2. Responses to Comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report

Introduction

This document, Appendix L, Part 2, constitutes the second part of a two part document which
includes: Part 1 - Comments on the Draft Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated
Feasibility Report (Feasibility Study and Environment Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact
Report) (Draft IFR); and Part 2 - Responses to Comments on the Draft IFR. This appendix is part
of the Final Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report (Feasibility
Study and Environment Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report) (Final IFR).

Part 2, Responses to Comments on the Draft IFR, presents the Corps’ and City’s responses to the
comments received on the Draft IFR during the public review period which ended on November
18, 2013. The Corps and the City of Los Angeles made the Draft IFR document publicly
available on the Corps’ website on Friday, September 13, 2013, opening the 45-day public
review period. The Notice of Availability was published in Federal Register on October 4, 2013
which extended the public comment period an additional 2 weeks to Monday, November 18,
2013. In addition, comments were received at the Public Meeting held on October 17, 2013 at
the L.A. River Center and Gardens Atrium.

Responses are provided for each comment letter received, in the same order as presented in Part
1, by groups: federal, state, county, city, and local representatives and agencies, and
governmental entities, then organizations and businesses, followed by individuals in alphabetical
order by the last name of the first signature. Each numbered response corresponds to the
assigned comment number provided in Part 1. Some comments have been assigned a letter code,
which corresponds to a specific topic. For each of these topics, a General Response has been
prepared and is listed below. A specific response has been provided for all other comments.

The definition of acronyms that may appear in the response to comments may be found
immediately following the Table of Contents in the main report of the Final IFR.

The responses are presented in the following order:
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General Responses

Responses to issues and concerns raised by multiple comments are addressed in a set of General
Responses (GR-A and GR-B) as described below. All other responses are presented individually
by comment letter.

GR-A Support for Alternative 20

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the final alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration, because it
is an efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than smaller scale plans and
includes regional terrestrial and aquatic habitat connections. Although this alternative was not
identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan, this alternative has been identified
as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the plan recommended for authorization.

Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final array plans. Further, as
the largest of the final array plans, it will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy,
both from project construction expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction
redevelopment. However, these benefits are generated at a very high cost, especially for the cost
compared to the NER Plan. From a Federal interest perspective, the primary focus of the project
is ecosystem restoration, not regional economic output. In an ecosystem restoration feasibility
study the NER Plan must be identified. Corps planning guidance describes the NER Plan as the
justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-monetary
beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects are worth the incremental costs. Selecting the NER plan requires
careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives and constraints and reasonably
maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of significance of outputs, cost
effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. The NER plan determines Federal
interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan. In this case, the NER
Plan was identified in the Draft IFR as Alternative 13, and was named the ARBOR Corridor
Extension (ACE) plan. It was selected as the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) based on
evaluation criteria established in the feasibility study and mandated by governing federal water
resources policy.

The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local) and regional habitat connectivity,
hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration provided by Alternatives 16 and 20,
including the increase in Regional Economic Development (RED) benefits attained by those two
larger alternatives provided justification for their inclusion in the final array of alternatives
considered. However, these added benefits also come at a significantly higher cost.

During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.



Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

o0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
" Scope of the recommended plan
= Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
" Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River
Revitalization Master Plan
" Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders
. Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans
" Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)
. Environmental justice
" Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site
. Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix Lincludes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, while agency and stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input
and analysis regarding the regional importance of Alternative 20, much of this information had
already been taken into account in identifying Alternative 13 as the NER plan in the Draft IFR.
However, as a result of these comments and input from reviews, the Corps used a framework
suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify the beneficial
outputs of connectivity. By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and
combining the resultant output with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more
comprehensively compare the alternatives in the final array (See response GR-B for more detail).
Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
and the next best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the incremental costs
relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantifying connectivity functions), there
was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Following public review, further detailed cost analysis was performed, which identified a more
cost effective variation on Alternative 13 (referred to in the Final IFR as “Alternative 13v” for
“variation”). Alternative 13v is identical to Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes
the reach plan included in Alternative 20, which provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank
connection to the Los Angeles State Historic Park, daylighting three streams, and restoration of
the confluence of Arroyo Seco. The Reach 7 plan from Alternative 20 provides greater benefits
at a lower cost than the Reach 7 plan included in Alternative 13. Alternative 13v provides the
greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment cost; in other words, there is
no other plan of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Furthermore, compared to the
rest of the alternatives, Alternative 13v is the plan that more than minimally meets the criteria for
cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. Accordingly, Alternative 13v is
identified as the NER Plan in the Final IFR.



In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the Recommended Plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional Corps policy. Based
on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the consideration of that alternative as the
LPP and the Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exemption and
authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers
Report.

The LPP, Alternative 20, would include additional restoration benefits beyond those identified
for the NER plan, with widening and terracing in Reach 5 in the Glendale Narrows, restoration at
Verdugo Wash, and expansion of restoration at and adjacent to the Los Angeles Trailer and
Container Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. These additional restoration benefits include
restoration of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice the acreage of local and hydrologic
connectivity (298 acres total), and opportunity for a direct connection to the significant
ecological area of the Verdugo Mountains. The LPP is most consistent with the goals of the Los
Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of Los Angeles because
it includes three of its five opportunity areas (versus Alternative 13v’s inclusion of two).
Implementation of the LPP appears to best address the public's expressed desire for increased
habitat and hydrologic connectivity, regional economic development and recreation, and restored
community cohesion.

The following table provides a comparison of the NER Plan and the LPP. It includes a
comparison of the acres restored and average annual habitat unit outputs (AAHUS), describes
major restoration features in each of the 8 reaches, and summarizes connectivity benefits. The
cost associated with the 121 additional acres in Alternative 20 is relatively high, because the
acres are restored through modifications to the river channel by removing concrete or
reconfiguring channel walls, and by widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 restores about 20% more overall acreage and twice
the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity as Alternative 13v, and is the only alternative
that provides a connection to the significant ecological area of the Verdugo Mountains.

Table 1 - NER and LPP Comparison

Criteria NER Plan (Alternative 13v) LPP (Alternative 20) Incremental
Difference
Acres 598 719 121
AAHU'’s 5,989 6,782 793
First Cost $694 Million $1.339 Billion $645 Million
Comparison of Restoration Features
Reach 1 Habitat corridor/riparian Same as NER Plan -
planting
Reach 2 Habitat corridor/riparian + Channel widening right bank 20 acres
planting 55 AAHU
Reach 3 Side channel/daylighted + Verdugo Wash confluence 30 acres
streams/habitat corridor restoration 130 AAHU
Reach 4 Daylighted streams/side Same as NER Plan -
channel/habitat corridor




Reach 5 Habitat corridor/daylighted | + Widening channel/terracing 27 acres

stream banks 265 AAHU
Reach 6 Habitat corridor/widening Same as NER Plan -

river
Reach 7 Daylighted streams + Same as NER Plan

Arroyo Seco restored +
Connection to Los Angeles
River State Historic Park
with 10 acres of
wetlands/habitat corridor

Reach 8 Riparian overbank/restored | + Concrete removal, off channel | 44 acres

wash/habitat corridor wetlands, hydrologic connection | 342 AAHU
Connectivity Benefits

Local 142 298 156

(acres)

Regional 780,000 797,000 17,000

(acres)

Hydrologic | 133 280 147

(acres)

Hydrologic | 2 4 2

(count)

GR-B Connectivity

Many public comments received, as well as a comment from the project’s Independent External
Peer Review (IEPR) Panel, suggested that an additional analysis of connectivity benefits would
assist with alternative comparison and selection. The Corps used a framework suggested by the
project’s IEPR panel to better quantify the beneficial outputs of connectivity. Four different
metrics were developed to further quantify different connectivity outputs. By evaluating two
hydrologic, one local, and one regional connectivity metrics, and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Local connectivity was evaluated based on the potential for wildlife to physically move between
the river and areas restored by the project. The metric is based on the acreage of the restored sites
and the ability of wildlife to access them. For the purpose of this evaluation, it was assumed that
all types of wildlife must have access in order to be considered in the metric (i.e. mammals,
reptiles, and amphibians, in addition to birds whose movements are not limited by barriers
between the channel bottom and restored areas).

Regional connectivity was evaluated based on the restored opportunities for wildlife to move out
of the restored project area into adjacent, more distant significant ecological areas (now or in the
future, after additional restoration occurs along river tributaries). This metric is based on the
acreage of habitat area to which a given alternative connects. Areas considered include the Santa
Monica Mountains (via Griffith Park) and Elysian Park, which constitute terrestrial connections,
and potential future opportunities via tributaries to the San Gabriel Mountains (via Arroyo Seco)
and the Verdugo Mountains (via Verdugo Wash), which constitute aquatic connections.



Hydrologic connectivity was evaluated based on the restored areas/floodplain that would be
reconnected to the river via natural hydrology. The total acreage of the sites with a natural
hydrologic connection and the number of sites with a natural hydrologic connection were
evaluated (two separate metrics). Parcels were considered hydrologically connected if the river is
widened into a floodplain area, where the river can more naturally flood, meander, change shape,
and interact with adjacent sites. The floodplain is considered to be the area where floodwaters
would be allowed to inundate.

For each metric, the values for each site (i.e. acres or count) were calculated and then summed
across each alternative. In order to calculate the metric value, a Relative Value Index (RVI) was
used, whereby the total for a given alternative was divided by the maximum possible value. In
this way, the metric value is a simple proportion of the total possible, on a scale of 0 to 1 (1
being the maximum).

