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2.3. Individual Responses December 2019

Letter O12: Harbor Real Estate Group

012-1 This input regarding the location of the bike path and pedestrian walkway is
acknowledged, and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW'’s decision-making process. Elements of the proposed public access
improvements common to all of the alternatives analyzed in detail are described in
Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.3. Public access improvements specific to the Project are
described in Section 2.2.2.3. See also Section 2.2.3.3 (Alternative 2), Section 2.2.4.3
(Alternative 3), and Section 2.2.5.3 (Alternative 4).

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2-3158 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project



Comment Letter O13

February 5, 2018

Daniel Swenson, Regulatory Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

915 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 930

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Richard Brody

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
c/o ESA (jas)

550 Kearney Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108

Submitted via email to: daniel.p.swenson@usace.army.mil and BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
for the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project; Support of Alternative 1 with modifications

Dear Mr. Swenson and Mr. Brody:

On behalf of Heal the Bay, we submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project (“Draft
EIR/S” or DEIR/S”). Heal the Bay supports the joint comment letter submitted by the Wetlands
Restoration Principles Coalition Steering Committee and provides additional comments here. We
appreciate the extended public comment period and the opportunity to provide comments.

Heal the Bay is an environmental organization with over 30 years of experience and 15,000
members dedicated to making the coastal waters and watersheds of greater Los Angeles safe,
healthy, and clean. Heal the Bay has advocated for, initiated, and participated in numerous riparian
and wetland habitat restoration projects throughout our history. Heal the Bay was a leader in over
twenty years of research and advocacy that lead to the successful restoration of Malibu Lagoon in
2013. That estuary was impacted by fill and upstream pollution, and suffered from poor
circulation, low dissolved oxygen, eutrophication and poor biodiversity. In the five years since the
Malibu Lagoon restoration plan was implemented, the health of the Lagoon has improved
immensely. Endangered fish and birds are present in the Lagoon, dissolved oxygen is higher,
nutrient levels are lower, and biodiversity is increasing. !

! Malibu Lagoon Restoration and Enhancement Project Comprehensive Monitoring Report (Year 4), August 31, 2017.
http://www.santamonicabay.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Malibu-Lagoon_YR4-Report FINAL Aug2017.pdf
viewed on 2/1/2018.
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Heal the Bay’s long involvement with the Ballona Wetlands includes supporting the purchase of
the land by the State of California, providing technical guidance on the creation of the Freshwater
Marsh in Area B, and working closely with Congresswoman Jan Harman to improve tide gate
management in West Area B, which resulted in substantial improvements in hydrology and
biodiversity in a limited portion of Area B. Heal the Bay participated in design workshops hosted
by the State Coastal Conservancy and The Bay Foundation, and supported public outreach and
tours of various parts of the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve. This outreach served to
increase public awareness of this degraded habitat and the enormous potential for ecological
improvements and world-class public amenities such as trails and outdoor education facilities.
The restoration of Ballona Wetlands for habitat and public access is long overdue. Public demand 013-2
for recreational open space and restoration of natural habitats in Los Angeles is enormous. In 2003
the state of California completed their acquisition of over 600 acres that is now the Ballona
Wetlands Ecological Reserve. The Ballona Wetlands are listed on the state’s Clean Water Act
Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies for “reduced tidal and freshwater flow to support
habitat and aquatic life.”? Nearly all of the Reserve has remained in an extremely degraded state
since it was purchased, with virtually no public access. In a densely populated urban metropolis
facing the combined pressures of lack of public open space, loss of biodiversity, polluted water and
sea level rise, the Ballona Wetlands is a critical component of our region’s natural infrastructure. A
robust, science-based restoration designed for habitat enhancement, water quality improvement
and public access and will be an asset to health and quality of life in our region and a prized jewel
of the LA County coast.

The Draft EIR/S provides a thorough analysis of current conditions and potential projects.
Alternative 1 is clearly the best alternative to meet the seven stated goals of the State of California,
which include among others: to restore, enhance, and create estuarine and associated habitats;
establish natural processes and functions that support estuarine and associated habitats; and
develop and enhance wildlife-dependent uses and secondary compatible on-site public access for 013-3
recreation and educational activities (pages ES-8-ES-10, Draft EIR/S).

Heal the Bay supports implementation of Alternative 1 with three modifications to the plan. Our
support for Alternative 1, the necessary modifications to the plan, and our comments on the other
Alternatives and details of the Draft EIR/S are provided below.

Alternative 1 Best Achieves the Goals of the State

The restoration of the Ballona Wetlands should restore, enhance, and create functioning wetland 013-4
habitats that are resilient and self-sustaining and provide benefits for native species as well as

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Ballona Creek Wetlands Total Maximum Daily Loads for Sediment
and Invasive Exotic Vegetation. Available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreek W etlandsTMDL -final.pdf
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increased public access for education and enjoyment. Specifically, the restoration plan must
include:
e Removal of significant amounts of legacy fill and sediment that has been placed on the
wetlands, causing severe impairment of natural wetlands functions
e Removal of concrete levees along Ballona Creek to reconnect the Creek to its floodplains
and the wetlands
e Restoration and/or creation of wetland habitats including subtidal, low marsh, mid and high
marsh, and salt pan habitats
e Wetland habitats that support diverse, rare, and sensitive species of plants and animals
A project with maximal self-sustainability and minimal required on-going maintenance
A project that accounts for and adapts to sea level rise, providing maximal long-term
benefits
e A project that creates publicly accessible trails and educational opportunities that are
compatible with ecological goals

Alternative 1 Restores and Enhances Habitat

Alternative 1 in the DEIR/S will best achieve these goals for the Ballona Wetlands. Historically,
the greater Ballona Wetlands complex was comprised primarily of salt marsh habitat (1238 acres
or 70%)?; today, the remaining Wetlands are much reduced in size and only have 18.2 acres of
muted (not fully functional) salt marsh (Table 2-3, page 2-45, Draft EIR/S). In total, the limited
tidal salt marsh and non-tidal impaired salt marsh make up 25% (or 155 acres) of the current
Wetlands.* Salt marsh is the habitat that has primarily been lost in the Ballona Wetlands and must
now be restored or created. Alternative 1 is the preferred plan because it restores, enhances, and
creates the greatest number of acres of tidal salt marsh habitat at 153.4 acres (Table 2-3, page 2-45,
Draft EIR/S), relative to all the other alternatives (124.3 acres in Alternative 2, 42.8 acres in
Alternative 3, and zero acres in Alternative 4; see pages 2-163 and 2-188, Draft EIR/S). The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) lists the Wetlands
as impaired for reduced tidal flushing’; the State must implement Alternative 1 to reverse the
303(d)-listed impairments and result in the most tidal salt marsh habitat.

Alternative 1 Restores Tidal Flows

The Ballona Wetlands are on the state’s Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) list of impaired
water bodies for “reduced tidal and freshwater flow to support habitat and aquatic life.”® The EPA
TMDL for the Ballona Wetlands identifies the stressors causing this impairment as the levees and
tide gates that prevent connection of the creek to the floodplain, and do not allow the wetlands to
experience a full range of tides.” Alternative 1 is the only alternative that removes all the concrete

3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Ballona Creek Wetlands Total Maximum Daily Loads for Sediment
and Invasive Exotic Vegetation. Available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreek WetlandsTMDL -final.pdf, Table 6 and Figure 14.

4 Ibid, Table 7 and Figure 14.

3 Ibid.

¢ Ibid, Table 4, page 33.

7 Ibid.

2-3161
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levees along Ballona Creek, including the tide gates that currently prevent a full tidal range in
West Area B. Alternatives 3 and 4 do not meet the State’s restoration goals because they do not
fully reconnect the Creek with its floodplains or fully restore tidal flushing. Alternative 2, while
removing significant amounts of concrete levees along the Creek, falls short in reconnecting West
Area B hydrologically to the Creek and maintains in perpetuity the tide gates that currently prevent
full tidal flushing in that area. The removal of concrete along this portion of Ballona Creek will set
a precedent for further concrete removal along other sections of the Creek and in other urban
watersheds.

Alternative 1 Reduces Sediment Impairment

The Ballona Wetlands are also on the state’s CW A Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies
due to excess sediment, and Alternative 1 is the plan that best addresses this impairment. The
excess sediment was dumped onto the Ballona wetlands in the 1960s when Marina del Rey was
constructed, and raised the elevation in Areas A and C well above tidal influence. The dumped
sediment, combined with the construction of concrete levees to channelize Ballona creek, have
prevented tidal influence in those areas (with the exception of the small drainage known as Fiji
ditch). This is the major cause of the loss of wetland habitat, the alteration of habitat composition,
and the loss and modification of species diversity and abundance in Areas A and C.® Due to
existing infrastructure including major roads and bridges and existing recreational facilities on
Area C, the most practical way to achieve new wetland habitat is to remove the excess sediment
from Area A.

Alternative 1 removes the greatest volume of sediment from Area A, between 2,400,000 to
2,430,000 cubic yards (Table 2-8, page 2-120, Draft EIR/S). Alternatives 2 and 3 remove 2.09M
cubic yards and 1.42M cubic yards respectively (Tables 2-24 and 2-28, Draft EIR/S). Alternative 4
removes zero cubic yards of fill. Alternative 1 removes the most excess sediment and will best
achieve habitat that is at an appropriate elevation to maintain a connection to the Ballona estuary,
and contribute to a healthy, functioning wetlands system.

Alternative 1 Improves Local Resilience to Climate Change

Alternative 1 creates the greatest local resiliency to climate change and sea level rise. Alternative 1
will extend the lifetime of the salt pan by approximately 20 years (by protecting it from sea level
rise and flooding) and will allow habitat to advance inland and upslope as sea level rises. The salt
pan is a unique habitat that provides overwintering, foraging, and nesting habitat for many species
of birds. In contrast, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 will result in loss of the salt pan in West Area B more
rapidly, likely before 2050. Further, the tide gates in West Area B are predicted to fail between
2030 and 2050, and the tide gates would then be permanently closed due to sea level rise; West
Area B would become permanently flooded or a mudflat at that point. Establishing natural
processes with minimal reliance on on-going maintenance (such as pumping water) are important
elements of a successful project. Restoring West Area B to fully tidal will create greater resiliency

8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Ballona Creek Wetlands Total Maximum Daily Loads for Sediment
and Invasive Exotic Vegetation. Available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreek W etlandsTMDL -final.pdf
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and space for habitat to advance as sea level rises; habitat will be able to transition within West
Area B and also retreat towards South Area B.

Alternative 1 Provides the Greatest Level and Quality of Public Access

Alternative 1 results in the most opportunities for well-regulated public access through pedestrian
and bike paths. Alternative 1 would result in the creation of 19,000 linear feet (approximately 3.6
miles) of pedestrian and bicycle paths (Page 2-100, Draft EIR/S) as well as 29,000 linear feet of
pedestrian only trails and 2,000 linear feet of elevated boardwalks (Page 2-106, Draft EIR/S). The
exact amounts of trails for the other Alternatives are not clearly stated in the Draft EIR/S but based
on the figures showing the Public Access Plans for Alternatives 2 and 3 (Figures 2-45 and 2-54,
respectively, Draft EIR/S), it appears that Alternative 1 has the most paths. Alternative 2 has less
extensive pedestrian trails in Area A and West Area B; however, Alternative 2 does have a bike
path around East Area B where Alternative 1 does not (Figures 2-23 and 2-45, Draft EIR/S).
Public access in Alternative 3 is greatly reduced compared to Alternative 1, with virtually no
access in Area B (Figure 2-54, Draft EIR/S). Alternative 4, or the no project alternative, is not an
option given that there is basically no public access now, which is unacceptable given that it is
State land and open space in the middle of urban Los Angeles. Clearly, care needs to be taken to
balance access with ecological benefits and the restoration project is a prime opportunity to
increase educational and recreational opportunities in this open-space gem.

Support for the Draft EIR/S and Alternatives Analyzed

We commend the hard work and detailed analysis that went into the preparation of this long-
awaited document. We acknowledge the work of CDFW, USACE, and countless other agencies
and groups that have added to the body of knowledge of the Ballona Wetlands and upon which this
document is based. Specifically, we applaud the Draft EIR/S for exploring appropriate alternatives
and carrying forward analyses of the alternatives that are feasible and best meet the goals of the
project. Heal the Bay would love to see a project in which the fragmentation of the wetlands is
reduced by removing or raising surrounding roads (as explored in Alternative 9, page 2-217, Draft
EIR/S). However, we understand that this Alternative is not feasible given the extensive
infrastructure that would have to be moved and protected; further, this would nearly double the
cost per restored acre for all alternatives. We appreciate that the Draft EIR/S examined this
Alternative and clearly justified the reasons for not carrying it forward for further analysis.

Similarly, we appreciate that the Draft EIR/S considered the possibility of returning the Ballona
Wetlands to a historical, specifically, 19" century state (Alternative 11, page 2-234, Draft EIR/S).
The Draft EIR/S finds that a proposal to return the wetlands to a seasonally closed lagoon (coastal
bar-built estuary system) is not reasonable and we agree. “Restoring” to a specific point in time is
not typically possible for any restoration in urban environments, due to present-day constraints that
did not exist 200 years ago. Further, restoring to a specific point in time ignores future threats,
such as climate change and sea level rise and is therefore not responsible policy or use of public
funds.

2-3163
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It is possible and appropriate to use the known historical ecology of the Ballona Wetlands and
other coastal California wetlands as a basis for setting overall habitat restoration goals. For
instance, the Ballona Creek Wetlands EPA TMDL for sediment and invasive exotic vegetation’
sets objectives based on historic elevation ranges and habitats at Ballona Wetlands and similar
wetland systems in Southern California. The TMDL relied upon credible sources such as the
historical T-sheet map'® for the Ballona Wetlands as well as historical ecology studies'!. The Draft
EIR/S acknowledges the Ballona Wetlands TMDL and while the restoration alternatives do not
explicitly meet all the load allocations set in the TMDL, the Draft EIR/S uses dual approaches to
achieve sediment removal and restoration of historical tidal wetland habitats. The Draft EIR/S
appropriately considers and aims for historical wetlands habitats while accommodating current and
future constraints.

Further, arguments have been made for restoring Ballona Wetlands to a historical state as a
predominantly freshwater wetland. However, as described above, it is not appropriate to restore
any wetlands to a specific point in time without considering current and future constraints.
Additionally, it is not clear that the Wetlands were predominantly freshwater. The EPA TMDL
defines the Ballona Wetlands as a “tidal marsh-tidal flat dominant system”'? and based on the
historical ecology'?, the freshwater wetlands were further inland than the extent of the proposed
restoration project. The TMDL specifies that the 303(d) impairment listing is for “reduced tidal
flushing” and acknowledges that compared to freshwater inputs, “...the more limiting factor,
comparatively, is a significant reduction in tidal flow.”'* The EPA TMDL shows a graph (copied
below) of habitat proportions for Greater Ballona Wetlands Complex (1752 acres), current Ballona
Wetlands, and Historical Ballona Creek Wetlands (626 acres).'> The graph shows that there was
some freshwater marsh in the project area historically (approximately 10%) but the primary loss of
habitat compared to historical conditions is in the loss of salt marsh habitat. We do acknowledge
that historically, the Ballona Creek Wetlands were typically closed to the ocean and only opened
periodically during storms; however, returning to a periodically closed lagoon system is infeasible

% U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Ballona Creek Wetlands Total Maximum Daily Loads for Sediment
and Invasive Exotic Vegetation. Available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreek W etlandsTMDL -final.pdf

10 Grossinger R et al. 201 1. Historical Wetlands of the Southern California Coast: An Atlas of US Coast Survey
Sheets, 1851-1889. San Francisco Estuary Institute Contribution No. 586 and Southern California Costal Water
Research Project Technical Report No. 589.

' Dark S et al. 2011. Historical Ecology of the Ballona Creek Watershed. Southern California Coastal Water Research
Project Technical Report no. 671.

12U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Ballona Creek Wetlands Total Maximum Daily Loads for Sediment
and Invasive Exotic Vegetation. Available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreek W etlandsTMDL -final.pdf, page 14.

13 Dark S et al. 2011. Historical Ecology of the Ballona Creek Watershed. Southern California Coastal Water Research
Project Technical Report no. 671

14U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Ballona Creek Wetlands Total Maximum Daily Loads for Sediment
and Invasive Exotic Vegetation. Available at:
https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreek W etlandsTMDL -final.pdf, page 32.

15 Ibid, page 43.
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given current infrastructure. Therefore, given current constraints and feasibility issues, future sea

level rise, and historical ecology evidence, moving forward with a restoration that emphasizes O1 3t-1 3
estuarine tidal wetlands is the best option. cont.
013-14

Proposed Modifications to Alternative 1
Heal the Bay supports Alternative 1 as the best option to achieve the ecological and public access
goals set by the State. However, some modifications to Alternative 1 would help to ensure the
goals are achieved. The proposed modifications to Alternative 1 could be accomplished through
the permitting process for the project and should not require additional major analysis or
recirculation of the DEIR/S. The following three changes, described in more detail below, would
further ensure the final project meets the State’s goals: 013-15
1. Include additional criteria for the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow populations before
Phase 2 is initiated.
2. Add additional pedestrian and bike paths in Phase 1, and restrict public access to
sensitive dune habitats in West Area B.
3. Include in the Final DEIR/S a parking needs analysis, and reduce the parking lot
footprints and add restroom facilities.

1. Include additional criteria for the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow population before [ 013-16
Phase 2 is initiated

2-3165
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We appreciate that Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-ii (page 3.4-101, Draft EIR/S) is included to
protect the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow. However, this mitigation measure needs to be
strengthened to ensure the sparrows are adequately protected before Phase 2 of Alternative 1 is
implemented. The requirement of one nesting pair of Belding’s Savannah Sparrow in Area A
prior to Phase 2 may be inadequate. Heal the Bay recommends a criterion of five nesting pairs
because this is the lowest recorded number of Belding’s nesting territories documented at the
Ballona Wetlands from 1973 to 2016.!° The population has varied over the years; however, it 013-16
appears that five breeding pairs are somewhat stable in that, five years later, the number of cont.
territories was 37. Further, as the Draft EIR/S suggests, low numbers of nesting pairs of
Belding’s indicate suitable habitat, and the number of nesting pairs would likely increase as
temporary construction impacts cease and habitat matures. A well-justified requirement of
more than one nesting pair of sparrows should be added to the numbered criteria listed on page
3.4-101 of the Draft EIR/S. This additional criterion will ensure that the state endangered
Belding’s Savannah Sparrow will be adequately protected in order to ensure its persistence and
success at the Ballona Wetlands.

2. Add additional pedestrian and bike paths in Phase 1 and restrict public access to
sensitive dune habitat

We support the public access plan for Alternative 1; however, the plan could provide even
more access. We support the addition of a major pedestrian and bike path around East Area B,
as seen in the Alternative 2 Public Access Plan. This will provide further linkages and
recreational and educational opportunities, connecting the freshwater marsh and the wetlands
south of Jefferson Blvd to the larger project. The existing pedestrian path through the dune
habitat at the west end of West Area B should be restricted and not opened to the general
public because general public access could negatively impact the fragile dune habitat that is
home to the endangered El Segundo Blue Butterfly. However, additional pedestrian trails are
needed elsewhere in West Area B. The existing trail to the viewing platform should be
extended along the old trolley berm to connect with the proposed pedestrian trail that runs
along Culver Blvd. as seen in Figure 2-18 of the DEIR/S (page 2-91).

013-17

3. Complete a parking needs analysis, reduce the parking lot footprints and add restroom |
facilities

Improved public access that is well-regulated is desperately needed at the Ballona Wetlands.
Parking is a required element of a strong public access plan; parking lots should be
appropriately sized, their impacts to local habitats should be minimized, and they should be
located at major trailheads. The justification for the number and sizes of the parking lots in the
Draft EIR/S needs to be strengthened. The Draft EIR/S does not discuss or analyze the
expected number of visitors to a restored Ballona Wetlands and how many parking spaces or
other amenities are needed. There should be a clear nexus between parking needs identified
and the parking that is proposed. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 present the same parking lot options:

013-18

16 Zembal et al. 2015. A survey of the Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) in California,
2015. State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Wildlife Branch.
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three parking areas in Area A, including a three story lot with 302 spaces, and an improved
parking lot in West Area B with 40 spaces. The Draft EIR/S states that the parking is for use by
the public, LA County Department of Beaches and Harbors, and CDFW; however, parking for
the public should be the top priority, with State and Local use minimized. The figures of the
parking lots in Area A in the Draft EIR/S (Figures 2-2-20 and 2-21) are labeled as “Beaches
and Harbor’s Parking Structure” and “Beaches and Harbor’s Parking Lot”. The Draft EIR/S
should clarify why the parking structures are labeled as such and what this means. Who has
jurisdiction over these parking lots and will uses be renegotiated to ensure compatibility with
ecological goals? We do appreciate that the footprint of the parking lots in Area A have been
reduced by 0.8 acres from the current lot; however, further reducing the footprint of the
proposed lots should be explored, ideally to one lot in Area A. We are not opposed to a multi-
story lot but we would like further justification for the size of this structure and impacts (if any)
of the structure need to be identified and mitigated. We support the observation deck on the top
of the structure, which will provide excellent educational opportunities.

013-18
cont.

Along with parking, appropriate restroom facilities need to be provided for visitors to the
Wetlands. The Draft EIR/S does not present any plans for restrooms. It is not realistic to
assume that people should rely on neighboring businesses for restroom facilities or in the 013-19
worst-case scenario, that the wetlands themselves might be used as a bathroom. Restrooms
need to be included in the restoration plans, ideally located at parking lots and major trailheads.

Comments and Questions by Section

Hydrology/Water Quality

Correct Beneficial Uses in Table 3.9-1

The beneficial uses that are listed in Table 3.9-1 (page 3.9-6) of the Draft EIR/S are not complete.
The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan'” should be consulted to 013-20
update the table. For instance, the Recreational Beneficial Uses for Ballona Creek, Estuary, and
Wetlands are missing from the table in the Draft EIR/S.

Add All 303(d) Listings
Table 3.9-3 in the Draft EIR/S for 303(d) pollutant assessments in the project area should also
include impairments in the Wetlands for habitat alteration, hydromodification, reduced tidal

flushing, exotic vegetation, and trash as indicated on the 2010 State Water Board’s 303(d) lis

t.18

17 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB). 1994. Water Quality Control Plan: Los Angeles
Region. Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura County. Available at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/basin_plan_documentation.shtml

18 State Water Quality Control Board. 2010. 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List/305(b)
Report. Available at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml
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Update Table 3.9-4 and Include Further Discussion of TMDL Compliance Schedule

Table 3.9-4 in the Draft EIR/S shows a schedule for TMDL Implementation projects in relation to
the construction schedules for the proposed Alternatives. The table shows TMDL compliance dates
as written into TMDL implementation plans but not whether those compliance goals have actually
been met. For instance, we know that dry weather compliance has not been achieved for the
Bacteria TMDL, however, the schedule implies that this was achieved in 2013. Further, the Toxics
and Metals TMDLs are shown as having achieved compliance of 75% reduction by January 2017 —
has this actually been achieved or demonstrated? Evidence of TMDL compliance achievements
should be added in as a separate column in the Table. The construction schedules are already out
of date and need to be updated. There is an assumption that the TMDLs for bacteria, metals, and
toxics will be met by 2021, which will correspond to completion of Phase 1 of Alternative 1 and
Alternatives 2 and 3 (page 3.9-26, Draft EIR/S). While we realize that TMDL compliance is not
within the scope of this project, nor within the lead agencies’ jurisdiction, we recommend that a
more thorough discussion be included on possible impacts if the TMDLs are not on track to being
met in conjunction with restoration construction schedules. For instance, the trash waste load
allocation of zero will be hard to achieve and we can assume that trash will be present to some
degree in the Wetlands, despite best management practices. This does not mean that we should not
restore the Wetlands and reconnect the Creek to its floodplains; the restoration aims to address
numerous impairments and having some low levels of pollutants enter the Wetlands should not
prevent action. In this case, a management plan for periodic cleanups could be developed and
implemented to address potential impacts to habitat and wildlife from trash.

We recommend addressing more directly how upstream water quality improvement projects are
compatible with the restoration goals for water quality and sediment loads. Provide more
information about how the project design will handle changes, including in terms of the extent of
monitoring that will occur. While we recognize that much of the Ballona Creek Watershed is
beyond the scope of the restoration project, it is reasonably foreseeable that the timing, scope and
overall approach of projects and planning efforts happening upstream to address environmental
concerns, including the Ballona Creek Bacteria TMDL Project and Ballona Creek Enhanced
Watershed Management Program, will affect water quality and sediment loading downstream. We
strongly recommend a cumulative impacts and sensitivity discussion to disclose the impacts, both
positive and negative, of upstream projects on the project site. The lead agencies (CDFW and
ACOE) should work closely with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board to stay
updated on TMDL compliance progress and adaptively manage the project based on compliance
dates.

Address Inconsistency with EPA TMDL More Thoroughly

While the Draft EIR/S addresses compliance with the EPA Ballona Wetlands TMDL, we are
concerned that none of the alternatives of the Draft EIR/S will meet the TMDL sediment load
allocations or the alternative load allocations for habitat acreage. For instance, the TMDL sets a
number of 300,000 cubic yards of sediment to be removed from Area C; however, none of the
proposed Alternatives remove any sediment from Area C, and in fact, add sediment from other
Areas to Area C (Table 3.9-5, page 3.9-28, Draft EIR/S). The Draft EIR/S justifies this “...because
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the Project has been designed to achieve both sediment removal and restoration of historical tidal
wetland habitats.”!” The alternate habitat acreage goals show that all Alternatives fall short on
habitat acreage goals for intertidal and vegetated wetland habitat but have more subtidal and salt
flat habitat than is required (Table 3.9-6, page 3.9-28, Draft EIR/S). The Draft EIR/S lead agencies
should work with the Los Angeles Regional Board and EPA to ensure that the original goals of the
TMDL are achieved. Further justification may be warranted for altering the original targets of the
TMDL primarily due to increased understanding of climate change impacts. When the EPA
TMDL was written, there was limited information available on localized climate change and sea
level rise impacts. The Draft EIR/S appears to be better addressing future sea level rise than the
EPA TMDL by creating and restoring more upland, as opposed to low-marsh, which will become
inundated more quickly under sea level rise. However, we would like further clarification and
justification on the amounts and types of habitat. Table 3.9-6 (page 3.9-28, Draft EIR/S) shows the
TMDL load allocations for habitats compared to the habitat acreages by alternative. Alternative 1
has relatively more subtidal and salt pan habitat and less mudflat and low marsh and mid and high
marsh than the TMDL load allocations; however, upland habitat is not included here and the total
habitat acres are different. Please provide clarification on whether the differences in total acreage
are due to upland habitat and why the load allocations are not being met. The goals of the EPA
TMDL and Draft EIR/S are compatible and virtually the same; the lead agencies must ensure that

regulatory requirements are being met or there is appropriate justification when they are not met.

Further information requested and recommendations for Hydrology section

e Please provide more discussion of channel morphology. How was the Creek meander
determined in Area A? The channel in West Area B seems unnaturally straight — will this
be contoured at all or allowed to change course on its own?

e Water salinity needs further discussion. A goal of the project is stated on page ES-9 of the
Draft EIR/S as “a more natural salinity gradient” but this is not discussed in the Hydrology
section. What are the expectations for salinity in different areas of the restoration? Can you
set salinity goals based on tidal, freshwater, and groundwater influence? Expectations
would help set clear criteria for success.

e As discussed in the Climate Change/Greenhouse Gas Section, we recommend including the
most updated information and referencing updated studies concerning climate change and
sea level rise. As new information continually emerges, we recommend that adaptive
management be prioritized related to climate change and sea level rise issues.

e We recommend that adequate steps are taken to protect water quality during the restoration
process from temporary impacts of construction (such as sediment inputs), that regular
water quality monitoring is conducted, and that data are released to the public in a timely
manner.

e C(larify the sediment load for Ballona Creek. Different numbers are given in the Draft
EIR/S; on page 3.9-4, the sediment yield is given at 9,100 cy/yr and on page 3.9-13, the

average sediment delivery is estimated to be 7,000 cy/yr.

19 Draft EIR/S page 3.9-28
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e The discussion on excavation and grading impacts on water quality (page 3.9-43, Draft
EIR/S) focuses on sediment quality only of newly deposited sediment. What about older
sediment; why isn’t that considered or discussed here? Further, there is the assumption that
new sediment accretion or erosion won’t be contaminated due to TMDL compliance but, as
discussed above, this assumption needs to be addressed with further discussion. 013-29

e In the Alternative 1 Impacts and Mitigation Measures discussion, impacts are focused on
West Area B (specifically, when addressing erosion and accretion). Why are Areas A and
North B not addressed as well? For instance, it is stated that sediment from the Creek could
degrade sediment quality in West Area B after storm events, but there is no mention of
Area A or North Area B (Page 3.9-52, Draft EIR/S).

e The language on pages 3.9-52 and 3.9-55 of the Draft EIR/S are exactly the same. Is this
correct? The language on page 3.9-52 does not directly relate to contaminated water and
sediment from the watershed, unless it is only addressing historical contamination. Again, 013-30
there is the assumption that TMDLs will be in compliance by the time of the restoration, an
assumption which we would like further discussion on as addressed above.

Alternative 1 Monitoring Program

The monitoring program for Alternative 1 (pages 2-136 to 2-152, Draft EIR/S) is comprehensive
and appropriately based on adaptive management principles. To further strengthen the monitoring
program, we recommend the following changes:

o Specify how the different habitat types will be identified in order to know which
performance criteria (Tables 2-12 to 2-20, Draft EIR/S) will be applied. For instance, will
habitat be identified by elevation or through mapping of current and proposed habitats?

e Presumably, the 10-year monitoring program begins after Phase 2 of Alternative 1.
However, monitoring clearly needs to be occurring after Phase 1 as well in order for Phase
2 to proceed. We would like to see this monitoring specifically identified and described in
the monitoring program and performance criteria. Table 2-12 (page 2-139, Draft EIR/S)
sets performance criteria for birds in tidal marsh habitat in years 8-10 as “successful 013-31
breeding... for at least one (Belding’s savannah sparrow) tidal marsh-associated bird
species.” This is confusing because it appears to be the same criteria for being able to
proceed to Phase 2 but this is in the post-restoration monitoring plan. Please clarify how
the two plans are related and whether we might expect breeding of Belding’s savannah
sparrow before 8-10 years.

e The performance criteria (Tables 2-12 to 2-20, Draft EIR/S) should specify that the goals
are for native species except when they are explicitly about invasive or non-native species.
For instance, Table 2-13 sets criteria for fish richness and abundance in criteria A for
different monitoring years, but does not specifically state that the richness and abundance
should be native species. We think this is an important distinction and should be added to
all criteria in Tables 2-12 to 2-20 that don’t explicitly name species as native.

