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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The primary objective of the Sun Valley Watershed Management Plan (WMP) is to solve the
chronic local flooding problem with a multipurpose solution, acknowledging that rainfall is a
significant component of our water supply in this semi-arid region. The Sun Valley Watershed
Stakeholders Group (Stakeholders) has been meeting since late 1998 to address the flooding
problem in Sun Valley under the leadership of the Watershed Management Division, County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LACDPW). The Watershed Management Division
was formed in recognition that integrated solutions can address flood protection, water supply
and stormwater quality needs of the County. The Stakeholders defined a mission for the Sun
Valley watershed that is consistent with this philosophy. The mission of the Stakeholders is:

“...to solve the local flooding problem while retaining all stormwater runoff from
the watershed, increasing water conservation, recreational opportunities, wildlife
habitat, and reducing stormwater pollution.”

The Sun Valley Watershed is located in the San Fernando Valley, about 14 miles northwest of
Downtown Los Angeles. It is a subbasin of the Los Angeles River Watershed. The green oval
in Figure ES-1 shows the location of the Sun Valley Watershed in the Los Angeles River
Watershed. The Sun Valley area is not served by a major flood control system and is highly
developed. Consequently, stormwater runoff causes flooding of city streets during even minor
rainfall events, and has caused property damage during heavy rainfall events.

Figure ES-1
Sun Valley Watershed Location
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Executive Summary

The purpose of the Sun Valley Watershed Management Plan project is to meet the multiple
objectives of the Stakeholders. The watershed management planning process is based on an
organized methodology for development and evaluation of alternatives. The process includes the
following steps:

Define project objectives

Define Best Management Practice (BMP) elements
Evaluate opportunities and constraints

Assemble into alternatives

Evaluate and refine alternatives

Select and evaluate four final sample alternatives.

Technical Memoranda completed as part of the project explain the details of each step of the
process. This Watershed Management Plan gives an overview of the process and explains the
results. The results include four final sample alternatives. The four final sample alternatives are
each a system of components that, when combined, meet the project objectives. Examples of
project components are infiltration basins, constructed wetlands, tree planting, and storm drains.
Many of the components include benefits in addition to flood control. The four final sample
alternatives all provide significant water conservation, recreation, water quality, habitat, and
other benefits. The components are spread across the watershed to meet the County flood
control criteria at all locations.

Detailed analysis of the four final sample alternatives is complete. The analysis includes water
balances, conceptual designs, hydraulic models, and benefit/cost analysis. The benefit/cost ratio
for each sample alternative and Project 9250 (the County designed storm drain) is shown in
Table ES-1. A graphical summary of the benefits and costs for each alternative is presented in
Figure ES-2. The benefit/cost ratios compare the present value of the costs and the benefits of
each alternative. The cost includes the present value of the total project cost and O&M over a
50-year evaluation period. The benefits use the present value of the summed benefits over the
same evaluation period.

Table ES-1
Benefit/Cost Ratio for Each Alternative
Alternative
9250 1 2 3 4

Present Value of All Benefits (in $ million) $73.44 $270.47 $295.39 $274.93 $239.95
Present Value of Capital and O&M Costs

(in $ million) $74.46 $230.40 $171.58 $297.90 $206.61
Benefit/Cost Ratio 0.99 1.17 1.72 0.92 1.16
Page ES-2 MWH




Executive Summary

Figure ES-2
Benefits of the Sun Valley Alternatives
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Alternative 2, Water Conservation, has the highest benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.72. This is due to
the combination of higher overall benefits and lower total project costs. The higher benefits are
associated with the water transfer component from Tujunga Wash to Sheldon Pit, which provides
almost four times the groundwater recharge provided by any other alternative. If the water
transfer component were included in the other alternatives, their benefit-to-cost ratios would also
increase. The lower cost results from implementing fewer retention projects, and releasing water
from the watershed outlet during large storm events.

Figure ES-3 is a graphical representation of sample Alternative 2. It depicts how the different
project components are distributed geographically across the watershed.
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Executive Summary

Sheldon Pit

Figure ES-3

Alternative 2 Diagram
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Executive Summary

Table ES-2 lists the components included in Alternative 2 and the amount of water that will be
conserved by the components in an average year. Table ES-2 also lists the estimated capital cost
for each component. The total estimated cost of Alternative 2 is $151 million. Due to the
multiple benefits of Alternative 2, there are a number of agencies and funding sources likely to

participate in project funding.