To obtain an overall connectivity metric, the metric values for each connectivity component were
then summed, and an RV calculated to determine a single, combined connectivity metric (see
Table 1). These combined metric values were then input into the economic analysis (CE/ICA)
and weighted at varying levels using the Combined Habitat Assessment Protocol (CHAP)
outputs. The original analysis only considered the CHAP analysis in the quantitative comparison
and resulted in all four Final Array Plans included in the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report
(IFR) (10, 13, 16, and 20) being Best Buy Plans. In the revised analysis, two additional scenarios
were evaluated that based the CE/ICA analysis on a Total Weighted Output Metric that included
CHAP and connectivity benefits. The first weighted the CHAP and Combined Connectivity
equally, and the second weighted the CHAP at 75% and Combined Connectivity at 25%. These
results were consistent in showing Alternative 13 as the first Best Buy Plan.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives,
the increase in cost between Alternative 13 and Alternative 16 is over $350 million, and the
increase in cost between Alternative 13 and Alternative 20 is over $627 million. Given the
magnitude of the incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits, there was not
sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Table 1 — Connectivity Metrics

RVI - Connectivity Metrics
Hydrologic | Hydrologic Connec-
Local Regional | Connec- Connec- tivity First
Connec- | Connec- tivity - tivity - Metric Cost Incremental

tivity tivity acres count Total [ Value SM* Cost SM*
Alt 10 0.30 | 0.22 0.29 | 0.25 1.06 | 0.26 S 375
Alt 13 0.48 | 0.98 0.48 | 0.50 2.43 | 0.61 S 453 | S 78
Alt 16 0.86 | 0.98 0.88 | 0.75 3.46 | 0.87 S 804 S 351
Alt 20 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 4.00 | 1.00 $1081 (S 277
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* First costs and incremental costs shown are from the September 2013 Draft IFR. Costs were updated in the Final
IFR.

Following public review, further detailed cost analysis was performed, which identified a more
cost effective variation on Alternative 13 (referred to in the Final IFR as “Alternative 13v” for
variation). Alternative 13v is identical to Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes
the reach plan included in Alternative 20 that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank
connection to the Los Angeles State Historic Park as well as daylighting three streams and
restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco. This variation is identified as the NER plan in the Final
IFR. With respect to connectivity, Alternative 13v provides similar benefits to Alternative 13,
with a slight increase in local and regional connectivity with the restoration at the Los Angeles
State Historic Park in Reach 7.

The Corps recognizes that Alternative 20 has the most benefits, across many benefit categories,
among the final array plans. Accordingly, the non-Federal sponsor requested that Alternative 20
be recommended instead of the NER Plan. The Corps requested that the Assistant Secretary of
the Army (Civil Works) (ASA (CW)) grant an exception to allow the Corps to recommend
Alternative 20 as the locally preferred plan (LPP) instead of recommending the NER Plan. The
ASA (CW) granted the requested LPP exception, and permitted the Corps to recommend the
LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers Report.
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Specific Response

Federal Agencies and Representatives

U.S. Senate Committee on Environmental and Public Works, Senator Barbara Boxer
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W DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AN U.S.ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
47 441 GSTREET, NW
; WASHINGTON, DC 20314-1000

The Honorable Barbara Boxer
Chairman of Committee on Environment and Public Works
Washington, D.C. 20510-6175

Dear Senator Boxer:

Thank you for your comments on the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility
Study. Alternative 20 was one of the final alternatives carried forward for further analysis and
consideration, because it is an efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output
than smaller scale plans and includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in
important areas. Although this alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem
Restoration (NER) plan, this alternative has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP)
and is the Recommended Plan in the Final Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) and in the Chief of
Engineers Report.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the recommended plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) policy. Based on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the
consideration of that alternative as the LPP and the Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By
memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW))
granted the requested LPP exception, and authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the
Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers Report.

After detailed cost analysis, the Corps also refined the NER plan. That refined plan, Alternative
13v, provides the greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment cost; in
other words, for the total project cost for Alternative 13v of $694 million, there is no other plan
of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Accordingly, Alternative 13v is identified
as the NER plan in the Final IFR. Corps planning guidance describes the NER Plan as the
justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-monetary
beneficial effects over monetary and nonmonetary costs. This plan occurs where the incremental
beneficial effects just equal the incremental costs, or alternatively stated where the extra
environmental value is just worth the extra costs. Selecting the NER plan requires careful
consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives and constraints and reasonably
maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of significance of outputs, cost
effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. Compared to the rest of the
alternatives, Alternative 13v is the plan that more than minimally meets these criteria.
Alternative 20 has been identified as the LPP and Recommended Plan for the reasons previously
stated.
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As part of her permission to the Corps to consider Alternative 20 as the LPP, the ASA(CW)
permitted the Corps to consider alternative cost sharing.

If you have any further questions, please contact the Los Angeles District Commander, Colonel

Kimberly M. Colloton, at (213) 452-3961, or your staff may contact the Deputy District
Engineer for Project Management, Mr. David M. Van Dorpe, at (213) 452-3971.

Sincerely,

Steven Stockton
Director of Civil Works
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Attachment 1

The following information provides a more detailed explanation for the selection of the National
Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan and the Locally Preferred Plan for the proposed Los Angeles
River Ecosystem Restoration Project.

Acceptability and Public Support

During the public comment period for the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR), which
closed on 18 November 2013, the Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments.
Comments were received from Federal agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the
Urban Waters Federal Partnership. Comments were also received and evaluated from State and
local agencies, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected
officials, and private citizens.

o0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
" Scope of the recommended plan
= Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
" Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River

Revitalization Master Plan

Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders

Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans

Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)

Environmental justice

Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site

Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

Alternative 13, the NER plan identified in the Draft IFR, met required criteria for completeness,
effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability. This alternative is complete in that it provides for all
features necessary to realize the planned effects, is effective in that it meets study objectives to
alleviate problems and realize opportunities while being efficient, as described above. This
alternative was evaluated for acceptability from the perspective of the Nation’s general public,
and is consistent with Federal law, authority and public policy. In general, in terms of scope and
completeness of the recommended plan, agency and stakeholder input did not provide any new
information to the Corps that had not been previously considered in reaching its selection of
Alternative 13 as the NER Plan.

Following public review, further analysis was performed that included a more detailed cost
analysis using Mii software, real estate cost updates, and further modified contingencies based
upon a full cost risk summary analysis. This analysis identified a more cost effective variation on
Alternative 13 (referred to in the Final IFR as “Alternative 13v” for variation) that is identical to
Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes the reach plan included in Alternative 20
that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank connection to the Los Angeles State Historic
Park as well as daylighting three streams and restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco. The Reach 7
plan included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the Reach 7 plan included in
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Alternative 13, at a lower cost. This variation on Alternative 13 has been identified as the NER
plan in the Final IFR on the basis of the analysis referenced above.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested that Alternative 20 be the
Recommended Plan. Based on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the
consideration of that alternative as the LPP and Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By
memorandum dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works)
(ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exception and authorized the Corps to recommend the
LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers Report. The rationale for granting that
request is described below.

The LPP would include additional restoration benefits above that identified for the NER plan at
Verdugo Wash, and at the Los Angeles Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility (LATC) site, as
well as river widening in additional reaches. These additional restoration benefits include direct
restoration of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice the acreage of local and hydrologic
connectivity (298 acres total), and provision of a direct connection to the significant ecological
area of the Verdugo Mountains. Nearly unanimous support for Alternative 20 was expressed by
the public through review of the Draft IFR and public meetings. Alternative 20 is consistent with
the goals of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of
Los Angeles. Implementation of Alternative 20 as the LPP appears to best address the public's
expressed desire for increased habitat and hydrologic connectivity, regional economic
development and recreation, and restored community cohesion.

Over the last 150 years, the Los Angeles River has been degraded by development, flooding, and
channelization, including the Corps construction of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area
(LACDA) flood risk management project that modified most of the Los Angeles River with
concrete banks and a mostly concrete bed to protect the city and surrounding areas from
catastrophic flooding. The Flood Control Acts of the 1930s and 1940s directed the Corps to
construct the LACDA project, which ultimately involved construction of 5 dams and
approximately 500 miles of channels to protect communities from significant and recurring flood
damages. Restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River, that is the focus of the present Study,
is within the footprint of the existing flood risk management project. The ecosystem project
would, in part, reverse a portion of the degradation associated with the existing LACDA project,
and would advance a number of important Administration efforts, including the Climate Action
Plan, America's Great Outdoors initiative, and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership. The Corps
has factored in climate variability and future uncertainties, and with a more naturally functioning
channel, there may be associated incidental benefits with respect to drought, such as increased
percolation area and increased detention and retention characteristics. The America’s Great
Outdoors initiative would be advanced through provision of increased access to restored lands
and urban waters. Lastly, the Los Angeles River is one of 7 original pilot locations for the Urban
Waters Federal Partnership, and the proposed restoration activities would advance the goals of
restoring the ecosystem and balancing revitalization with flood avoidance to ensure public safety
for the 11 miles of 51 miles of the Los Angeles River that are the focus of the partnership work.

Quantification of the connections among restored areas demonstrate the significant benefits to be
realized through implementation of the LPP in lieu of the NER plan. Restoration of such
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connections will involve modifications to the urban river channel by removing concrete and
reconfiguring channel walls, and by widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. The LPP would also provide significantly greater regional economic
benefits, including over 11,000 more jobs and over $3.8 billion in labor income, as well as
substantive opportunities for redevelopment in the Verdugo Wash area. Environmental justice
benefits would also be realized through restored community cohesion for communities
previously separated by the existing LACDA flood risk management project, through provision
of new public access to restored natural areas with associated recreational amenities.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the recreation
plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is proposed
and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan features and
benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups along the river,
increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased public safety
through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and lines of sight
along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem restoration plan,
opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved public health by
providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite provided by interaction with
nature.

Significance of Ecosystem Outputs

Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final array plans. Further,
Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans, will generate the greatest benefits to the
regional economy, both from project construction expenditures as well as anticipated post-
construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal interest perspective, the primary focus of
the project is ecosystem restoration and the NER Plan must be identified in a restoration
feasibility study as a primary basis for decision making. Corps planning guidance describes the
NER Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and
non-monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non monetary costs. This plan occurs where
the incremental beneficial effects just equal or exceed incremental costs, or where any extra
environmental value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness.The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan.
In this case, the NER Plan in the Draft IFR was identified as Alternative 13, named the ARBOR
Corridor Extension (ACE). It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and
establish selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, local/nodal and
regional habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration
provided by Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development
(RED) benefits attained by these two larger alternatives provided justification for their inclusion
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in the final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a
significantly higher cost.