12
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Biological Resources

Heal the Bay supports Alternative 1 with the additional safeguards for the Belding’s Savannah
Sparrow as described above. Removing concrete levees will enhance fish foraging, spawning, and
nursery habitat and, along with Malibu Lagoon and Topanga Lagoon, provide one of only three
relatively healthy estuary habitats for fish reproduction and feeding in the entire Santa Monica
Bay. Additional questions and comments related to Biological Resources are detailed below.

Further information requested and recommendations for Biological Resources section

e Strengthen requirements (page ES-20, Draft EIR/S) to protect and relocate animals during
construction. Similar to what occurred during the Malibu Lagoon restoration, biological
monitors should be on site and at every piece of equipment to survey, trap, and move any
wildlife that may be impacted by restoration activities.

e Ensure that sensitive plants are surveyed and relocated via plant or seed, particularly in
Area C.
Ensure that restoration plantings are from local genetic stocks when possible.
In order to protect the willows in Southeast Area B, we recommend that the channel be
moved away from the willows to prevent salt water intrusion and impacts to the willows.
We are concerned that relying on a future mitigation plan if impacts are seen will be
inadequate since it will hard to reverse the impacts of salt water and tidal flow once they
have begun.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions/ Climate Change

Alternative 1 provides the greatest local resilience to climate change. Wetland restoration is widely
accepted as a tool for carbon sequestration as well as a management technique for sea level rise.
Additional questions and comments related to Climate Change are detailed below.

Further information requested and recommendations for Climate Change/GHG Emissions
section
e This section references University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) and Los Angeles

Regional Collaborative for Climate Action and Sustainability (LARC) studies published in
2012. We recommend utilizing regional LA climate change prediction updates that are
more current, like the University of Southern California Sea Grant LA Region study
released in early 2017 based on the newest data and coastal storm modeling system
(CoSMoS), available at: http://dornsife.usc.edu/uscseagrant/adaptla/.

e The summary of relevant policies focuses on emissions related law in California. We
recommend also including natural resources policies that support wetlands as a climate
mitigation strategy (e.g. California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance?’,

20 California Coastal Commission. 2015. Sea Level Rise Policy: Interpretive Guidelines for Addressing Sea Level Rise
in Local Coastal Programs and Coastal Development Permits. Available at:
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/slr/guidance/August2015/0_Full Adopted Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance.

pdf
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California Natural Resources Agency Safeguarding California Plan: California’s Climate
Adaptation Strategy?!).

We recommend referencing the City of LA Sustainability Plan??, which has updated goals
relative to what is referenced in the Draft EIR/S for the City of LA. The goals in the City of
LA plan are for GHG reduction of 60% by 2035, and 80% by 2050 (below 1990 baseline).
The Draft EIR/S calculates GHG emissions for each alternative, none of which are
significant. However, it doesn’t account for carbon sequestration generally or specifically,
which is an important benefit of wetlands restoration and helps to differentiate among the
alternatives.

Recreation/Access Comments

Heal the Bay strongly believes that this restoration project needs to provide access to critical open
space with an emphasis on being welcoming to all Angelenos from across the whole region as well
as visitors to the region. Accessibility includes parking, alternative transportation options,
bathrooms, and educational opportunities. Every effort should be made to ensure that these types
of access are in harmony with the Wetlands and their ecological health. Parking and bathrooms
have been discussed above as well as additional bike and pedestrian paths. With those changes, we
support the Access Plan for Alternative 1. Additional comments related to access are detailed

below.

Further information requested and recommendations for Recreation/Access section

Section 3.11.2.2, Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR/S does not include the nearby
Ballona Discovery Park. This park should be added to the table and description of nearby
parks and recreational opportunities.

Section 3.11.3.3 of the Draft EIR/S on Local Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Standards
should refer to and address the recently completed LA County Parks needs assessment.?® In
March 2015, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors approved a motion to initiate
the Countywide Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment. This represents
an unprecedented effort to document existing parks and recreation facilities in cities and
unincorporated communities in Los Angeles County, and to use these data to determine the
scope, scale, and location of park need in the County. The inventory and analysis of parks
and open space that was completed during the course of the Parks Needs Assessment

2l California Natural Resources Agency. 2018. Safeguarding California Plan: 2018 Update. California’s Climate
Adaptation Strategy. Available at: http://resources.ca.gov/docs/climate/safeguarding/update2018/safeguarding-
california-plan-2018-update.pdf

22 City of Los Angeles. 2017. Sustainable City pLAn: 2™ Annual Report 2016-2017. Available at:
http://plan.lamayor.org/

2 LA County Department of Parks & Recreation. 2016. Los Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Parks & Recreation
Needs Assessment. Available at: www.lacountyparkneeds.org
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generated many maps and new datasets, which should be incorporated into the Ballona 013-38
Wetlands restoration project. 1 cont.

e Section 3.11.3.3 of the Draft EIR/S should also refer to the City of Los Angeles T
Sustainability Plan.>* This plan set a goal of 65% of Angelenos living within % mile of a 013-39
park by 2025. The Ballona Restoration project could help achieve that goal and should be
discussed. 1

e We recommend that the restoration project engage community members in restoration T
activities when possible. Promoting local community involvement will build stewardship 013-40

and provide educational opportunities.

As expressed above, we urge CDFW and the ACOE to:

e Select Alternative 1 to best meet the ecological and public access goals; Alternatives 3 and
4 do not meet the goals and will result in further ecological degradation and limited public
access.

e Modify Alternative 1 in the Final EIR/S to include a parking needs analysis, parking lot(s) 013-41
with reduced footprints, restrooms, additional access paths, and an additional safeguard for
the Belding’s savannah sparrow.

e Consider our other specific comments as well as the amendments recommended by the
Wetlands Principles Coalition Steering Committee as detailed in our joint letter.

Heal the Bay is thrilled that the restoration process for the Ballona Wetlands is underway with the
public release of the Draft EIR/S and we anxiously await implementation of a robust restoration
project. Alternative 1 will best achieve an ecosystem that is functioning, healthy, and resilient to
climate change by reconnecting the Creek to its floodplain, removing legacy sediment, establishing 013-42
tidal wetland habitat, and opening the Wetlands to well-regulated public access for all. Doing
nothing is not an option; the Wetlands are degraded and will only continue to worsen without
action. We must act now, guided by the best science, to restore this open space gem so that
generations of plants, animals, and people can rely on it and enjoy it.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact us at (310) 451-
1500 with any questions.

Sincerely,
Katherine Pease, Ph.D. Shelley Luce, D.Env.
Watershed Scientist President & CEO

24 City of Los Angeles. 2017. Sustainable City pLAn: 2™ Annual Report 2016-2017. Available at:
http://plan.lamayor.org/
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2.3. Individual Responses December 2019

Letter O13: Heal the Bay

013-1

013-2

013-3

013-4

013-5

013-6

013-7

013-8

The stated support for comments of the Wetlands Restoration Steering Committee
(Letter O28) is acknowledged. Responses to those comments are provided later in this
Final EIR Section 2.3.6.

The commenter’s history of involvement with, participation in, and support for
restoration of the Ballona Reserve are acknowledged.

The stated support for the Project with requested modifications is acknowledged and
is now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s
decision-making process. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

The elements of restoration identified in this comment as necessary are consistent
with the Project; substantially consistent with Alternative 2, which would remove less
of the Ballona Creek channel levee than the Project; and also consistent with
Alternative 3, pursuant to which the existing armored levees on the Ballona Creek
channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve would remain and levee breaching would not
occur.

The comment’s identification of the reduction in acreage over time of the wetlands
ecosystem in the vicinity of the Ballona Reserve and the Clean Water Act 303(d)-
listed status of Ballona Creek within the Ballona Reserve are consistent with
information provided in the Draft EIS/EIR. See, e.g., Section ES.1, Section 1.2.2, and
Section 3.9. The stated preference for the Project is acknowledged and will be
considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

The statement that the Project would restore tidal flows is consistent with information
presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. See Response O13-5 regarding the Clean Water Act
303(d)-listed status of Ballona Creek within the Ballona Reserve. See Response O13-
4 regarding the amount of the existing levee that would be removed under each of the
alternatives analyzed in detail.

The statement that the Project would reduce sediment (and sediment-related
impairment) is consistent with information presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. See Draft
EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.1 for elements of the proposed ecosystem restoration that
would occur under all of the alternatives analyzed in detail and Section 2.2.2.1
specifically with respect to the Project. See also Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.6.1 (in the
context of Impacts 1-WQ-1a and 1-WQ-1b) regarding how the implementation of the
Project would affect existing impairment conditions.

The statement that the Project would improve local resiliency to sea-level rise is
consistent with information presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. See Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.9.6.1 (in the context of Impact 1-WQ-4) and General Response 6 (Final EIR
Section 2.2.6.2) regarding sea-level rise.
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013-10

013-11

013-12

013-13

013-14

013-15

013-16

013-17

The statement that the Project would provide the greatest level and quality of public
access within the Ballona Reserve is consistent with information presented in the
Draft EIS/EIR. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.3, which describes elements of the
proposed public access improvements common to all alternatives analyzed in detail in
the Draft EIS/EIR and compare Section 2.2.2.3 (the Project), Section 2.2.3.3
(Alternative 2), and Section 2.2.4.3 (Alternative 3).

The commenter’s support for the range of potential alternatives considered in the
Draft EIS/EIR, including Alternative 9 and other potential alternatives explored but
not carried forward for more detailed analysis, is acknowledged.

The commenter’s support for the range of potential alternatives considered in the
Draft EIS/EIR, including Alternative 11 and other potential alternatives explored but
not carried forward for more detailed analysis, is acknowledged.

The commenter’s support for the Draft EIS/EIR’s consideration of historical and
existing conditions and constraints is acknowledged.

The stated support for “moving forward with a restoration that emphasizes estuarine
tidal wetlands” is acknowledged. See General Response 3, Alternatives, regarding
requests for consideration of a “freshwater alternative” (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.1),
and the historical accuracy of the alternatives analyzed in EIS/EIR (Final EIR
Section 2.2.3.2).

This graphic representation of habitat proportions is acknowledged and is now part of
the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making
process.

The three suggested modifications to the Project are acknowledged and are now part
of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-
making process. Regarding Belding’s savannah sparrow, see General Response 5,
Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.4). Regarding paths and public access,
see Response O13-17. Regarding the requested parking improvements, see

Response 013-18. Although the suggestions will be available for consideration as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process, this comment does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or the merits of the alternatives.

See Response O13-15.

Regarding potential impacts of the proposed public access to sensitive dune habitat
for the El Segundo blue butterfly, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1, which explains
that no direct impacts are anticipated to suitable or occupied habitat for El Segundo
blue butterflies. Further, as discussed in the context of Impact 1-BIO-2e, the Project
would avoid all 4.2 acres of sensitive southern dune scrub habitat. The request for
additional public access is acknowledged and, as explained in Response O13-15, is
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013-19

013-20

013-21

013-22

013-23

now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s
decision-making process.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4) which
addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities within the Ballona Reserve.

The comment accurately notes that none of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft
EIS/EIR proposes additional restroom facilities. The request to include them is
acknowledged and now is part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.9-1 was updated in response to this comment.

The comment is noted that exotic vegetation, habitat alterations, hydromodification,
reduced tidal flushing and trash are pollutants listed for the Ballona Creek Wetlands,
a separate entry from the Ballona Creek Estuary. Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.9-3 has been
modified to include the aforementioned pollutants.

The comment accurately notes that TMDL compliance and construction schedules
associated with the TMDLs are outside of the scope of the Project. See General
Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.1), for more
information about the relationship between the proposed restoration and the TMDL.
As stated in the general response, the Project does not rely on achievement of the
TMDL goals to protect habitat and wildlife. With implementation of the Adaptive
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-i), the Project would be able to
provide the flexibility to address a range of conditions that might occur from varying
conditions of upstream sources.

As explained in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.3.3, “In the case where the sediment load
allocation cannot be met, the TMDL allows for the use of an alternative load
allocation based on the acres of salt marsh habitats restored. Draft EIS/EIR

Table 3.9-6, Alternative Load Allocations for Ballona Wetland TMDL and Estimated
Project Habitat Acreage, provides a summary of the TMDL alternative load
allocations based on attainment of beneficial uses through habitat restoration. These
alternative load allocations may supersede the sediment load allocations in

Table 3.9-5, if the proposal to use these alternative allocations is submitted to USEPA
and the LARWQCB, and approved by the Executive Officer of the LARWQCB with
no objections from USEPA. As summarized in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.9-6, the
alternative load allocations under the TMDL for acreage of specific habitat types are
based on elevation ranges in Ballona Creek Wetlands and similar wetland systems in
southern California. The Project habitat acreages do not match the TMDL load
allocation because the Project has been designed to achieve both sediment removal
and restoration of historical tidal wetland habitats. Although the quantities do not rely
solely on sediment or habitat load allocations to meet the individual load allocations,
the combined achievements provide the best set of alternatives that achieve both goals
for the site conditions and for the sustainable, long-term future of the site. A request
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013-26
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013-29

for modification of the load allocations that combines both sediment and habitat load
allocations for the Project is planned as part of the final permitting and design phase
for submittal after discussions with USEPA and the LARWQCB.” See also General
Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.1) for more
information about the relationship between the proposed restoration and the TMDL.

For information about the hydrological modeling that informed the overall design of
the Project and other restoration alternatives, see Draft EIS/EIR Appendix F. Post-
restoration habitats are shown in Appendix F Figure 12; West Area B is shown as
marsh, low marsh, and mudflat, which is intended to be functional for stormwater and
flood protection. The morphology of West Area B would be expected to change over
time within the limits of the constraints intended to maintain stormwater capacity and
flood protection. The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP) that
would be implemented in accordance with Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-i would
ensure that changes to morphology of the sites would be monitored to effectively
maintain acceptable capacities for stormwater and flood protection.

Regarding salinity, see General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR
Section 2.2.6.2), under the heading “Freshwater Habitats.”

The analysis of potential impacts to the physical and human environment that is
documented in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates Project-caused changes relative to
baseline conditions. Updating baseline information would result in a never-ending
analytical loop and is not required by CEQA.

Potential impacts that could result from the Project’s restoration and construction
activities are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.6.1, which describes the steps
that would be taken to protect water quality during the restoration phase. It identifies
the regulatory requirements that would apply, and describes the project design
features that would be incorporated to further protect water quality. See, e.g.,
Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-1, which describes the Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan that would be required to monitor the site. During the 10-year
monitoring program, a summary report of the monitoring findings would be produced
annually. These reports would be available for public inspection upon request. This
comment does not suggest that the proposed provisions would be insufficiently
protective.

To clarify, 9,100 cubic yards per year is the average volume of sediment that is
transported through Ballona Creek. By comparison, 7,000 cubic yards per year is the
average volume of sediment that is deposited into Santa Monica Bay and the Marina
del Rey Harbor.

The discussion of potential impacts associated with the disturbances to sediments and
surface soils in Impact 1-WQ-1a (Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.6) addresses the
potential impacts not only of newly deposited sediments, but also of the exposure of
existing topsoils, sub-soils, and sediment. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, all
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construction activities would be required to comply with the Construction General
Permit, the County MS4 Permit, and Section 401 Water Quality Certification to
minimize the potential for adverse impacts related to exposure of existing sediments
in the Project area.

The analysis in Impact 1-WQ-1a does not rely solely on the scheduled completion of
the TMDL goals. However, the coincident timing of the Project breaching the levees
to Area A and North Area B and the scheduled timeline of the TMDL is referenced.
Regardless of the actual completion of the TMDL goals, the Draft EIS/EIR discusses
how the Project would cover a portion of the impacted sediment when the channel
meander shapes are constructed as well as the beneficial effects that would occur
from the stormwater management features that would be added and restoration of the
marsh. All of these improvements would contribute to the finding of a less-than-
significant impact.

The analysis in Impact 1-WQ-1a, specifically in relation to erosion and accretion,
addresses the entire Project Site. Areas such as Area A, North Area B, and West

Area B are called out specifically as appropriate to the discussion. The final sentence
under the Water and Sediment Quality subsection discusses Area A. The Erosion
Under Tidal Conditions subsection discusses the entire channel. The Erosion from the
Wetlands subsection discusses Area A and North Area B. Impact 1-WQ-1b, however,
does focus on West Area B because of the specific proposed ground disturbances in
that area where previous sampling efforts have confirmed that West Area B is
impacted by metals and organics. West Area B has been characterized as a sink where
these contaminants are deposited due to the limited tidal circulation and flushing. The
sediment sampling results from Area A and North Area B differ from West Area B
and do not present the same potential for concern as West Area B.

013-30  See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6),
which addresses multiple comments received regarding hydrology and water quality.

013-31  The stated support for the proposed monitoring program and suggestions to
supplement it are acknowledged and are now part of the record of information that
will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process. Regarding how
created habitats would be identified to know which performance criteria to apply, the
commenter’s inference is correct that aquatic habitats would be characterized by a
combination of the following: elevation relative to the tidal stage, site plans, and as-
build plans. For example, tidal marsh would include the vegetated fringes above
approximately mean sea level (MSL); mudflat would include unvegetated habitat
below MSL that will be regularly exposed (approximately MSL to mean low water;
about -1.5 feet MSL). Site seeding and vegetation planting would additionally define
habitat areas for the monitoring program.

Regarding clarification of the start time for the 10-year monitoring program for
Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Project, the 10-year monitoring program and associated
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013-32

performance criteria would begin separately for each phase. As presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR Table 2-12, the “Monitoring Year” column denotes the time frame following
site restoration for each project phase. The Phase 1 work areas in Area A are expected
to support Belding’s savannah sparrow breeding within several years following site
restoration.

The comment also suggests that the performance criteria for fish identified in Draft
EIS/EIR Table 2-13 (e.g., richness and abundance of fish will each meet or exceed
pre-restoration levels) should specify that the goals should apply only to native
species. Because the baseline assessment included non-native fish in determining fish
abundance and richness, the future fish surveys need to duplicate the prior survey
methodology. The performance criteria in Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-13 provide separate
consideration for the health of native fish populations, stating, “native species
richness and abundance of fish will not decrease continually across three or more
consecutive years, when evaluated across the entire year.” Hence, the health of native
fish populations is an important long-term monitoring consideration. The
commenter’s statement that a similar non-native species exemption standard should
be added to all performance criterial in Draft EIS/EIR Tables 2-12 to 2-20 is noted.
For birds and macroinvertebrates, it is standard for an assessment of species richness
and abundance to include non-native species. Accordingly, no changes have been
made to the Final EIR in response to this comment.

The stated support for the Project and recommendations to supplement it with respect
to Biological Resources are acknowledged. Regarding the recommendation that
biological monitors be on-site to survey and relocate animals that may be impacted by
restoration activities, CDFW notes that a provision already is provided in the Draft
EIS/EIR to do so: see Mitigation Measure B1O-1b-ii, Biological Monitoring, which
would provide for biological monitoring during ground-disturbing construction to
capture and relocate native wildlife species. Regarding the request that sensitive
plants be relocated, particularly in Area C, using local genetic stocks when possible is
acknowledged. Plant salvage in all areas is detailed in Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation
Measure BIO-1b-1, Special-Status Plants. The overall restoration approach is
described in the Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive Management Plan
(Conceptual Plan) described in the discussion of Revegetation of Graded and
Disturbed Areas in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and
Construction Process, included as Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3. CDFW concurs with
the recommendation to use locally sourced plant materials whenever possible to
maintain local genetic diversity. The recommendation to relocate the channel away
from willow trees to protect them from the effects of saltwater is also noted. Final
engineering designs for the site will help ensure that saltwater inputs would not affect
the health or viability of the subject willow trees. For example, existing tidal channels
in West Area B are located near existing willow habitat and the willows and
cottonwood have persisted for many years with no indication of any negative effects.
These tidal channels will be used as a reference for the proposed tidal channels in
South East Area B and the channel-to-willow distance finalized during the
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013-33

013-34

013-35

013-36

013-37

013-38

013-39

013-40

engineering and permitting process. Mitigation Measure 1-BIO-1k has been updated
to reflect use of the West Area B tidal channels as a reference. The requests in this
comment are acknowledged, but do not update or change the conclusions of the
analysis.

The stated support for the Project as it relates to climate change resilience is
acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

See Response 013-26, which explains why the Draft EIS/EIR’s description of
existing (baseline) conditions has not been updated. The reference in this comment to
the 2017 USC study is acknowledged.

Each of the suggested additional references was published after July 2012, which is
the baseline that was established for this analysis. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.8.5,
NEPA and CEQA Baselines. See Response 013-26, which explains why the Draft
EIS/EIR’s description of existing (baseline) conditions has not been updated.
Regarding carbon sequestration, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.7.6.

See Response 013-17 regarding the commenter’s prior input on public access. See
General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), regarding parking
facilities within the Ballona Reserve. See Response O13-19 regarding restroom
facilities.

In response to this comment, Ballona Discovery Park has been added to Draft
EIS/EIR Table 3.11-1 in Section 3.11.2.2.

See Response 013-35 regarding the decision not to update the Draft EIS/EIR to
include materials that post-date the baseline. Nonetheless, the availability of the 2016
inventory of L.A. County parks generated as a result of the Countywide
Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment is acknowledged and may
be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

See Response 013-35 regarding the decision not to update the Draft EIS/EIR to
include materials that post-date the baseline, including the City of Los Angeles’s
2017 sustainability plan. Nonetheless, its availability for consideration by CDFW as
part of the decision making process is acknowledged.

The commenter’s suggestion to engage community members in the restoration
activities, thereby promoting stewardship and educational opportunities, is
acknowledged as consistent with the proposed restoration. See, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR
Section 2.2.2.7, which explains how, under the Project, it is anticipated that the
removal of invasive species and other activities would occur onsite in perpetuity
through a combination of a volunteer program and long-term management of the site.
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013-41  See Response 013-1, Response O13-3, Response 013-15, and the responses to other
specific comments made in this letter.

013-42  The stated support for the proposed restoration is acknowledged and is now part of
the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making
process.
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9100 S. Sepulveda Blvd., Ste. 210
Los Angeles, CA 90045
310.645.5151 | info@laxcoastal.com

January 19, 2018

Richard Brody, CDFW

c/o ESA (jas)

550 Kearney Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, California, 94108

E-mail: BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Re: Support Ballona Wetlands Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR)
Dear Mr. Brody:

On behalf of the LAX Coastal Chamber of Commerce representing more than 500 businesses in Playa del Rey,
Westchester, Del Rey, Marina del Rey and Playa Vista, | am writing to express our strong support to the
Ballona Wetlands Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR). This report is adequate and provides a reasonable
number of options. It also analyzes all necessary subject matter and should be approved.

Furthermore, we feel that Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration is the best suited for the restoration of the
Ballona Wetlands. As stated in the DEIR, Alternative 1 is intended to return the daily ebb and flow of tidal
waters, enhance freshwater conditions, and enhance physical and biological functions within the Ballona
Reserve. Restoring wetland functions and services would reestablish native wetland vegetation and provide
important habitat for a variety of wildlife species. A restored, high-functioning wetland would also benefit the
adjacent marine environment and enhance the quality of tidal waters.

This plan also will include new trails, two pedestrian/bike bridges, and bike paths. The Ballona Reserve would
be open for recreational, educational, and other public uses allowing for local residents and visitors to enjoy
this valuable resource. Additionally, the new three-story parking structure along Fiji Way would be
constructed within the existing parking lot footprint without disruption to existing wetland. We also support
the improvements that would be made to the existing dirt parking lot off Culver Boulevard at Pershing Drive
(the West Culver lot).

For these reasons, we support the Ballona Wetlands Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR) and encourage
Alternative 1 as the preferred plan for restoration.

Sincerely,

Christina Davis
President/CEO

# www.laxcoastal.com www.faz@188k.com/laxcoastal # laxcoastal
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Letter O14: LAX Coastal Chamber of Commerce

014-1 The stated support for the analysis included in the Draft EIS/EIR and for the Project
are acknowledged and are now part of the record of information that will be
considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

014-2 This summary of the public access improvements is consistent with the description
provided in the Draft EIS/EIR. Elements of the proposed public access improvements
common to all of the alternatives analyzed in detail are described in Draft EIS/EIR
Section 2.2.1.3. Public access improvements specific to the Project are described in
Section 2.2.2.3. By comparison, see Section 2.2.3.3 (Alternative 2), Section 2.2.4.3
(Alternative 3), and Section 2.2.5.3 (Alternative 4). The commenter’s support for the
Project’s proposed public access improvements is acknowledged.

014-3 The stated support for proposed parking improvements, including the proposed three-
story parking structure, is acknowledged. See General Response 2, Proposed Project
(Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which addresses multiple comments regarding parking
facilities within the Ballona Reserve.
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not be supported by the existing or proposed hydrology, would require significant maintenance *
(i.e., dredging) and would destroy existing biodiversity.

015-37
Dunc cont.
Salt Fla/Tidal Flxt

B Bruciish to Salt MarsivTidal Marsh
Alkali Flat

¥ Alkali Mesdow

.Wel Meadow
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Opca Water

Figure 1. Historical habitats of the Ballona Wetlands (Dark et al. 2011). Note that Ballona
Creek did not extend across the marsh plain to the ocean.

Furthermore, the designers of the project afforded no consideration to restoring the historic
vegetation type of Area C. This area was alkali meadow, which is a habitat type that is rarer than
estuarine salt marsh in the Los Angeles basin and would historically have supported several rare
and endangered plant spccies such as Salt Marsh Bird’s-Beak (Stcin et al. 2007, Stein et al. 2010,
Dark et al. 2011). Faced with the opportunity to salvage and restore some of this unique habitat
type, the project proponents propose to bury this site under piles of marina dredge spoils
rcmoved from Area A. It is the complete oppositc of restoration to turn an alkali meadow site on 015-38
a marsh plain into a series of hills covered with an unspecified mix of scrub species.

Zedler (1996) warned about the need to assess the regional distribution of historical habitat types
in restoration planning and to avoid a trend of restoring more deepwater habitat (which is now
over-represented in southern California as a result of previous mitigation-driven projects) at the
expense of now-rare historic habitat types, which include brackish marsh and especially salt flats
(Beller et al. 2014).

2.1.1 [Importance for Assessing Functions and Values

The failure of project proponents to recognize the historical habitat conditions leads to 015-39
inappropriate metrics for assessing the functions and values of the current conditions and
planned constructed wetlands. If one makes the assumption that a wetland’s natural conditionis  \/
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and White-tailed Kite were possible or confirmed breeders in the two blocks including the N
project site (Table 2). The breeding of White-tailed Kite at the project site is further supported 015-82
by recent photographs of juvenile White-tailed Kite across the project site (Area A, Figure 2; cont.

Area B, Figure 9) and adults across all areas (A, B, and C). 1

L
Inglewood
Dow 015-83
| Sequndo
anhattan
Reach 91
Laker
Torrance
: Long Beach
Ra
alds

Figure 12. Distribution of Southern Pacific Rattlesnake in the region. Data from research-
grade observations on iNaturalist (https://www.inaturalist.org/taxa/30713-Crotalus-
orepanus-helleri). The grayed-out blue circular marks in Santa Monica are obscured
locations and do not represent actual observation sites. 1
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Figure 13. Location of western and eastern survey blocks encompassing project site from
Los Angeles County Breeding Bird Atlas (Allen et al. 2016).

The Draft EIS/EIR treats nesting raptors and other sensitive bird species separately. For
sensitive bird specics (not raptors), the Draft EIS/EIR lists four nesting on site: California
Towhee, Loggerhead Shrike, Trce Swallow, and Western Meadowlark. These are confirmed by
the Los Angeles County Breeding Bird Atlas (although Tree Swallow colonized after the Atlas
period), and records suggest breeding by both Blue Grosbeak and Black-headed Grosbeak in the

project vicinity (Table 2).

Table 2. Presence of sensitive bird species and raptors breeding in vicinity of project site

(Allen et al. 2016).

_Species
Biack-headed Grosbeak
Blue Grosbeak
California Towhee
Loggerhead Shrike
Western Meadowlark
White-tailed Kite
Red-shouldered Hawk
Red-tailed Hawk

Western Block Eastern Block

Possible
Possible
Confirmed
Confirmed

Possible
Possible
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Possible
Confirmed
Confirmed
Probable
Probable
Possible
Possible
Confirmed
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015-92
cont.

Figure 14. Comparison of final proposed habitats for Alternative 1 (left) with extent of El
Segundo Blue Butterfly habitat (purple outline; right).

The project management plan acknowledges that pesticides will be used to control mosquitoes,
midges, and/or black flies at the project site (p. 3.4-139; see details in Appendix BS). The plan
describes the use of Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) as a control agent. Bt is a known pathogen of
lycaenid butterflies (Tanada and Kaya 1993, Mattoni et al. 2003), and lycaenid larvae exposed to 015-93
Bt experience mortality in a dose-dependent relationship (Herms et al. 1997). Assessment of the
impacts of the proposed project on El Segundo Blue Butterfly (a lycaenid) therefore should
consider non-target impacts of vector control activities.

The project design includes a levee immediately adjacent to occupied habitat and a culvert that
drains under that levee (Figure 14; purple line). The risk of accidental or intentional flooding of
El Segundo Blue Butterfly habitat throughout the life of the project should be assessed, because 015-94
inundation of habitat would constitute a significant adverse impact; the pupae of the butterfly
live in the soil underneath host plants for most of the ycar (Mattoni 1992) and are consequently
vulnerable to flooding.

4.3.2 California Least Tern

The impact analysis for California Least Tern makes the unsupportable assertion that the project
site is not used by this species:

This species is not expected to breed or forage on the Project site considering the habitat
conditions onsite and the lack of recent observations of this species. This species 015-95
unsuccessfully attempted to breed in Area B in 2014, so potential impacts to nesting
could occur if this species attempts to nest onsite again (p. 3.4-80).

The juxtaposition of the two sentences in this rather paltry analysis is striking. The salt pan is a
potential breeding site where breeding has been attempted in the recent past, yet the Draft
EIS/EIR claims that the species is not expected to breed or forage. In addition to being observed |,
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015-96
cont.

Figure 15. Past 10 years of California Gnatcatcher observations in and around project site
(from eBird.org).

4.3.4 Least Bell’s Vireo
The analysis of impacts to this species is as follows:

This species is known to breed and forage in Southeast Area B. Potential impacts to
nesting could occur if this species attempts to nest onsite again. However, with
implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures, occupied habitat for
this species would be avoided (p. 3.4-80).