Table ES-2

Sample Alternative 2 Design, Water Conservation, and Cost Summary

Project Component Average Annu?;](\:/:/eai:c?)r Conservation Capital Cost
LADWP Steam Plant 184 $4,539,000
Vulcan Gravel Processing Plant 45 952,000
Tuxford Green Mostly Cocr:weyance'— Negligible 4.350,000

onservation

Sun Valley Park 38 2,800,000
Sun Valley Middle School 25 3,033,000
Tree Planting and Mulching Negligible 2,200,000
Tujunga Wash Diversion 6,000 650,000
Sheldon Pit 303 16,850,000
Strathern Pit 649 15,500,000
Parking Lot Infiltration 57 15,300,000
Street Storage 113 17,643,000
Onsite BMPs 113 16,407,000
Powerline Easement 596 7,500,000
Trunk Storm Drains Conveyance Only 36,816,000
Lateral Storm Drains Conveyance Only 6,362,000
Total 8,123 $150,902,000

The implementation plan for the sample project covers ten years with annual costs ranging
between $9 and $19 million. Figure ES-4 depicts the cumulative costs and flood protection of
Alternative 2. The flood control curve shows that projects with a large flood protection benefit
are scheduled for construction in the first five years of implementation. When all proposed flood
control structures are completed, the Sun Valley Watershed will be in compliance with the
County Flood Control requirements.

MWH
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Executive Summary

Figure ES-4
Cumulative Construction Cost and Flood Protection of Sample Alternative 2
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Note: Flood protection data is based on structures that retain water and ignores flood protection provided by storm
drains. The measure of flood protection from storm drains cannot be measured in acre-feet.
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Introduction

AUTHORIZATION

LACDPW retained MWH to develop a Watershed Management Plan for the Sun Valley
Watershed under Contract Number PW12456 approved by the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors and dated December 4, 2001.

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF WORK

The Sun Valley Watershed Plan project scope of work consists of three (3) reports, a Watershed
Management Plan (WMP), a Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and a Funding
Report. This document is the WMP. The Funding Report was completed and submitted under
separate cover. The Draft Program EIR is complete. As part of the scope of work associated
with the WMP, MWH prepared five (5) technical memoranda intended to present interim
progress at key schedule milestones. MWH also completed five (5) Phase 1 site concept reports
along with a Phase 1 Site Monitoring Plan. The technical memoranda and Phase 1 reports have
been incorporated into the WMP.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of the Sun Valley Watershed Management Plan is to solve the chronic
local flooding problem with a multipurpose solution, acknowledging that rainfall is a significant
component of our water supply in this semi-arid region. The Sun Valley Watershed Stakeholders
Group (Stakeholders) has been meeting since late 1998 to address the flooding problem in Sun
Valley under the leadership of the Watershed Management Division, County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works (LACDPW). The Watershed Management Division was formed in
recognition that integrated solutions can address flood protection, water supply, and stormwater
quality needs of the County. The Stakeholders defined a mission for the Sun Valley watershed
that is consistent with this philosophy. The mission of the Stakeholders is:

“...to solve the local flooding problem while retaining all stormwater runoff from
the watershed, increasing water conservation, recreational opportunities, wildlife
habitat, and reducing stormwater pollution.”

The Stakeholders also developed a list of detailed project objectives that expand on the mission
statement. The project objectives are:

Reduce Local Flooding

Increase Water Conservation

Increase Recreational Opportunities in the Watershed
Increase Wildlife Habitat

Improve Water Quality

MWH Page 1-1
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e Provide Additional Environmental Benefits
e Increase Multiple Agency Participation

PROJECT PROCESS

The watershed management planning process is based on an organized methodology for
development and evaluation of alternatives. The process includes the following steps:

Define project objectives

Define BMP elements

Evaluate opportunities and constraints
Assemble into alternatives

Evaluate and refine alternatives
Select and evaluate final alternatives.

This process was developed in order to select a final set of cost-effective solutions from the
range of potential solutions available. The process was successfully applied to narrow the range
of options available to a final set of four feasible sample alternatives. In this case, they are
termed “sample” alternatives, because the individual components of the watershed plan may
vary, which would cause significant variation in project costs and schedule. The process also
included extensive input from the community and other stakeholders. Stakeholder involvement
and public outreach in the watershed management planning process are briefly discussed below.

Stakeholder Involvement and Public Outreach

The project framework included an organized approach to stakeholder involvement and public
outreach in order to assure that the final alternatives were acceptable to the community. The
ultimate aim was to assure that a solid base of community support was developed for the final set
of components that are likely to be constructed.

