the subject line and the name of a
contact person. Comments can be submitted in the following ways:

Mail Email Fax

reservoircleanouts@dpw.lacounty.gov (626) 979-5436

County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
Water Resources Division
Reservoir Cleanouts Program
P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460



mdirecto
Typewritten Text
Comment Letter #4

mdirecto
Line

mdirecto
Typewritten Text
Comment 4-1


Final EIR Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project
Los Angeles County, California

Response to Comment Letter #4 (Erika Bennett - TTSI)
Response to Comment 4-1:

Thank you for your input. The comment has been noted and will be provided to the County of Los
Angeles Board of Supervisors for their consideration. Lower emission trucks were considered for the
Proposed Project; however, the availability of these trucks could not be guaranteed at the time the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was written. Air quality impacts associated with truck traffic were
analyzed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.5. Los Angeles County Flood Control District has conducted an
availability study and can now ensure that all trucks used to transport sediment for the Proposed Project
will meet or exceed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 2007 standards for emissions.
Therefore, in order to further reduce emissions, Mitigation Measure MM AQ-1 has been revised; and
the contractor will be required to use only sediment removal dump trucks that meet or exceed EPA’s
2007 emission standards. With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2,
impacts to air quality will be reduced to less than significant.
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Comment Letter #5

Devil’'s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and
Management Project

COMMENT CARD
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Please submit any comments on the proposed project today by placing this card in the comment box or send
to LACFCD. Correspondence should be postmarked by Monday, January 6, 2014. Comments should include
“Devil’'s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project” in the subject line and the name of a

contact person. Comments can be submitted in the following ways:

Mail Email Fax
reservoircleanouts@dpw.lacounty.gov (626) 979-5436

County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
Water Resources Division
Reservoir Cleanouts Program
P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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Final EIR Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project
Los Angeles County, California

Response to Comment Letter #5 (Loyd Kattro — Light Art Consulting)
Response to Comment 5-1:

Thank you for your input. These comments have been noted and will be provided to the County of Los
Angeles Board of Supervisors for their consideration. The comment was rewritten below for readability
purposes per the direction of the commenter. See Response to Comments 5-2, 5-3, and 5-4, below.

Response to Comment 5-2:

Earthquakes tend<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>