015-97
The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges loss of 0.1 acre of habitat (p. 3.4-101) but then claims that the
total habitat area will be increased by 2.9 acres at the end of the proposed project. This
apparently would be achieved by creation of riparian habitat along a new drainage feature
between two piles of dredge spoils in Area C North, because no additional willow habitats are
proposed in Area B Southeast. The new willow habitat in Area C North is unlikely to be useful
for the species because it is designed with a public access trail immediately adjacent to it. This
location is also isolated from the block of habitat provided by the Ballona Freshwater Marsh and
Centinela Creek. It is unclear if this is an appropriatc location for this habitat or if the \/
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(Baker and Richardson 2006). Political pressure to light bike paths can be high and the Draft N
EIS/EIR should establish that no night lighting of any sort will ever be allowed on the property.

015-113
cont.

Figure 16. Nighttime image of project vicinity from International Space Station in 2010
(NASA image 23 UT ISS026-E-6229). Note the only lighting visible is the intersection of
Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard, Culver Boulevard through Area C, and the
Southern California Gas Company facility.

4.10 Noise

The monitoring locations and analysis approach for noise impacts only applies to people. This
may be appropriate for the Noise section of a CEQA analysis, but the noise analysis is useless for
purposes of analyzing the impacts to wildlife in the pre- and post-project conditions or during
construction.

The noise analysis does not employ the generally accepted techniques needed to describe the 015-114
impacts of noise on wildlife and other sensitive receptors. The Draft EIS/EIR analysis does not
provide accurate estimates of cumulative noise levels resulting from the many noise-generating
aspects of project construction and use (e.g., maintenance, recreation), and/or changes in noise
distribution resulting from changes to the topography. Current technology allows for production
of maps to show sound level contours throughout a project site and to compare pre- and post-
development sound levels. This analysis can be completed by a professional sound engineer
employing commercially available, widely used sound level prediction software that takes into WV
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Letter O15: Los Angeles Audubon

015-1

015-2

015-3

015-4

015-5

015-6

Receipt of this information about the Los Angeles Audubon Society and its access to
the Ballona Reserve is acknowledged. Although it does not inform CDFW’s
consideration of the potential impacts of the proposed restoration, it is now part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.”

The opinion that the Draft EIS/EIR’s description of baseline conditions is inadequate
is not supported in this comment. Without some indication of why the commenter
believes this to be the case, CDFW does not have enough information to provide a
detailed response.

The opinion that the Draft EIS/EIR’s description of the Project is inadequate is not
supported in this comment. Without some indication of why the commenter believes
this to be the case, CDFW does not have enough information to provide a detailed
response.

The opinion that the Draft EIS/EIR’s analysis and mitigation of potential adverse
impacts to wetlands and species is inadequate is not supported in this comment.
Without some indication of why the commenter believes this to be the case, CDFW
does not have enough information to provide a detailed response.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” Each of the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS/EIR is a restoration alternative.
Recognizing that the commenter may have a different definition of restoration in
mind, CDFW notes that disagreement on this point does not suggest that the EIR is
inadequate or inaccurate.

As indicated in Draft EIS/EIR Table 1-1, Summary of Required Permits and
Approvals, Coastal Commission concurrence with state coastal program consistency
would be required pursuant to Coastal Zone Management Act Section 307(c)(3)
before any applicant for a required federal license or permit may conduct an activity
affecting the coastal zone. Because any activity not in compliance with the state
coastal program would not be allowed to proceed, consistency of an activity is
assured.

For information about the California Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction as it relates to
the proposed restoration, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.2 and Section 3.4.3.2,
which provide background information about the California Coastal Act of 1976;
Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-18 and Table 3.4-20B, which summarize anticipated
changes in the extent of wetland/waters habitat within the Coastal Commission’s
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015-7

015-8

015-9

015-10

015-11

015-12

015-13

jurisdiction as a result of the Project; and the analysis of Impact 1-BI1O-3a (Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6), which analyzes the Project’s consistency with the Coastal Act
and concludes that impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.

See General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.3), which addresses
multiple questions about the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR.

The Draft EIS/EIR summarizes the Project in Section ES.4.1 and describes it in
considerable detail in Section 2.2.2; see also General Response 2, Proposed Project
(Final EIR Section 2.2.2.3). Regarding the baseline, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.8.5
and the discussions of existing (baseline) conditions that are described as the
environmental setting on a resource-by-resource basis throughout Draft EIS/EIR
Chapter 3. Chapter 3 also analyzes the potential impacts of the Project and the other
restoration alternatives on a resource-by-resource basis. CDFW acknowledges the
fact that the commenter may find wanting these aspects of the Draft EIS/EIR,;
however, without some indication of the reason for the commenter’s opinion, the
comment provides CDFW with insufficient information to allow for a detailed
response. Regarding mitigation measures, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.8.6;

Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Alternative 1; and
Chapter 3. CDFW acknowledges that the commenter believes that impermissible
deferral may have occurred, but this belief alone, unsupported by any examples, does
not provide sufficient information to CDFW to provide a more detailed response.

See General Response 7, Requests for Recirculation (Final EIR Section 2.2.7), which
addresses multiple comments received regarding recirculation.

See Response 0O15-8 regarding the description of the Project.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.”

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2), which clarifies
that Alternative 1 is the proposed Project for purposes of CEQA,; and General
Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.5), which addresses multiple
comments received regarding a “preferred alternative” and distinguishes the concept
of proposed Project from preferred alternative. The comment accurately notes that
Draft EIS/EIR Chapter 2 describes three restoration alternatives that might be carried
out. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2 (Alternative 1), Section 2.2.3 (Alternative 2),
Section 2.2.4 (Alternative 3), and Section 2.2.1 (attributes common to all of the
restoration alternatives).

This comment accurately summarized the conclusions of Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.4,
Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, as noted in Section 4.4, CDFW, as
the CEQA Lead Agency, reserved the right to reach a different conclusion in
finalizing the EIR based in part on its consideration of input received during the
agency and public review process. Comments were requested and received on the
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015-15

015-16

015-17

015-18

Draft EIS/EIR from public agencies including responsible agencies, trustee agencies
and other state, Federal, and local agencies with jurisdiction over resources that could
be affected by the Project (see Final EIR Appendix B, Commenting Parties). CDFW
also sought input from individuals with special expertise regarding the potential
environmental impacts of the Project and from members of the general public. On the
basis of this input, and upon further consideration, CDFW has concluded that the
Project is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. See Final EIR Section 2.2.3.6 for
an explanation of the rationale for the change.

Alternative 2 is not the proposed Project. See Response O15-12. For the reasons
explained in General Response 7, Requests for Recirculation (Final EIR

Section 2.2.7), correction of this misunderstanding on the commenter’s part does not
trigger recirculation.

The Draft EIS/EIR describes the affected environment for biological resources in
Section 3.4.2.2, including sensitive habitats, special-status natural vegetation
communities (i.e., state- and federally listed special-status plants and California rare
plant ranked plants), and special-status wildlife species (i.e., invertebrates, fish,
reptiles and amphibians, birds, and mammals). See Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4 2,
CDFW Special-Status Natural VVegetation Communities on the Project Site, and
Table 3.4-4, Special-Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur or Potentially
Occurring within the Project Site. Additional information is provided in Draft
EIS/EIR Appendix D11, Special-Status Plants, and in Appendix D12, Special-Status
Wildlife. CDFW acknowledges that the commenter believes the descriptions of
baseline conditions to be inadequate for special-status invertebrates, reptiles, and
birds; however, without some indication of why the commenter believes this to be the
case, the comment does not provide enough information for CDFW to provide a more
detailed response.

See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments received about these drains. See also General Response 7, Requests for
Recirculation (Final EIR Section 2.2.7).

See Response 015-8. A general statement of dissatisfaction with the impacts analysis
documented in the Draft EIS/EIR does not provide sufficient information to allow
CDFW to provide a detailed response.

See Response 015-8 and Response O15-86. A general statement of dissatisfaction
with the analysis of impacts of the proposed trail system does not provide sufficient
information to allow CDFW to provide a detailed response. See, generally, Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6, which analyzes the potential direct and indirect impacts of the
proposed restoration to biological resources and concludes that impacts to wildlife
species could occur due to increased human activity associated with reopening the
Ballona Reserve for passive recreation. For instance, Issue 1-BIO-1n analyzes
impacts from public access and concludes that, “[i]ndirect impacts to breeding
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success could occur due to noise, vibration, lighting, and increased human activity. In
addition, the spread of invasive plants by vehicles and equipment during restoration
activities could result in reduced habitat quality. Following the application of Project
Design Feature BIO-1 (WEAP), the remaining limited adverse impacts could be
reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan) and BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and
Raptor Avoidance).” In addition, issue 2-BIO-1n concludes for special-status upland
birds that, ... potential significant (although limited) adverse indirect impacts could
occur due to a potential increase in human activity associated with reopening the
Ballona Reserve for passive recreation. Following the application of Project Design
Feature BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), remaining potential
impacts could be reduced by the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i
(Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance). Residual impacts would be similar to those
described for Alternative 1. Following mitigation, this impact would be less than
significant.”

CEQA does not require post-Project vegetation mapping. To the contrary, “An EIR
should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects
of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. ... courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
(14 CCR 8§15151).

The absence of a map does not alter the conclusion that the Draft EIS/EIR reasonably,
and good faith, discloses the potential environmental consequences of the Project and
other restoration alternatives on vegetation. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6, Direct
and Indirect Impacts, and Section 3.4.7, Cumulative Impacts. See also Draft EIS/EIR
Table ES-2, which presents the habitat acreages created and enhanced for each
alternative compared to existing conditions, and Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2,
which shows the conceptual native wetland, transition zone, and upland habitats that
would be established, restored, and enhanced throughout the site under the Project.
Nonetheless, the commenter’s apparent opinion that post-restoration vegetation maps
should have been provided is acknowledged and is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process. See
Responses 015-27 and 015-59.

See Response O15-8. A general statement of dissatisfaction with the analysis of
impacts to endangered species does not provide sufficient information to allow
CDFW to provide a detailed response. General responses regarding the identified
species are provided below.

El Segundo blue butterfly: Potential direct and indirect impacts to the El Segundo
blue butterfly are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-BIO-
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1c, which concludes that the Project would, if not mitigated, result in a substantial
adverse impact on El Segundo blue butterflies, both directly and through habitat
modifications. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. See
also General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.2), which
addresses multiple comments received regarding impacts to El Segundo blue
butterfly. Under the heading “FESA Species Effect Determinations to Support
Section 7 Consultation,” Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1 further analyzes impacts to
this species and concludes that no direct impacts to suitable or occupied habitat for El
Segundo blue butterflies would occur, there is limited potential for butterfly collisions
with equipment during the flight season, and potential indirect impacts could occur
related to accumulation of fugitive dust, vibration, trail maintenance, and increased
human activity. See Response 015-92.

California least tern: Potential direct and indirect impacts to California least tern are
analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-B10-10, which
concludes that the Project would, unless mitigated, result in a substantial short-term,
adverse impact on special-status shorebirds, but that following Phase 2, it would have
a beneficial effect on available breeding and foraging habitat for shorebirds.
Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.4.6.1, under the heading “FESA Species Effect Determinations to Support
Section 7 Consultation,” further analyzes impacts to this species and concludes that it
is not expected to breed or forage on the Project Site, but that potential impacts to
nesting could occur if this species attempts to nest onsite. See Response 015-95.

California gnatcatcher: Potential direct and indirect impacts to, California
gnatcatcher are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-BIO-1j,
which concludes that the Project would, unless mitigated, result in adverse impacts on
coastal California gnatcatcher through temporary habitat modifications, but that
following the Phase 2 restoration effort, the Project would result in a potential
beneficial effect in the quality and quantity of habitat for this species. As presented in
Response 034-4, implementation of Mitigation Measure B10-1j-i (Coastal California
Gnatcatcher Avoidance) would avoid or minimize impacts to active nests during
restoration, construction, and ongoing activities, and would ensure that a comparable
amount of high-quality upland habitat would be available to the species following
restoration. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1, under the heading “FESA Species Effect Determinations to
Support Section 7 Consultation,” further analyzes impacts to this species and
concludes that it is not expected to breed or forage on the Project Site but that,
although unlikely, potential impacts to nesting could occur if this species is confirmed
present onsite. See also Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2.

Least Bell’s vireo: Potential direct and indirect impacts to least Bell’s vireo are
analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-B10-1k, which
concludes that the Project would, unless mitigated, result in a substantial adverse
impact on least Bell’s vireo through temporary habitat modifications, but that
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following the Phase 2 restoration effort, the Project would result in a substantial
beneficial effect in the quality and quantity of habitat for this species. Cumulative
impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1,
under the heading “FESA Species Effect Determinations to Support Section 7
Consultation,” further analyzes impacts to this species and reaches a similar
conclusion: potential impacts to nesting could occur but would be avoided by the
implementation of project design features and mitigation measures. See also General
Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.5), which addresses
multiple comments received regarding impacts to least Bell’s vireo. See Response
015-97.

Rare and special-status plants: Direct and indirect impacts to Lewis’ evening
primrose and woolly seablite are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g.,
Impact 1-B10-1b, which concludes that the Project would cause a less-than-
significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Cumulative impacts to each of these
species are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. See Responses 015-99 and O15-
100.

Reptiles: Direct and indirect impacts to silvery legless lizard and San Bernardino
ring-necked snake are analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact
1-BIO-1g, which concludes that the Project (with mitigation incorporated) would
cause a less-than-significant impact to the silvery legless lizard, and Impact 1-BIO-
1h, which reaches the same conclusion with respect to the Project’s potential impacts
to San Bernardino ring-necked snake. Cumulative impacts to each of these species are
analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. See Responses 015-102 and 015-103.

See Response O15-8. A general statement of dissatisfaction with the analysis of
impacts to special-status birds and mammals, or with respect to lighting and noise,
does not provide sufficient information to allow CDFW to provide a detailed
response. General responses regarding the identified species are provided below.

Belding’s Savannah Sparrow: Potential direct and indirect impacts to Belding’s
savannah sparrow are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-
B10O-1i, which concludes that the Project would, unless mitigated, result in a
substantial adverse impact on Belding’s savannah sparrow, both directly and through
habitat modifications, but that, following the Phase 2 restoration effort, the Project
would result in a substantial beneficial effect in the quality and quantity of habitat for
this species. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. See
also General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.4), which
addresses multiple comments received regarding impacts to Belding’s savannah
sparrow.

California Gnatcatcher: See Response 015-20.

California Horned Lark: Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12, Special-Status Bird
Species, addresses California horned lark and under “Habitat Requirements/Regional
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Trends” notes that “[t]his small bird breeds in bare and short-grass areas in open
grassland, desert washes, wetland edges, above tree line in mountains, along dirt
roads and other disturbed areas, and even in recently burned areas. It is well-adapted
to certain types of human disturbance, such as agriculture and cattle grazing, though it
cannot tolerate intensive activity at the nest site, which is located directly on the
ground” and concludes under “Likelihood of Occurrence” that is “[l]ess than
reasonable as breeder” and “[l]ess than reasonable as a forager as this species is
considered extirpated as a perennial resident and now a casual fall transient.” Since it
was identified as a less than reasonable as a breeder and forager, it was not carried
forward into Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4 for further analysis. If it had been carried
forward, the analysis for this species would be similar to western meadowlark, which
has similar habitat requirements and is included in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4. See
Impact 1-B1O-1n. In addition, Section 111, Habitat Descriptions, in Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B8, Ballona Wetland Feasibility Report, identifies habitat categories and
types with descriptions of dominant and associated plants, characteristic animals,
ecosystem functions, recovery opportunities and other elements. The description for
“Grasslands” identifies horned lark as a characteristic animal and recovery
opportunity species. The biological monitoring program is included as part of the
Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (BIO-3), which, as a site-wide plan, would
address impacts to every special-status species impacted by the Project. Post-
restoration habitat monitoring would include avian monitoring that includes the
horned lark. See Response O15-106.

Burrowing Owl: Potential direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owl are analyzed
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-B1O-1I, which concludes that the
Project would, unless mitigated, result in a substantial adverse impact on burrowing
owl wintering habitat, but that following the Phase 2 restoration effort, the Project
would provide suitable foraging habitat and could expand foraging, wintering and
potentially nesting habitat for this species. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in
Section 3.4.7. See also General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR

Section 2.2.5.7), which addresses multiple comments received regarding impacts to
burrowing owl. See Response 015-107.

Nesting Raptors: Potential direct and indirect impacts to nesting raptors are analyzed
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-BI1O-1m, which concludes that the
Project would, unless mitigated, results in a limited adverse impact on nesting raptors.
Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. Several special-
status raptor species have the potential to occur within the Project Site, including
burrowing owl, merlin, northern harrier, osprey, peregrine falcon, sharp-shinned
hawk, short-eared owl, turkey vulture, and white-tailed kite. Of these, only Cooper’s
hawk has the potential to nest within the Project Site; the others occur in the Project
Site largely in a foraging role. Within the Project Site, suitable nesting areas currently
exist within the stand of eucalyptus in South Area B. The proposed restoration would
have no impact on this grove, although indirect impacts could result due to noise,
vibration, lighting, and increased human activity. See Response O15-108.
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Other special-status upland, marsh, and shorebird species: See Response 015-20
regarding California least tern. In Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6, Impact 1-BIO-1n
analyzes impacts to special-status upland birds and concludes that impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Impact 1-B1O-10 analyzes impacts
to special-status shorebirds and concludes that impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated. Impact 1-BIO-analyzes impacts to special-status marsh
birds and also concludes that impacts would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

Special-Status Mammals: Potential direct and indirect impacts to special-status
mammals are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-B1O-1q,
which concludes that the Project would, unless mitigated, result in a substantial
adverse impact on Southern California salt marsh shrew and South Coast marsh vole,
but that following the Phase 2 restoration effort, the Project would expand the total
area of suitable habitat for these species within the Ballona Reserve. Draft EIS/EIR
Table 3.4-13, Summary of Changes in the Extent of Southern California Salt Marsh
Shrew and South Coast Marsh Vole Habitat as a Result of Alternative 1, shows that
after Phase 1, there would be a net increase of 69.1 acres of habitat, with an additional
4.2 acres of increase after Phase 2 for a total net increase of 73.3 acres. Cumulative
impacts are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.7. See Response 015-112.

Night Lighting and Noise: Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.1 clearly states that restoration
could result in temporary noise and lighting that “could indirectly impact biological
resources by disrupting or interfering with wildlife behavior and natural ecosystem
processes.” It further states that post-restoration indirect impacts could result from
operations activities that result in lighting and noise, and that increased mortality,
reduced productivity, and/or reduced value and function of natural open spaces for
the native species that inhabit it could occur. See also Impact 1-B10-1h (analyzing the
Project’s potential lighting and noise impacts to San Bernardino ring-necked snakes),
Impact 1-B10-1i (Belding’s Savannah sparrow), Impact 1-B1O-1k (least Bell’s vireo),
Impact 1-B10-1I (burrowing owl), Impact 1-BI1O-1m (nesting raptors), Impact 1-BIO-
1n (special-status upland birds), Impact 1-BIO-1p (special-status marsh birds), and
Impact 1-B10-1q (special-status mammals). See Response 015-113.

The commenter’s dissatisfaction with the range of alternatives is acknowledged and is
now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s
decision-making process. Nonetheless, without some indication of the reason for the
commenter’s opinion, this comment does not provide sufficient specificity for CDFW
to provide a detailed response. See General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR
Section 2.2.3.3), which addresses multiple questions about the range of alternatives
analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. See also General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR
Section 2.2.3.2).

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” See also
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General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3), which addresses multiple
comments regarding the alternatives, including the range of alternatives analyzed in
detail (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.2). Regarding potential alternatives considered but not
carried forward for more detailed review, see General Response 3, Alternatives (Final
EIR Section 2.2.3.4). Regarding requests for consideration of a “freshwater
alternative” and the historical accuracy of the alternatives analyzed, see General
Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.1).

015-24 CEQA project objectives are described in Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.3.2 and
Section 1.1.2. The CEQA objectives’ role in developing the range of alternatives is
described in Section 2.1.2. CDFW disagrees with the suggestion that the objectives of
the Project would lead to a result that frustrates the will of the State legislature.
Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinion is now part of the record of information that
will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process. See also General
Response 3. Regarding the environmentally preferred alternative, General
Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.6).

015-25 The commenter’s opinion about conclusions reached later in the letter are
acknowledged and is now part of the record that will be considered as part of
CDFW?’s decision-making process. However, this comment provides insufficient
information for CDFW to provide a more detailed response.

015-26  The comment inaccurately characterizes Alternative 4 as assuming that no activities
would occur at all. To the contrary, Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.4.4 summarizes and
Section 2.2.5 explains in more detail the assumptions that some existing habitats may
be enhanced through continued volunteer efforts, small-scale removal of invasive
nonnative species by volunteers using hand tools, and other operation and
maintenance activities by CDFW and the LACFCD would continue to occur. The
comment is correct that Alternative 4 assumes that no modification to the Ballona
Creek channel or the levee system would be made and insists that the Draft EIS/EIR
must include in the no project alternative an assumption that flood control
improvements would be made even in the absence of a wetlands project approval.
However, the comment provides no basis for this insistence, which entity would
support and fund such project, or any details about what those improvements
would be.

In the context of under Alternative 4, Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.5 explains, “No new
storm drains, culverts, or tide gates would be constructed and the existing armored
levees channelizing Ballona Creek would remain unchanged. In addition, under this
alternative, Ballona Creek would not be modified to reconnect with the wetland
floodplain. Management of existing tide gates to provide some acclimation to sea-level
rise would be possible temporarily, but the tide gates eventually would have to be
closed permanently to avoid flooding in West Area B and behind Culver Boulevard that
would result from projected higher sea levels.” This comment provides no information
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about why this assumption is inadequate or inaccurate. Therefore, it provides
insufficient information for CDFW to provide a more detailed response.

See Responses AS5-23 and AS5-39 regarding the BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration Plan)
as a project design feature. As an element of the proposed restoration, analysis of the
potential impacts of project design feature BIO-3 has not been deferred, but rather has
occurred on a resource-by-resource basis throughout Draft EIS/EIR Chapter 3. See
Responses 015-19 and 015-59.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” See also
Responses AS5-18, AS5-19, AS5-29, and AS-45 regarding placement of fill and
consistency with the Coastal Act. As noted in Draft EIS/EIR Table 1-1, Summary of
Required Permits and Approvals, Coastal Commission authorization pursuant to
Section 307(c)(3) of the Coastal Zone Management Act and the Coastal Act (Public
Resources Code 830000 et seq.) before the proposed use of land and water in the
coastal zone could proceed. Activities prohibited by the Coastal Act presumably (as
posited in this comment) would not be allowed. This comment regarding consistency
with the Coastal Act is acknowledged, but does not inform CDFW’s consideration of
the potential impacts of the proposed restoration. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input
Received.

See Response 015-28 regarding questions of compliance with the Coastal Act. The
comment is incorrect in its statement that the Draft EIS/EIR ignores areas of Coastal
Commission jurisdiction and the role of the Coastal Commission itself. See Draft
EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-18, California Coastal Commission Jurisdiction, which shows the
wetlands and non-wetland waters (open water) within the Project Site that are under
the Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction. See also Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-20B, which
summarizes anticipated changes in the extent of wetland/waters habitat within the
Coastal Commission’s jurisdiction as a result of the Project, and Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.4.2.2 under the heading “Wetlands and Waters of the State under CCC
Jurisdiction.” Specifically, 195.8 acres of Coastal Commission wetlands and 83 acres
of Coastal Commission non-wetland waters (open water) were identified during the
jurisdictional delineation conducted on the Project Site and verified by the Coastal
Commission. References to the Coastal Commission and its jurisdictional resources
also are addressed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.3.2, Aesthetics, and Section 3.4.3.2,
Biological Resources. For input provided by Coastal Commission staff following the
issuance of the Draft EIS/EIR, see Final EIR Section 2.3.2 (Letter AS5) and the
responses thereto.

Regarding the comment’s statement related to Coastal Commission ESHAsS, see
Response 171-6.

CDFW believes on the basis of the analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR that the Project, with
mitigation incorporated, would be consistent with Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act
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in that it would provide a net benefit to plant and animal life within rare and valuable
tidal habitats and help ensure that environmentally sensitive habitat areas are
protected against significant disruption of habitat values.

Alternative 1 (Full Tidal Restoration) is identified consistently throughout the Draft
EIS/EIR as the Project. See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR
Section 2.2.2.4), which clarifies this fact. See General Response 7, Requests for
Recirculation (Final EIR Section 2.2.7), regarding requests for recirculation.

The stated opinions about the adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIR and range of alternatives
analyzed, as well as the preference expressed for Alternative 4, are acknowledged and
are now part of the record that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process. However, this comment provides insufficient information for CDFW to
provide a more detailed response.

Regarding the respective roles of various entities in the preparation of the Draft
EIS/EIR, see Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.2, Formal Involvement; Section 1.4, Lead,
Cooperating, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies; and Chapter 5, List of Preparers
and Contributors. See General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3),
regarding the planning process that led to the development of the alternatives
considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. CDFW understands that the comments that follow
focus on the Project, even though the Draft EIS/EIR also analyzes Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 in relation to every impact area considered in the analysis. Contrary to this
comment, the Draft EIS/EIR clearly and consistently identifies Alternative 1 as the
Project. See Response 015-30 in this regard.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), regarding the
definition of “restoration” and CDFW’s acknowledgement of the commenter’s
apparent disagreement with it.

This statement of intent with respect to the comments that follow is acknowledged
but in and of itself does not provide sufficient information for CDFW to provide a
detailed response. Baseline conditions for purposes of the analysis of potential,
impacts to biological resources are described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2,
including Section 3.4.2.2, which describes the environmental setting. Potential direct
and indirect impacts to biological resources are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR

Section 3.4.6; cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section 3.4.7. The commenter’s
opinions about the adequacy of the information provided in Draft EIS/EIR and about
the conclusions reached are acknowledged and are now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), regarding the
definition of “restoration.” See also General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR
Section 2.2.3.2), regarding multiple requests that the Lead Agencies consider a
“historically accurate” alternative.
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See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), regarding the
definition of “restoration.”

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), regarding the
definition of “restoration.” Maintenance expected to be required for the Project is
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.7 and is analyzed throughout Draft EIS/EIR
Chapter 3 on a resource-by-resource basis. The Project’s direct and indirect impacts
to biological resources are presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6; cumulative
impacts are presented in Section 3.4.7.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), regarding the
definition of “restoration.” See General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR

Section 2.2.3), for information about the development of the range of alternatives
considered in the Draft EIS/EIR. The commenter’s apparent preference for a different
approach to the restoration of Area C than the one described in Draft EIS/EIR
Section 2.2.2.1 is acknowledged, but does not inform CDFW’s evaluation of the
adequacy and accuracy of the EIR. Nonetheless, this comment is now part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process.

Due to extensive urbanization, the Project area has been substantially altered during
the last century with the channelization of Ballona Creek and construction of Marina
del Rey. Rehabilitating the Ballona wetlands to its historic extent and conditions prior
to channelization and development of the marina as depicted in the map provided in
this comment is not possible. In Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.7, the Lead Agencies
describe and preliminarily assess Alternative 11, a 19th century wetlands (“historic
conditions™) alternative. General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR

Section 2.2.3.3), discusses Alternative 11 and other alternatives that were initially
considered, but not carried forward for more detailed review.

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that CDFW failed to recognize the historical
habitat conditions, to the contrary, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.7, which describes
Alternative 11, a 19th century wetlands (“historic conditions”) alternative, and
General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.2), which provides more
information about Alternative 11 and other alternatives that were initially considered,
but not carried forward for more detailed review.

CDFW acknowledges that other, potentially equally valid, metrics could have been
used in lieu of the California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM), which is described
in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2, to assess the functions and values of the current
wetland conditions. However, neither the availability of other methods nor the
commenter’s preference for the use of a different method is an indication that the one
selected by CDFW is inadequate or leads to inaccurate results. Regarding the
commenter’s criticism that CDFW improperly relied on the CRAM estuarine module,
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CDFW believes this is the most appropriate CRAM module. Also, the commenter
does not identify a more appropriate CRAM module for CDFW’s consideration.

See Response 015-28.

The range of alternatives analyzed in detail consider a range of off-site soil export
volumes, with the most soil to be exported off-site as a result of Alternative 3
(1,230,000 cubic yards [cy]) and the least amount of soil to be exported off-site as a
result of Alternative 2 (10,000 cy); the volume of soil to be exported off-site as a
result of the Project would be between 10,000 cy and 110,000cy of off-site soil export
(Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-1c, Summary of Alternatives). The commenter’s preference
for an alternative that would dispose of all of soils off-site is acknowledged, but does
not inform CDFW’s consideration of the potential impacts of the proposed
restoration. Nonetheless, the stated preference is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process. See
Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3, which describes the range of alternatives considered and
the screening process to arrive at those evaluated in detail. See General Response 3,
Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3), for additional information in this regard.

CDFW agrees with the statements in this comment that the “project objective for
public access needs to be very carefully considered” and that recreation should be
compatible with the protection of sensitive habitats. However, the proposed
restoration project does not, as the comment suggests, attempt to maximize visitor
infrastructure at the expense of restoration and habitat objectives. CEQA Obijective 4
is to “[d]evelop and enhance wildlife dependent uses and secondary compatible on-
site public access. ...” To emphasize, the public access objective is described as both
secondary and compatible with wildlife dependent uses (Draft EIS/EIR

Section ES.3.2 and Section 1.1.2). See also Responses O1-9, O1-11, and O1-15,
emphasizing wetland restoration priorities over public access amenities.

See Response 015-18 regarding the Final EIR’s analysis of potential impacts to
biological resources due to increased human activity associated with reopening the
Ballona Reserve for passive recreation. See also Response AS5-16 regarding the
proposed location of public access in the least sensitive areas within the Ballona
Reserve.

CDFW acknowledges the stated preferences that the proposed trail system be limited
to the perimeter of each of the land units and for spur trails rather than loops. See
Response AF1-12 regarding this same concern.

Regarding the acreage of habitat that would be lost as a result of the proposed public
access, Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.3 states, under the heading “Trails and Bridges”:
“As shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan, approximately
19,000 linear feet (approximately 3.6 miles) of combined pedestrian and Class |
bicycle paths would be built on the Ballona Reserve under Alternative 1.”

Section 2.2.2.3 states, “The bike path component of proposed new trails would be a
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Class I bicycle path, marked for two-way traffic, at least 12 feet wide, and paved with
a drivable surface. ... The adjacent pedestrian path component would be 6 feet wide.
... A planted buffer approximately 2 feet wide would separate the bicycle and
pedestrian traffic and be compatible or removable for flood fighting. ...”
Furthermore, under the heading “Pedestrian Trails and Elevated Boardwalks,” Draft
EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.3 describes, “Approximately 29,000 additional linear feet of
pedestrian-only trails would be provided under Alternative 1 (Figure 2-3,

Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan). In addition, Alternative 1 would include
construction of approximately 2,000 linear feet of elevated boardwalks to allow
visitors to walk adjacent to the wetlands and obtain closer habitat views. In general,
pedestrian trails would be 6 feet wide. ... boardwalks, which would be ADA
compliant, would be 10 feet wide. ...” In summary, the Draft EIS/EIR discloses that
the Project would provide approximately 19,000 linear feet of combined pedestrian
and bike paths at 12 feet wide (228,000 sf or 5.23 acres), 29,000 linear feet of
pedestrian only paths at 6 feet wide (174,000 acres or 3.99 acres) and 2,000 linear feet
of elevated boardwalk at 10 feet wide (20,000 sf or 0.46 acres).