Regarding comments relating to connectivity, these outputs were considered in the evaluation
and comparison of alternatives. Further, in response to Independent External Peer Review
comments, connectivity benefits were quantified in greater detail, combined with habitat outputs
from the CHAP model and subject to additional cost effectiveness and incremental analyses.
Such analysis substantiated that the incremental costs per output are significantly higher for
Alternative 20, and therefore, when considering the criterion of reasonableness of cost,
Alternative 13v is affirmed to be the NER Plan in the Final IFR.

The following table provides a comparison of the NER Plan and the LPP. It includes a
comparison of the acres benefiting from the restoration and average annual habitat unit outputs
(AAHUSs), describes major restoration features in each of the 8 reaches, and summarizes
connectivity benefits. The cost associated with the 121 additional acres in Alternative 20 is
relatively high, because the acres are restored through modifications to the river channel by
removing concrete or reconfiguring channel walls, and by widening the channel to restore
hydrologic connectivity and additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 restores 22% more
overall acreage and twice the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity as Alternative 13v,
and is the only alternative that provides a connection to the significant ecological area in the
Verdugo Mountains

Table 1 - NER and LPP Comparison

Criteria NER Plan (Alternative LPP (Alternative 20) Incremental
13v) Difference

Acres 598 719 121

AAHU’s 5,989 6,782 793

First Cost* | $694 Million $1.339 Billion $645 Million

Comparison of Restoration Features

Reach 1 Habitat corridor/riparian Same as NER Plan -
planting

Reach 2 Habitat corridor/riparian | + Channel widening right 20 acres
planting bank 55 AAHU

Reach 3 Side channel/daylighted + Verdugo Wash confluence 30 acres
streams/habitat corridor restoration 130 AAHU

Reach 4 Daylighted streams/side Same as NER Plan -
channel/habitat corridor

Reach 5 Habitat + Widening channel/terracing | 27 acres
corridor/daylighted banks 265 AAHU
stream

Reach 6 Habitat corridor/widening | Same as NER Plan -
river

Reach 7 Daylighted streams + Same as NER Plan -
Arroyo Seco restored +
Connection to Los Angeles
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River State Historic
Park/habitat corridor
Reach 8 Riparian + Concrete removal, off 44 acres
overbank/restored channel wetlands, hydrologic | 342 AAHU
wash/habitat corridor connection
Connectivity Benefits
Local 151 298 147
(acres)
Regional 780,000 797,000 17,000
(acres)
Hydrologic | 133 280 147
(acres)
Hydrologic | 2 4 2
(count)

* First costs shown are from the September 2013 Draft IFR and are subject to change.

Environmental Justice

Although environmental justice was not a key criterion in the plan selection process, the Final
IFR includes a more robust analysis of environmental justice issues in Section 3.13.3 and 5.13.
Many other project outputs were identified for consideration by the public (such as water
quality, groundwater recharge, recreation, and regional revitalization), which under Corps policy
were not primary criteria for identifying the NER plan. The rationale for the LPP as the
Recommended Plan is provided above.

Cost

When selecting a plan to propose for authorization, the Corps must consider not only NER
benefits, but also the reasonableness of costs necessary to achieve those benefits in comparing
alternatives. Plan selection on this basis is required by Corps regulations and policy in
Engineering Regulation 1105-2-100. The $694 million cost of Alternative 13v is significant
when compared to the Federal investment in other ecosystem restoration plans by the Corps in
the Southwest, especially when calculated as cost per acre restored. The added areas of
restoration in Alternative 20 did not increase benefits sufficiently to justify the added and almost
doubled cost of $645 million. Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration
output for each of the alternatives, there was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale
plan as the NER Plan.

As you noted in your letter, because of the high lands, easements, rights of way, relocations, and
disposal sites (LERRD) costs associated with the alternative plans, and the Corps’ policy that
plans have a target LERRD percentage of no more than 25 percent of total ecosystem restoration
costs, the City of Los Angeles has offered to voluntarily waive reimbursement of all LERRD
costs exceeding its statutory share of total ecosystem restoration costs. The ASA(CW) granted a
policy waiver to allow the Corps to consider plans with higher LERRD costs and to allow the
City to waive reimbursement of LERRD. As part of its request for Alternative 20, the City
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confirmed its waiver of reimbursement and offered alternative cost sharing for the LPP. As part
of her permission to the Corps to consider Alternative 20 as the LPP, the ASA(CW) permitted
the Corps to consider alternative cost sharing, subject to sponsor waiver of reimbursement and
credit for LERRD above 35 percent of total ecosystem restoration cost. The Chief of Engineers
will make a decision on the cost sharing that will be recommended to Congress prior to submittal
of the Chief’s Report to Congress.

Accordingly, Alternative 13v is identified as the NER plan in the Final IFR. Compared to the
rest of the alternatives, Alternative 13v is the plan that more than minimally meets the criteria for
selection of the NER plan described above. However, Alternative 20 has been identified as the
LPP and Recommended Plan for the reasons previously stated.
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Members of U.S. Congress, Bass, Becerra, Roybal-Allard
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FA, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
B 915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930

& LOSANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

The Honorable Karen Bass

The Honorable Xavier Becerra

The Honorable Lucille Roybal-Allard
The Honorable Adam B. Schiff
Members of Congress

4929 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 650

Los Angeles, CA 90010

Dear Members of Congress:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration, because it is an
efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than smaller scale plans and
includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in important areas. Although this
alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan, this alternative
has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the Recommended Plan.

We recognize that Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final
array plans. Further, it is recognized that Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans,
will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy, both from project construction
expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal
interest perspective, the primary focus of the project is ecosystem restoration, and the NER Plan
must be identified in a restoration feasibility study. Corps planning guidance describes the NER
Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-
monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects equal the incremental costs, or where the extra environmental
value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness.The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan.
In this case, the NER Plan identified in the Draft IFR was Alternative 13, named the ARBOR
Corridor Extension (ACE). It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and
establish the selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local)
and regional habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration
provided by Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development
(RED) benefits attained by these two larger alternatives, provided justification for their inclusion
in the final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a
significantly higher cost.
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During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
. Scope of the recommended plan
" Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
. Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River
Revitalization Master Plan
. Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders

" Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans
. Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)
" Environmental justice

= Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site
" Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix includes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, in terms of scope and completeness of the recommended plan, while agency and
stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input and analysis regarding the
importance of Alternative 20, the Corps considers this input to be similar to what had previously
been considered in reaching the agency’s identification of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively
Selected Plan (TSP).

In terms of connectivity benefits and the model used to calculate benefits, the Corps used a
framework suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify
the beneficial outputs of connectivity noted as being not fully captured in the public comments.
By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
and the next bigger best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the
incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantifying connectivity
functions), there was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Following public review, further analysis was performed that included a more detailed cost
analysis. This analysis identified a more cost effective variation on Alternative 13 (referred to in
this IFR as “Alternative 13v” for variation) that is identical to Alternative 13 except for Reach 7,
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where it includes the Reach 7 features from Alternative 20 that provides 10 acres of marsh and a
terraced bank connection to the Los Angeles State Historic Park as well as daylighting three
streams and restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco. The analysis found that the Reach 7 plan
included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the Reach 7 plan included in Alternative
13, at lower cost.

Alternative 13v provides the greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment
cost; in other words, for the total project cost for Alternative 13v of $694 million, there is no
other plan of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Compared to the rest of the
alternatives, Alternative 13v is the plan that more than minimally meets the criteria for selection
of the NER plan. Accordingly, Alternative 13v has been identified as the NER plan.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the Recommended Plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional Corps policy. Based
on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the consideration of that alternative as the
LPP and Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exception and
authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers
Report. The rationale for granting that request is described below.

The LPP would include additional restoration benefits above that identified for the NER plan at
Verdugo Wash, widening of the natural riverbed in 1.5 miles of the Glendale Narrows (Reach
5), and expansion of restoration at and adjacent to the Los Angeles Trailer and Container
Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. These additional restoration benefits include direct restoration
of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity (298
acres total), and provision of a direct connection to the significant ecological area of the Verdugo
Mountains. Nearly unanimous support for Alternative 20 was expressed by the public through
review of the Draft IFR and public meetings. The LPP is consistent with the goals of the Los
Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of Los Angeles.
Implementation of the LPP appears to best address the public's expressed desire for increased
habitat and hydrologic connectivity, regional economic development and recreation, and restored
community cohesion.

Over the last 150 years, the Los Angeles River has been degraded by development, flooding, and
channelization, including the Corps’ construction of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area
flood risk management project that modified most of the Los Angeles River with concrete banks
and a mostly concrete bed to protect the city and surrounding areas from catastrophic flooding.
The Flood Control Acts of the 1930s and 1940s directed the Corps to construct the Los Angeles
County Drainage Area project, which ultimately involved construction of 5 dams and
approximately 500 miles of channels to protect communities from significant and recurring flood
damages. Restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River, that was the focus of this IFR, is
within the footprint of the existing flood risk management project. The ecosystem project would,
in part, reverse a portion of the degradation associated with the existing Los Angeles County
Drainage Area project, and concurrently advance a number of important Administration efforts,
including the Climate Action Plan, America's Great Outdoors initiative, and the Urban Waters
Federal Partnership. The Corps has factored in climate variability and future uncertainties, and
with a more naturally functioning channel, there may be associated incidental benefits with
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respect to drought, such as increased percolation area and increased detention and retention
characteristics. The America’s Great Outdoors initiative would be advanced through provision
of increased access to restored lands and urban waters. Lastly, the Los Angeles River is one of 7
original pilot locations for the Urban Waters Federal Partnership and the proposed restoration
activities would advance the goals of restoring the ecosystem and balancing revitalization with
flood avoidance to ensure public safety for 11 miles of 51 miles of the Los Angeles River.