A stakeholders group with individuals who either hold a stake in the project outcome or have
some ability to influence project decisions has been meeting since 1998. Monthly stakeholder
meetings are open to the public. Table 1-1 provides a list of individuals and organizations that
have been involved in the stakeholder process to date.
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Table 1-1
Organizations involved in Sun Valley Stakeholder Process to Date

A-Mehr, Inc.

American Society of Civil Engineers

California Coastal Coalition

California Department of Fish and Game

California Department of Parks and Recreation
California Department of Transportation

California Native Plant Society

California State Assemblymember Cindy Montafiez
California State Senator Richard Alarcon

California Wildlife Conservation Board

City of Burbank

City of Burbank Department of Public Works

City of La Cafiada Flintridge

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
City of Los Angeles Councilmember Greuel’s Office
City of Los Angeles Councilmember Padilla’s Office
City of Los Angeles Councilmember Cardenas’ Office
City of Los Angeles Councilmember LaBonge’s Office
City of San Fernando

Civiltec Engineering, Inc.

Congressman Brad Sherman

Congressman Howard Berman

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
County of Los Angeles Sanitation Districts

County of Los Angeles Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky

David Evans and Associates, Inc.

Enartec, Inc.

Fresh Creek Technologies

LA Byproducts, Inc.

Land Design Consultants, Inc

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Unified School District

Los Angeles/San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council
Los Cerritos Wetland Stewardship, Inc.

Lynne Dwyer & Associates

MWH

North East Trees

Rick Goacher Planning, Inc.

San Gabriel & Lower LA Rivers & Mount. Conservancy
Southern California Association of Governments

San Gabriel Valley Mosquito and Vector Control District
Sun Valley Chamber of Commerce

Sun Valley Neighborhood Improvement Organization
Targhee Inc.

TreePeople

Upper Los Angeles River Area Watermaster

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of the Interior National Park Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Vulcan Materials Company

Vulcan Solution Strategies, Inc.

These stakeholders have played a critical role in decision-making at key points throughout the
process of defining and selecting specific project components and final alternatives.

DATA SOURCES

Rainfall Data

The County provided rainfall data for the Sun Valley area (station 14).

Rainfall data for

downtown Los Angeles is obtained from the National Weather Service.

Hydrologic Data

The final four sample Sun Valley Watershed management plan alternatives, discussed in the
Alternatives Evaluation Process section, are simulated using LACDPW’s F0601 program with
the Watershed Modeling System (WMS) graphical interface. The WMS base model is created
using a file provided by LACDPW from a study completed for the Watershed Management
Division on May 23, 2002. The GIS database provided by LACDPW is used to support
development of the FO601 model.
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Water Quality Data

LACDPW provided water quality data gathered as part of the Sun Valley Watershed Storm
Water Runoff Monitoring Program. Water quality data does not represent a statistically
complete set at this time.

REPORT OUTLINE

This report is organized in the following sections:

Section 1 — Introduction

Section 2 — Existing Conditions of the Sun Valley Watershed
Section 3 — Description of Potential Improvement Projects
Section 4 — Alternatives Evaluation Process

Section 5 — Implementation Approach
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ABBREVIATIONS

acre-ft acre-feet

acre-ft/yr acre-feet per year

BCA Benefit/Cost Analysis
BMP Best Management Practice

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

cfs cubic feet per second

chromium-6 hexavalent chromium

CcO carbon monoxide

CWA Clean Water Act

DHS California Department of Health Services

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substance Control
EIR Environmental Impact Report

GIS geographic information system

LACDPW County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
LADoT Los Angeles Department of Transportation
LADWP City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
MPN most probable number

MRZ-2 Mineral Resource Zone 2

MWDSC Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
NO, nitrite

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL National Priorities List

o&M Operation and Maintenance

O, ozone

ou operable units

PCE perchloroethylene

PM, particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter
RAP City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
ROW right-of-way

RWQCB California Regional Water Quality Control Board
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SFGB San Fernando Groundwater Basin

SO, sulfur dioxide

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TCE trichloroethylene

TDS total dissolved solids

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

ULARA Upper Los Angeles River Area

USEPA Environmental Protection Agency

VOC volatile organic compounds

WMP Watershed Management Plan

WMS Watershed Modeling System

MWH Page 1-5






Section 2
Existing Conditions of the Sun Valley
Watershed

STUDY AREA AND WATERSHED BOUNDARIES

The project area is defined as the Sun Valley Watershed, an urban watershed that drains into the
Los Angeles River. The Sun Valley Watershed is located in the San Fernando Valley, about 14
miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. It encompasses the communities of Sun Valley and
North Hollywood in the City of Los Angeles. Figure 2-1 presents a map of the watershed. The
watershed is approximately 2,800 acres (4.4 square miles) in area and is approximately 6 miles
in length from north to south. The watershed is divided into eight subareas as shown in Figure
2-1. Subareas 1 through 4 are known as the upper watershed. Subareas 5 through 8 are known
as the lower watershed. Tujunga Wash borders the watershed on the west, Burbank-Glendale-
Pasadena Airport on the east, Hansen Dam on the north and Burbank Boulevard on the south.