See Response 015-44 regarding the acreage of disturbance associated with the
proposed trail system. See also Response AF1-12 regarding a recommendation to use
spur trails instead of loop trails. Ultimately, any trails would be established on the
restored areas and give rise to potential impacts to future resources from future
recreational use. CDFW analyzed such future impacts to future resources in the EIR
with the information it had; however, the analysis remains speculative because the
resources to be impacted and the activities that would impact such resources (if any
impact) are anticipated, but not yet known.

The proposed public access improvements are consistent with regulations governing
the use of Ballona Reserve, including general regulations for public use on all
Department of Fish and Wildlife lands (14 CCR 8550) and additional visitor use
regulations on department lands designated as ecological reserves (14 CCR 8630).
The stated disagreement with the proposed public access improvements is
acknowledged, but does not inform CDFW’s consideration of the potential impacts of
the proposed restoration. Nonetheless, this disagreement is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.

The comment accurately notes that one of the overall project purposes relates to flood
control. As set forth in Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.3.1 and Section 1.1.1, the first of
two project purposes is to restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona
Reserve; the second is to ensure that any alteration/ modification to the LACDA
project components within the Ballona Reserve maintain the authorized LACDA
project levels of flood risk management. The commenter’s preference not to alter the
existing flood control channel is acknowledged, and would be the outcome is
Alternative 3 or Alternative 4 were selected. See General Response 3, Alternatives
(Final EIR Section 2.2.3.2), which addresses alternatives that were initially
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considered, but not carried forward for more detailed review, including alternatives
that would include relocating or raising key roads such as Culver Boulevard.

CDFW acknowledges that the commenter would approach the cost comparison
differently than by considering the relative cost-per-acre of wetland restored (see
Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B9 and Appendix B10). However, neither the availability of
a different approach nor the commenter’s preference for the use of a different
approach is an indication that the one selected by CDFW is inadequate or leads to
inaccurate results. The comment asserts without citing any basis that funding will be
available in the future to prepare for coastal sea-level rise for key infrastructure such
as Culver Boulevard, and that the cost of such an effort would be reasonable. This
unsupported assumption alone does not persuade CDFW to change the way costs
have been compared for purposes of the proposed restoration project.

As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.5.2, “Under Alternative 4, the existing
flood risk management and stormwater management would remain unchanged from
current conditions. No new storm drains, culverts, or tide gates would be constructed
and the existing armored levees channelizing Ballona Creek would remain
unchanged. In addition, under this alternative, Ballona Creek would not be modified
to reconnect with the wetland floodplain. Management of existing tide gates to
provide some acclimation to sea-level rise would be possible temporarily, but the tide
gates eventually would have to be closed permanently to avoid flooding in West
Area B and behind Culver Boulevard that would result from projected higher sea
levels.” This is an accurate statement. Baseline (existing) flood risk is accommodated
by the existing flood control channel. That some action conceivably would need to be
taken in the future to address sea-level rise or other conditions is acknowledged;
however, CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to speculate what those future
actions might be; where they would need to be implemented; what implementation
would cause in terms of air emissions, noise, earth movement, or other activities that
could affect the quality of the human and physical environment. Speculating about
potential future events would not reasonably inform decision-makers about the
environmental consequences of the decisions before them.

The comment’s suggestion that the proposed restoration would increase flood risk is
incorrect and runs counter to the overall project purposes and the project objectives,
and misunderstands the purpose of the baseline conditions (with existing flood
protection) in the environmental analysis. In accordance with CEQA, CDFW
evaluated the change from existing conditions that would be attributable to the
proposed restoration. CDFW acknowledges the commenter’s opinions about relative
risk, but, without more detailed information, has decided to rely on the expertise of
the Corps through the Section 408 process.

See General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.2), which addresses
multiple questions about the range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
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CDFW acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about the project objectives, but the
comment is insufficiently specific to allow CDFW to provide a detailed response.

See General Response 3, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.2), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” See also
General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3), regarding the range of
alternatives, the historical accuracy of the alternatives analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR, and
development of CEQA objectives.

Regarding the use of mechanized equipment versus restoration by hand, see General
Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.3), which addresses Alternative 5

and other alternatives that were initially considered, but not carried forward for more
detailed review.

Regarding the elimination of alternatives that assume no changes to infrastructure,
this comment does not specify which alternative this applies to. As described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 1.1.2, one of the objectives of the project is to “[p]rotect and avoid
impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management, ensuring
consistency with future implementation of regional plans, and limiting the need for
significant modification to regionally important infrastructure.” While the Draft
EIS/EIR does weigh the cost and logistics of modifying infrastructure into the
screening criteria, it does not assume no changes to infrastructure as a way to
automatically screen out alternatives, but rather includes modification to
infrastructure as one of the factors in determining overall feasibility. Modification to
infrastructure is factored into the following screening criteria identified in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 2.1.3: “d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a
tidal habitat restoration,” “e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement,
operate, and maintain (logistics)?,” “f. Would the alternative be practicable to
construct using existing technology?,” and “i. Would the alternative be feasible for
purposes of CEQA?”

As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.6, “Alternative 10 has not been carried
forward for more detailed review because it would not meet the purpose and need and
overall project purpose; would not meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1,
would not be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project, would
not avoid or substantially lessen Alternative 1’s significant impacts; and would be
infeasible.” The suggested support for Alternative 10 is acknowledged and is now
part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-
making process. See also General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR

Section 2.2.3.3).

CDFW acknowledge the assertion about relative costs, but without some information
to support it, CDFW declines to revisit the documented, supported cost analysis
provided in the Draft EIS/EIR (see, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B9 and
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Appendix B10). See also General Response 3 (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.1) and General
Response 6 (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.2).

To clarify, CDFW is proposing a restoration project, not a flood risk management
project. See, for example, Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.3.1, which states, “The basic
purpose of this Project is ecological restoration.” In effecting that basic purpose,
CDFW still prioritizes maintaining existing levels of flood protection. Nonetheless,
CDFW would not propose alterations of LACDA Project facilities within the Ballona
Reserve but for the proposed restoration. CDFW does not dispute that raising key
roadways within the Ballona Reserve could have environmental or other value;
however, the cost of such work far overshadows the restoration benefits that would
result. Nonetheless, the proposed restoration would not preclude U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (see Comment AF1-4) or any other entity from raising the roads. As
explained in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.5, following through with any of the
restoration alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS/EIR would not preclude or
affect the ability to raise roadways such as Culver Boulevard in the future. See also
Response 015-48.

Contrary to the suggestion in this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR does identify target
species for restoration. Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.5, under the heading “Wetland
and Transitional Areas,” explains that “[h]igh marsh and transition zone areas would
be planted and seeded to establish target species in this area of high competition from
weeds and dry and often hyper-saline conditions” and that “[t]he seasonal wetlands
would be revegetated with a combination of planting and/or seeding. Initial irrigation
would be provided in dry years to help establish target species.” As described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.1, “[t]he success of restoration efforts would be measured
based on established performance criteria focusing on the abundance and diversity of
native vegetation and the plants and wildlife that use the Ballona Reserve (see
Section 2.2.6, Monitoring and Adaptive Management).” In addition, as stated in the
Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive Management Plan (Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B3 Section 1.2.2), “[t]he restoration will improve overall habitat quality for
native wildlife species, with the goal of increasing abundance and diversity of native
animals that use the Reserve. The specific focus will be on improving habitat for
wildlife species associated with tidal wetland habitat, including birds, fish, and
benthic invertebrates.”

Section 3.1 of the Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive Management Plan
(Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3) identifies target habitats and states, “[t]he composition
of habitats targeted for the restoration at the [Ballona Reserve] are primarily based on
historical accounts of the habitat previously present at the [Ballona Reserve]
(Ambrose and Bear 2012; Dark et al. 2011; Mattoni and Longcore 1997; Schreiber
1981) and habitat characterizations provided by Ferren et al. (2008) and Barbour et al.
(2007). Given the constraints imposed by the surrounding development, the highly
modified nature of the watershed supporting Ballona Creek, existing conditions
within the [Ballona Reserve], and projected impacts related to global climate change,
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re-creation of historical conditions is not possible. Within these constraints, the
proposed extent and distribution of habitats in the restored [Ballona Reserve] is based
on the ecological and biological goals of the restoration (Section 1.2), specifically
those related to increasing the total area of tidal wetland habitat and providing high-
value habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species. Physical and biological
characteristics of restored habitats within the [Ballona Reserve] are expected to
develop and evolve over time, particularly given changes expected as a result of
global climate change. Restoration will require reliance on natural ecological
processes such as sedimentation, erosion, and plant succession. Adaptive
management will require an understanding of the expected trajectory of habitat
development and the underlying ecological processes involved. The following
sections provide an overview of the habitats to be restored at the [Ballona Reserve],
including the main ecological drivers of habitat development and a description of the
vegetation communities and wildlife populations expected to become established in
each habitat.”

Section 3.0 of Appendix B3 goes on to describe target habitats and associated species
for tidal wetland-tidal channel, mudflat, tidal marsh (83.1.1), brackish marsh (83.1.2),
salt panne (83.1.3), seasonal wetland (83.1.4), riparian scrub and woodland (83.1.5),
dune (83.1.6), and upland scrub and grassland (83.1.7).

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2, under the subheading “Wildlife,” summarizes the
wildlife resources associated with habitat types in the Ballona Reserve that also
would be considered target or focal species, including aquatic and terrestrial
invertebrates, fish, reptiles and amphibians, birds, and mammals. The performance
criteria for each habitat (see Draft EIS/EIR Tables 2-12 through 2-20) would be
compared to existing conditions. In addition, all those species identified as
“confirmed present” or “high” or “moderate” potential as a breeder or forager and
would be considered “target” restoration species. Special-status species with low
potential to occur would not be considered target or focal species but would be
incorporated into the survey/monitoring program. The five special-status plant species
detected within the Project Site (Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-3) would be considered
target or focal restoration species.

In addition, Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B8 Section Il provides a list of habitat
categories for each targeted restored habitat with descriptions of dominant and
associated plants, characteristic animals, ecosystem functions, recovery opportunities
and other elements; the characteristic dominant/associated plants, characteristic
animals and recovery opportunities represent target or focal species for the
restoration.

CDFW acknowledges the commenter’s preference for different restoration priorities
and has included the commenter’s view as part of the record of information that will
be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process. Nonetheless, this
difference of opinion does not indicate that the EIR is inadequate or inaccurate.
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CDFW disagrees with the suggestion that the motivating factor behind the proposed
restoration design is to remove marina dredge spoils from the site. To the contrary,
the restoration alternatives analyzed in detail were developed based on the objectives
of the project, the Preliminary Design Report (Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B1), and
otherwise as explained in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.1 and General Response 2,
Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.3). See Response 015-38 and Response
015-39, which show how historical conditions have been considered in the
development of the project design and in the Draft EIS/EIR.

See Response 015-57. Regarding sea-level rise, see, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR

Section 2.2.2.6, Alternative 1: Monitoring and Adaptive Management; Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B7, Ballona Wetlands Inundation Memo; and General Response 6 (Final
EIR Section 2.2.6.2).

See Response 015-19, which discusses the commenter’s request for final post-project
vegetation mapping. See also Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-1, which conceptually shows
the general areas and vegetation types that are expected to occur immediately after
Phase 2 of Alternative 1, and Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-3, which shows Alternative 1
post-restoration habitats and acreages. Regarding Alternative 2, see Draft EIS/EIR
Figure 2-43 and Table 2-33. For Alternative 3, see Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-52 and
Table 2-26. See also Responses 015-27, AS5-23, and AS5-39.

As summarized in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.8, Project Design Features, and as
explained in more detail in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3, the Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan that is part of the Project includes annual vegetation performance
goals and would periodically document the extent of each habitat. As described in
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-BIO-3a, “[a]ll restored native
habitats, including wetlands and other aquatic habitat, would be monitored for
success in achieving approved vegetative performance criteria for up to 10 years.”
Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.6 states, “the goal of monitoring would be to document
trends in habitat development and assess progress toward meeting restoration
objective as the restoration evolves during the 10-year monitoring period.”

Regarding “grasslands,” where the Draft EIS/EIR discusses existing grasslands, it
refers to predominately non-native grasses and where it discusses restoration of
grasslands, it means restoration with native grass and forb species. See also
Response AS5-26.

The location of “upland scrub” referenced in this comment would be in the location
where “Upland” is shown in the Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-1. The “upland scrub”
habitat type shown in Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-4 refers to coastal sage scrub species as
shown in Table 2-3. As stated in the Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive
Management Plan (Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 Section 1.2.1), “[t]he specific focus
for upland habitats will be on the preservation and enhancement of dunes; however,
enhancing grassland and coastal scrub will also be important.” Moreover, Draft
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EIS/EIR Appendix B3 Section 3.1.7, Upland Scrub and Grassland, clarifies that
“[t]he primary goal of upland habitat restoration at the [Ballona Reserve] is to provide
support functions for the larger tidal wetland restoration, including reducing sediment
loads to seasonal and tidal wetlands and providing high tide refuge for tidal wetland
wildlife ... Target vegetation includes grasslands dominated by species such as
California barley (Hordeum brachyantherum ssp. californicum), purple needlegrass
(Stipa [Nassella] pulchra), saltgrass, and alkali ryegrass (Elymus triticoides) and
scrub dominated by species such as coyote brush, California sagebrush (Artemisia
californica), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), big saltbush, lemonade berry (Rhus
integrifolia), and seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium). Additional species
will be included in both upland habitat types to increase overall native plant diversity.
It should be expected that non-native annual grasses will also form a major
component of both grassland and scrub habitats given their prevalence in the seed
bank.” The habitat descriptions provided in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B8 Section Il
provides a list of habitat categories and types for each targeted restored habitat,
including “upland habitats (Habitat Category V) with descriptions of dominant and
associated plants, characteristic animals, ecosystem functions, recovery opportunities
and other elements.

CDFW believes that the detailed 245-page description of the Project and alternatives
as supplemented by the specifics included in 10 technical appendices, are, contrary to
as suggested in the comment, in fact complete and represent a good faith effort at
disclosing information to the public. That the commenter would prefer information in
addition to what has been provided (see Response 015-59) is acknowledged, but does
not indicate that the document as a whole is inadequate. General Response 7,
Requests for Recirculation (Final EIR Section 2.2.7), addresses multiple comments
received regarding recirculation.

CDFW acknowledge the commenter’s speculation regarding vegetation and mapping,
but this unsubstantiated guesswork as to the rationale for decision-making and does
not inform CDFW’s evaluation of the adequacy of the EIR. Regarding vegetation and
mapping, see Response O15-50 and Response O15-60. See Response AF1-13 for
clarification of vegetation maintenance along the proposed levees and related analysis
in the Draft EIS/EIR.

See also Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.2 (“Consistent with the primary purpose of the
Proposed Action to create and restore native habitats, the Proposed Action design
would limit the use of traditional armor [especially concrete] to a minimum as
described further in the Preliminary Design Report, Appendix B1”). In addition, see
Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-16 and Figure 2-17, showing levee areas where the Project’s
revegetation planting could occur pursuant to Phase 1 and Phase 2, respectively; and
Draft EIS/EIR Appendix F2, which discusses the Corps’ guidelines for vegetation on
levees.
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015-62  The comment accurately notes that the Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive
Management Plan provided in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 will be finalized once it is
known whether an alternative receives all necessary approvals and is implemented.
See also Response AS5-39 regarding the conceptual restoration plan as a Project
feature and Response AS5-23 regarding salvaging native plants for restoration.

Contrary to the suggestion in this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR commits CDFW to
using native plants local to the area to the maximum extent practicable. As described
in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 Section 3.2.3, “A potential plant palette is provided as
Appendix A. This list was developed based on the suite of native species documented
in the existing conditions and baseline studies reports [citations omitted] as well as on
historical references and plant lists from other coastal wetlands in southern California
[citations omitted]. The species included in the list are all native to southern
California. Efforts have been made to limit the species on this list to those historically
present in the greater Los Angeles region; however, some species have been included
based their ease of propagation and adaptability to a wide range of environmental
conditions ... It is unlikely that all of the plant material needed for the restoration can
come from salvaged plant material, and propagation of additional plant material will
be necessary. Plant propagation should be accomplished through collection of seeds
and cuttings from healthy populations within the Santa Monica Bay watershed. If
suitable donor populations cannot be located within this watershed, plant propagules
may be sourced from adjacent watersheds; however, efforts should be made to collect
plant material from as close to the [Ballona Reserve] as possible to maintain the
genetic integrity of the regional flora and to ensure that the plants are adapted to the
local climate.”

015-63  Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 discloses uncertainty about the salt pan plan. As stated in
Appendix B3 Section 3.1.3, “Two hydrologically distinct forms of salt panne habitat
currently occur at the [Ballona Reserve]: (1) those that receive water input primarily
from spring and other high tides, depending on the levels at which the tide gates are
set and (2) those that receive water input from seasonally shallow saline groundwater
and stormwater runoff. In both cases, extended periods of evaporation result in the
concentration of salts in the upper portion of the soil, resulting in a lack of vegetation
over large portions of these habitats. Created salt panne habitat at the [Ballona
Reserve] will be primarily of the first type, receiving water input primarily from
spring and other extreme tides. However, given the presence of saline soils and the
likelihood of saline groundwater occurring in many portions of the Reserve, some of
areas designed as seasonal wetland habitat may develop high concentrations of salts
at the soil surface, thus resulting in the formation of salt panne-like conditions. It is
unclear how long it may take for salinity to reach levels sufficient to exclude most
plants, and creation of salt panne habitat at the [Ballona Reserve] will benefit from
incorporation of high-salinity soils salvaged from existing salt panne habitat that will
be lost to tidal wetland restoration or from high-salinity soils excavated from deeper
within the soil profile. In addition, it may be desirable to add salt to the pannes to
increase salinity levels more rapidly. Given the uncertainty regarding salt panne
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development and function, a phased approach will be used wherein salt panne design
will be tested in Area A, and the results will be carefully evaluated prior to
implementation in the other portions of the Reserve.”

The restoration design and the analysis of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts to salt pan habitat are based on the expertise of the professional engineers and
environmental specialists identified in Draft EIS/EIR Chapter 5 and are informed by
the reference materials cited in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4. CDFW recognizes that
experts may differ in their professional opinions about the best approach regarding
the salt pans; however, this difference of opinion does not indicate an inadequacy in
the EIR. CDFW acknowledges the preference stated in this comment as well as the
San Francisco Estuary Institute’s work entitled “Historical Ecology of the Lower
Santa Clara River, Ventura River, and Oxnard Plain: An Analysis of Terrestrial,
Riverine, and Coastal Habitats”1%8 and has included the comment and the reference
material as part of the record of information that will be considered as part of
CDFW?’s decision-making process.

015-64 Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-1, Habitat Categories, Types, Descriptive Characteristics
and Existing Acreage, provides details on dominant the vegetation within the
“invasive monoculture” category. While it is true that “invasive monoculture” is not a
recognized CDFW vegetation classification, for the purposes of this EIR, “invasive
monoculture” was used to distinguish it from eucalyptus grove, annual grassland and
developed area within the Ballona reserve for purposes of environmental review. The
comment provides no facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts, indicating the categorization used is inadequate or precludes
informed decision-making about the potential environmental consequences of the
proposed restoration. CDFW acknowledges the commenter’s preference that CDFW
use a different vegetation categorizations, but as noted in previous responses, this
difference in opinion about the preferred approach does not indicate an inadequacy in
the EIR.

015-65 Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 describes the dunes as follows: “The stabilized dune
habitats in West Area B and Southeast Area B are remnants of historical sand dune
systems that have been affected by coastal development. Due to the surrounding
development, these remnant dunes no longer can migrate in response to natural
aeolian processes and are considered to be stabilized.” CDFW acknowledges receipt
of the clarification provided in the comment and has included it as part of the record
of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

015-66  See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments received about these drains.

108 Beller, E. E.; Grossinger, R. M.; Salomon, M.; Dark, S.; Stein, E.; Orr, B. K.; Downs, P. W.; Longcore, T.; Coffman,
G.; Whipple, A.; et al. 2011. Historical Ecology of the lower Santa Clara River, Ventura River, and Oxnard Plain: an
analysis of terrestrial, riverine, and coastal habitats. SFEI Contribution No. 641. SFEI: Oakland.
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015-67 The Draft EIS/EIR includes information on special-status vegetation using accepted
vegetation alliances. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 explains under the heading
“Special-Status Natural Vegetation Communities” that “[b]ased on vegetation
categorization and mapping conducted by The Bay Foundation in 2013, there are
12 CDFW special-status alliances or associations in the Project Site (CDFG 2010)”
and then goes on to list them. These special-status alliances or associations occur
almost exclusively within the special-status communities shown in Draft EIS/EIR
Table 3.4-2, are depicted in Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-3, and are not analyzed
separately from the communities in which they occur. The Rhus integrifolia alliance
is a notable exception and does not occur within a designated special-status
community. However, the total area of this alliance within the Ballona Reserve
(0.06 acres) is below the typical minimum mapping unit used to map rare vegetation
(CNPS 2011); therefore, it is not included on Figure 3.4-3.109

As the commenter notes, Draft EIS/EIR Table D5-8 identifies special-status natural
vegetation communities in the Project area. “Coastal scrub” habitat, described in
Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.3 and presented in Figure 3.4-2, describes areas that have
been colonized by coyote brush following historic disturbance. Vegetation in these
areas is comprised principally of coyote brush with an understory of bromes, spurge,
and black mustard; and limited presence of California sagebrush. These coastal scrub
areas could similarly be described by the non-sensitive habitat type “coyote brush
scrub.” Impacts to this common vegetation community is recognized in the Draft
EIS/EIR and would be less than significant. The use of the term “coastal sage scrub”
in the document to describe habitat impacts is inaccurate and unintentional

The saltbush scrub community dominated by Atriplex lentiformis occurs principally
in Areas A and C, as identified in Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-2. CDFW’s California
Natural Community List recognizes the community as a non-sensitive vegetation
alliance. Hence, impacts to this non-sensitive vegetation community are recognized in
the Draft EIS/EIR, and are less than significant.

Several other vegetation species that the commenter describes “will be impacted by
the proposed project,” include lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia) and seacliff
buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium). These species were discussed in Draft EIS/EIR
Chapter 2’s description of the Project in the context of the site restoration plant
palette and do not constitute coastal sage scrub.

In consideration of the above information, the wetland and upland habitats have not
been remapped as requested in this comment.

015-68  Receipt of supplementary descriptive information about the sensitive wildlife
described and evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR is acknowledged and has been included
as part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s

109 [CNPS] California Native Plant Society. 2011. Guidelines for Mapping Rare Vegetation, January. Available online:
http://www.cnps.org/cnps/vegetation/pdf/guidelines-rare_veg_mapping.pdf.
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decision-making process. However, its receipt does not change the analysis or the
conclusions reached. Accordingly, the Draft EIS/EIR has not been revised in response
to this comment.

015-69 Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-4, Special-Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur or
Potentially Occurring within the Project Site, identifies wandering skipper as follows:
“Confirmed Present. Distributed along a narrow coastal strip from Santa Barbara and
Ventura to San Diego County. Often associated with host plant, saltgrass (Distichlis
spicata) (CNDDB 2014).” Moreover, Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 states under the
heading “Special-Status Invertebrates” that “[w]andering skipper were reported in
Area A and Area B during surveys in 1995, 1991, and 1981 (PSOMAS and Lockhart
2001, Hawks Biological Consulting 1996, Mattoni 1991, and Nagano 1981). Johnston
et al. (2011, 2012) reported ancillary observations of wandering skipper in the lower
marsh habitat of western Area B during vegetation surveys.” See also Draft EIS/EIR
Figure 3.4-7, which depicts the distribution of potentially suitable habitat for
wandering skipper. In addition, Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12, Special-Status
Wildlife, states that wandering skipper was detected in marsh habitats of western
Area B during vegetation surveys: “Detected in 2010 and 2011 in the salt marsh of
Area B. Detected in Areas A and B during 1981, 1991, 1995, and 2001 surveys
(CNDDB 2014). Host plant present during floristic surveys from 1991-2011.” While
the information presented on wandering skipper in Area A confirms or helps to
clarify the distribution of this species, it does not change the conclusion or mitigation
for this species presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 in the context of
Impact 1-B10-1f.

Regarding Belkin’s dune tabanid fly, Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4 summarizes this
species’ occurrence within the Ballona Reserve: “In 1980, one adult was taken on the
sand dunes and larvae were collected below the soil surface (CDFW 2014), but the
species not been found in the Project region since the 1980s (Mattoni 1991).” The
distribution of potentially suitable habitat for this species is depicted on Draft
EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-8. Since it has not been observed since the 1980s at Ballona, it is
considered to have a “low potential” to occur; nevertheless, the Draft EIS/EIR
accounts for this potential and concludes in Section 3.4.6 (in the context of Impact 1-
B10-1f) that following the application of Project Design Features BIO-3 (Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan) and BIO-4 (Water Pollution and Erosion Control
Plan), and the implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological
Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan), impacts to Belkin’s dune
tabanid fly would be less than significant. While the information presented on
Belkin’s dune tabanid fly confirms or helps to clarify the distribution of this species,
it does not change the conclusion or mitigation for this species presented in the

Draft EIS/EIR. For information about species targeted for restoration, see

Response 015-56.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4 states (with citations omitted), “Dorothy’s El Segundo
dune weevil was found in Area B in 1995 and more recently in the dune system
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015-71

015-72

015-73

015-74

015-75

015-76

015-77

015-78

015-79

015-80

immediately west of Area B. It was the fifteenth most common insect collected by
pitfall traps in 1991 and one of the most abundant weevils on the dunes. The
distribution of potentially suitable habitat for this species is depicted on Figure 3.4-8.”
In addition, Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12, Special-Status Wildlife, states that
Dorothy’s El Segundo dune weevil was “[d]etected in 1995, 1996, and 2001
terrestrial invertebrate surveys is the dune system immediately west of Area B” and
that it was not detected in 2009 and 2011 terrestrial invertebrate surveys.

Dune scrub vegetation is present in Area B. The Draft EIS/EIR accounts for this
potential and concludes in Section 3.4.6, in the context of Impact 1-BIO-1f, that
following the application of Project Design Features BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan) and B1O-4 (Water Pollution and Erosion Control Plan) and the
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-
1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan), impacts to Dorothy’s El Segundo dune weevil
would be less than significant. While the information presented on Dorothy’s El
Segundo dune weevil confirms or helps to clarify the distribution of this species, it
does not change the conclusion or mitigation for this species presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR.

See Response 015-68 acknowledging receipt of supplementary information about
sensitive species.

See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.
See Response O15-68.

Contrary to the suggestion in the comment, Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-4, Special-Status
Wildlife Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring within the Project Site,
identifies globose dune beetle as having a “moderate potential” to occur. See also
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2, which states (with citations omitted), “[t]he globose
dune beetle was found in Area B in 1995, and more recently in the dune system
immediately west of Area B. It also occurs at the Los Angeles Airport dunes. The
distribution of potentially suitable habitat for these species is depicted on
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Figure 3.4-8.” In addition, Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12 states (with citations
omitted) that globose dune beetle was “[d]etected in dunes in Area B in 1996 and
2001. Although this species was not detected in recent terrestrial invertebrate surveys,
coastal sand dune habitat still present on the Reserve.”

The Draft EIS/EIR accounts for impacts to this species and concludes in Section 3.4.6
in the context of Impact 1-BIO-1f that impacts to globose dune beetle would be less
than significant following the application of Project Design Features BIO-3 (Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan) and BIO-4 (Water Pollution and Erosion Control
Plan) and the implementation of Mitigation Measures B1O-1b-ii (Biological
Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan).

Regarding western S-banded tiger beetle, western tiger beetle, and wetsalts tiger
beetle, see Response AS5-36 and Response AS5-37. In addition, Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix D12 states that western S-banded tiger beetle was “[d]etected during
sensitive insect survey (1996) and insect and related terrestrial arthropod survey
(1981). Potential suitable habitat occurs on the Reserve.” The Draft EIS/EIR accounts
for impacts to these species and concludes in Section 3.4.6 in the context of

Impact 1-B10-1e that impacts to western S-banded tiger beetle, and western tidal flat
tiger beetle would be less than significant following the application of Project Design
Features B1O-3 and B10-4 and the implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii
and B10O-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan), and “would improve the value of the
Ballona Reserve for salt marsh-associated invertebrates through the creation of new,
higher quality salt marsh habitat resulting in a potential net beneficial effect.”

Regarding El Segundo blue butterfly, Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-5 depicts the
distribution of 12.6 acres of potentially suitable habitat, including coast buckwheat,
within the Project Site. CDFW considers all occurrences of coast buckwheat as
potentially occupied habitat and important for all life stages of EI Segundo blue
butterfly (including dispersal) as described in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-4, Special-
Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring within the Project
Site. In addition, Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12 discloses that approximately

30 individuals of El Segundo blue butterfly were observed on July 19, 2011. Further,
PSOMOS (2013) reported 199 butterflies during presence/absence surveys. The
individuals were observed in Area B’s dune habitat on coast buckwheat, which was
planted as part of the Friends of Ballona Wetlands dune restoration project.

As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 under the heading “Reptiles and
Amphibians” and shown in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D5 Table D5-5, Southern
Pacific rattlesnake has been observed on the Project Site. This snake is not a special-
status species, as identified by federal or state regulations; and though uncommon,
has not been identified as a locally rare species. Hence, direct and indirect impacts to
Southern Pacific rattlesnake would be less than significant. Based on the identified
sighting, this species is expected to occur in low densities in portions of the Ballona
Reserve. Potential impacts to this species from construction activities are expected to
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be similar to that for San Bernardino ring-necked snake as analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-BIO-1h, which concludes that impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, “[d]uring each phase, direct
mortality or injury to this species could occur during grading and other ground-
disturbing activities. Following the application of Project Design Features BIO-1
(WEAP) and BIO-2 (Limit of Disturbance), which would reduce impacts to
individual snakes, remaining potentially significant impacts related to the incidental
harm to individual snakes would be reduced to less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring).” Measure
BIO-1b-ii includes provisions for moving species out of harm’s way during
construction activities and the final Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (BIO-3)
would include monitoring for snake species through periodic reptile surveys,
maintenance/patrol observations and other efforts.