Quantifications of the connections among restored areas demonstrate the significant benefits to
be realized through implementation of Alternative 20 in lieu of the NER plan. Restoration of
such connections will involve modifications to the urban river channel by removing concrete and
reconfiguring channel walls and widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 would also provide significantly greater regional
economic benefits, including over 11,000 more jobs and over $3.8 billion in labor income, as
well as substantive opportunities for redevelopment in both the Verdugo Wash confluence and
Chinatown/Cornfields areas. Environmental justice benefits would also be realized through
restored community cohesion for communities previously separated by the existing Los Angeles
County Drainage Area flood risk management project through provision of new public access to
restored natural areas with associated recreational amenities.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
however, these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the
recreation plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is
proposed and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan
features and benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups
along the river, increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased
public safety through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and
lines of sight along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem
restoration plan, opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved
public health by providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (213) 452-3783.

Sincerely,

Eduardo T. De Mesa
Acting Chief, Planning Division
USACE, Los Angeles District

25



Congresswoman Lucille Roybal-Allard
Thank you for your letter. Please reference the congressional letter addressed to you above.

Congressman Adam B. Schiff
Thank you for your letter. Please reference the congressional letter addressed to you above.

U.S. Department of the Interior

1. Thank you for your comments and additional information to be considered for the Los
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20 is one of the action
alternatives considered in detail in the IFR. The Corps typically recommends the plan that is the
National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan. In this case, the NER Plan in the Draft Integrated
Feasibility Report (IFR) was identified as Alternative 13, named the ARBOR Corridor Extension
(ACE) alternative, because it met study objectives while providing the greatest increase in net
benefits with the least increase in cost among alternatives in the final array.

Following public review, further analysis was performed that included a more detailed cost
analysis using Mii software, real estate cost updates, and further modified contingencies based
upon a full cost risk summary analysis. This analysis identified a more cost effective variation on
Alternative 13 (referred to in this IFR as “Alternative 13v” for variation) that is identical to
Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes the reach plan included in Alternative 20
that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank connection to the Los Angeles State Historic
Park as well as daylighting three streams and restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco. This analysis
found that the Reach 7 plan included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the Reach 7
plan included in Alternative 13, at lower cost. The NER plan should be the justified alternative
and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-monetary beneficial effects over
monetary and nonmonetary costs. This plan occurs where the incremental beneficial effects just
equal the incremental costs, or alternatively stated where the extra environmental value is just
worth the extra costs. Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that
meets planning objectives and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits
while passing tests of significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and
completeness. Compared to the rest of the alternatives, Alternative 13v is the plan that more
than minimally meets these criteria. Accordingly, Alternative 13v is identified as the NER Plan
in the Final IFR.

However, the non-Federal sponsor requested that Alternative 20 be recommended instead of the
NER Plan. The Corps requested that the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA
(CW)) grant an exception to allow the Corps to recommend Alternative 20 as the locally
preferred plan (LPP) instead of recommending the NER Plan. The ASA (CW) granted the
requested LPP exception and permitted the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in
the Chief of Engineers Report, in recognition of the additional benefits provided by this plan and
strong support by federal, state and local agencies as well as various stakeholders and the general
public.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
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these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the recreation
plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is proposed
and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan features and
benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups along the river,
increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased public safety
through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and lines of sight
along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem restoration plan,
opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved public health by
providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite. The importance of passive
recreation, and in particular multi-use trails, is recognized. The recreation plan that was initially
developed to be compatible with Alternative 13 was adjusted to be compatible with and take
advantage of the ecosystem restoration features included in Alternative 20. The recreation plan
includes passive recreation opportunities comprised of trail improvements, pedestrian bridges,
trail access points and wildlife viewing points that are compatible with the restoration features.

We appreciate the information you provided on (1) the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area (SMMNRA), (2) the Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance (RTCA)
Program’s current and past projects along the Los Angeles River, (3) the proposed project’s
location within the planning corridor for the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail
through the Los Angeles region, and (4) the Los Angeles River’s location in the study area for
the Rim of the Valley Special Resource Study. We have incorporated this information into the
report, as appropriate, in the section of the Final IFR that addresses resource significance.

2. During the engineering and design phases of the project, careful consideration will be taken to
account for and take advantage of existing and ongoing recreational programs, studies and plans
in the study area. As required by Corps policy, the project’s recreation plan was developed after
restoration features were planned and must be compatible with restoration features. During the
detailed design phase, the Corps will ensure that recreational use is compatible with the more in
depth design of restoration features, particularly limiting recreation to passive activities in
restored widened areas.

3. Your support for Alternative 20 is noted. All applicable studies and projects will be
considered in the Final IFR.

U.S. DOI Fish and Wildlife Service

1. Thank you for your comments on the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility
Study, identifying how it relates to important efforts of the Fish and Wildlife Service. We
appreciate your commitment to working with Federal partners on river efforts.

2. Your support for Alternative 20 based on its relevance to your Connecting People with Nature
initiative, outreach to underserved communities, and biodiversity is noted. The significance of
the California Floristic Province is described in Section 2.1. See GR-A.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Thank you for your comments on the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Study and its
relationship to Urban Waters Federal Partnership goals.
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Responses to detailed comments:

1. Water quality and conservation benefits were qualitatively described in Section 5.4 of the
Draft IFR. Water quality benefits (for human consumption purposes) are considered as ancillary,
incidental benefits. Because the Corps mission and project objectives focus on ecosystem
restoration, the benefits of habitat restoration are primarily considered. Improving water quality
can only be an objective to the extent it is necessary to achieve ecosystem benefits. In this case,
the quality and amount of water available is not the primary limiting factor that is precluding
establishment of native habitats. Once the proposed modifications to the channel and overbank
structures and topography are implemented, planting/seeding is established and water is
redirected into these areas, then successful restoration should be achieved. Additional
improvements that result from habitat restoration (i.e., filtration, infiltration, and removal of
suspended sediments or contaminants through natural processes) are expected to occur, but are
not the driving factors.

The Corps has coordinated with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) throughout the
study process, and that coordination will continue as needed through design and implementation.
The 404(b)(1) Evaluation that will be the basis for the Corps' request to the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Region - RWQCB) for Section 401 Certification is included
in the Final IFR and is found in Appendix F. The Corps will include EPA in the 401
Certification process by providing copies of correspondence between the Corps and the
RWQCSB, to include a copy of the application for 401 certification.

2. Benefits of groundwater recharge were qualitatively described in Section 5.4 of the Draft IFR.
These benefits were considered as ancillary, incidental benefits. Because the Corps mission and
project objectives focus on ecosystem restoration, the benefits of habitat restoration are
considered primary.

3. See GR-B.

4. Policy requires that the Corps consider potential climate change impacts when undertaking
long-term planning, setting priorities, and making decisions affectings its resources, programs,
policies, and operations. Per this requirement, the IFR has incorporated climate change in the
existing conditions chapter in Section 3.2, in the impacts chapter in Sections 5.2 and 5.4, and in
the Hydrology and Hydraulics Appendix (E), Section 9. Because it is difficult to quantify
resilience of restoration measures to climate change, the Corps intends to design all restoration
features with climate change resiliency built in. Because all restoration measures are designed to
consider climate change resiliency, and because the nuances between levels of restoration are
difficult to quantify, including them in the CHAP would provide little meaningful cost-benefit
analysis. However, as your recommendation suggested, the Corps has and will continue to
coordinate with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works on the Los Angeles Basin Stormwater Conservation Study. The Corps provided period of
record flows and other technical input in anticipation of having quantitative results applicable for
use in the next phase of this study.

5. The environmental justice analysis has been expanded in the Final IFR to further address
effects, including positive effects as recommended in the comment. See Section 5.13. Table 5-46
summarizes some of the differences among alternatives relative to social and environmental
justice issues. The Corps will award construction contracts in accordance with the FAR, and will
utilize small business programs including HUBZ one set asides where appropriate and
practicable.
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6. The Corps will consider such materials for use in recreation structures during the detailed
design phase.

7. The paragraph on point and non-point sources has been clarified/corrected in Section 3.4.3 in
the Final IFR.

8. Details pertaining to the San Fernando Valley Superfund sites have been edited as
recommended in Section 3.4.4.

9. The last paragraph has been edited to state that "most™ stormwater is untreated.

10. While recreation is not a primary project purpose, it is still considered one of the primary
planning objectives evaluated in the study. Typo 2 will be corrected to 3 on p 4-3.

11. The 2012 MS4 permit will be referenced in Section 5.4.2.

12. Text has been edited as suggested in the comment.

13. Text has been edited as suggested in the comment.

14. As stated in Section 5.7.3 in the IFR, passenger rail would remain in place and continue to
operate.

15. Comment noted. The fourth sentence in pararaph 1 has been changed as follows: " For
contaminated groundwater that cannot be addressed prior to construction activities, such as the
16. We have added a sentence to Section 5.11.3, as follows: "These temporary operations
should also be consistent with current management of contaminated groundwater at SFVSS and
Pollock Well Field." We will continue to coordinate with the EPA as the project proceeds.

17. The word “applicable” has been deleted from this sentence.

18. References to dewatering activities in the IFR have been reviewed for consistency. The
sections 5.11.3 and 6.2.3 in the Final IFR has been revised to state consistently that the non-
Federal sponsor is responsible, at 100 percent non-project cost, for addressing any contaminated
groundwater encountered during construction activities, including its handling, treatment and
disposal during dewatering.