Freeways that provide access to the area include Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway), State
Highway 170 (Hollywood Freeway), and Interstate 210 (Foothill Freeway). Metrolink’s
Antelope Valley Line runs along San Fernando Road and intersects the project area near Tuxford
Street.

GEOGRAPHIC SETTING

The study area is located within the northeastern portion of the San Fernando Valley, which is
bounded on the north by the San Gabriel Mountains, on the east by the Verdugo Mountains, on
the west by the Simi Hills and on the south by the Santa Monica Mountains. These features are
located within the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province of California, which are a series of
east/west-trending mountains and sediment-filled valleys. Figure 2-2 is a photograph of the San
Gabriel Mountains that border the watershed to the north.
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Section 2 - Existing Conditions of the Sun Valley Watershed

Figure 2-2
Photograph of San Gabriel Mountains from Golf Range

According to the California Geological Survey (2002), the study area is located outside of areas
identified as active fault traces within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. However,
there are numerous active faults in the area, the closest of which is the Verdugo Fault.

Portions of the Sun Valley Watershed are located within Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) as
designated by the California Geological Survey (formerly California Division of Mines and
Geology). The MRZ-2 zone designation indicates an area where adequate information indicates
that significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood of their
presence exists.

SOILS

The San Fernando Valley is a broad, flat, alluvium-filled basin that trends east to west. The
alluvium is comprised of a broad alluvial fan derived from sedimentary, metamorphic, and
granitic bedrock within the San Gabriel Mountains. The alluvial deposits in the area are
primarily medium to coarse-grained sand, gravel, and boulders, with scattered deposits of fine-
grained materials. The depth of the alluvial materials is estimated to range from a few hundred
feet near the intersection of Tuxford and Glenoaks Boulevard to approximately 1,000 feet or
more near the southern end of the watershed/study area.

There are three soil types in the Sun Valley Watershed. The soil types include Tujunga fine
sandy loam, Altamont clay loam, and Hanford gravelly sandy loam. The majority of the soil is
Tujunga fine sandy loam. The sandy soils allow significant amounts of water to infiltrate to the
groundwater basin. Figure 2-3 is a map of the soil types in the Sun Valley Watershed.

Possible hazardous waste sites have been identified in the watershed. These sites are the Sun
Valley Middle School and the Costco parking lot. Sun Valley Middle School is listed on the
Cortese List for two cases of leaking underground storage tanks, both involving diesel fuel
(EDR, 2002). Remedial actions were taken and completed for one case, which was closed in
1996. The Costco case involved soil contamination. It appears to be currently under review.
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Figure 2-3
Soil Types in Sun Valley Watershed
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LAND USE

The Sun Valley Watershed is in an urban area consisting of industrial, commercial, and
residential uses. The upper watershed and the lower watershed each have different characteristic
land uses as described below.

The upper watershed is located north of the intersection of Tuxford Street and San Fernando
Road, and is about 1,500 acres in size. It is primarily developed with industrial uses. These uses
include several actively mined and exhausted gravel pits, an electric power generating facility
(Valley Generating Station), a Class III landfill (Bradley Landfill), the Vulcan gravel processing
plant, and various auto dismantling operations. Figure 2-4 shows an aerial photograph including
Bradley Landfill and the Sheldon and Cal Mat pits. The Hansen Spreading Grounds are located
immediately to the northwest of the Valley Generating Station, just outside of the watershed
boundary. In addition, the upper watershed contains a portion of the Hansen Dam Golf Course.
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Section 2 - Existing Conditions of the Sun Valley Watershed

This golf course is owned by the City of Los Angeles and is located at the north end of the
watershed near other open spaces including Hansen Dam Park. Low density residential uses,
including the Stonehurst Recreation Center, and the Stonehurst Elementary School (grades K-5),
are located in the northeastern portion.

Figure 2-4
Aerial Photograph of Land Uses in the Upper Watershed
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