The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes potential impacts to nesting raptors in the context of
Impact 1-B1O-1m in Section 3.4.6, and concludes that impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated: “[i]n addition to burrowing owl, several
other special-status raptor species have the potential to occur within the Project Site,
including merlin (Falco columbarius), northern harrier, osprey, peregrine falcon,
sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), short-eared owl, turkey vulture (Cathartes
aura), and white-tailed kite. Of these, only Cooper’s hawk has the potential to nest
within the Project Site - the others occur in the Project Site largely in a foraging role.
... Following the application of Project Design Features BIO-1 (WEAP), B1O-2
(Limit of Disturbance) and BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan),
potential direct and indirect impacts to nesting raptors would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level through the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i
(Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance).” As a result, if other raptors are present,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-I would apply and therefore reduce the impacts to those
species to a less than significant level. See also Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12,
Special-Status Wildlife, regarding these species.

See Response 015-81 regarding the southern pacific rattlesnake. Receipt of
supplementary information is acknowledged and has been included as part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process. However, its receipt does not change the analysis or the conclusions reached.

See Response 015-82 regarding the Bird Breeding Atlas. Receipt of supplementary
information is acknowledged and has been included as part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.
However, its receipt does not change the analysis or the conclusions reached.

The Draft EIS/EIR addresses the potential of blue grosbeak and black-headed
grosbeak to occur within the Ballona Reserve. See Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12,
which states that the likelihood of Blue Grosbeak occurrence is “[l]ess than
reasonable for nesting” and of “[m]oderate potential as forager as this species is an
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uncommon transient and rare summer resident and spring transients.” For Black-
headed Grosbeak Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12 reports occurrence as “Less than
reasonable for nesting as this species is considered extirpated as a breeder” and as
“High potential as forager as this species is a fairly common transient and rare
(irregular?) summer resident.”

The Draft EIS/EIR also analyzes potential impacts to blue grosbeak and black-headed
grosbeak in Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-B1O-1n, which concludes that
impacts would be less than significant following the application of Project Design
Features BI1O-1 (WEAP) and B10-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), and
the implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan)
and BI1O-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance).

CDFW acknowledges the suggestion in this comment to change the conclusion in
Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-4 for southern California salt marsh shrew from “moderate
potential” presumably to “high” potential. See Response O15-21 regarding the
analysis of potential impacts to special-status mammals, including the southern
California salt marsh shrew.

See Responses AF1-30 and O8-12 regarding the proposed location of public access
within the Ballona Reserve and Response O15-18 regarding how, contrary to the
suggestion in this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR does evaluate impacts to biological
resources from proposed public access. Further, see Response O15-42 and

Response 015-44 regarding the amount of area proposed for the trail system.
Regarding the comment that the trail system is counted as wildlife habitat, that
assertion is incorrect. As shown on Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-1, the trails are identified
as “developed” rather than natural habitat with the exception of the boardwalks,
which would allow for the presence and use of habitat beneath them.

Contrary to this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR does analyze fragmentation as a
possible impact. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 (with emphasis added
by underline), “[i]ndirect impacts are those that result from an alternative, but can
occur later in time or are farther removed in distance while still reasonably
foreseeable and related to the Project. Indirect impacts could occur both during and
following restoration. For example, restoration could result in temporary hydrological
alteration and water quality impacts, erosion, dust, equipment-related noise, vibration,
lighting, and increased human activity. Each of these impacts could indirectly impact
biological resources by disrupting or interfering with wildlife behavior and natural
ecosystem processes. Post-restoration indirect impacts could occur as a result of
landscape-level changes including habitat fragmentation and isolation, altered
wildfire regimes, altered hydrology, and the spread of invasive plant species. Post-
restoration indirect impacts also could occur as a result of operations activities and
increased human activity, which could result in vegetation trampling, trash, lighting,
noise, and vehicle collisions. These indirect impacts could increase mortality, reduce
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productivity, and/or reduce the value and functions of natural open space for the
native species that inhabit it.”

It is worth noting that in designing trail locations, CDFW balanced a strong public
desire for more public access with the same concerns raised in this and other
comments related to the potential impacts on restored habitat from the increased
public use. In balancing these competing interests (i.e., greater public access vs.
continuation of no public access) and analyzing the potential impacts on restored
habitat as presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, CDFW believes it arrived at a reasonable
balance between the two important environmental factors. Because such restored
habitat that the commenter is concerned about does not yet exist, the monitoring and
adaptive management program is an important component of the proposed restoration
to provide the necessary flexibility in management to meet the specified restoration
goals (see Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.6). Nevertheless, all comments regarding
public access (either for or against) will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-
making process.

See Response 015-86. CDFW agrees that a buffer is appropriate. See Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.4.6, which states, “CDFW has not adopted formal guidance for determining
potential indirect impacts to birds, but generally considers a distance of 250 feet for
passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors as the area in which activities could affect
nesting birds.”

In the context of Impact 1-BI10O-1n, the Final EIR addresses potential impacts to
special-status upland birds and states under the heading “Phase 1 and Phase 2 Direct
Impacts” that, “[i]f site activities commence during the breeding season, native birds
such as loggerhead shrike, western meadowlark, California towhee, and tree swallow
and their nests could be directly impacted by habitat removal or disturbance
associated with grading and levee construction. Potential adverse impacts would be
fully avoided and reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance).”

Pets, including dogs and cats, are specifically prohibited at the Ballona Reserve.

(14 CCR 8630(h)(3)). See Response 015-86. See also Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6,
which discusses post-restoration operations and maintenance activities and states that,
“[i]mproper installation or maintenance of fencing, or improper habitat restoration
signage that would otherwise restrict people and dogs to designated trails could result
in adverse direct impacts to restored habitats and special-status plants. The direct and
indirect impacts caused by these activities could be significant, but would be reduced
via the application of Project Design Feature BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan). ...”

See Responses 015-18, 015-21, and O15-86. In the context of Impact 1-BIO-1m,
Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 addresses potential impacts to nesting raptors outside of
construction and states, “Limited negative indirect impacts could occur following the
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restoration phases due to a potential increase in human activity and the
implementation of maintenance activities. Breeding raptors may be impacted
indirectly through noise or visual disturbances caused by ongoing activities.
Following the application of Project Design Features BIO-1 (WEAP), BIO-2 (Limit
of Disturbance) and B10-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), the remaining
limited post-restoration-related adverse impacts could be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i (Nesting
Bird and Raptor Avoidance).”

To be clear, the Draft EIS/EIR does analyze potential post-restoration impacts to
nesting birds and raptors, and does identify mitigation that if implemented would
reduce potential impacts. See, e.g., Mitigation Measures BI1O-1b-ii (Biological
Monitoring) and BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance), which are
recommended for implementation following restoration activities are complete in the
context of Impact 1-BIO-1m (nesting raptors), Impact 1-BIO-1n (special-status
upland birds), Impact 1-B10-10 (special-status shorebirds), and Impact 1-BIO-1p
(special-status marsh birds). The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i expressly
applies to “maintenance activities during operations within and adjacent to avian
nesting habitat” and not just construction activities.

See Responses AS5-16, 015-18, 015-42, and O15-86. See also Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B3, Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive Management Plan,
which discusses Reserve-wide monitoring elements expressly including invasive
species. Appendix B3 Section 4.12.3 states, “Although monitoring for invasive plants
is included in the monitoring program for individual habitats, it is included here to
ensure that monitoring occurs throughout the Reserve. Monitoring for effectiveness
of invasive weed control efforts will be conducted at least twice annually during the
initial 10-year monitoring period, once near the beginning of the growing season and
again during early to mid-summer. More frequent monitoring may desirable given
sufficient funds. Thereafter, monitoring will be conducted indefinitely into the future,
at intervals to be determined based on data collected during the initial 10 years of
monitoring. It is likely that uplands and freshwater habitats will require greater
management for invasive weeds than will tidal wetland and salt panne habitats, and
monitoring should be conducted more frequently in these habitats.”

See Responses 015-19, 015-27, 015-59 and O15-60 regarding post-revegetation
maps, target habitat types and associated species (including “Uplands”). Regarding
levee vegetation, see Response O15-61.

See Response 015-20 regarding the analysis of impacts to El Segundo blue butterfly.
The comment is correct that some of the habitat area for EI Segundo blue butterfly
would be lost. As disclosed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 and described in
Response AS5-43, up to 0.1 acre of the existing 4.2 acres of southern dune scrub
habitat would be impacted by Alternative 1 Phase 2.
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Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-12, Artistic Rendering for Alternative B, shows a rendering
of the proposed levee in West Area B. Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basins and
Emergency and Bus Access Route, shows a better detail of the proposed toe of slope
and existing dune area in West Area B. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix F1, West Area B
Levee Options, assesses several conceptual options there were considered for
providing flood and erosion protection along the Project Site’s western boundary and
the sand dunes in West Area B. The proposed restoration includes Alternative B from
Appendix F1, which would provide a levee along the toe of the existing dunes. As
discussed in Appendix F1, this design would “minimize impacts to the existing dunes,
avoid significant design and construction feasibility issues, beneficially re-use fill
material, and expand restored dune areas, at the expense of filling approximately

10 acres of existing managed wetland habitat.” In addition, for this approach, “the toe
of the existing dunes would become a depression between the existing dunes and the
new levee/habitats. This area could function as a back-dune wetland habitat fed by
rainfall-runoff from the adjacent slopes, possibly with an overflow towards the
stormwater detention and treatment wetland planned in the southwest corner of

Area B.” In Draft EIS/EIR Appendix F1, Figure 2, Detailed Section for Alternative B,
and Figure 5, Levee Alternative B Plan, provide more details for the proposed West
Area B levee, and Table 1 (West Area B levee approach options/alternatives
assessment) shows that this approach would have the smallest footprint and impact to
existing dune habitat (0.1 acres) among the options considered. Monitoring of West
Area B would be conducted as part of the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan
(Project Design Feature BIO-3) and routine patrol/maintenance would verify the
condition of El Segundo blue butterfly habitat on-site and integrity of the levee.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-BIO-3b discusses the post-
restoration use of pesticides. It states, “If pesticide application is determined to be
necessary to control mosquitoes or nuisance vectors such as midges or black flies
during or following restoration, the Preliminary Operation and Maintenance Plan
(Appendix B5) specifies that the least toxic effective control will be used to target the
aquatic larval lifestage; adult mosquitos and related vectors would not be targeted.
Based on the best available information, this analysis assumes that Bactimos PT or
another insecticide that has BTI as an active ingredient would be used in strict
accordance with a pesticide application plan that is substantially similar to the
Pesticide Application Plan (PAP) for Ballona Creek and Centinela Creek Vector
Control Program that LACDPW submitted in support of its 2014 NPDES General
Permit for Vector Control Application pursuant to Water Quality Order No. 2011-
0002-DWQ for segments of the Ballona Creek channel outside the Project area
(LACDPW 2014).” All pesticide applications would use the least toxic effective
control and would consider local species in determinations of which type of pesticide
to use.

See General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.2), which
addresses multiple comments received regarding impacts to El Segundo blue
butterfly.
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015-95 Contrary the suggestion in this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR documents California
least tern use and attempted use of the Ballona Reserve in Section 3.4.2.2,
Environmental Setting, in Section 3.4, Biological Resources: “The salt flats of
Area B, just east of the main drainage channel, were used by 10 to 22 nesting pairs of
least terns from 1973 through 1976. ... A small group also nested in 1977 along a
channel at the end of Beethoven Street (north of Area C) but this area has not been
used since. Approximately 25 pairs of terns used the salt flats of Area B in 1978 and
1979 (PWA 2006). Dock and Schreiber (1981) reported 17 pairs in 1979. Terns
continued to nest on the salt flats in 1980 and 1981, although flooding both years
precluded the production of any fledglings (PWA 2006). One pair unsuccessfully
nested in Area B in 2001 and nine pairs unsuccessfully nested in Area B salt pan
habitat in 2014 (all were predated by American crow; R. Brody, personal
communication, November 25, 2014). Appendix D5 Table D5-11, History of
California Least Tern Nesting in the Vicinity of Ballona Wetlands, 1973-2011,
summarizes least tern nesting activity and productivity in the vicinity of the Ballona
Reserve from 1973 to 2011. Studies of least tern foraging behavior in 1980 and 1981
included potential foraging habitat in the vicinity of the Venice Beach least tern
nesting site just north of Ballona Creek (Atwood and Minsky 1983). The tidal
channels of Area B supported up to 13 percent of the total foraging of a given survey
date in 1980, but foraging at Area B was less frequent in 1981. In 1995, 1998, and
2001, KBC conducted foraging surveys for least terns at the tidal channels of Area B
and Fiji Ditch in Area A. Foraging was documented in Area B tidal channels on three
of seven survey dates in 1995, on 3 of 14 survey dates in 1998, and on 7 of 17 survey
dates in 2001 (PWA 2006). Most recently in 2012, a least tern foraging study for the
Venice Beach nesting site was conducted during Corps-contracted dredging activities
taking place at the Marina del Rey entrance channel. During this study, individuals
were observed foraging immediately along the coast and in the entrance channel for
Marina del Rey Harbor, north of the Ballona Creek channel. The report considered
Ballona Creek as potential least tern foraging habitat; however, active foraging was
not described (Keane 2013). Based on recent observations, it is unlikely that
California least terns would nest successfully again within the Ballona Reserve
without an effective predator management plan that includes adequate and well-
maintained fencing to reduce the impact of land-based predators and adaptive
management to reduce the impact of American crows. As colonial nesters, California
least terns may require larger numbers to effectively reduce predation and to
successfully nest in this area.”

The area where this species previously attempted to nest is considered potentially
occupied habitat for the California least tern. However, since it has not been observed
in the last few years, it is not expected to occur. The main reason for concluding low
potential as breeder and forager as shown in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-4 is that
California least tern has not been observed successfully nesting in several years and
its primary habitat in the area is the Venice Beach sandy area north of the channel
entrance. Nevertheless, considering prior historic use, past attempts to nest and the
proximity to the nesting colony at the north entrance of the channel, it is expected this
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species could occur within the Project Site and mitigation is proposed to reduce the
impact to less than significant.

As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1, “[t]his species is not expected to breed
or forage on the Project Site considering the habitat conditions onsite and the lack of
recent observations of this species. This species unsuccessfully attempted to breed in
Area B in 2014, so potential impacts to nesting could occur if this species attempts to
nest onsite again. However, with implementation of Project Design Features and
mitigation measures, Alternative 1 may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect
California least tern or its habitat.”

The Draft EIS/EIR also analyzes impacts to this species in the context of Impact 1-
B10-10, which concludes that “[m]ost foraging habitat impacts would be temporary,
but some impacts (e.g., levee construction) would result in a permanent conversion of
salt pan to upland habitat. In the absence of mitigation, nesting success of special-
status shorebirds could be impacted indirectly by noise from on-site activities within
500 feet. Noise disturbance can impact pair formation, territory defense, and
communication regarding food and danger responses (FHA 2011). Following the
application of Project Design Features BIO-1 (WEAP) and BIO-3 (Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan), remaining potential impacts could be minimized
with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and
B10O-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance).”

As a state fully protected species, California least tern may not be taken or possessed
at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for its take except for collecting
those species for necessary scientific research and relocation of the bird species for
protection of livestock (Fish and Game Code §3511). This species would be
considered in the biological monitoring program included as part of the Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan (B1O-3). See also Responses 015-20 and O3-33.

015-96  Regarding potential impacts to California gnatcatcher, see Responses 015-20, O15-
105, and 146-10. Regarding the upland restoration proposed for Area C, see
Response AS5-109.

015-97  The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes potential direct and indirect impacts to least Bell’s vireo
in Section 3.4.6; cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section 3.4.7.

In Section 3.4.6.1, the Draft EIS/EIR documents Federal Endangered Species Act
species effect determinations to support the Corps’ Section 7 consultation with
USFWS. Regarding least Bell’s vireo, it states: “This species is known to breed and
forage in Southeast Area B. Potential impacts to nesting could occur if this species
attempts to nest onsite again. However, with implementation of Project Design
Features and mitigation measures, occupied habitat for this species would be avoided.
Alternative 1 may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect least Bell’s vireo or its
habitat.”
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The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes potential direct and indirect impacts to this species in the
context of Impact 1-BIO-1k, which concludes that, “[a]s shown in Table 3.4-10,
[Alternative 1] Phase 1 would result in the direct impact to approximately 0.1 acres of
least Bell’s vireo habitat occupied by one nesting pair, and 0.2 acres of potentially
suitable habitat due to the construction of a channel connecting the Freshwater Marsh
with the salt marsh habitat in Area B (see Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-14). Potential
significant direct impacts to least Bell’s vireo or its habitat would be reduced to less
than significant through application of Project Design Features BIO-1 (WEAP), BIO-2
(Limit of Disturbance), and BI1O-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan), and the
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) to ensure
direct impacts to this species and its habitat are avoided and minimized to the extent
practical.” Furthermore, “Phase 1 would result in the net increase in the amount of
suitable breeding and foraging habitat for least Bell’s vireo through the establishment
of a new riparian corridor along Fiji Ditch in North Area C. In total, Phase 1 would
result in a net increase of 2.9 acres of suitable breeding and foraging habitat for this
species, resulting in an overall beneficial effect.”

The Draft EIS/EIR discusses potential impacts to this species from noise in the
context of Impact 1-BIO-1k and concludes for Phase 1 indirect impacts that, “[i]n the
absence of mitigation, nesting success of least Bell’s vireos could be impacted
indirectly by noise from on-site activities. Birds have noise sensitivity at ranges as
low as 0-10 dB. Noise disturbance can impact pair formation, territory defense, and
communication regarding food and danger responses (FHA 2011). Typically, a 500-
foot buffer for raptors or sensitive bird species, such as the least Bell’s vireo, is
considered a sufficient buffer from construction activities. Exact distances of
construction-related noise sources from occupied or suitable habitat for least Bell’s
vireos are not yet known, although it is anticipated that construction activities may
occur within 500 feet of an active nest in some locations. Additionally, ground
vibration and lighting from parking structures or ball fields, and increased human
activity from trail use can affect the quality of the habitat for nesting and foraging. In
addition, the spread of invasive plant species onto least Bell’s vireo habitat through
the use of vehicles and heavy equipment could reduce habitat quality. Following the
application of Project Design Feature BIO-1 (WEAP), remaining potential significant
indirect impacts would be reduced to less than significant through implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan) and BI1O-1k-i (Least
Bell’s Vireo Avoidance), which would avoid and minimize indirect impacts to habitat
and any nesting least Bell’s vireos. In total, Phase 1 would result in a net increase of
2.9 acres of suitable breeding and foraging habitat for this species (a beneficial
effect).”

For Phase 2 indirect impacts, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that, “[s]imilar to Phase 1,
restoration activities in the vicinity of potential and occupied habitat could indirectly
impact habitat quality and/or breeding success due to noise, vibration, lighting, and
increased human activity. Following the application of Project Design Feature BIO-1
(WEAP), remaining potential significant indirect impacts would be reduced to less
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than significant through the implementation of Mitigation Measures BI1O-1b-iii
(Noxious Weed Control Plan) and BIO- 1k-i (Least Bell’s Vireo Avoidance), which
would avoid and minimize indirect impacts to any nesting least Bell’s vireos.”

Finally, for post-restoration, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that, “[I]imited direct and
indirect post-restoration impacts could occur to nesting least Bell’s vireos and
disturbance of restored habitats due to a potential increase in human activity from
trail use and maintenance activities. Potential nesting impacts could be reduced to less
than significant through implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1k (Least Bell’s
Vireo Avoidance), which would require avoidance of nesting least Bell’s vireos
during post-restoration activities such as weed removal, thereby reducing human
disturbance to this species. The application of Project Design Feature BIO-3 (Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan) would improve the value of riparian habitats within
the Ballona Reserve through restoration and monitoring, as well as by controlling
invasive plants; and other measures that would focus specifically on habitat for least
Bell’s vireos. Further, the overall net change in habitat resulting from Alternative 1 is
an increase in 3.0 acres of suitable breeding and foraging habitat for least Bell’s
vireos (a beneficial effect).” See Mitigation Measure BIO-1k.

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife survey protocol does not identify a noise threshold for
least Bell’s vireo. The Draft EIS/EIR does not specify a particular noise threshold for
indirect impacts to least Bell’s vireo, and indeed with the 500-foot buffer, there is no
indication that an additional metric is needed to reduce potential indirect noise-related
impacts to the species. Nonetheless, CDFW will incorporate a 60 dB(A) threshold
into the final Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan prepared pursuant to Project
Design Feature BIO-3. This threshold would be consistent with the San Diego County
Water Authority’s Subregional Natural Community Conservation Plan,110 the results
of a traffic-noise impact study conducted by Caltrans for least Bell's vireo habitat
along California State Route 83,111 and the results of a 1994 behavioral study of vireo
vocalization behavior in relation to helicopter overflights at Marine Corps Air Station
(MCAS), Camp Pendleton.112

110

111

112

San Diego County Water Authority, 2010. Subregional Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation
Plan (NCCP/HCP). Available online: https://www.sdcwa.org/sites/default/files/filessfNCCP-HCP-merged.pdf.
October 2010. This NCCP concludes that the “[i]ndirect effects of noise at the nest location of least Bell’s vireo at
60 A-weighted decibels (dBA LEQ (1)) or an increase of 3 dB above ambient noise levels, whichever is greater, if
construction activities commence during the breeding season (March 15 to September 15) would be a significant
impact.”

Barrett, 1996. Traffic-Noise Impact Study for Least Bell's Vireo Habitat along California State Route 83.
Transportation research Record Vol 1559, Issue 1, 1996. January 1, 1996. USFWS established a noise level of 60 dB
during the loudest hour as the level at which the noise would have an impact on the least Bell's vireo.

Mock, Patrick & Tavares, Rick, 1997. Noise Effects on Least Bell's Vireo: Studies of Military Helicopter Activity,
Auto Traffic, and Light Rails. Conference on Noise Effects on Passerine Birds, January 15, 1997. This study found
that the intensity of noise influenced vocalization rates, which were significantly depressed when noise levels
exceeded 60 dBA Leq (32-35 percent vs. 46-53 percent). The total amount of time the species had available to
vocalize without noise interference declined from 95 percent when noise levels were less than 50 dBA Leq to

65 percent when noise levels exceeded 60 dBA Leg. Results also indicated that breeding success was 3 percent to
11 percent higher outside the 60 dBA CNEL contour compared to within it.
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Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.8, References, includes studies on the use of non-riparian
habitat that were factored into the Draft EIS/EIR analyses, including “Kus, B.E. and
K.L. Miner. 1989. The use of non-riparian habitats by least Bell's vireos (Vireo bellii
pusillus). In Proceedings of the California Riparian Systems Conference: protection,
management, and restoration for the 1990’s; September 22—24; Davis, CA. Dana L.
Abell, ed., Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-110, Berkeley, CA., pp. 299-303.” This study
concludes that there is “sufficient justification for the inclusion of access to non-
riparian resources as part of the habit at requirements of nesting vireos, and
recommend that protective boundaries encompassing essential resources should
include upland areas as well as riparian woodlands.” At the Ballona Reserve, the
existing least Bell’s vireo that occur would have access to the restored uplands and
remaining portions of the ecological reserve. To confirm, this species would be
considered in the biological monitoring program included as part of the Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan (B10-3).

The comment is correct that the Draft EIS/EIR proposes to mitigate for impacts to
special-status plants (Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-i) at a minimum ratio of 1:1
(number of plants established: number of plants impacted); however, the comment
mischaracterizes the analysis which expressly states in the context of

Impact 1-B10-1b, “Nevertheless, plantings would target a higher ratio than 1:1, to
ensure successful establishment at a minimum 1:1 ratio. As a result of these actions,
direct impacts would be short-term and reduced to less than significant.” The
commenter’s preference for a different potentially equally valid approach is
acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process. However, the difference of opinion does
not indicate that the EIR is inadequate for recommending a minimum mitigation ratio
of 1:1.

See also Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-1, which conceptually shows the areas and types of
habitats that are expected to occur immediately after Alternative 1 Phase 2 in
combination with Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-3, which shows the proposed habitat
acreages. Further, as discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 Section 3.2.4, “Lewis’
evening primrose occurs in the dune habitat, but also occurs in large numbers in

Area C and in smaller numbers in the southeastern portion of Area B. ...” Further,
Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-4 shows the distribution of known populations of Lewis’
evening primrose on the Project Site. This species is located in uplands and dune
areas, and historically occurred in the Ballona Reserve. Lewis’ evening primrose
could be restored in the upland and/or dune areas in Area B and upland habitat in
Area C (see Figure 2-1), ideally in areas where they currently exist (see Figure 3.4-4).
The final location of these areas would be determined after a restoration alternative
receives all necessary permits and other authorizations and before onsite restoration
work begins. CDFW believes that the proposed biological monitoring (BIO-1b-ii),
replanting with a ratio greater than 1:1 in appropriate locations (BIO-1b-i) and future
monitoring as part of the Habitat Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (BIO-3)
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would adequately mitigate for direct impacts to this species as described in the Draft
EIS/EIR.

With regard to providing a map of where special-status plant species would be
restored, See Responses 015-27, 015-59, and O15-60.

015-99  See Response 015-98 regarding impacts to Lewis’ evening primrose. As required by
Mitigation Measure B1O-1b-i, special-status plant populations shall be avoided to the
extent feasible. Regarding the proposed upland restoration for Area C, see
Response AS5-19. Regarding alternatives that would avoid impacts to Lewis’
evening primrose, see Responses AS5-51 and 015-41.

015-100 Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6, in the context of Impact 1-BIO-1b, discusses impacts to
rare and special-status plants, and concludes that under Alternative 1 Phase 2 “[a]ll
85 woolly seablite plants would be directly impacted by ground-disturbing activities
associated with the breaching and lowering of the south Ballona Creek channel levee
along West Area B. Direct impacts could occur due to ground-disturbing activities
such as vegetation clearing, grubbing, and re-grading. Further, since the most recent
protocol-level rare plant surveys were conducted in 2010-2011, it is possible that the
existing population has expanded and/or migrated over time, leading to the potential
for unforeseen direct impacts to this species during restoration activities.”

Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats, conceptually
shows the areas and types of habitats that are expected to occur immediately after
Phase 2 is completed and Table 2-3 shows the proposed habitat acreages. As
discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 Section 3.2.4, “[w]ooly seablite occurs
along the southwestern edge of Ballona Creek. ...” Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-4 shows
the distribution of known populations of woolly seablite on the Project Site. This
species is located in salt marsh, high marsh, salt pan, low transition, uplands, grass
and dune areas, and historically occurred in the Ballona Reserve. Woolly seablite
could be restored in these areas, primarily the salt marsh, high marsh, salt pan and
low transition areas in Area A and Area B that are shown in Figure 2-1, ideally in
areas where they currently exist (see Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-4). The final location
of these areas would be determined after a restoration alternative receives all
necessary permits and other authorizations and before onsite restoration work begins.
CDFW believes that the proposed biological monitoring (BIO-1b-ii), replanting with
a ratio greater than 1:1 in appropriate locations (BIO-1b-i), and future monitoring as
part of the Habitat Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (BIO-3) would
adequately mitigate for direct impacts to this species as described in the Draft
EIS/EIR.

015-101 Regarding wandering skipper, see Response AS5-33 and Response 015-69; regarding

restoration “target species,” see Response 015-56. Regarding tiger beetles, see
Response AS5-33 and Responses AS35 through AS37.
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Regarding southern dune scrub, see Response AS5-43. The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates
the loss of southern dune scrub habitat and analyzes impacts to dune-associate
invertebrate species. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-BIO-
1f. CDFW acknowledges that the commenter would reach a different post-mitigation
significance conclusion. This difference of professional opinion is acknowledged and
is now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s
decision-making process; however, it does not support a conclusion that the EIR is
inadequate or inaccurate.

Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-4 shows that silvery legless lizard was confirmed present on
the Project Site. Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 discusses the distribution of silvery
legless lizard and states, “Silvery legless lizards regularly have been observed in the
restored, stabilized dune habitat in West Area B (Johnston et al. 2011) and was
documented in the stabilized dune habitat of Southeast Area B in 2010 (Johnston et
al. 2011). It has not been observed in the stabilized dune habitat of Area C despite
repeated surveys, and it is presumed absent in this area.” Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-10
shows the distribution of potentially suitable habitat for this species within the
Ballona Reserve. The information presented on silvery legless lizard is based on
several years of surveys within the Ballona Reserve as described in Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix D8, including use of cover board array, pitfall trap and driftnet arrays, as
well as comprehensive area search methods. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D8 describes
that, “[a]dditionally, site-wide searches involving board and cover flipping, and
targeted surveys for the California legless lizard, were conducted (Johnston et al.
2011). Figure D8-3 depicts sample locations for this study.”

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 concludes in the context of Impact 1-B10-1g that
impacts to silvery legless lizards would be less than significant with the
implementation of mitigation, and that following the Phase 2 restoration effort, the
proposed project would result in a beneficial effect related to improved habitat
quality. Mitigation includes measure BI1O-1g-i, which requires, prior to restoration in
areas with suitable habitat for special status lizards, a qualified biologist shall conduct
focused lizard surveys. Any legless lizards or horned lizards captured shall be re-
located to restored or preserved dune habitats. Relocation efforts would include
assessments to determine areas within the Ballona Reserve that are most appropriate
for this species. If legless lizard or coast horned lizard are relocated, then focused
surveys shall occur yearly for a period of 5 years following restoration to monitor
legless lizard and or coast horned lizard populations, as applicable, within the dune
habitats. See also Response 015-20.

This comments suggests a different metric and survey method than what was used for
the Draft EIS/EIR. Still, the information provided in this comment on species survey
methods from the Moss Landing effort is acknowledged and is now part of the record
of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.
Relocation efforts would include assessments to determine areas within the Ballona
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Reserve that are most appropriate to receive species, in this case silvery legless lizard.
Mitigation measure B10-1g-i is modified to clarify application of this requirement.

See Response 015-20 for a general discussion of where impacts to San Bernardino
ring-necked snake are analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. Contrary to this comment, the
Draft EIS/EIR provides information on density, distribution, potential post-restoration
areas and habitat requirements. See Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-11, which identifies the
distribution of potentially suitable habitat for San Bernardino ring-necked snake on
the Project Site. The information provided about this species is based on several years
of surveys within the Ballona Reserve as described in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D8,
including use of cover board array, pitfall trap and driftnet arrays, as well as
comprehensive area search methods. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D5 Table D5-5 shows
several years of data for the San Bernardino ring-necked snake for the Ballona
Reserve, with one observation in central Area B in 2011. Draft EIS/EIR

Appendix D12 also states that San Bernardino ring-necked snake was “Confirmed
present. Observed in central Area B during year 2 Baseline Assessment Program
(Johnston et al.2012).” See Response AS5-32 for more information.