19. Appendix K has been updated to indicate that the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) operates the wellhead treatment facility at Pollock, and to include a statement
that because of the existence of this facility and its ongoing operation, the EPA considers the
Pollock Well Field as an adequate remedy for addressing the HTRW groundwater contamination
in this area of the SFVSS site and has concluded that further remedy is unnecessary. Appendix K
has been further modified to address the comment regarding disposal and discharge
requirements, including a statement that requirements for disposal and discharge of HTRW
contaminated groundwater will also have to be identified and complied with prior to determining
the final treatment technology for the contaminated water. In response to the comment that
contaminant concentrations may still exceed drinking water and disposal and discharge
standards, it is understood that concentrations of VOCs and chromium in this portion of the
project area could still exceed drinking water standards and disposal or discharge standards.
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State Agencies and Representatives
Members of Assembly California Legislature, Gatto and Gomez
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FA, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
B 915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930

& LOSANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

Assembly Member Mike Gatto
43" District, California

300 East Magnolia Blvd., Suite 504
Burbank, CA 91502

cc: Assembly Member Jimmy Gomez
Assembly Member Richard Bloom
Assembly Member Raul Bocanegra
Assembly Member lan Calderon
Assembly Member Ed Chau

Senator Lou Correa

Assembly Member Roger Hernandez
Assembly Member Chris Holden
Senator Ted Lieu

Senator Carol Liu

Assembly Member Adrin Nazarian

Dear Honorable Members of the Assembly and Senate:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration, because it is an
efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than smaller scale plans and
includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in important areas. Although this
alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan, this alternative
has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the Recommended Plan.

We recognize that Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final
array plans. Further, it is recognized that Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans,
will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy, both from project construction
expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal
interest perspective, the primary focus of the project is ecosystem restoration, and the NER Plan
must be identified in a restoration feasibility study. Corps planning guidance describes the NER
Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-
monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects just equal the incremental costs, or where the extra environmental
value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan.

31



In this case, the NER Plan was Alternative 13, named the ARBOR Corridor Extension (ACE), in
the Draft IFR. It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and establish the
selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local) and regional
habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration provided by
Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development (RED)
benefits attained by these two larger alternatives provided justification for their inclusion in the
final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a significantly
higher cost.

During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

o0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
. Scope of the recommended plan
" Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
. Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River

Revitalization Master Plan

Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders

Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans

Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)

Environmental justice

Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site

Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix includes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, in terms of scope and completeness of the recommended plan, while agency and
stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input and analysis regarding the
importance of Alternative 20, the Corps considers this input similar to what had previously been
considered in reaching the agency’s identification of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected
Plan (TSP).

In terms of connectivity benefits and the model used to calculate benefits, the Corps used a
framework suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify
the beneficial outputs of connectivity noted as being not fully captured in the public comments.
By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
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and the next bigger best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the
incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantifying connectivity
functions), there was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Following public review, a more detailed cost analysis was performed. This analysis identified a
more cost effective variation on Alternative 13 (referred to in this IFR as “Alternative 13v” for
variation) that is identical to Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes the reach plan
included in Alternative 20 that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank connection to the
Los Angeles State Historic Park as well as daylighting three streams and restoration of the lower
Arroyo Seco. The Reach 7 plan included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the
Reach 7 plan included in Alternative 13, at lower cost.

Alternative 13v provides the greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment
cost; in other words, for the total project cost for Alternative 13v of $694 million, there is no
other plan of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Accordingly, Alternative 13v
has been identified as the NER plan. Compared to the rest of the alternatives, Alternative 13v is
the plan that more than minimally meets the criteria for selection of the NER plan.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the Recommended Plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional Corps policy. Based
on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the consideration of that alternative as the
LPP and Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exception and
authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers
Report. The rationale for granting that request is described below.

The LPP would include additional restoration benefits above that identified for the NER plan at
Verdugo Wash, widening of the natural riverbed for 1.5 miles in the Glendale Narrows (Reach
5),and expansion of restoration at and adjacent to the Los Angeles Trailer and Container
Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. These additional restoration benefits include direct restoration
of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity (298
acres total), and provision of a direct connection to the significant ecological area of the Verdugo
Mountains. Nearly unanimous support for Alternative 20 was expressed by the public through
review of the Draft IFR and public meetings. The LPP is consistent with the goals of the Los
Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of Los Angeles.
Implementation of the LPP appears to best address the public's expressed desire for increased
habitat and hydrologic connectivity, regional economic development and recreation, and restored
community cohesion.

Over the last 150 years, the Los Angeles River has been degraded by development, flooding, and
channelization, including the Corps’ construction of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area
flood risk management project that modified most of the Los Angeles River with concrete banks
and a mostly concrete bed to protect the city and surrounding areas from catastrophic flooding.
The Flood Control Acts of the 1930s and 1940s directed the Corps to construct the Los Angeles
County Drainage Area project, which ultimately involved construction of 5 dams and
approximately 500 miles of channels to protect communities from significant and recurring flood
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damages. Restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River, that was the focus of this IFR, is
within the footprint of the existing flood risk management project. The ecosystem project would,
in part, reverse a portion of the degradation associated with the existing Los Angeles County
Drainage Area project, and concurrently advance a number of important Administration efforts,
including the Climate Action Plan, America's Great Outdoors initiative, and the Urban Waters
Federal Partnership. The Corps has factored in climate variability and future uncertainties, and
with a more naturally functioning channel, there may be associated incidental benefits with
respect to drought, such as increased percolation area and increased detention and retention
characteristics. The America’s Great Outdoors initiative would be advanced through provision
of increased access to restored lands and urban waters. Lastly, the Los Angeles River is one of 7
original pilot locations for the Urban Waters Federal Partnership and the proposed restoration
activities would advance the goals of restoring the ecosystem and balancing revitalization with
flood avoidance to ensure public safety for 11 miles of 51 miles of the Los Angeles River.

Quantifications of the connections among restored areas demonstrate the significant benefits to
be realized through implementation of Alternative 20 in lieu of the NER plan. Restoration of
such connections will involve modifications to the urban river channel by removing concrete and
reconfiguring channel walls and widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 would also provide significantly greater regional
economic benefits, including over 11,000 more jobs and over $3.8 billion in labor income, as
well as substantive opportunities for redevelopment in both the Verdugo Wash confluence and
Chinatown/Cornfields areas. Environmental justice benefits would also be realized through
restored community cohesion for communities previously separated by the existing Los Angeles
County Drainage Area flood risk management project through provision of new public access to
restored natural areas with associated recreational amenities.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
however, these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the
recreation plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is
proposed and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan
features and benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups
along the river, increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased
public safety through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and
lines of sight along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem
restoration plan, opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved
public health by providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (213) 452-3783.

Sincerely,
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Eduardo T. De Mesa
Acting Chief, Planning Division
USACE, Los Angeles District
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CA State Senator Kevin de Ledn
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. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FA, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
B 915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930

& LOSANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

Kevin de Lebn

State Senator

22" District, California
State Capitol, Room 510B
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Senator de Ledn:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the four final alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration,
because it is an efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than smaller scale
plans and includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in important areas. Although
this alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan, this
alternative has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the Recommended
Plan.

We recognize that Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final
array plans. Further, it is recognized that Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans,
will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy, both from project construction
expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal
interest perspective, the primary focus of the project is ecosystem restoration, and the NER Plan
must be identified in a restoration feasibility study. Corps planning guidance describes the NER
Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-
monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects just equal the incremental costs, or where the extra environmental
value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan.
In this case, the NER Plan in the Draft IFR was Alternative 13, named the ARBOR Corridor
Extension (ACE). It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and establish the
selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local) and regional
habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration provided by
Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development (RED)
benefits attained by these two larger alternatives, provided justification for their inclusion in the
final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a significantly
higher cost.
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During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

o0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
" Scope of the recommended plan
= Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
" Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River
Revitalization Master Plan
" Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders
. Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans
" Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)
. Environmental justice
" Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site
. Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix includes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, in terms of scope and completeness of the recommended plan, while agency and
stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input and analysis regarding the
importance of Alternative 20, the Corps considers this input similar to what had previously been
considered in reaching the agency’s identification of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected
Plan (TSP).

In terms of connectivity benefits and the model used to calculate benefits, the Corps used a
framework suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify
the beneficial outputs of connectivity noted as being not fully captured in the public comments.
By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
and the next bigger best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the
incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantifying connectivity
functions), there was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Following public review, further analysis was performed that included a more detailed cost
analysis using Mii software, real estate cost updates, and further modified contingencies based
upon a full cost risk summary analysis. This analysis identified a more cost effective variation on

38



Alternative 13 (referred to in this IFR as “Alternative 13v” for variation) that is identical to
Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes the reach plan included in Alternative 20
that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank connection to the Los Angeles State Historic
Park as well as daylighting three streams and restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco. The Reach 7
plan included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the Reach 7 plan included in
Alternative 13, at lower cost.

Alternative 13v provides the greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment
cost; in other words, for the total project cost for Alternative 13v of $694 million, there is no
other plan of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Accordingly, Alternative 13v
has been identified as the NER plan. Alternative 13v is the plan that more than minimally meets
the criteria for selection of the NER plan.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the Recommended Plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional Corps policy. Based
on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the consideration of that alternative as the
LPP and Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exception and
authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers
Report. The rationale for granting that request is described below.

The LPP would include additional restoration benefits above that identified for the NER plan at
Verdugo Wash, widening of the natural riverbed in 1.5 miles of the Glendale Narrows (Reach 5),
and expansion of restoration at and adjacent to the Los Angeles Trailer and Container
Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. These additional restoration benefits include direct restoration
of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity (298
acres total), and provision of a direct connection to the significant ecological area of the Verdugo
Mountains. Nearly unanimous support for Alternative 20 was expressed by the public through
review of the Draft IFR and public meetings. The LPP is consistent with the goals of the Los
Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of Los Angeles.
Implementation of the LPP appears to best address the public's expressed desire for increased
habitat and hydrologic connectivity, regional economic development and recreation, and restored
community cohesion.