As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B8 Section 3.2 under the heading “Estuarine
Wetlands,” [t]he animals of the higher elevations of the transition zone are primarily
terrestrial species. These include various snakes, lizards, small mammals and birds.”
It is expected that the marsh and marsh high elevation, non-tidal wetlands, upland
areas would also provide suitable habitat for San Bernardino ring-necked snake as
well post-restoration. Appendix B, Habitat Descriptions for Restoration Alternatives,
of the 2008 Ballona Wetlands Feasibility Report discusses characteristic snake
species for the “High Marsh Transition Zone (including Euryhaline and Hyperhaline
Habitats)” and “Grasslands (= DFG Non-native Herbaceous Vegetation)” post-
restoration habitats, which would include San Bernardino ring-necked snake.

Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-1 provides a map of post-restoration habitats after
Alternative 1 Phase 2. As described above and in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B8, areas
restored to high marsh transition, upland, and grasslands would include various
reptile target species including habitat for San Bernardino ring-necked snake. The
habitat requirements for San Bernardino ring-necked snake are described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2, which provides “[e]levation range for the species as a whole
is from sea level to about 7,000 feet (2,100 m). Prefers moist, open, rocky areas
within valley-foothill, mixed chaparral, and annual grassland habitats where it preys
on salamanders, frogs, lizards, snakes, and earthworms.” Draft EIS/EIR

Section 3.4.2.2 also explains (under the heading “Nonlisted Special-Status Reptiles
and Amphibians”) that the “San Bernardino ring-necked snake occurs in open, rocky
areas often associated with moist microhabitats near intermittent streams. It avoids
moving through open or barren areas by restricting movements to areas of surface
litter or herbaceous vegetation (CDFW 2014).”
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015-105

While the levees would be designed in accordance with U. S. Army Corps design
requirements (see Comment and Response O15-61), it is expected that some portions
would provide foraging, prey base and other functions for San Bernardino ring-
necked snake. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1 in the context of

Impact 1-B10-1h, “With the Project, portions of the Ballona Reserve that do not
currently support ring-necked snakes would be enhanced and would provide long-
term habitat benefits to this species. During Phase 2, 8.1 acres of suitable habitat
would be created through construction of the West Area B levee. The result would be
a reduction in the area of potentially suitable habitat by 47.9 acres between both
phases. Concurrently, approximately 200 acres of ‘invasive monoculture’ habitat
would be enhanced and made available to ring-necked snakes. During each phase,
direct mortality or injury to this species could occur during grading and other ground-
disturbing activities. Following the application of Project Design Features BIO-1
(WEAP) and BIO-2 (Limit of Disturbance), which would reduce impacts to
individual snakes, remaining potentially significant impacts related to the incidental
harm to individual snakes would be reduced to less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring).” CDFW
believes that the restoration of 200 acres of invasive monoculture to suitable habitat
for the loss of 56 acres within the Ballona Reserve, as well as the levee areas, would
adequately offset impacts from habitat loss to this species.

See General Response 5, Biological Resources, regarding Belding’s savannah
sparrow (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.4). Regarding restoration “target species,” see
Response 015-56. See also Draft EIS/EIR section 1.2.2 differentiating the proposed
restoration from development projects.

See Response 015-20 regarding California gnatcatcher.

The Draft EIS/EIR addresses wildlife connectivity and movement in Section 3.4.
Section 3.4.2.2 under the heading “Wildlife Movement Corridors” states, “The
Ballona Reserve is regionally important as a stopover site for both resident and
migratory birds. Numerous resident species such as coastal California gnatcatcher and
Cooper’s hawk have been observed foraging onsite, while a number of birds
including burrowing owl and western snowy plover have been observed
overwintering. The state of California, including the Ballona Reserve, is located
within the Pacific Flyway, a major north-south flyway for migratory birds in
America, extending from Alaska to Patagonia. Each year at least a billion birds
migrate along the Pacific Flyway (Audubon 2016). During early spring months,
flocks of migratory birds such as elegant terns, Caspian terns, and black-bellied
plovers are regularly observed roosting on the salt pan habitats in Area B. During the
late summer, several species of sandpiper and plover that arrive in southern California
from breeding grounds in Canada and Alaska occasionally make use of Area B tidal
channels and salt pan subject to tidal inundation.”
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The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes impacts to wildlife connectivity in Section 3.4.6 in the
context of Impact 1-BIO-4, which acknowledges, “the Project Site facilitates
movement of resident and migratory birds within the Pacific Flyway.” Further,
“Following restoration, no direct or indirect impacts to wildlife corridors or wildlife
movement would be expected. Alternative 1 would improve the value of the Ballona
Reserve as a stopover site for migratory birds by improving both wetland and upland
habitat quality and improving the resiliency of roosting habitat to sea-level rise. This
would result in a beneficial effect on wildlife movement and migratory corridors.”

Regarding future upland plantings, the proposed concept for restoration of Area C is
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.1 and in Appendix A of Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B3, which identifies a potential plant palette for wetland and upland
restoration areas. Appendix B3 further discusses upland habitats and provides,
“[e]xisting disturbed uplands would be preserved and their biota enhanced through
the removal of exotic plant species and planting of native coastal sage scrub and
native grassland species. Coastal sage scrub habitat (CSS) would be enhanced
through planting of species such as coastal sagebrush (Artemisia californica),
California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), deerweed (Lotus scoparius), sage
species (Salvia spp.) and lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia). Planting of these
vascular plant species would, in turn, provide nesting and foraging habitat for a
number of migratory and non-migratory terrestrial passerine bird species, including
the federally listed threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
californica), towhees (Pipilo spp.), wrens (Troglodytes spp.), and finches (Carduelis
spp.).” See also Response O15-59.

Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B8 provides a list of habitat categories and types for each
targeted restored habitat, including “upland habitats (Habitat Category V)” with
descriptions of dominant and associated plants, characteristic animals, ecosystem
functions, recovery opportunities and other elements. The description for “Coastal
Scrub (including Coastal Bluff Scrub)” provides that, “[a] variety of terrestrial
animals, including amphibians, reptiles, mammals and birds are supported by coastal
scrub habitat. For instance, Coastal Sage Scrub is the preferred breeding habitat of the
coastal California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)” and under
“Recovery opportunities” identifies the California gnatcatcher.

Contrary to this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR does address California horned lark. See
Response O15-21. See also Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D12, which addresses California
horned lark and notes that this “small bird breeds in bare and short-grass areas in
open grassland, desert washes, wetland edges, above tree line in mountains, along dirt
roads and other disturbed areas, and even in recently burned areas. It is well-adapted
to certain types of human disturbance, such as agriculture and cattle grazing, though it
cannot tolerate intensive activity at the nest site, which is located directly on the
ground” and concludes under “Likelihood of Occurrence” that it is “[l]ess than
reasonable as breeder” and [l]ess than reasonable as a forager as this species is
considered extirpated as a perennial resident and now a casual falls transient.” Draft
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EIS/EIR Section 3.4.5 describes that, “potential adverse impacts and beneficial
effects on species and natural communities were evaluated according to the likelihood
of occurrence while taking into account the biology and/or life history of each
resource potentially impacted by the Project alternatives. Several considerations were
made in determining the potential for each considered special-status species to occur
on the Project Site, and the distribution of potential habitat on the site. In cases where
the species is known or expected to occur on-site, the analysis undertook a
conservative approach in identifying the extent of potential habitat on the site (i.e.,
evaluated the maximum possible impact area).” Because this species has a less than
reasonable likelihood of occurrence as a breeder and forager, it was not carried
forward for further analysis in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.

015-107 See Response 015-21. While the levees would be designed in accordance with the
Corps’ design requirements, it is expected that some portions would provide foraging,
prey base and other functions for burrowing owl. See Response O15-61 and Response
015-103 regarding levee burrows and vegetation.

Regarding post-restoration mapping of habitats, see Response 015-59 and

Response 015-60. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B3 Section 3.2 discusses upland habitats
and provides, “[n]ative grassland habitat would be created from disturbed upland
habitat through the removal of exotics and planting with a variety of native grasses
and annual forbs. Examples include purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), nodding
needlegrass (N. cernua), bluegrass (native Poa spp.) goldenstar (Bloomeria spp.),
brodiaea (Brodiaea spp.), clarkia (Clarkia spp.) and valley tassels (Castilleja
attenuata). Populations of these vascular plant species would enhance nesting and
foraging habitat for passerine birds such as western meadowlark (Sternella neglecta)
and grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), and also wading birds such as
killdeer (Charadrius vociferous) and owls, including burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia). Grasslands are important foraging grounds for raptors including red-
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus). Like coastal
sage scrub, this upland habitat would increase the diversity of flowering plants which,
in turn, would support a variety of insects.” See also Response AS5-26. Regarding
analysis of impacts from proposed rodenticide use, see Response 015-93.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 under the heading “Special-Status Birds” in the context
of Impact 1-BIO-11 analyzes potential impacts to burrowing owl from recreational
use of the Ballona Reserve and discloses that “[b]Jurrowing owls could be indirectly
impacted by restoration activities due to noise, vibration, lighting, and increased
human activity, and habitat quality could be reduced by the spread of invasive plants.
Following the application of Project Design Feature BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan), remaining potential significant indirect impacts could be reduced to
a less than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-
iii (Noxious Weed Control Plan) and BIO-1l-i: (Burrowing Owl Surveys).”
Burrowing owl will be included in the biological monitoring program that is part of
the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (BI1O-3).
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015-108

015-109

Regarding the Draft EIS/EIR’s analysis of potential impacts to raptors, including
nesting raptors, see Responses 015-21, 015-82, and O15-809.

Raptor foraging abilities at the Project Site will be largely retained through the
phasing of the Project over time such that large areas of grassland habitat will be
available to white-tailed kite, red-shouldered hawk, red-tailed hawk and other raptor
species during and following restoration-related construction activities. The
replacement of several hundred acres of invasive monoculture stands with annual and
perennial grasslands will provide an important improvement to foraging habitat for
many raptor species. The availability and quality of habitat on the site will change
dramatically with the Project, and while the site may experience an overall lift in
raptor foraging habitat quality when restored; the restoration effort may not benefit all
raptors equally. The Wolf et al. (2017) article cited by the commenter is interesting,
and found that an annual grassland and restored perennial grassland examined by the
researcher had a slightly different capacity to support wildlife and raptors.113 In
comparing treatments, it found more wildlife, including raptors, on unrestored sites.
The commenter’s suggestion that it is necessary to evaluate pre-project mouse and
vole densities, and modify the Project to provide more high marsh and transitional
areas to increase future mouse and vole densities is interesting and unique, but such a
study is not warranted to estimate future raptor use of the site, and is beyond the scale
of what is required under CEQA. Under CEQA, projects are not required to balance
current and future raptor foraging capacity. Following project implementation, the
site will continue support small mammals such as mice and voles, which are an
important foraging species for many raptors including white-tailed kite, and is
expected to support many of the same raptor species that presently use the site.

See Response 015-61. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes impacts to special-status upland
birds in Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-BI1O-1n and concludes that during
restoration, “[p]otential foraging habitat would be temporarily impacted; however,
ground-disturbing activities would proceed in stages, leaving a majority (74 percent)
of upland areas available for foraging throughout the restoration process.” Post-
restoration, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the Project “would result in the on-site
enhancement of temporarily impacted habitat, and no direct impacts to special-status
upland birds or associated habitat would be anticipated. There would be no net loss of
nesting or foraging habitat following restoration. Although a portion of suitable
upland foraging habitat would be converted to tidal marsh, the marsh also would
provide suitable foraging habitat for these species, and thus no net loss of foraging
habitat is expected. Enhancement of existing non-native habitats within the site also is
likely to expand foraging and potentially nesting habitat for these species resulting in
a potential net beneficial effect.”

Regarding maps and information on post-restoration vegetation, see
Responses 015-27, 015-59, and O15-60. This comment provides no evidence that

113 wolf, K.M., M.A. Whalen, R.P. Bourbour, and R.A. Baldwin. 2017. Rodent, snake and raptor use of restored native
perennial grasslands is lower than use of unrestored exotic annual grasslands. Journal of Applied Ecology 0:1-12.
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implementation of the proposed restoration at the Ballona Reserve would result in
extirpation of certain grassland species or reduce ranges in Los Angeles County. In
contrast, the Project is expected to result in no net loss of nesting or foraging habitat
following restoration as described in Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-B1O-1n.
See also Draft EIS/EIR Table ES-2, which presents the habitat acreages created and
enhanced for each alternative compared to existing conditions.

In addition, comparison of Table 3 provided in this comment and Draft EIS/EIR
Table 2-3 shows that habitats, for all the upland bird species (except for “beach” and
western snowy plover) would be provided at the Ballona Reserve post-restoration.
The Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan that is a feature of the Project would
annually monitor, track and report on vegetation for 10 years post-restoration as
described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.6. As part of the Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan (BIO-3), special-status upland birds would be included in surveys
and tracked overtime to evaluate biodiversity and refine adaptive management
strategies to ensure there is sufficient area with suitable habitat to actually support
these species.

CDFW believes that the retaining and restoring 195 acres of the 271 total “upland”
acres of existing upland habitat within the Ballona Reserve would retain substantial
areas for use by special-status upland bird species, adequately offset impacts to
foraging from 76 acres of habitat loss, and would not result in a reduction in grassland
species range or extirpation of species. CDFW acknowledges that the commenter may
reach different conclusions based on the evidence presented, but this difference of
opinion does not indicate that the EIR is inadequate or inaccurate. Nonetheless, this
comment is acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that will be
considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 discloses that “[t]he loggerhead shrike no longer breeds
in the Project Site, but is an uncommon summer, fall, and winter migrant (June to
March). Shrikes last successfully nested at the Ballona Reserve in the mid-1990s.
Aggression or courtship displays were observed at the eastern end of the Playa Vista
property on June 14, 1998, and another was observed in April 2000, but no evidence
of breeding was documented (Cooper 2006).” The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes impacts to
loggerhead shrike in Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-B1O-1n. Loggerhead
shrike also is included in the restoration plan. Appendix B, Habitat Descriptions for
Restoration Alternatives, Section 111, Habitat Descriptions, in Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B8 provides a list of habitat categories and types for each targeted restored
habitat with descriptions of dominant and associated plants, characteristic animals,
ecosystem functions, recovery opportunities and other elements. The description for
“Coastal Scrub (including Coastal Bluff Scrub)” identifies loggerhead shrike as a
characteristic animal and recovery opportunity species. Loggerhead shrike would be
included in the biological monitoring program that is part of the Habitat Restoration
and Monitoring Plan (BIO-3).
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015-110 The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes impacts to special-status shorebirds in Section 3.4.6 in
the context of Impact 1-BIO-10 and concludes that “[n]o direct impacts to special-
status shorebirds or associated habitat would be anticipated during post-restoration.
Following full implementation, Alternative 1 would increase the amount and quality
of shorebird habitat by restoring tidal influence and by creating contiguous salt pan
habitat by removing roads within the existing, large salt pan in West Area B (see
Table 3.4-11). There still would be a net increase of over 13 acres in the total area of
suitable habitat after completion of Phase 2 as compared to existing conditions, which
would be a beneficial effect (see Table 3.4-11). Further, the application of Project
Design Feature BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan) would require
habitat mitigation and monitoring to create and restore sensitive habitats that support
special-status shorebirds. In addition, upon completion of restoration activities, the
existing salt pan habitat would be more resistant to inundation under sea-level rise
scenarios.” Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-11 shows that a net increase of 13.5 acres of
shorebird habitat would occur post-restoration.

In addition, comparison of Table 4 provided in this comment and Draft EIS/EIR
Table 2-3 shows that habitats for all the listed shorebird species (except for “beach”)
would be provided at the Ballona Reserve post-restoration. The Habitat Management
and Monitoring Plan (BIO-3) that is a feature of the project would annually monitor,
track and report on vegetation for 10 years post-restoration as described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.6. As part of the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan
(BIO-3) for the proposed restoration, special-status shorebirds would be included in
surveys and tracked overtime to evaluate biodiversity and refine adaptive
management strategies to ensure there is sufficient area with suitable habitat to
actually support these species.

CDFW acknowledges that the commenter may desire the inclusion of additional
information about shorebird species and that it always is possible to add more, this
comment provides no basis to conclude that the EIR is inadequate or inaccurate, or
that the inclusion of additional information would improve agency decision-making.
Nonetheless, this comment is acknowledged and is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.

015-111 The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes impacts to special-status marsh birds in Section 3.4.6 in
the context of Impact 1-BIO-1p. It concludes that “[n]o direct impacts to special-
status marsh birds or associated habitat would be anticipated during post-restoration.
Following full implementation, Alternative 1 would increase the amount and quality
of marsh habitats by restoring tidal influence, which would be a beneficial effect.
There would be a net increase of 38.6 acres in the total area of marsh habitats after
completion of Phase 2 as compared to existing conditions (see Table 3.4-12). Further,
the application of Project Design Feature BIO-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring
Plan) would require habitat mitigation and monitoring to create and restore sensitive
habitats that support special-status marsh birds.” Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-12 shows
that a net increase of 38.6 acres of marsh bird habitat would occur post-restoration. In
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addition, Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-3 shows that there are approximately 6.4 acres of
existing coastal brackish marsh at the Ballona Reserve, and, post-restoration, there
would be 11.7 total acres.

CDFW believes the proposed combination of habitats estimated in Draft EIS/EIR
Table 2-3, including coastal brackish marsh, mid-marsh, low-marsh, open water and
tidal habitats, would provide the most benefit to the widest range of special-status
marsh birds while still providing a substantial increase and net benefit to species that
prefer coastal brackish marsh habitat. CDFW acknowledges that the commenter may
reach a different conclusion based on the evidence provided; however, this difference
of opinion does not indicate that the EIR is inadequate or inaccurate. This comment
and the commenter’s perspective are included part of the record of information that
will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

A comparison of Table 5 provided in this comment and Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-3
shows that habitats for all the listed marsh bird species would be provided at the
Ballona Reserve post-restoration. The Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan
(B10-3) that is a feature of the project would annually monitor, track and report on
vegetation for 10 years post-restoration as described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.6.
As part of the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (B10-3), special-status marsh
birds would be included in surveys and tracked overtime to evaluate biodiversity and
refine adaptive management strategies to ensure there is sufficient area with suitable
habitat to actually support these species.

Contrary to this comment, the proposed design for the Project does consider
freshwater sources. Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.1 under the heading “South and
Southeast Area B” states the range of habitats that could be managed for include
“[b]rackish marsh, primarily in Southeast Area B, supported by freshwater discharge
from the Freshwater Marsh.” Further, “[i]n the eastern-most portion of Southeast
Area B, brackish marsh would be established by increasing and managing the portion
of the Freshwater Marsh outflow that flows into Southeast Area B via new/modified
water-control structures. A new berm and water control structure (i.e., weirs) between
brackish marsh and managed tidal wetland to the west would allow for management
of freshwater retention within the brackish marsh and saline tidal flows to the
brackish marsh. These features would provide the ability to manage brackish marsh
conditions including inflow, retention, and outflow of freshwater and saline tidal
flows.” In addition, under the heading “South and Southeast Area B,” this section of
the Draft EIS/EIR also describes that “[t]he restoration of South and Southeast

Area B would include construction of the three new water control structures described
in the following section and modifications to the existing Freshwater Marsh water-
control structures to provide water sources directly from Ballona Creek and from the
Playa Vista Development Freshwater Marsh to create brackish marsh habitat” and
goes on to provide specific detail for the Freshwater Marsh (Structures 5, 6, and 8 in
Figure 2-4) and Brackish Marsh (Structure 7 in Figure 2-4).
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015-112 See Responses 015-21, 015-56, and O15-85 regarding potential impacts to special-
status mammals, including the south coast marsh vole and southern California salt
marsh shrew. CDFW acknowledges that the commenter may prefer a different
mitigation approach than the one proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR. However, this
difference of opinion does not indicate that the EIR is inadequate or inaccurate. This
comment and the commenter’s perspective are included part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 discusses special-status mammals, including the

13 special-status mammal species reported in the Project region. Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix D12 identifies each of these mammal species along with regulatory status
and species requirements, and evaluates the potential for the species to occur on the
Project Site. Of these, only the South coast marsh vole and Southern California salt
marsh shrew are known as resident species in the Ballona Reserve. The Pacific pocket
mouse and Townsend’s big-eared bat are reported near, but not on, the Project Site.

Regarding the south coast marsh vole, Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2 states, “The
species was captured during small mammal surveys in marsh habitats containing
saltgrass. It was recorded in Area A and Area B in 1981, 1991, 1996, and 2001.
Subsequently, it was captured only in Area B in 2010 and visually observed in salt
marsh habitat in Area B in 2011, despite survey efforts in Areas A and C; therefore,
this species is considered present within the Project Site and assumed to occupy

Area B (Johnston et al. 2011, 2012).” Regarding southern California salt marsh
shrew, Draft EIS/EIS Section 3.4.2.2 describes that “[t]he species was last captured
within the Project Site in Area B in 1991. Although recent trapping efforts in the
Ballona Reserve have not yielded additional captures, suitable habitat remains present
and as targeted surveys for this species were not conducted, it remains likely to be
present on site (Johnston et al. 2011, 2012).” Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.4-16 shows the
distribution of potentially suitable habitat for Southern California salt marsh shrew on
the Project Site.

The information in the Draft EIS/EIR on special-status small mammals, including
California salt marsh shrew and south coast marsh vole, is based on several years of
surveys within Ballona Reserve as further described in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D10
and Appendix D12. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D5 Table D5-7, Mammal Species
Documented as Occurring in the Study Area, also summarizes the multiple years that
small mammal species were observed within the Ballona Reserve.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6 in the context of Impact 1-BIO-1q analyzes impacts to
special-status mammals and concludes that following the Phase 2 restoration effort,
the Project would expand the total area of suitable habitat for these species in the
Ballona Reserve and direct and indirect impacts to these species would be less than
significant with Project Design Feature BIO-1 (WEAP) and Mitigation

Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring), BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control
Plan), BIO-2 (Limit of Disturbance) and B10O-3 (Habitat Restoration and Monitoring
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Plan). Following full implementation, Alternative 1 would increase the amount and
quality of habitats for salt marsh shrew and south coast marsh vole by restoring tidal
influence, which would be a beneficial effect. There would be a substantial net
increase of 73.3 acres of suitable habitat, as compared to existing conditions (see
Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.4-13, Summary of Changes in the Extent of Southern
California Salt Marsh Shrew and South Coast Marsh VVole Habitat as a Result of
Alternative 1). Further, the application of Project Design Features BI1O-3 (Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan) would require habitat monitoring and adaptive
management to ensure the creation and restoration of sensitive habitats that support
Southern California salt marsh shrew or South Coast marsh vole.” The information
provided in Friesen et al. 1981 as identified in this comment is acknowledged and is
now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of the biological
monitoring program for these species that is included as part of the Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan (B10-3).

For general information on post-restoration habitat mapping and acreages, see
Response 015-50 and Response 015-60. Regarding restoration “target species,” see
Response 015-56.

Regarding the association of food sources for the south coast marsh voles, see Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2, which describes that the south coast marsh vole that “was
captured during small mammal surveys in marsh habitats containing saltgrass.” In
addition, Alternative 1 accounts for south coast marsh vole, salt marsh shrew and for
saltgrass habitat in the proposed restoration program. Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B8
Appendix B Section 111, Habitat Descriptions, lists habitat categories and types for
each targeted restored habitat with descriptions of dominant and associated plants,
characteristic animals, ecosystem functions, recovery opportunities and other
elements. The description for “Transitional Emergent Wetlands (delta distributaries
and margins of estuaries)” identifies saltgrass as a “dominant/characteristic plant,”
small mammals including voles as “characteristic animals,” and salt marsh shrew as a
“recovery opportunity” species. The description for “Grassland” provides consistent
information.

In terms of the appropriateness of including relocation efforts in the Project to
minimize direct impacts to terrestrial species, CDFW believes the use of relocation as
a last resort to avoid and minimize direct impacts to species is prudent, feasible and
appropriate. See, e.g., Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-ii in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6,
which prioritizes avoidance to the extent practicable. Any relocation efforts would
include assessments to determine areas within the Ballona Reserve that would be
most appropriate to receive species, in this case salt marsh shrew or south coast marsh
vole. See Response 015-102 regarding silvery legless lizard.

While it may be true that certain small and elusive species (e.g., salt marsh shrew)
may not able to be located before construction, that is not valid reason to avoid
making a good faith attempt to detect species prior to implementing restoration
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015-113

activities by providing a biological monitor to relocate species. In addition, as
described above BIO-1b-ii requires biological monitoring for the duration of the
Project to avoid disturbance of habitat and special-status species within and adjacent
to work areas, which would help to relocate species that may initially go undetected
during pre-construction monitoring.

Contrary to the suggestion in this comment, the potential impacts of Project lighting
to species is analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4. See, e.g., Section 3.4.6, which
expressly includes lighting in the examples accompanying the definition of indirect
impacts (“Indirect impacts could occur both during and following restoration. For
example, restoration could result in ... lighting. ... Each of these impacts could
indirectly impact biological resources by disrupting or interfering with wildlife
behavior and natural ecosystem processes. ... Post-restoration indirect impacts also
could occur as a result of operations activities and increased human activity, which
could result in ... lighting. ...”). The analysis of potential impacts to least Bell’s vireo
(Impact 1-B10O-1k), for example, states: “Additionally, ground vibration and lighting
from parking structures or ball fields, and increased human activity from trail use can
affect the quality of the habitat for nesting and foraging.” See also the analysis of
potential indirect impacts to San Bernardino ring-necked snakes (Impact 1-BIO-1h),
special-status birds (Impact 1-BIO-1i), burrowing owl (Impact 1-BIO-11), nesting
raptors (Impact 1-B1O-1m), special-status upland birds (Impact 1-BIO-1n), special-
status shorebirds (Impact 1-BIO-10), special-status marsh birds (Impact 1-B10-1p),
and Southern California salt marsh shrew and South Coast marsh vole (Impact 1-
B10-1q).

As stated repeatedly in the Draft EIS/EIR, the Ballona Reserve would only be open to
the public from sunrise to sunset (14 CCR 550[c][2][C]). Exterior lighting at the
proposed three story parking structure and the West Culver Parking Lot would
provide only enough illumination for security purposes and would be focused away
from adjacent, sensitive habitats and residences (see Mitigation Measure AE-4b). Any
bridge lighting would be similar to the lighting provided along the existing vehicular
bridges. Trail lighting is not present within the Ballona Reserve and is not proposed
for installation. Further, because gates to parking lots would be locked at nighttime, it
is not expected that vehicle use of the parking lots be a significant source of nighttime
illumination within the Ballona Reserve.

As drafted (with emphasis added), Mitigation Measure AE-4b would require the
development and implementation of a lighting plan that requires all exterior lighting
to be “directed downward and focused away from ... habitats to encourage way-
finding and provide security and safety for individuals walking to and from parking
areas.” Balancing species needs and public safety considerations, CDFW finds that
the mitigation measure as drafted addresses the commenter’s concern about the
potential for night lighting to shine onto habitat, and so declines to revise the Draft
EIS/EIR in response to this comment.
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015-114 See Response 015-21 regarding the potential impacts of noise generally. Contrary to
this comment, the Draft EIS/EIR does address potential impacts of noise to wildlife.
See, e.g., Section 3.4.2.2, Environmental Setting, in Section 3.4, Biological
Resources, which expressly identifies “tolerably low levels of disturbance and
mortality risk (e.g., limited night lighting and noise, low vehicular traffic levels)” as
common requirements for wildlife movement corridors. See also Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.4.6, which expressly defines “indirect impact” to include noise whether
during or following restoration activities. Further, “many birds are sensitive to
indirect impacts related to equipment vehicle movement and increased noise that are
often associated with project implementation. CDFW has not adopted formal
guidance for determining potential indirect impacts to birds, but generally considers a
distance of 250 feet for passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors as the area in which
activities could affect nesting birds.” The use of professional sound engineers and
production software, as the commenter recommends, to identify potential noise
impacts to wildlife would be highly atypical for a NEPA/CEQA wildlife impact
analysis on a project of the type and scale of this project. As the trustee agency for
fish and wildlife resources and as the manager of the Ballona Reserve, CDFW instead
relies on the use of varying-sized buffers around active nests to avoid and minimize
noise impacts to nesting birds.

The noise analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR addresses impacts to wildlife in several
locations, most notably for Belding’s Savannah sparrow (Impact 1-BIO-1i: Unless
mitigated, “breeding success could be indirectly impacted by restoration activities due
to noise, vibration, lighting, and increased human activity”), California gnatcatcher
(Impact 1-BIO-1j: Unless mitigated, nesting success “could be impacted indirectly
though noise or visual disturbance”), Least Bell’s vireo (Impact 1-BIO-1k: Unless
mitigated, noise could impact nesting success, pair formation, territory defense, and
communication regarding food and danger responses), burrowing owl (Impact 1-BIO-
11: Noise could impact burrowing owl, including breeding or wintering burrowing
owls), nesting raptors (Impact 1-BIO-1m: Noise could impact nesting success),
special-status upland birds (Impact 1-BIO-1n: Noise could impact breeding success),
special-status marsh birds (Impact 1-BIO-1p: Noise could impact breeding success),
and migratory wildlife movement (Impact 1-B10-4: Noise could impact the
movement of fish and marine mammals). The mitigation approach for each of these
species is clearly identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i. Generally, if work that
causes noise or vibration is performed during the period when sensitive receptors
(i.e., nesting birds) are present, a focused survey is required to identify potential
species’ presence. If birds are present, CDFW-mandated no-work buffers of 250- to
500 feet will be established around sensitive areas to avoid impacts.

CDFW acknowledges the commenter’s opinion that noise analysis does not employ
“generally accepted” techniques for an analysis of noise impacts on wildlife and other
sensitive receptors; however, contrary to the suggestion in this comment, the
cumulative analysis does account for the many noise-generating aspects of the
restoration, and does use generally accepted techniques. That different methodologies
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could have been used does not indicate that the ones employed in the Draft EIS/EIR
are either inadequate or inaccurate.

No potential cumulative impacts to nesting birds or other wildlife were identified
related to construction or operational noise. Nesting birds are the only identified
sensitive receptor for noise on the Project Site. None of the 46 future projects listed in
Table 3.1-1 would contribute significant noise on the Project Site, and if avian nesting
habitat were present on these other sites they would be subject to preconstruction
avian surveys and nest buffers of 250 feet to 500 feet, similar to those identified for
the Project. As such, no cumulative impacts to nesting birds or other wildlife would
occur from the Project.

Regarding cumulative impacts to human receptors, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.7,
which considers the potential for the incremental noise impacts of other projects
located within 0.25 miles of the Project Site to combine with the incremental noise
impact of the proposed project to cause or contribute to a significant cumulative
impact. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.5, noise levels were estimated
using the FHWA'’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) and construction
equipment information provided by PSOMAS, the Project Engineer, and provided in
Appendix B4. Potential noise levels were identified for the nearest sensitive receptors
located off-site based on their respective distances from the Project Site. Over the
course of the Project’s implementation period, there would be numerous activities
performed in different portions of the Project Site by various construction equipment
mixes. Noise at any specific off-site receptor would be dominated by the closest and
loudest equipment. For the purposes of this analysis, the construction equipment
mixes for different activities operating closest to each identified off-site receptor were
assessed to obtain a range of noise levels that would be experienced by the receptors.
To present a conservative impact analysis, the estimated noise levels for each
construction equipment mix were calculated for a scenario in which five
representative pieces of construction equipment from each mix were assumed to be
operating simultaneously and located at the same work area nearest to the affected
receptors. These assumptions are considered conservative because construction
activities and equipment typically would be spread throughout the active work area
within the Project Site and could be located further away from the affected receptors.”

As described in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.10.5.2, Off-site Roadway Noise Levels,
“[p]roject-related off-site haul truck noise impacts were analyzed using the FHWA-
RD-77-108 model acoustic algorithms, which calculate the average noise level at
specific locations based on traffic volumes, vehicle type mix, average speeds, and site
environmental conditions. For this analysis, the maximum daily haul truck trips that
could occur during the proposed restoration are assessed. Restoration-related off-site
truck volumes were obtained from the Project’s traffic report (Raju Associates 2015;
Appendix H). Noise impacts were determined by comparing the predicted traffic
noise levels with that of the existing (baseline) ambient traffic noise levels along the
Project’s haul route. With respect to post-restoration activities, roadway noise levels
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were calculated for selected study roadway segments near the Project Site based on
information provided in the traffic report for the Project (Appendix H). The roadway
segments selected for analysis are expected to be most directly impacted by Project-
related traffic because they are nearest to the Project Site and are also adjacent to
noise sensitive receptors. The noise levels were calculated using the FHWARD-77-
108 model acoustic algorithms and post-restoration-related traffic volumes obtained
from the Project’s traffic report.”
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Comment Letter O16

February 5, 2018

Richard Broady

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, c/o ESA (jas)
550 Kearney Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108
BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Daniel Swenson, Regulatory Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
915 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 930

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the
Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project, Expressing Support for Alternative 1 (with modifications)

Dear Mr. Brody and Mr. Swenson,

Los Angeles Waterkeeper (LAW) submits the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project (“Draft EIR/EIS” or
“Restoration Project”). We commend the thoroughness of your environmental review process,
including your robust alternatives analysis, and appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the
Draft EIR/EIS. We have also submitted a joint comment letter with the Wetlands Restoration Principles
Coalition Steering Committee, which includes Heal the Bay, Friends of Ballona Wetlands, South Bay
Surfrider Foundation and The Trust for Public Land. We are submitting these additional comments to
add greater nuance to our perspective.

LAW is an environmental organization with over 3,000 members, dedicated to safeguarding Los Angeles
County’s inland and coastal waters by enforcing laws and empowering communities. We find that the
restoration and reopening of the Ballona Wetlands is of critical importance. It is unacceptable that there
has been an almost complete lack of public access to the wetlands since the state of California
purchased them in 2003, particularly because the California Constitution guarantees access to waters of
California.! Our L.A. community members from near and far should not have to experience the wetlands
by peering through a chain-link fence. At the same time, we strongly believe that all people deserve
access to wetlands that are restored to the most robust standards, and there is a need to take
restoration action now. With all of this in mind, we support the implementation of Alternative 1
(phases 1 and 2) with modifications.

We support Alternative 1, as it represents the best step forward toward addressing the restoration
needs of the Ballona Wetlands. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) writes “that all wetland
habitats within the 626 Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve are impaired.”? Meanwhile, the Ballona

Wetlands are some of the last remaining wetlands in California, and they are currently on the Clean

Lhttps://law.justia.com/constitution/california/article_10.html
2 https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreekWetlandsTMDL-final.pdf
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Water Act Section 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies for “habitat alteration, hydromodification, 016-2
reduced tidal flushing, and exotic vegetation.”? 1 cont.

The designated beneficial uses for the Ballona Wetlands from the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los T
Angeles Region (The Basin Plan) include:*

Estuarine Habitat

Migration of Aquatic Organisms
Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species 016-3
Water Contact Recreation

Non-Contact Water Recreation

Spawning, Reproduction and/or Early Development
Wetland Habitat

Wildlife Habitat

The Ballona Wetlands are not currently meeting their beneficial uses due to ongoing degradation. Two
of the primary reasons that the EPA has recognized for this degradation are the legacy of the heavy
sediment deposition on the wetlands, and the construction of concrete levees that disconnected the
creek from its historic floodplain, which have negatively impacted species diversity, habitat health and 0l6-4
water quality.® Out of the four alternatives presented, Alternative 1 takes the most extensive steps
toward reversing this legacy of environmental degradation, treating the wetlands and creek in the most
interconnected way with a strong emphasis on public access to healthier ecosystems.

In order to meet the designated beneficial uses of the wetlands, we need to remove the concrete
levees: Alternative 1 is the alternative that removes the greatest amount of concrete levees along
Ballona Creek in the project areas, thus restoring tidal flushing, improving water quality, creating fish
spawning habitat -- including for the federally-endangered steelhead trout (Page 3.4-37) -- and
reconnecting the creek to its historic floodplain. While Alternative 2 shares many of the benefits of
Alternative 1, it does not address the need to remove concrete along as much of the Ballona Creek 016-5
project site area and maintains West Area B’s tide gates, even though they are predicted to fail between
2030 and 2050 (Page ES-12). The failure of the tide gates will lead to their permanent closure.
Alternative 1 thus goes the farthest to address the need to reconnect the creek and its floodplain. It also
goes the farthest to prepare for sea level rise and additional climate change impacts through adaptive
management, introducing saltwater in planned phases, rather than waiting for its likely intrusion in later
years (Page 3.4-100).

Perhaps most notably, choosing Alternative 1 would mean setting a precedent for removing concrete |

levees along our urban waterways and reconnecting waterways and floodplains. i 016-6
In order to meet the designated beneficial uses of the wetlands, we need to remove excess and toxic
sediment with care: The Ballona Wetlands are on the state’s Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies

016-7

3 https://www3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreekWetlandsTMDL-final.pdf
4 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_info/agendas/2002 /february/0206-05.doc
5 https://www?3.epa.gov/region9/water/tmdl/ballona/BallonaCreekWetlandsTMDL-final.pdf
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due to excess sediment and sediment toxicity (Page 3.9-8), and Alternative 1 goes the farthest to
address these impairments. The sediment in the wetlands is largely the result of the legacy of the
construction of Marina del Rey and Ballona Creek’s concrete levees, which needs to be addressed. The
sediments often carry toxic substances, including pesticides, metals and Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons (PAHs). Addressing sediment would also mean confronting larger pollution concerns. As

indicated in the table (below), Alternative 1 would lead to the removal of the highest volume of 016-7
sediment. cont.
Amount of Sediment Removed by Alternatives 1-4
Alternative 1 2.4M to 2.43M cubic yards (Table 2-8)
Alternative 2 2.09M cubic yards (Table 2-24)
Alternative 3 1.42M cubic yards (Table 2-28)
Alternative 4 0

In order to satisfy the requirements of the California Constitution, we need to open access to the
wetlands (in ways that are in harmony with restoration goals): Alternative 1 proposes the most
extensive access opportunities to the wetlands. We strongly believe that visitors should have access to
the wetlands in whatever state of health they may be in, but we advocate for a restoration plan that
combines the most robust thinking about ecological health and public access, so that the two planning 016-8
processes can occur in harmony with one another. This is the case with Alternative 1, which proposes
the highest amount of access to the wetlands, including 29,000 linear feet of pedestrian-only trails and
19,000 linear feet of pedestrian and bicycle paths (Pages 2-106 and 2-100). There are two beneficial uses
of the Ballona Wetlands that relate to recreation (water contact recreation and non-contact water
recreation). Alternative 1 would give visitors access to cleaner water and a healthier ecosystem.

Alternative 1 also represents the best way forward for the NEPA Lead Agency and the CEQA Lead Agency T
(collectively, “Lead Agencies”) to uphold their duties under the National Environmental Policy Act 016-9
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

While we support Alternative 1, we propose the following modifications to ensure that we reach our
restoration and public access goals.

Hydrology and Water Quality: Modifications

LAW believes that Alternative 1 will lead to improvements in hydrology and water quality, although we
ask for additional information regarding the connection of the wetlands to watershed-level planning and
regulations.

Address more directly how watershed-level water quality improvement projects are compatible with
the restoration goals for water quality and sediment loads. 016-10

We ask that the final Draft EIR/EIS provide more information about how the project design will handle
upstream changes, including in terms of the extent of monitoring that will occur. While we recognize
that much of the Ballona Creek Watershed is beyond the scope of the restoration project, it is
reasonably foreseeable that the timing, scope and overall approach of projects and planning efforts
happening upstream to address environmental concerns, including the Ballona Creek Bacteria TMDL
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Project and Ballona Creek Enhanced Watershed Management Program, will affect water quality and
sediment loading downstream. As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS’s Table 3.9-2, there are at least ten
pollutants of concern flowing from upstream toward the wetlands from the watershed as a whole®. We
strongly recommend a cumulative impacts and sensitivity discussion to disclose the impacts, both
positive and negative, of upstream projects on the project site, especially given that the Draft EIR/EIS
points to how West Area B is currently acting as a sink for bacteria and contaminated sediments (Page
3.9-9). The Draft EIR/EIS often focuses on the upstream watershed impacts as though they are static. For
instance, it assesses the scouring impact of stormwater coming from upstream with the current amount
of heavy flow (Page 3.9-45). What would the impacts of projects be that would reduce or increase flow
rates from upstream? We appreciate the efforts to reconnect the creek and the wetlands, but we would
like more information.

016-10
TABLE 3.9-2 cont.
303(D) POLLUTANTS IN BALLONA CREEK UPSTREAM OF THE PROJECT SITE

Pollutant Source

Cadmium (sediment) Point Source, Nonpoint Source

Coliform bacteria Point Source, Nonpoint Source

Copper, Dissolved Nonpaint Source

Cyanide Source Unknown

Lead Source Unknown

Selenium Source Unknown

Toxicity Source Unknown

Trash Source Unknown

Viruses Point Source, Nonpoint Source

Zinc Source Unknown

SOURCE: SWRCE 2010

Address How the Project Relates to TMDL Compliance

We are particularly concerned about ensuring that TMDL compliance deadlines are met in connection
with this project. While we realize that the Lead Agencies are not responsible for TMDL compliance, we
ask that they share their proposed actions for playing a role in meeting TMDLs based on reasonably
foreseeable outcomes. Most notably, the Lead Agencies should work with the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board to stay up to date on TMDL compliance milestones and set benchmarks to
ensure that the original goals of the TMDL are achieved. For instance, the Draft EIR/EIS seems to imply
that the restoration of tidal habitats may take the place of meeting TMDL sediment load allocation 016-11
requirements (Page 3.9-28). It also seems to rely on the assumption that the TMDLs will be met outside
of the restoration activities. The Draft EIR/EIS states “The compliance date for meeting the SQOs and
fish tissue targets under the combined Metals and Toxics TMDLs is January 2021. The anticipated
schedule for Alternative 1 includes breaching the levees to Area A and North Area B in 2021 — the same
time as the TMDL timeline to meet the sediment quality goals” (Page 3.9-44). However, what would the
adaptive management plan be if the Metals and Toxics TMDL is not met by January 2021? We would like
to see more evidence to suggest that TMDL compliance is being taken seriously. Please also make sure
that Table 3.9-4 is clearer about TMDL deadlines, showing a distinction between compliance deadlines
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and success. To be clear, the goals of the EPA TMDL and Draft EIR/EIS are interconnected, but we want 016-11
to ensure that the project fully takes into consideration regulatory requirements and does not foreclose )
opportunities to do so. cont.

Provide more information about the monitoring plan

We appreciate the information provided about monitoring and adaptive management, but we ask for
the following information to be folded into a more formal monitoring plan, including:
o The frequency, locations and parameters that the Lead Agencies will monitor before, during and
after the restoration processes, with a particular focus on steps between Alternative 1, Phase 1
and Alternative 1, Phase 2. 016-12
e The frequency of releasing this information to the public and the formats for doing so. We
suggest providing information to the public in more ways than just through annual monitoring
reports (Page 2-138) and including community members in the monitoring process.
o Enforceable standards for monitoring and clear steps taken if the project does not meet
monitoring standards.
e More information about how “lessons learned” will be incorporated into the planning process
(Page 2-136).

We are seeking clarification about the following questions and concerns relating to the Project’s
connection to hydrology:

e Self-sufficiency: Have all possible steps been taken to ensure that the project site will be able to
achieve the maximum amount of self-sufficiency over the long-term? It seems that a good deal
of maintenance will still be required, including sediment removal and control of water
conveyance features. It also seems at times that there are excessive amounts of engineering, 016-13
such as the berm in Southeast Area B that blocks the flow from the freshwater marsh culvert.
We ask that plans be made so that the project area is restored to the highest level of self-
sufficiency possible.

e Ballona Creek meander: We appreciate the non-linear restructuring of the channel, but we are
wondering about the reasoning behind the use of such a high amount of bank armoring that will
still prevent flows from changing course. Why was the project’s channel morphology chosen
exactly? Why was so much concrete used in the planning design? Is the only reason for the
armoring of levees for the prevention of erosion (page 2-89 — Level 1)? It seems that there are
other ways to manage for erosion beyond using a concrete channel lining, which would limit the 016-14
functioning of the habitat and improvements in water quality. Furthermore, the beginning of
the Draft EIR/EIS indicates that in Alternative 1, “the existing armored levees along the banks of
the Ballona Creek channel within the Ballona Reserve would be completely removed” (2-30).
While this statement is true, it should also point to the plan’s intention to reintroduce armored
levees in another form. Finally, how does the use of concrete bank armoring relate to the
Ballona Wetlands’ 303(d) impairment for hydromodification?
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Daylighting streams: Have you considered additional opportunities to daylight portions of the
project area, most notably the culvert in East Area B between the Ballona Freshwater Marsh and

Ballona Creek?
Sea level rise and salinity: Could you provide more information about the relationship between
models of sea level rise and expected gradients of salinity over time? How will the project use

adaptive management strategies based on evolving sea level rise predictions, and what sources
of information will you use?

Detention basins: Could you provide more information on the detention basins for stormwater
run-off planned in West Area B and to what extent they would improve water quality?

Biological Resources: Modifications

LAW supports Alternative 1’'s handling of biological resources, although we ask for additional
protections for species that will be affected by restoration activities, and in particularly for the Belding’s
Savannah Sparrow.

Include additional criteria for protecting the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow population before
Alternative 1, Phase 2 is initiated. The requirement of only finding one nesting pair of Belding’s
Savannah Sparrow in Area A to initiate Phase 2 seems arbitrary and insufficient. Use the
Minimum Viable Population principles to reach an estimate of the number of nesting pairs
needed for a sustainable population to flourish in Area A. Ensure that the project reaches this
goal before moving into Alternative 1, Phase 2.

Prioritize connectivity, not only when it comes to public access, but also when it pertains to
wildlife and its movement throughout the project area.

Strengthen the requirements for moving sensitive plants and animals prior to earthmoving
processes.

Ensure that there are biological monitors (and a sufficient number) on site during any
earthmoving activities to care for impacted wildlife. This pertains not only to digging sediment,
but also depositing it elsewhere.

Keep the public informed on a more regular basis than just annually about the process of
protecting biological resources, including in terms of surveying, moving and replanting species.

Public Access: Modifications

LAW supports Alternative 1’s handling of public access, although we ask for additional amenities and
needs analyses, particularly as they relate to Phase 1.

Prioritize the opening of public access toward the beginning of Alternative 1, Phase 1. We would T

like to see restored public access as soon as possible without interfering with restoration goals.
Consider integrating additional pedestrian and bike paths in Phase 1 around East Area B, as
featured in the Alternative 2 Public Access Plan. Also, reduce access to the dunes in West Area
B, given that it is the endangered El Segundo Blue Butterfly’s habitat.
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e Complete a parking needs analysis and determine actual parking needs. Prioritize parking
options for visitors to the wetlands, and incentivize non-fossil fuel means of transportation (i.e. 016-23
include bike racks, charging stations for electric vehicles, etc.).

e Ensure that there are bathroom facilities at the primary trailheads. Adequate bathroom facilities
are necessary for ensuring that visitors who are not local will feel comfortable visiting.

e Engage community members in restoration and monitoring activities whenever possible and
create a public communications plan that spans beyond publishing an annual report.

016-24

016-25

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Ballona Wetlands Draft EIR/EIS. We are
delighted to see that the restoration process is moving forward, and we ask that the Lead Agencies
select Alternative 1. At the same time, we ask that you consider the aforementioned modifications and
answer our questions in the final environmental review documents. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us at 310-394-6162 ext. 101.

Sincerely,

Melissa von Mayrhauser Arthur Pugsley
Watershed Programs Manager Senior Attorney

Los Angeles Waterkeeper Los Angeles Waterkeeper
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Letter O16: Los Angeles Water Keeper

016-1

016-2

016-3

016-4

016-5

016-6

016-7

016-8

The stated support for the alternatives analysis in general, for the Project with
suggested modifications, and for the proposed public access components is
acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW'’s decision-making process. Responses are provided to comments of
the Wetlands Restoration Steering Committee (Letter O28) below, later in this
Section 2.3.6.

The comment’s identification of the Clean Water Act 303(d)-listed status of Ballona
Creek within the Ballona Reserve is consistent with information provided in the Draft
EIS/EIR. See, e.g., Section 3.9. The stated preference for the Project is acknowledged
and will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

This summary of designated beneficial uses is consistent with the information
provided in Draft EIS/EIR Table 3.9-1.

The stated support for the Project based on the reduction in sediment (and sediment-
related impairment) is consistent with information presented in the Draft EIS/EIR.
See Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.1 for elements of the proposed ecosystem restoration
that would occur under all of the alternatives analyzed in detail and Section 2.2.2.1
specifically with respect to the Project. See also Section 3.9.6.1 (in the context of
Impacts 1-WQ-1a and 1-WQ-1b) regarding how the implementation of the Project
would affect existing impairment conditions.

This comment accurately states that the Project would reduce the amount of existing
concrete levees within the Ballona Reserve relative to the other alternatives analyzed
in detail. The stated support for the Project on this basis is acknowledged and is now
part of the record of information will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-
making process.

Support of the Project on the stated basis is acknowledged.

This comment accurately concludes that the Project would remove more sediment
than the other alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS/EIR. The stated support
for the Project on this basis is acknowledged.

This comment accurately notes that the Project would provide more extensive public
access improvements than the other alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft
EIS/EIR. See Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.3, which describes elements of the
proposed public access improvements common to all alternatives analyzed in detail in
the Draft EIS/EIR. See also Section 2.2.2.3 (the Project), Section 2.2.3.3

(Alternative 2), and Section 2.2.4.3 (Alternative 3). The stated support for the Project
on this basis is acknowledged.
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016-9

016-10

016-11

016-12

016-13

016-14

Support for the Project based on the commenter’s understanding of the Lead
Agencies’ responsibilities under NEPA and CEQA is acknowledged.

The comment accurately notes that watershed-level water quality improvement
projects, including those that may be focused on TMDL compliance, are outside of
the scope of the Project and this EIR. See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water
Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.1), for more information about the relationship
between the proposed restoration and the TMDL. As stated in the general response,
the Project does not rely on achievement of the TMDL goals to protect habitat and
wildlife. With implementation of the proposed Adaptive Management Plan, the
project would provide the flexibility to address a range of conditions that might occur
from varying conditions of upstream sources.

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.1),
for more information about the relationship between the proposed restoration and the
TMDL.

The Hydrodynamics and Water and Sediment Quality Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan (MAMP) is presented in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix F11. This plan
provides the framework for addressing the identified potential impacts. A final (more
detailed) MAMP would be developed once it is known whether the Project or a
different alternative is approved. The requested details regarding locations, frequency,
thresholds, and other monitoring specifics are the types of information expected to be
provided once sufficient information is known about whether and where restoration
would occur.

As explained in Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.3.2 and Section 1.1.2, CEQA Project
Objective 1b is to “restore, enhance, and create estuarine and associated habitats. ...
that are self-sustaining by allowing for adaptation to sea-level rise, minimizing the
need for active management, and reducing impacts of human activities and invasive
species through the provision of large, contiguous areas of diverse intertidal wetland
habitats with wide transition and buffer areas.” See also General Response 6,
Hydrology and Water Quality, for sea-level rise (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.2), which
discusses sustainability and self-sufficiency. The Project and other restoration
alternatives have been developed with this and the other project objectives in mind.
Acknowledging that the alternatives balance this objective with others, the
commenter’s request that the Project Site be restored to the highest level of self-
sufficiency possible is acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that
will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

The Project's channel morphology was based on studies of other similar systems and
designed to match the sinuosity of those examples. The level 1 armoring is not
limited to concrete. Armoring for these areas could also include rock revetment.
Additionally, these areas would likely be buried and vegetated, so the channel system
would provide habitat benefits, while reducing the risk of dramatic channel avulsion.
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016-15

016-16

016-17

016-18

016-19

016-20

016-21

016-22

This method is expected to provide habitat and improvements in water quality, while

reducing flood and erosion risk. For information about the hydrological modeling that
informed the overall design of the Project and other restoration alternatives, see Draft
EIS/EIR Appendix F.

The suggestion to consider daylighting the culvert in East Area B is acknowledged
and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of
CDFW’s decision-making process. As part of this process, CDFW will investigate the
project design for freshwater runoff into southeast area B to determine if freshwater
requirements for the proposed brackish marsh will balance with the freshwater
requirements for daylighting the freshwater marsh culvert. However, none of the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS/EIR have been revised in response to
this comment.

Regarding salinity, see General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR
Section 2.2.6.2), under the heading “Freshwater Habitats.”

Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.2, under the heading “Stormwater Management,”
addresses the available details for the stormwater basin in West Area B. The basin
would be designed to meet applicable water quality regulations.

The stated support for the Project as it related to potential benefits and impacts on
Biological Resources, is acknowledged. Regarding Belding’s savannah sparrow, see
General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.4).

The suggestion that the Project should prioritize connectivity for public access and
wildlife movement throughout the project area is acknowledged. The restoration of
terrestrial and hydrologic connectivity between Ballona Creek and the project area
has been an important element of the project design. Creek enhancement actions
would encourage wildlife movement between all areas within the Ballona Reserve,
consistent with the commenter’s recommendation.

The request to strengthen the requirements for moving sensitive plants and animals
prior to earthmoving processes is acknowledged; however, without an indication of
why the proposed provisions may warrant supplementation, CDFW does not have
enough information to provide a detailed response.

The request to ensure that a sufficient number of biological monitors are onsite during
earthmoving activities is acknowledged; however, without an indication of why the
proposed monitoring may warrant supplementation, CDFW does not have enough
information to provide a detailed response.

Support for the proposed public access and request that it be prioritized to occur early
in the restoration process is acknowledged and is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.
Regarding potential impacts of the proposed public access to sensitive dune habitat
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for the EI Segundo blue butterfly, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.6.1, which explains
that no direct impacts are anticipated to suitable or occupied habitat for El Segundo

blue butterflies. Further, as discussed in the context of Impact 1-BIO-2e, the Project
would avoid all 4.2 acres of sensitive southern dune scrub habitat.

016-23  See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which
addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities within the Ballona Reserve.
The request for bike racks is consistent with the Project. See, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR
Section 2.2.2.3, which explains that the entrance across from Fisherman’s Village
along Fiji Way, the entrance at the West Culver Parking Lot, and the entrance at the
southeast corner of Area A all would provide bicycle parking. Electric vehicle
charging stations are not proposed as part of any of the restoration alternatives.
However, this request is acknowledged and is now part of the record of information
that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

016-24  The comment accurately notes that none of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft
EIS/EIR proposes additional restroom facilities. The request to include them is
acknowledged and now is part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

016-25 The commenter’s suggestion to engage community members in the restoration
activities, thereby promoting stewardship and educational opportunities, is
acknowledged as consistent with the Project. See, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.7,
which explains how, under Project conditions, it is anticipated that the removal of
invasive species and other activities would occur onsite in perpetuity through a
combination of a volunteer program and long-term management of the site.
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Comment Letter O17

Currently parking in Marina del Rey during holidays, peak seasons, and special events is a N
challenge and it can be difficult for visitors coming to the area to find a parking spot. Therefore O7-3
we welcome the provisions to include additional parking near the Ballona Wetlands. | cont.
The Marina del Rey Convention and Visitors Bureau and the tourism and hospitality businesses it |
represents are very enthusiastic about the future of the Ballona Wetlands. The developments
presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report provide an incredible opportunity to 017-4
enhance the recreational and educational amenities available to both locals and tourists. For
these reasons, we support the Ballona Wetlands Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

Janet Zaldua
CEO
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Letter O17: Marina del Rey Convention and Visitors Bureau

017-1 The stated support of the Draft EIS/EIR is acknowledged and is now part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

017-2 CDFW acknowledges the commenter’s confidence that the proposed restoration
would have a positive effect on tourism. Support for the proposed restoration on this
basis also is acknowledged. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

017-3 The stated support for proposed parking improvements is acknowledged. See General
Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments regarding parking considerations.

O17-4 See Response O17-1.
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Comment Letter O18

From: Tim Riley

To: Wildlife Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve EIR

Subject: Comment Letter on Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project Draft EIR

Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 11:30:54 AM

Attachments: Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project DRAFT EIR - Comment Letter to CDFW - February 1, 2018.pdf

Dear Mr. Brody,

As the executive director of the Marina del Rey Lessees Association, | am submitting
by this email the Association’s comment letter on the Draft EIR for the Ballona
Wetlands Restoration Project.

The Association represents major stakeholders in unincorporated Marina del Rey,
and we appreciate your consideration of our comments during the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s review of proposed improvements for the Ballona
Reserve to serve the public interest.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tim Riley

Tim Riley & Associates

8537 Wakefield Avenue
Panorama City, CA 91402

Tel. (818) 891-0495

email: timriley7@roadrunner.com
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Comment Letter O18

018-4
cont.

018-5

018-6

018-7

018-8

J 018-9
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018-9
cont.

018-10

018-11
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Letter O18: Marina del Rey Lessees Association

018-1

018-2

018-3

018-4

018-5

018-6

018-7

018-8

018-9

018-10

The stated support for the visitor-serving improvements proposed by the restoration
alternatives is acknowledged. However, because this comment does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or the merits of the alternatives, it is included as part
of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-
making process, but has not specifically been considered as part of the environmental
review process under CEQA. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

Support for the proposed public access improvements and recreational opportunities
within the Ballona Reserve is acknowledged and is included as part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

The Coastal Commission’s prioritization of public access to the resources within its
jurisdiction is acknowledged. However, because this comment does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or the merits of the alternatives, it is included as part
of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-
making process, but has not specifically been considered as part of the CEQA
process.

Regarding the Coastal Commission’s prioritization of public access to the resources
within its jurisdiction, see Response O18-3.

The suggested support for the range of alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft
EIS/EIR based on the proposed habitat and public access improvements is
acknowledged. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

See Response 137-3 regarding illegal uses of, and law enforcement efforts within, the
Ballona Reserve.

See Response O17-2 regarding the proposed restoration’s anticipated effect on
tourism.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which
addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities within the Ballona Reserve.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which
addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities within the Ballona Reserve.

See Response O17-2 regarding the Project’s anticipated effect on tourism. CEQA
Objective 2 is to “provide appropriate interpretive information about prior human
uses of the Ballona Reserve” (Draft EIS/EIR Sections ES.3.2 and 1.1.2) and
interpretive and learning opportunities would be included as part of the proposed
public access-related improvements (Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.2.2.1). However, to
clarify, no interpretive “center” is proposed by any of the restoration alternatives. The
suggestion that CDFW consider including one is acknowledged and is included as
part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-
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making process; however, none of the restoration alternatives has been revised to
include an interpretive center.

018-11  See General Response 2 (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments regarding the proposed parking facilities, and Response 018-10 clarifying
that no interpretive “center” is proposed by any of the restoration alternatives.
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Letter O19: Pacific Ocean Management, LLC

019-1 This information about public use of Fisherman’s Village and Marina del Rey is
acknowledged. However, because this comment does not address the adequacy or
accuracy of the EIR or the merits of the alternatives, it is included as part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process, but has not specifically been considered as part of the CEQA process. See
Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

019-2 The Coastal Commission’s prioritization of public access to the resources within its
jurisdiction is acknowledged. See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR
Section 2.2.2.4), which addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities
within the Ballona Reserve.
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Comment Letter 020

626 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 550
Los Angeles, California 90017
Tel: (213) 629-5300

TRUMAN & ELLIOTT Lip Mo el Lkl

February 5, 2018

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Mr. Richard Brody

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
c/o ESA (jas)

550 Kcarney Street, Suite 8§00

San Francisco, California 94108

E-mail: BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Re:  Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/EEnvironmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No. 2012071090

Dear Mr. Brody:

On behalf of our client, Playa Capital Company, L.I.C, the master dcveloper of the Playa
Vista Project and permittee of resource agency permits and approvals for the 51.1-acre
Freshwater Wetland System, we submit this comment letter regarding the Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIS/EIR), State Clearinghouse No. 2012071090.

We recognize the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project (Project) is a monumental
endeavor, which will benefit the surrounding communities for many decades to come but which
will draw a wide range of comments and criticism as different organizations champion different
visions for the restoration. As the master developer of the Playa Vista project, which lies just
east of the Project site, Playa Capital Company, LLC looks forward to the restoration of the
Ballona Wetlands and to working cooperatively with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) and other stakeholders during the restoration process.

Potential Impacts of the Project on the Freshwater Marsh

The Draft EIS/EIR conceptually discusses potential changes to the 26.1-acre Freshwater

Marsh located at the base of the bluffs west of Lincoln Boulevard under Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2. As you are aware, the Freshwater Marsh along with the 25-acre Riparian Corridor
running along the base of the bluffs east of Lincoln Boulevard form the 51.1-acre Freshwater 020-1
Wetland System created as part of the Playa Vista Project. The construction, operation and long-
term maintenance of the Freshwater Wetland System are governed by a Clean Water Act Section
404 Permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a California Fish and Game Code
Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW, a Clean Water Act Section 401 v
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Comment Letter 020
TRUMAN & ELLIOTT LLP

Mr. Richard Brody
California Department of Fish and Wildlifc
Page 2 of 5

Water Quality Certification issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, a
California Coastal Act Coastal Development Permit approved by the California Coastal
Commission, and mitigation measures and conditions of approval required by the City of Los
Angeles for the First Phase Playa Vista Project and the Village at Playa Vista Project. Playa
Capital Company LLC is the permittee of these permits and approvals for the Freshwater
Wetland System, which is monitored and maintained by the Ballona Wetlands Conservancy.
The Draft EIS/EIR describes possible minor changes to the Freshwater Marsh to assist with
restoration of the Ballona Wetlands; however, due to conflicting language and limited detail
rcgarding the exact changes the Project proposes for the Freshwater Marsh, the potential cffects
on the Freshwater Marsh’s habitat, flood control and water quality goals, and the potentially
significant environmental impacts of those changes are difficult to discern. To assist with your
review of these comments, we enclose an aerial photograph of the Freshwater Marsh annotated
with the particular structures mentioned in this comment letter.