Over the last 150 years, the Los Angeles River has been degraded by development, flooding, and
channelization, including the Corps’ construction of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area
flood risk management project that modified most of the Los Angeles River with concrete banks
and a mostly concrete bed to protect the city and surrounding areas from catastrophic flooding.
The Flood Control Acts of the 1930s and 1940s directed the Corps to construct the Los Angeles
County Drainage Area project, which ultimately involved construction of 5 dams and
approximately 500 miles of channels to protect communities from significant and recurring flood
damages. Restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River, that was the focus of this IFR, is
within the footprint of the existing flood risk management project. The ecosystem project would,
in part, reverse a portion of the degradation associated with the existing Los Angeles County
Drainage Area project, and concurrently advance a number of important Administration efforts,
including the Climate Action Plan, America's Great Outdoors initiative, and the Urban Waters
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Federal Partnership. The Corps has factored in climate variability and future uncertainties, and
with a more naturally functioning channel, there may be associated incidental benefits with
respect to drought, such as increased percolation area and increased detention and retention
characteristics. The America’s Great Outdoors initiative would be advanced through provision
of increased access to restored lands and urban waters. Lastly, the Los Angeles River is one of 7
original pilot locations for the Urban Waters Federal Partnership and the proposed restoration
activities would advance the goals of restoring the ecosystem and balancing revitalization with
flood avoidance to ensure public safety for 11 miles of 51 miles of the Los Angeles River.

Quantifications of the connections among restored areas demonstrate the significant benefits to
be realized through implementation of Alternative 20 in lieu of the NER plan. Restoration of
such connections will involve modifications to the urban river channel by removing concrete and
reconfiguring channel walls and widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 would also provide significantly greater regional
economic benefits, including over 11,000 more jobs and over $3.8 billion in labor income, as
well as substantive opportunities for redevelopment in both the Verdugo Wash confluence and
Chinatown/Cornfields areas. Environmental justice benefits would also be realized through
restored community cohesion for communities previously separated by the existing Los Angeles
County Drainage Area flood risk management project through provision of new public access to
restored natural areas with associated recreational amenities.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
however, these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the
recreation plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is
proposed and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan
features and benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups
along the river, increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased
public safety through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and
lines of sight along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem
restoration plan, opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved
public health by providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (213) 452-3783.

Sincerely,

Eduardo T. De Mesa

Acting Chief, Planning Division
USACE, Los Angeles District
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CA State Senator Fran Pavley
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. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FA, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
B 915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930

& LOSANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

The Honorable Fran Pavley

State Senator

27" District, California

5016 North Parkway Calabasas, Suite 222
Calabasas, CA 91302

Dear Senator Pavley:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the four final alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration,
because it is an efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than smaller scale
plans and includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in important areas. Although
this alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan, this
alternative has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the Recommended
Plan.

We recognize that Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final
array plans. Further, it is recognized that Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans,
will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy, both from project construction
expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal
interest perspective, the primary focus of the project is ecosystem restoration, and the NER Plan
must be identified in a restoration feasibility study. Corps planning guidance describes the NER
Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-
monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects just equal the incremental costs, or where the extra environmental
value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan..
In this case, the NER Plan identified in the Draft IFR was Alternative 13, named the ARBOR
Corridor Extension (ACE). It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and
establish the selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local)
and regional habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration
provided by Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development
(RED) benefits attained by these two larger alternatives provided justification for their inclusion
in the final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a
significantly higher cost.
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During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
. Scope of the recommended plan
" Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
. Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River
Revitalization Master Plan
. Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders

" Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans
. Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)
" Environmental justice

= Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site
" Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix includes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, in terms of scope and completeness of the recommended plan, while agency and
stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input and analysis regarding the
importance of Alternative 20, the Corps considers this input similar to what had previously been
considered in reaching the agency’s identification of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected
Plan (TSP).

In terms of connectivity benefits and the model used to calculate benefits, the Corps used a
framework suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify
the beneficial outputs of connectivity noted as being not fully captured in the public comments.
By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
and the next bigger best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the
incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantifying connectivity
functions), there was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Following public review, a more detailed cost analysis was performed. This analysis identified a
more cost effective variation on Alternative 13 (referred to in this IFR as “Alternative 13v” for
variation) that is identical to Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes the reach plan
included in Alternative 20 that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank connection to the
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Los Angeles State Historic Park as well as daylighting three streams and restoration of the lower
Arroyo Seco. The Reach 7 plan included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the
Reach 7 plan included in Alternative 13, at lower cost.

Alternative 13v provides the greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment
cost; in other words, for the total project cost for Alternative 13v of $694 million, there is no
other plan of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Accordingly, Alternative 13v
has been identified as the NER plan. Compared to the rest of the alternatives, Alternative 13v is
the plan that more than minimally meets the criteria for selection of the NER plan.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the Recommended Plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional Corps policy. Based
on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the consideration of that alternative as the
LPP and Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exception and
authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers
Report. The rationale for granting that request is described below.

The LPP would include additional restoration benefits above that identified for the NER plan at
Verdugo Wash, widening for 1.5 miles of the natural riverbed in the Glendale Narrows (Reach
5), and at the Los Angeles Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. These
additional restoration benefits include direct restoration of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice
the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity (298 acres total), and provision of a direct
connection to the significant ecological area of the Verdugo Mountains. Nearly unanimous
support for Alternative 20 was expressed by the public through review of the Draft IFR and
public meetings. The LPP is consistent with the goals of the Los Angeles River Revitalization
Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of Los Angeles. Implementation of the LPP appears to
best address the public's expressed desire for increased habitat and hydrologic connectivity,
regional economic development and recreation, and restored community cohesion.

Over the last 150 years, the Los Angeles River has been degraded by development, flooding, and
channelization, including the Corps’ construction of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area
flood risk management project that modified most of the Los Angeles River with concrete banks
and a mostly concrete bed to protect the city and surrounding areas from catastrophic flooding.
The Flood Control Acts of the 1930s and 1940s directed the Corps to construct the Los Angeles
County Drainage Area project, which ultimately involved construction of 5 dams and
approximately 500 miles of channels to protect communities from significant and recurring flood
damages. Restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River, that was the focus of this IFR, is
within the footprint of the existing flood risk management project. The ecosystem project would,
in part, reverse a portion of the degradation associated with the existing Los Angeles County
Drainage Area project, and concurrently advance a number of important Administration efforts,
including the Climate Action Plan, America's Great Outdoors initiative, and the Urban Waters
Federal Partnership. The Corps has factored in climate variability and future uncertainties, and
with a more naturally functioning channel, there may be associated incidental benefits with
respect to drought, such as increased percolation area and increased detention and retention
characteristics. The America’s Great Outdoors initiative would be advanced through provision
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of increased access to restored lands and urban waters. Lastly, the Los Angeles River is one of 7
original pilot locations for the Urban Waters Federal Partnership and the proposed restoration
activities would advance the goals of restoring the ecosystem and balancing revitalization with
flood avoidance to ensure public safety for 11 miles of 51 miles of the Los Angeles River.

Quantifications of the connections among restored areas demonstrate the significant benefits to
be realized through implementation of Alternative 20 in lieu of the NER plan. Restoration of
such connections will involve modifications to the urban river channel by removing concrete and
reconfiguring channel walls and widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 would also provide significantly greater regional
economic benefits, including over 11,000 more jobs and over $3.8 billion in labor income, as
well as substantive opportunities for redevelopment in both the Verdugo Wash confluence and
Chinatown/Cornfields areas. Environmental justice benefits would also be realized through
restored community cohesion for communities previously separated by the existing Los Angeles
County Drainage Area flood risk management project through provision of new public access to
restored natural areas with associated recreational amenities.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
however, these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the
recreation plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is
proposed and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan
features and benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups
along the river, increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased
public safety through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and
lines of sight along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem
restoration plan, opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved
public health by providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (213) 452-3783.

Sincerely,

Eduardo T. De Mesa

Acting Chief, Planning Division
USACE, Los Angeles District
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Assembly Member Richard Bloom
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FA, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
B 915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930

& LOSANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

Richard Bloom

Assembly Member

50" District, California
2800 28" Street, Suite 150
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Dear Assemblyman Bloom:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the four final alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration,
because it is an efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than smaller scale
plans and includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in important areas. Although
this alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) plan, this
alternative has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the Recommended
Plan.

1. We recognize that Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final
array plans. Further, it is recognized that Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans,
will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy, both from project construction
expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal
interest perspective, the primary focus of the project is ecosystem restoration, and the NER Plan
must be identified in a restoration feasibility study. Corps planning guidance describes the NER
Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-
monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects just equal the incremental costs, or where the extra environmental
value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan.
In this case, the NER Plan in the Draft IFR was Alternative 13, named the ARBOR Corridor
Extension (ACE). It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and establish the
selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local) and regional
habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration provided by
Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development (RED)
benefits attained by these two larger alternatives provided justification for their inclusion in the
final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a significantly
higher cost.
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During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
. Scope of the recommended plan
" Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
. Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River
Revitalization Master Plan
. Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders

" Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans
. Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)
" Environmental justice

= Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site
" Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix includes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, in terms of scope and completeness of the recommended plan, while agency and
stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input and analysis regarding the
importance of Alternative 20, the Corps considers this input similar to what had previously been
considered in reaching the agency’s identification of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected
Plan (TSP).

In terms of connectivity benefits and the model used to calculate benefits, the Corps used a
framework suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify
the beneficial outputs of connectivity noted as being not fully captured in the public comments.
By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
and the next bigger best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the
incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantifying connectivity
functions), there was not sufficient justification to select a larger scale plan as the NER Plan.

Following public review, further analysis was performed that included a more detailed cost
analysis using Mii software, real estate cost updates, and further modified contingencies based
upon a full cost risk summary analysis. This analysis identified a more cost effective variation on
Alternative 13 (referred to in this IFR as “Alternative 13v” for variation) that is identical to

48



Alternative 13 except for Reach 7, where it includes the reach plan included in Alternative 20
that provides 10 acres of marsh and a terraced bank connection to the Los Angeles State Historic
Park as well as daylighting three streams and restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco. The Reach 7
plan included in Alternative 20 provides greater benefits than the Reach 7 plan included in
Alternative 13, at lower cost.

Alternative 13v provides the greatest amount of ecosystem restoration output for the investment
cost; in other words, for the total project cost for Alternative 13v of $694 million, there is no
other plan of similar cost that produces more restoration output. Accordingly, Alternative 13v
has been identified as the NER plan. Compared to the rest of the alternatives, Alternative 13v is
the plan that more than minimally meets the criteria for selection of the NER plan.

In a letter dated April 10, 2014, the City of Los Angeles requested selection of Alternative 20 as
the Recommended Plan at a cost-share scenario different from traditional Corps policy. Based
on that letter, the Corps requested a policy waiver for the consideration of that alternative as the
LPP and Recommended Plan in the Final IFR. By memo dated May 27, 2014, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) granted the requested LPP exception and
authorized the Corps to recommend the LPP in the Final IFR and in the Chief of Engineers
Report. The rationale for granting that request is described below.

The LPP would include additional restoration benefits above that identified for the NER plan at
Verdugo Wash, widening of the natural riverbed for 1.5 miles in the Glendale Narrows (Reach
5), and at the Los Angeles Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. These
additional restoration benefits include direct restoration of an additional 121 acres, nearly twice
the acreage of local and hydrologic connectivity (298 acres total), and provision of a direct
connection to the significant ecological area of the Verdugo Mountains. Nearly unanimous
support for Alternative 20 was expressed by the public through review of the Draft IFR and
public meetings. The LPP is consistent with the goals of the Los Angeles River Revitalization
Master Plan published in 2007 by the City of Los Angeles. Implementation of the LPP appears to
best address the public's expressed desire for increased habitat and hydrologic connectivity,
regional economic development and recreation, and restored community cohesion.

Over the last 150 years, the Los Angeles River has been degraded by development, flooding, and
channelization, including the Corps’ construction of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area
flood risk management project that modified most of the Los Angeles River with concrete banks
and a mostly concrete bed to protect the city and surrounding areas from catastrophic flooding.
The Flood Control Acts of the 1930s and 1940s directed the Corps to construct the Los Angeles
County Drainage Area project, which ultimately involved construction of 5 dams and
approximately 500 miles of channels to protect communities from significant and recurring flood
damages. Restoration of 11 miles of the Los Angeles River, that was the focus of this IFR, is
within the footprint of the existing flood risk management project. The ecosystem project would,
in part, reverse a portion of the degradation associated with the existing Los Angeles County
Drainage Area project, and concurrently advance a number of important Administration efforts,
including the Climate Action Plan, America's Great Outdoors initiative, and the Urban Waters
Federal Partnership. The Corps has factored in climate variability and future uncertainties, and
with a more naturally functioning channel, there may be associated incidental benefits with
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respect to drought, such as increased percolation area and increased detention and retention
characteristics. The America’s Great Outdoors initiative would be advanced through provision
of increased access to restored lands and urban waters. Lastly, the Los Angeles River is one of 7
original pilot locations for the Urban Waters Federal Partnership and the proposed restoration
activities would advance the goals of restoring the ecosystem and balancing revitalization with
flood avoidance to ensure public safety for 11 miles of 51 miles of the Los Angeles River.

Quantifications of the connections among restored areas demonstrate the significant benefits to
be realized through implementation of Alternative 20 in lieu of the NER plan. Restoration of
such connections will involve modifications to the urban river channel by removing concrete and
reconfiguring channel walls and widening the channel to restore hydrologic connectivity and
additional wetland habitat. Alternative 20 would also provide significantly greater regional
economic benefits, including over 11,000 more jobs and over $3.8 billion in labor income, as
well as substantive opportunities for redevelopment in both the Verdugo Wash confluence and
Chinatown/Cornfields areas. Environmental justice benefits would also be realized through
restored community cohesion for communities previously separated by the existing Los Angeles
County Drainage Area flood risk management project through provision of new public access to
restored natural areas with associated recreational amenities.

The Recommended Plan includes a recreation plan formulated to be consistent with the
restoration plan. The recreation plan features are integrated into the ecosystem restoration plan;
however, these features are formulated as separable components of the plan. The features of the
recreation plan are designed to capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is
proposed and are designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function. Plan
features and benefits include: improved quality and quantity of trails for multiple user groups
along the river, increased connectivity of each side of the river’s recreation resources, increased
public safety through better signage and trail development along the river, improved viewing and
lines of sight along the river, especially in areas of substantial restoration via the ecosystem
restoration plan, opportunity for interpretive signage and environmental education, and improved
public health by providing opportunities for exercise and psychological respite.

2. The IFR evaluates the other social effects (OSE), as you mentioned “recreational opportunity
for everyone” or environmental justice associated with project alternatives. It is recognized that
the study area includes lower income and minority populations, and the area has a strong need
for additional parks and recreation opportunities, in particular neighborhood parks. The NER
Plan (Alternative 13v) would provide significant benefits to the local population, as outlined in
the OSE analysis. The OSE benefits are even more substantial for Alternative 20, the
Recommended Plan, and would greatly benefit the local population. The project would include a
recreation plan, which does not detract from ecosystem outputs while enhancing recreation
opportunities in a restored ecosystem setting. This recreation plan would also provide significant
benefits to the local population.

If you have any further questions, please contact me at (213) 452-3783.

Sincerely,
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Eduardo T. De Mesa
Acting Chief, Planning Division
USACE, Los Angeles District
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3. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR

CA Dept of Fish and Wildlife, Scott P. Harris

1. The City of Los Angeles will coordinate with CDFW on a Streambed Alteration Agreement.
2. The IFR will be updated to include discussion of potential impacts to waters of the state and
the difference between WOTS and WOUS.

3. The algae and herbaceous foraging habitat in the concrete lined bed may be disturbed during
construction, depending on the location, but ultimately any concrete lined areas that are not
restored to natural habitat would be maintained as they currently are. Sediment, algae, and
herbaceous foraging habitat are expected to re-establish in these areas after construction is
complete. It is expected that any concrete in the channel that is removed (as in Alternatives 16
and 20) would be replaced by natural geomorphology and riparian/wetland habitat that would be
a habitat improvement over the current concrete lined bed, including for shorebirds.

CA Dept of Parks and Recreation

1. The Corps recognizes the many benefits that are associated with selection of Alternative 20.
(See GR-A). The Corps also recognizes the statewide and national significance of the Los
Angeles River as stated in your comment letter. The Corps further recognizes that the river
corridor includes environmental justice communities. Thank you for the information on the
National Park Service Rim of the Valley Corridor Special Resource Study. The study
information was discussed in Section 2.1.2 The Corps appreciates the willingness of your
agency to provide lands at the Bowtie and Cornfields sites for the restoration project. Since
receiving your comments, we have engaged with you to further coordinate on the consistency of
the plans for Cornfields and the Bowtie parcel, and to address the interests in land necessary for
the restoration project. We will continue to coordinate with you on this effort.

2. We appreciate your comments on the biological resources found in the study area and the
potential for restoration. Sensitive plant and wildlife species as well as their potential for
occurrence in various habitat types within the Study Area are included in Appendix H. In
compliance with CEQA, special status species were considered in the preparation of Appendix H
in the following manner: In preparing the biological resources section of the EIS/EIR/IFR, we
reviewed information from several sources, including the CNDDB for the USGS quads that
cover the ARBOR Reach and tributaries, the USFWS and CDFW species list for the Los
Angeles County area, and the California Native Plant Society list (focusing primarily on 1A and
1B plant species from the CNPS list). Once the list was narrowed to those species that could
potentially be found in habitats that occur in riparian areas in southern CA waterways, the list
was further refined based on habitats that were identified in the CHAP appendix. Sensitive
species that were determined to be likely to occur in the study area were discussed in Sections
3.5.4 and 5.5.4 of the Draft (and Final) IFR. All other species with the potential to occur in
historically-occurring habitats were listed in the tables in the Appendix H. The comment letter
specifically mentioned A. pulchra pulchra. This species requires loose soils in chapparal or pine-
oak woodlands, a habitat type that may well occur in the watershed but not in the study reach.
This species was identified as being “Not Likely to Occur” and has been added to the appendix.

Impacts to vegetation and wildlife species during construction and operation and maintenance
activities are generally described in Section 5.5.3. Minimization measures are included in
Section 5.5.4. Impacts or benefits to each individual species with potential to occur are not
specified, as impacts are considered to be similar across various groups of species that are found
within riparian and/or wetland ecosystems as described in Section 5.5.3.
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3. Concur. These BMPs are included in the Final IFR in Section 5.5.4.

4. See GR-B.

5. Thank you for your comment. The Corps appreciates and acknowledges the more historic
references to the property. However, for practical purposes and due to its frequent use to this
point, its reference as “Cornfields” in the report will remain the same, but the alternative names
will be included in the report at first usage.

6. The Corps agrees that additional study is needed consistent with the NHPA Section 106
process. During subsequent planning stages for project construction, but prior to the issuance of
a notice to proceed for construction, a records and literature search, and intensive field survey
and inventory, will be conducted. In addition, a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
evaluation will be conducted of all identified resources. The California State Parks would be
invited to review and comment on all studies. If properties listed in, or eligible for listing in the
NRHP, would be affected by the Recommended Plan, comments of the SHPO, Tribal
organizations and individuals, California State Parks, the ACHP, and other interested parties
shall be sought pursuant to NHPA Section 106 and its implementing regulations. Comments
shall also be sought in the event that for the recommended plan, there will be "no effect” on
historic properties. If the project will result in an adverse effect, the Corps shall ensure that a
historic property treatment plan (HPTP) is prepared, executed and fieldwork completed prior to
the initiation of any activites that have the potential to effect historic properties. The HPTP will
be prepared in consultation and coordination with the consulting parties. The California State
Parks has been invited to consult on the undertaking and on the Draft Programmatic Agreement
(PA) for historic properties, has been afforded consulting party status pursuant to 36 CFR
800.3(f)(1), and has been invited to be a concurring party to the PA to address the remainder of
the NHPA Section 106 process. The PA is located in Appendix O Cultural Resources.

7. Concur with this concern. These additional studies including geomorphic studies and analysis
of ethnographic village locations and archaeological deposits for the project would be undertaken
during the design phase of the project.

8. The Corps appreciates the opportunity to review and utilize this additional information in our
identification efforts.

9. The Corps has invited the California State Parks to be a concurring party to the PA.

CA State Clearinghouse
Thank you for your letter. Your comments are noted.

CA Water Boards, LA Regional Water Quality Control Board

1. Thank you for your comments on the IFR. We appreciate your statement that the project
alternatives are consistent with the Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan and with those of the State's Recycled Water Policy. This project is proposed
as part of the Corps' mission to restore habitat values in aquatic and riparian ecosystems. Storm
water and water quality improvements are not objectives of the study as they are the
responsibility of other parties; water quality improvements are incidental benefits.

2. Comment noted. However in this instance, the term stormwater runoff is not referring to the
legal definition of stormwater discharges (outfalls). Under NPDES permitting, the term
discharge is specifically referring to pollutants generated and discharged from watershed point
sources: construction, municipal, and industrial. The intent of the text was to demonstrate the
diffuse sources of pollutants that rainwater collects as it moves surficially through the watershed.
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To prevent confusion, instances in the text where non-point sources and stormwater runoff are
used in the same sentence will be re-written to clarify that stormwater discharges are point
sources.

3. The IFR is updated in accordance with the factual information that was provided pertaining to
the water quality section. Comments on water quality improvements are noted. Water quality
benefits are incidental to the restoration.

4. See response 2 above, Section 3.12.4- Stormwater will be edited in the final IFR to
incorporate clarification that addresses the comment.

5. Comment noted. The Final IFR will be updated with the new Order Number.

6. Concur. Language pertaining to the MS4 Permit will be added.

7. The edits recommended to the text on Page 5-48 will be incoprorated. Remediation of water
quality and quantity issues is not an objective of the restoration study. However, water quality
improvement may be an incidental benefit.

8. Comment noted. The Final IFR will include language to further clarify the SWPPP
requirement and 401 certification consistent with the comment.

9. The BMPs included in the Draft IFR reflect protection of bird nesting activities (Section
5.5.4). Construction BMPs are established to protect water quality (5.4.4) and biological
resources (5.5.4). All federal and state regulations regarding construction will be followed.

10. NPDES permit requirements are noted in Section 5.4 of the IFR, consistent with your
comment.

11. This is an important issue throughout the Los Angeles Watershed; however, the issues of
recycled water, increased capture, and use of stormwater are outside of the scope of Corps
ecosystem restoration, except as they may affect the available water budget. The City is
responsible for providing water necessary to support the restoration features. It is the City's
desire to use recycled water, when feasible, for construction and maintenance of the completed
project to support habitat. The recommended sentence will be added to Page 5-41, Line 31.

12. The IFR addresses potential improvements to water quality for communities in the study
area. See section 5.13.3: "Any improvements in environmental quality (such as water quality) in
the region as a result of a cleaner, active River system would benefit all populations in the study
area” was included as an operational effect for Alternative 10 and referenced for the remaining
alternatives.

13. The benefit of increased infiltration was not evaluated quantitatively at this level of design
and study. The Final IFR includes recognition in Section 5.4.3 that there may be incidental water
quality benefits from implementation.

14. References and citations will be revised consistent with the comment.

South Coast Air Quality Management District

1. The list of equipment presented in Appendix F has been updated. The equipment list
corresponds with data entered into CalEEMod.

2. Comment noted. We are aware of Rule 403 requirements for large operations and will
consult with SCAQMD staff regarding permits and forms.

3. Proposed BMP's will be incorporated in the Final IFR as appropriate, as addresed below.

4. Revised emissions estimates indicate that for all alternatives emissions would not exceed
Regional Significance Thresholds. However, for Alternatives 10, 13, 16, and 20 there would be
limited exceedances of Local Significance Thresholds. Tier 4 equipment would be utilized to the
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extent practicable during construction years when emissions are expected to exceed Local
Significance Thresholds.

5. Revised emissions estimates indicate that for all alternatives emissions would not exceed
Regional Significance Thresholds. However, for Alternatives 10, 13, 16, and 20 there would be
limited exceedances of Local Significance Thresholds. During construction years when
emissions are expected to exceed Local Significance Thresholds, model year 2010 and newer
diesel haul trucks would be utilized to the extent practicable.

6. Operating permits will be provided as required at the time of construction.

7. We can let contractors know about the availability of SCAQMD “SOON” program

funds.

8. The air quality chapter has been updated to reflect the correct General Conformity
Thresholds. In addition, the Corps coordinated with SCAQMD General Conformity compliance.
Discussions of NEPA and General Conformity thresholds are discussed in the revised air quality
chapter and the Record of Non-Applicability in Appendix F.

9. The availability of rail transport through Taylor Yard during construction is unknown since
restoration activities would also extend into Taylor Yard. The recommendation would be further
evaluated during the engineering and design phase subsequent to the completion of the draft
EIR/EIS.

County Agencies

County of LA Dept of Parks and Recreation

Noted. Coordination with the department’s trails section on the referenced trail will occur prior
to development of detailed plans and specifications. The proposed trail should be consistent with
our recreation plan.

County of LA Dept of Public Works

1. Thank you for your comments. The City of Los Angeles is in the process of requesting a
LOMR (letter of map revision) to FEMA that would identify the flood risks and flood zones
along the Los Angeles River. We are working with the City on that effort. That effort is
anticipated to be complete before any construction begins on the ecosystem restoration project.
This ecosystem restoration study does not preclude any future flood risk management studies.
2. One of the major constraints for the ecosystem restoration study is there would be no adverse
impacts to the current flood risks along the river. To accomplish this, we have identified the
design water surface and water velocity as the two factors for determining the impacts. An
increase in water surface would be an unacceptable result for any of the project features. Thus
the proposals result in no increase in water surface elevation and there would be no adverse
impacts on the interior drainage system, see Appendix E for a discussion of water surface
elevations.

County of LA Dept of Regional Planning

1. Thank you for your comments and the information provided on the County’s Significant
Ecological Area Program (SEA). SEA information will be added to section 3.5.6 as appropriate.
2. See GR-A.
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City of LA Councilmember Tom LaBonge
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. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FA, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
B 915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930

& LOSANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

The Honorable Tom LaBonge
Councilmember

District 4, City of Los Angeles
200 N. Spring St. Room 480
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Councilmember LaBonge:

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles (“City” or “non-Federal
sponsor”) for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Alternative 20
was one of the four final alternatives carried forward for further analysis and consideration in the
Draft IFR, because it is an efficient plan which provides greater habitat restoration output than
smaller scale plans and includes additional connections to regional habitat areas in important
areas. Although this alternative was not identified as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER)
plan, this alternative has been identified as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) and will be the
Recommended Plan.

We recognize that Alternative 20 provides the greatest habitat restoration output of the final
array plans. Further, it is recognized that Alternative 20, as the largest of the final array plans,
will generate the greatest benefits to the regional economy, both from project construction
expenditures as well as anticipated post-construction redevelopment. However, from a Federal
interest perspective, the primary focus of the project is ecosystem restoration, and the NER Plan
must be identified in a restoration feasibility study. Corps planning guidance describes the NER
Plan as the justified alternative and scale having the maximum excess of monetary and non-
monetary beneficial effects over monetary and non-monetary costs. This plan occurs where the
incremental beneficial effects just equal the incremental costs, or where the extra environmental
value is just worth the costs.

Selecting the NER plan requires careful consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives
and constraints and reasonably maximizes environmental benefits while passing tests of
significance of outputs, cost effectiveness, efficiency, acceptability, and completeness. The NER
plan determines Federal interest and forms the basis of cost-sharing for the recommended plan.
In this case, the NER Plan identified in the Draft IFR was Alternative 13, named the ARBOR
Corridor Extension (ACE). It was selected based on the required criteria used to assess and
establish the selection of the NER Plan. The increased benefits for habitat value, nodal (local)
and regional habitat connectivity, hydrologic connectivity, and aquatic ecosystem restoration
provided by Alternatives 16 and 20, including the increase in Regional Economic Development
(RED) benefits attained by these two larger alternatives provided justification for their inclusion
in the final array of alternatives considered. However, these added benefits also come at a
significantly higher cost.
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During the public comment period for the Draft IFR, which closed on 18 November 2013, the
Corps received and evaluated nearly 500 comments. Comments were received from Federal
agencies including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), Department of Interior (DOI), and the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Comments were also received and evaluated from State and local agencies, Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs), other interest groups, elected officials, and private citizens.

o0 The Corps reviewed all the feedback by subject area, and carefully designated key
categories of input:
. Scope of the recommended plan
" Support for Administration’s Urban Waters Federal Partnership initiative
. Compliance with WRDA 2007 requirements to reflect the City’s LA River
Revitalization Master Plan
. Acceptability to sponsor and stakeholders

" Connectivity benefits associated with individual plans
. Habitat Model used to calculate benefits (CHAP)
" Environmental justice

= Inclusion of Union Pacific Rail Road Yard (LATC) site
" Global scarcity of subject habitat type(s)

The Final IFR’s Comments Appendix includes all public comments along with Lead Agencies’
responses that address pertinent issues identified in the comments.

In general, in terms of scope and completeness of the recommended plan, while agency and
stakeholder comments provided a large amount of technical input and analysis regarding the
importance of Alternative 20, the Corps considers this input similar to what had previously been
considered in reaching the agency’s identification of Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected
Plan (TSP) in the Draft IFR.

In terms of connectivity benefits and the model used to calculate benefits, the Corps used a
framework suggested by an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) panel to better quantify
the beneficial outputs of connectivity noted as being not fully captured in the public comments.
By evaluating hydrologic, local, and regional connectivity and combining the resultant output
with the initial habitat model output, the Corps was able to more comprehensively compare the
alternatives in the final array.

Although quantifying connectivity showed more restoration output for each of the alternatives as
well as for differing combinations of key features, the increase in cost between Alternative 13
and the next bigger best buy plan was over $100 million. Given the magnitude of the
incremental costs relative to the incremental increase in benefits (after quantif