Page 1-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR indicates the Freshwater Marsh “would not be affected as
part of the Project.” Page 2-57 of thc Draft EIS/CIR then states:

The Playa Vista Development FFreshwater Marsh would be maintained and managed as it
is under baseline conditions. Under current conditions, much of the Freshwater Marsh
outflow discharges through the culvert to Ballona Crcek. The Freshwater Marsh existing
water-control structures described below would be adjusted and/or modified and a new
water control structure (such as a culvert weir, or tide gate) would be installed between
the Freshwater Marsh and Southeast Area B to allow for a greater portion of the outflow
to be conveyed into Southcast Area B to support brackish marsh.

020-1
cont.

The Freshwater Marsh has threc existing water control outlet structurcs. In thc northwest
corner, a weir structure controls water levels and outflow to a culvert with {lap gates
which then releases flow to Ballona Creek. Under baseline conditions, all dry-wcather
flows and rain events less than the 1-year storm event flow out of the Freshwater Marsh
through this culvert to Ballona Creek. The culvert outlet at Ballona Creck would be
maintained as is and drain into a new tidal channel in North Area B, as shown in Figure
2-5, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading Plan.

In the south end of the Freshwatcr Marsh, the second cxisting structure, a culvert to
Southeast Arca B, could be used for maintenance but currently is closed. This structure
would be modified (e.g., by installing a weir box and opening the structure) to allow for
regular discharge into Southeast Area B while maintaining water levels in the Freshwater
Marsh that exist under current operations.

The third existing outlet structure is a weir that allows water to flow into Southeast Area
B. Under current opcration, during storm events greater than the [-year event,
stormwater flows over this overflow weir to Southeast Arca B. This weir structurc would
not be modified.
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See also Pages 2-47 (new water-control structures and modifications to existing water-control
structures), 2-48 (brackish marsh established in Southeast Area B by increasing and managing
Freshwater Marsh outflows), and 2-86 (existing freshwater marsh function, habitat, and
perimeter berm would be maintained with water-control structures adjusted and/or modified to
allow greater flows to Southeast Area B) of the Draft EIS/EIR, Pages B1-61 to B1-64 of
Appendix B of the Draft EIS/EIR (conceptual discussion of Freshwater Marsh water control
structures and management), and Pages F9-5 and F9-9 of Appendix F of the Draft EIS/EIR
(conceptual hydrology study).

We have the following questions or comments based on the above language:

e Page 1-6 of thc Draft EIS/EIR contains the following statement: * Under baseline
conditions, all dry-weather flows and rain events lcss than the 1-year storm event
flow out of the Freshwatcr Marsh through this culvert to Ballona Creck.” This
statement is inaccurate. Under baseline conditions, all dry-weather flows and rain
events less than the 1-year storm event are captured in the Freshwater Marsh for
treatment and to keep the water level at a minimum height of +4 MSL during the dry
season. Only minor amounts of water overflow the weir and are discharged through
the culvert to Ballona Creek.

e The Draft EIS/EIR should contain a dctailed analysis of thc potential impacts the
proposed modifications to the Freshwater Marsh may have on the habitat, water

quality and flood control goals of the Freshwater Marsh.

e The Draft EIS/EIR should contain a detailed discussion regarding how the existing

water levels in the Freshwater Marsh will be maintained with the Project’s installation

of a weir box and other modifications to the outflow structures of the Freshwater
Marsh. Itis unclear how the Project will maintain water levels in the Freshwater
Marsh required by resource agency permits and approvals for Playa Vista’s
Freshwater Wetland System, but allow more flows into the proposed brackish marsh.

e Alternativc 1 in the Draft EIS/EIR is divided into two phases, and the restoration
sequence table (Table 2-6) indicates the outlet culvert realignment from the
Freshwater Marsh to the Ballona Channel would occur as part of Phase 1. The
restoration sequence table for Alternative 2 (Table 2-33) shows the outlet culvert
realignment occurring during the final stages of construction. However, none of the
restoration sequence tables indicates when the culvert (also known as the old sluice
gate — see bclow) through the Freshwater Marsh berm would be installed/opened
relative to the timing of changes envisioned for Southeast Arca B.

e Alternative 3 in the Draft EIS/EIR does not include realignment of the culvert from

020-1
cont.

020-2

020-3

020-4

020-5

the Freshwater Marsh to the Ballona Channel. The Draft EIS/EIR does not explicitly 020-6

discuss new culverts through the Freshwater Marsh berm, but the figure showing
proposed habitats (Figure 2-52 on page 2-46 of the Draft EIS/EIR) shows two
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uncxplained features at the locations where culverts are shown elsewhcre in the Draft 020-6
CIS/EIR. cont.

¢ The hydrology appendix of the Draft CIS/EIR (Appendix F, page ['9-6) states the
restoration design will maintain the cxisting level of flood protection provided by the
IFreshwater Marsh. However, we are unable to confirm this statement or evaluate the 020-7
specifics of the management due to a lack of detail in Appendix F, particularly
regarding elevations of the various proposcd structures.

¢ In addition to maintaining tlood protection for the Playa Vista project and
surrounding areas, a critical benefit of the Freshwater Marsh is to provide valuable
freshwater marsh habitat. To do so, a water elevation of +4 MSL (mean sea level)
must be maintained outside of the rainy season for at least three reasons: a) to avoid
tree mortality b) to manage the growth of emergent vegctation; and c) to provide 020-8
enough water for access by mosquito fish. Therefore, if the Project will release water
from the Freshwater Marsh through the spillway or an open sluice gate, those releases
should occur only during the rainy season when the Freshwatcr Marsh typically has
ample water to spare.

e Based on our review of the Draft EIS/EIR, it appears the Project would open and
redesign the existing sluice gate (Structure # 8 on Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-43),
currently closed, to manage flows between the Freshwater Marsh and a proposed
‘freshwater/brackish” marsh west of the Freshwater Marsh. Page [9-7 of Appcndix
F states the Project would construct an impoundment berm west of the Freshwater
Marsh to rctain freshwater and encourage development of a brackish marsh. It is
unclear how the goal of maintaining the required levels of watcr in the Freshwatcr
Marsh can be met while sending more water into Southeast Area B. Because the
Draft IS/EIR does not provide elevations at which the redesigned sluice gate would
be set, we cannot evaluate how this system will be managed compared to existing
conditions. 020-9

e [urther in regard to opening the sluice gate, we question whether it is needed or
desired, for three reasons: a) under current conditions, water is released through the
spillway morc frequently than oncc a year, and, with removal of the small berm that
surrounds the stilling pond just west of the Freshwater Marsh this water could flow
into thc proposed brackish marsh without the need for any additional culverts; b) the
frequency of water rclcased through the spillway could be increased through
management efforts of the existing system, without physical modification; and c)
water at the sluice gate location has not yet traveled the full extent of the freshwater
wetland treatment system so the water quality by the sluice gate would not be as
improved as it would by the existing spillway.
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e Page 2-57 discusses an existing “weir that allows water to flow into southeast Area
B” during events that are greater than the 1-year storm event, and states that this weir
will not be changed. While we assume this weir is the structure we refer to as the
“spillway”, there are a couple of issues: a) in practice, we have documented flows 020-10
through the spillway occur more frequently than once a year; and b) a new culvert
(Structure 6 on Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-43) is shown east of the spillway but is not
explained in the Draft EIS/EIR.

¢ The analysis of water quality impacts concludes there will be a less-than-significant
impact of saltwater intrusion into Southeast Area B. However, this analysis is based
on the absence of potable groundwater wells in the area. The Draft EIS/EIR contains 020-11
no analysis of the extent to which saltwater intrusion might impact freshwater-
dependent vegetation, such as willows, cottonwoods, and sycamores.

Thank you for considering our comments. We appreciate the complexity of the Ballona
Wetlands Restoration Project and look forward to working cooperatively with you and other
stakeholders during the restoration process.

Jrey Truman
& ELLIOTT LLP

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Marc Huffman
Dr. Edith Read
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Letter O20: Playa Capital Company, LLC

020-1

020-2

020-3

020-4

020-5

020-6

020-7

020-8

020-9

020-10

020-11

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.3),
which addresses multiple comments received regarding impacts to the Freshwater
Marsh.

In response to this comment, Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.1 has been revised to note
that flows out of the Freshwater Marsh are in excess of the minimum marsh water
level.

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.3),
which addresses multiple comments received regarding impacts to the Freshwater
Marsh.

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.3),
which addresses comments received regarding water levels in the Freshwater Marsh
under project conditions.

Draft EIS/EIR Table 2-6 and Table 2-23 have been updated to clarify in Sequence #2
that South and Southeast Area B would be enhanced at this point.

In Alternative 3, there would be no changes to the Freshwater Marsh outlets. Draft
EIS/EIR Figure 2-52 shows the existing upland habitat in these areas in orange.

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.3),
which addresses comments received regarding the flood protection provided by the
Freshwater Marsh under project conditions.

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.3),
which addresses comments received regarding water levels in the Freshwater Marsh
under Project conditions.

See General Response 6, Hydrology and Water Quality (Final EIR Section 2.2.6.3).
The Project and other restoration alternatives have been designed assuming no change
in management to the Freshwater Marsh. The plan allows for a new structure;
however, if future management changes could be incorporated into the operation of
the Project that would not require the new culvert, then the plan would accommodate
this as well.

More frequent overflows into the Freshwater Marsh would be beneficial to the
brackish marsh habitat. The restoration plan allows for a new water control structure
in either location.

See Response 013-32 regarding the willows in Southeast Area B. Mitigation Measure
B10O-1k (Least Bell’s Vireo Avoidance) addresses the unlikely potential for saltwater
intrusion near freshwater dependent vegetation. BIO-1Kk, in part, requires, “Post-
restoration, willow habitat in Southeast Area B shall be monitored to ensure tidal
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habitats are not adversely affecting the survival or health of the willow thickets.”
Given upstream freshwater inputs, salinity is not expected to be an issue for willows
and other vegetation that support least Bell’s vireo. CDFW would implement post-
construction habitat monitoring and carry out adaptive management actions, if
necessary, as a contingency to protect woody vegetation that the commenter
references may support least Bell’s vireo. The Habitat Restoration and Monitoring
Plan (Project Design Feature BIO-3) includes measures to prevent salinity-related
impacts to willow thickets and ensure persistence of this habitat.
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santa monica bay audubon society

T0: BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Comment RE: Draft EIS for Ballona Wetlands Restoration February 4, 2018

Santa Monica Bay Audubon is in general agreement with many of the principles as listed on
the "endorsement” form circulated by Friends of Ballona Wetlands, however we have
reservations in signing such a broad general statement. It seems designed to encourage a
blanket endorsement of every sentence of a thousand-page document that inevitably has
some faults, omissions and some ambiguity. Members of SMBAS who do Ballona bird surveys
and participate in educational programs strongly endorse Friends support of law
enforcement protection of Ballona's resources. Comments by our Board follow:

1. We are puzzled by what seems to be the EIR's lack of firm statement of preferred
alternative. Number One seems to be the preferred, but many of the discussions of ecological
impact in Number Two seem to cast doubt on this conclusion. We return to the oft-asked
"How much of this area must be destroyed to be saved?"

2. There is still no one authoritative source for information, discussion or explanation by the
agencies concerned. For five of the past seven years, there seems to have been a curtain
drawn by the multiple agencies, foundation, commission, etc. When a solid question needs to
be answered, who is the person in charge of this project? Who is the chair of the committee of
concerned agencies?

3. The inclusion of a commercial-use parking lot structure on Reserve land is completely
unacceptable and must be withdrawn from the EIR forthwith, no matter what the lighting

plan. In fact, the paved areas off Fiji Way should all be restored to wildlands.

4. The plan states that recreation uses for the Reserve are secondary, however, the plan for
acres and miles of trails, many of them loops in the potential avian nesting areas, encourage

a Reserve and the trails plan should be reviewed to reflect the primary purpose of the

Reserve. Note also that we know of no provision to establish effective, continued enforcement
of regulations for the protection of wildlife.

for the Board, Lucien Plauzoles, Community Relations SMBAS

post office box 35 pacific palisades california 90272
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Letter O21: Santa Monica Audubon

021-1

021-2

021-3

021-4

021-5

These statements of general agreement with principles set forth by the Friends of
Ballona Wetlands, support of law enforcement protection, and suggestion that the
1,000+ page Draft EIS/EIR may not be perfect are acknowledged and are now part of
the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process. Without some information about what the commenter perceives to be a
potential fault, omission, or ambiguity, CDFW does not have enough information to
provide a detailed response.

See General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.5), and General
Response 3, Preferred Alternative (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.5).

The commenter is correct that there is no one single person “in charge” of the Project.
As explained in the Draft EIS/EIR’s Executive Summary, “The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prepared
joint Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIS/EIR) for the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project. ... The Corps is the NEPA
lead agency and CDFW is the CEQA lead agency.” See also Draft EIS/EIR

Section ES.2.2 and Section 1.4.1 for more information about the Lead Agencies,
Section 1.6.1 about the intended use of the analysis by the Corps, and Section 1.6.2
about the intended use of the analysis by CDFW. The primary point of contact for the
Corps and the federal permitting process and the primary point of contact for COFW
and the state and local permitting processes are identified in Draft EIS/EIR

Section 1.9.

For clarification of involvement by other agencies and participants in the process, see
Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.2, which identifies the permit applicants in Section ES.2.1;
Cooperating Agencies for purposes of NEPA in Section ES.2.3 and Section 1.4.2;
Responsible and Trustee Agencies for purposes of CEQA in Section ES.2.4 and
Section 1.4.3; and formal project proponents in Section ES.2.5. See Final EIR
Section 1.2, which provides context for the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIR.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which
addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities within the Ballona Reserve.

The comment is consistent with information provided in the Draft EIS/EIR. As
explained in Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.1.1, “The need for the Project under NEPA is to
restore coastal aquatic resources to increase available breeding and foraging habitat
for wildlife while maintaining flood protection for surrounding communities; and to
provide public access for compatible recreational and educational opportunities that
are not currently widely available within the Ballona Reserve.” This is consistent with
CEQA Project objective 4, which is to “[d]evelop and enhance wildlife dependent
uses and secondary compatible on-site public access for recreation and educational
activities.” The plans for public access shown in Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-3,
Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan; Figure 2-18, Alternative 1, Phase 1:
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021-6

Public Access Plan, Figure 2-23, Alternative 1: Public Access Plan Detail;

Figure 2-24, Typical Observation Deck; Figure 2-25, Typical Elevated Pedestrian
Boardwalk; Figure 2-26, Typical Trail at Levees’ Edge; Figure 2-27, Typical
Pedestrian & Bike Trail, Figure 2-45, Alternative 2: Public Access Plan; and

Figure 2-54, Alternative 3: Public Access Plan, were developed so as to balance
opportunities to minimize disruption to habitat and, secondarily, to maximize public
engagement with the wetlands.

According to state law (14 CCR 8630), CDFW is charged with the protection and
maintenance of designated ecological reserves. This responsibility includes enforcing
rules relating to public access and prohibiting the feeding of wildlife; operation of
motorized vehicles outside of designated areas; disturbance of bird nests; release of
any fish or animal; ignition of any fire, fireworks, or other explosive or incendiary
device; disturbance of habitat; and alteration of the landscape or removal of
vegetation. CDFW previously has issued reminders to those who visit the Ballona
Reserve to be mindful of the site’s specific rules and regulations and to be aware that
trespassing on ecological reserves and wildlife areas that are closed not only is a
crime, but also can be dangerous.114 Under existing (baseline) conditions, CDFW
limits public access to the Ballona Reserve “due to health, safety and resource
concerns.”115 CDFW would continue to protect and maintain the Ballona Reserve
consistent with its charge regardless of whether the Project or an alternative is
approved.

See Response 021-5. The commenter’s opinion about compatibility is acknowledged
and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of
CDFW?’s decision-making process.

114 CDFW, 2014. CDFW Urges Californians to Be Mindful of Property Rules on Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve.
Available online: https://cdfgnews.wordpress.com/tag/ballona-wetlands-ecological-reserve/. October 1, 2014.

115

Id.
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Comment Letter 022

From: James Flournoy <saveourcommunitysgv@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 5:27 PM

To: Wildlife Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve EIR; Wildlife Ask R5;
Daniel.P.Swenson@usace.army.mil

Subject: Ballona Wetlands EIR cOmments

Attachments: Ballona Wetlands.doc

Save Our Community San Gabriel Valley
8655 Landis View
Rosemead CA 91770

We have recently commented on several projects with similar Hazards. They all share the under determination
of the seismic hazard especially the long period, long duration hazard of the San Andreas Fault.

The Whittier Narrows is the most hazardous location in Los Angeles County not directly on the Fault Line. The
Whittier Narrows (and Santa Fe Dams) are in harms way as is the Discovery Center- although local Sierra Club
chair Linda Strong suggests it could be built as houseboats on a pond- thus isolating the buildings from the
extreme ground Motion. The water supply (tanks/ pipes are threatened ( with an estimated 6 month recovery
period) as are the sewer treatment plants.

There is no possible mitigation for the Newhall Ranch project which is also mostly located over the deep
Castaic (river channel alluvial basin which extends to the coast. Fire Stations, Schools, bridges, embankments,
levees and the Water Supply/ tanks are extremely vulnerable.

Remember that Mexico City was 67 miles from the epicenter of the recent quake- the distance is not the major
factor, It's the deep soils under the site and the PATH of seismic energy from the Source (here from the chain of
basins from San Bernadino along the front of the San Gabriels; as well as from the Antelope Valley/ Mojave
segment.

See attached for Ballona Wetlands
Sincerely yours;

James | Flournoy
secretary
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Comments on Draft EIS/EIR September 2017 Appendix E Geotechnical Investigation Report

(State Clearinghouse No. 2012071090)
Richard Brody, CDFW

c/o ESA (jas)

550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108

BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Regional Manager: Ed Pert
Main Office: 3883 Ruffin Road, San Diego, CA 92123
AskR5@wildlife.ca.gov

Daniel.P.Swenson@USACE.Army.mil

We notice that the document is out of date and no update letter is attached.

Also reports should be written under the LA County Department Of Public Works “Guidelines for
Geotechnical Reports” AND the latest 2017 Building Code and American Society of Civil Engineers
standard ASCE 7-16 in addition to whatever standards Army Corps and County flood have. We see no
reference to any standards.

WE are unfamiliar with Group Delta but notice work by well known consultants Diaz Yourman and
LeRoy Crandall however we no report by a seismologist AND certified engineering geologist AND
Hydrologist AND Oil Field Engineering Geologist rendering analysisinvalid.

WE question that “restoration” is the proper descriptor.

2 Scope of Work

It appears that the current investigation starts at the near subsurface. We find nothing that goes to
bedrock, no evaluation of water of oil wells. Please provide location of known wells and an analysis of
stratigrtaphy. Do the well cores or geophysics show any faults? Are there any remaining oil field
slumps?
3.0

Is this not the recent and ancestral course of the Los Angeles River? Where is the ancestral river
channel (s) in relation to the proposed project and what is the configuration of the channel if relevant?
Is there a channel or basin under the project area? Provide a configuration of any subsurface channel or
basin. 4.0 states “located in the northwest corner of the Los Angeles Basin *

Note that if the project is near a basin edge there are serious issues with seismic wave reflection which
results in “interference” What is known as the “perfect storm” effect. Couple this with basin geometry/
depth amplification and ground motions can be much more severe and of longer duration than given by
simplistic on line “look up” methods.

5.1 We consider a 100 year flood design requirement to be inadequate. We would think
consideration of the USGS “ARKSTORM?” scenario is required. (see references)
There is a long discussion about the project which may not be appropriate in a geotechnical report as
there is no analysis of each of these projects in relation to the geotechnics.
For example it is not shown how and on what the old levees or the new levees are supported to any
depth. Levees which appear sound my be sited on alluvium subject to severe ground motions.

Page 16 Provide an analysis of the potential of subsidence or collapse of any gas storage area. ACOE
reports that the Whittier Narrows dam has subsided several feet due to oil/ gasfield operations.
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Page 17 characterizes dense sand and gravel and an aquifer. What is not shown is if this alluvium is
excitable in a major earthquake event- giving the “bowl of jello” effect which amplifies the strength
and duration of an event. 6000 feet to bedrock can have a major effect on ground motion. This must
be quantified and we suggest basin modeling. The San Gabriel river channel through Whittier Narrows
is of similar depth and has been shown to be a major hazard, the most hazardous location in Los
Angeles County not directly on the San Andreas Fault. Combine the “Bowl of Jello” effect with the
“perfect storm” effect. WE would think that computer modeling of the basin and utilization of
velocities is required

7.3

We suggest that Shear Wave Velocity be continued to bedrock and the 1500 and 2500 shear wave lines |

be plotted. We would consider 2500 to be bedrock.

Page 23 limiting the distance to 30 km leaves the San Andreas unconsidered. The San Andreas may be ]

the major probabilistic hazard to the project due to the frequent re-occurrence rate. The San Andreas
may also be the controlling fault at longer periods.

Table 2 must be updated.

Since the report was prepared it has been shown that the Newport Inglewood fault connects with faults
stretching to San Diego and Baja California, The Santa Monica may be connected with the Hollywood
and Raymond Hill and offshore faults (Malibu Coast fault), There are recent reports on Palos Verdes.
The Puente Hills Thrust consists of 3 (or more) segments which must be shown as combined (giving at
least a 7.5). PHT would be much more hazardous if the segments break from East to West and Updip
towards the project

Compton blind thrust which is 20-30,000 feet beneath the site but still capable of around 7.0 is not
mentioned

Lower Elysian Park thrust is not mentioned

In the Analysis it must be noted that the moderate Northridge event broke away from the project and
still caused major damage in Santa Monica and Culver City and the 10 freeway corridor, Therefore
basin geometry must be considered. For example the Upper Elysian Park thrust up slopes toward the
project as does the PHT. Therefore direction (directivity- the Doppler effect) must be considered. Near
Fault effects must be considered. Basin depth and geometry must be considered. For the strike slip
faults Newport Inglewood and Palos Verdes a quick estimate could be made by overlaying the Landers
near fault findings over the local fault traces. THE BASIN DEPTH AMPLICATION factor used in one
of the NGA relationships is totally inadequate.

The Whittier-Elsinore fault is not shown but recent reports show it as 7.85 for a multiple segment
break. CalTrans, in their 710 study, found evidence in San Marino and South Pasadena giving an even
longer fault length. However we consider that splay to be the minor one and the un-investigated splay
identified by Bullard and Lettis to be the Major one. While Whittier may affect probabilistic studies we
would not think it to be a controlling fault at the site.

8.24 Northridge- restating boilerplate is not useful, there was much nearer major
damage An analysis of the effects at the site isrequired
A complete analysis of the long duration long period ground motion from the Southern San Andreas is
requied. Basin Depth amplification has been shown in the Los Angeles Basin greatly increasing the
hazard. It's not too far away to be considered as a chain of basins along the San Gabriels and a

022-7
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secondary seismic channel down the Santa Ana Channel focus waves in the Los Angeles channel. One
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of the focuses is near the 91/ 110 intersection. What is it at the project. There is plenty of data from
Cal State San Diego Geology department (Day and Olsen) and Lucy Jones at USGS Pasadena as well
as simulations/ scenarios of other local faults including Puente Hills Thrust- the Earthquake that eats
Los Angels- Robert Graves USGS Pasadena

8.3.1
Micro Site Micro Seismicity- could be used to develop a site specific basin model (correlated with well
and geophysics)

8.4.2 Oil field Gas company. We notice that PXP and Halliburton developed a
subsurface description of the Inglewood Oil field and we require that something similar
be developed to support this project. The title of the report mentions fracking, which is
irrelevant here and could be a red-herring- but looking past the title to the substance. It
is an excellent report on the subsurface. Such a report could help show the support for
levees and bridges and other long structures which are very vulnerable to long period
long duration ground motions. If there are any water tanks or fire fighting water
distribution infrastructure planned these must also consider long period ground motion
as well as short period from local faults.

9.0 PSHA from 2008 is wholly obsolete. In addition to the disaggeration methodology where
much is lost in translation the consideration of primary sources must be considered.

THE NGA equations have been superseded and it must be noted that they only consider distance and
magnitude. They do not consider Source or Path from source to site- which is required. Start with the
SCEC Community Velocity Model and compute the Velocities from the Sources to the Site in addition
to the Source to Site via Bedrock method.
Table 4 is appreciated as a welcome addition to the usual two inadequate parameters but will have to be
recomputed

9.2 Design Earthquake (s) There are several which give completely different waveforms
Newport-Inglewood- Rose Canyon, Puente Hills Thrust, Southern San Andreas

11 Liquefaction

Will have to be recomputed with new ground motions and with an analysis that considers duration of
shaking, which is very important. Southern San Andreas could give 3 minuets and a multiple segment
break of Puente Hills Thrust could give long durations if the basinexcites.

12.1.3  As mentioned above we consider 100 year flood analysis to be inadequate.
It appears that mostly static analysis techniques have been utilized. We require that modern dynamic
analysis be utilized once new parameters are generated

We suspect that additional settlements and less support will be found so piles and pile caps will have to
be revisited. We note that CalTrans required reconsideration and more and larger and deeper piles
when seismology was reconsidered for the Garvey and Beverly blvd bridges over the Rio Hondo river

19 we note that invasives seed beds may have to be mitigated for 7-10 years for successful vegetation
planting

The County internal documents discuss the Ballona Channel reaches that are inland that need
retrofitting to secure.
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t Ballona, the Flood Control Permit for Playa Vista...the CORPS can’t even find an approved 022-18
Operations and Maintenance Manual for the flood control system. 1 cont.
references ]

Given the very short time for comments we have not and will not have time to give this project the 022-19

consideration it deserves and requires

http://www.hcn.org/issues/47.8/the-los-angeles-wetland-wars

http://westerndigs.org/history-of-ancient-los-angeles-was-driven-by-its-wetlands-8000-year-survey-
finds/

http://ballonacreek.org/about-the-creek/

http://www.whittierdailynews.com/2017/09/19/floods-are-a-serious-threat-to-southern-
california-say-csuf-geologists/

ARKSTORM https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2010/1312/

Southern California Gas Company’s Application to Value and Sell 4.E-1 June 4, 2004 Surplus Property
at Playa del Rey and Marina del Rey (A.99-05-029)
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/playa/deir_pdfs/4e_geology.pdf

PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT FOR A REVISION OF THE GEOLOGY AND 022-20
SOILS SECTION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE WEST LOS
ANGELES COLLEGE FACILITIES MASTER PLAN, CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA
http://www.wlac.edu/DEIR/Appendix%20B,%20Volumes%201%20and%2011/Appendix%20B,%20Vol
ume%201,%20Geotechnical%20Report.pdf

http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-earthquake-newport-inglewood-rose-canyon-20170309-
story.html

http://ucsdnews.ucsd.edu/pressrelease/fault system off san diego orange los angeles counties coul
d produce a magn

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/2016JB013467/abstract

https://www.easyreadernews.com/earthquake-beach/

http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-guake-la-houston-flooding-20170901-htmlstory.html

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kQIL83TKGPO Newport Inglewood

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=01'YfNE-zbSU Newport Inglewood+ Rose Canyon

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LB60Saa35uo Puente Hills Thrust
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ucn2IZg5RMA just watch the Ballona Area
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jF4Q2Pi_nwo again just focus on duration of shaking in project
area

http://www.laweekly.com/news/the-big-one-earthquake-will-hit-la-harder-than-we-thought-scientists-
say-4386273

http://www.inglewoodoilfield.com/res/docs/102012study/Halliburton%201nglewood%200i1%20Field
%20Hydraulic%20Fracturing%20Report.pdf

http://www.inglewoodoilfield.com/res/docs/102012study/Hydraulic%20Fracturing%20Study%20Ingle
wo00d%?20Field10102012.pdf

focus on the geology and faulting not fracking

Brown and Caldwell, Field Investigations of Soil and Soil Gas at Playa del Rey and Marina del Rey,
April, 2004.

California Department of Water Resources (DWR), “Planned Utilization of the Ground Water Basins of
the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles County; Bulletin 104,” In Ground Water Geology, 1961.

Davis, T.L., Review of the Playa del Rey Gas Storage Field, Los Angeles, California, November 9,
2000a.

Davis, T.L., An Evaluation of the Subsurface Structure of the Playa Vista Project Sites and Adjacent
Area, Los Angeles, California, November 16, 2000b.

Hester, R.L, Geology of the Play del Rey Gas Storage Field, Los Angeles County, University of
California, Department of Civil Engineering, 1986.

Terralog Technologies, Analysis of Subsidence and Microseismicity Induced by Montebello Gs Field
Pressure Depletion, December 19, 2000.
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Final EIR Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
December 2019 2.3. Individual Responses

Letter O22: Save Our Community San Gabriel Valley
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022-2

022-3

That the Project Site is located in a seismically active region that will likely
experience a substantial earthquake sometime in the future is consistent with
information provided in the Draft EIS/EIR. See, e.g., Section 3.6.2.1, Study Area, and
Section 3.6.2.2, Environmental Setting, in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.6, Geology,
Seismicity, and Soils, which discuss seismicity, faults, and seismic hazards in the
project area. Comments regarding the Discovery Center, Newhall Ranch, and other
projects do not inform CDFW?’s consideration of the potential impacts of this Project.
See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

The July 1, 2013, Geotechnical Investigation Report prepared for the Project and
provided in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix E was prepared to inform baseline conditions
(see Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.8.5 for an explanation). The report summarizes the
results of the Project Site-specific geotechnical investigation, laboratory testing, and
engineering analyses for the Project and provides geotechnical recommendations for
the proposed earthwork and construction. The preliminary geotechnical report
included in Appendix E is consistent with geotechnical practices and prepared by a
reputable engineering firm in accordance with building code requirements and thus
provides a valid basis for analysis of potential impacts of the Project.

Mitigation Measure 1-GEO-1b would require all final design requirements be
submitted to the County and the Corps for review prior to commencement of
construction. Because the California Building Code requires final geotechnical
reports to be signed and stamped by a California licensed geotechnical engineer or
engineering geologist, compliance with this requirement for the Project would allay
the commenter’s concern about the date of the initial report.

To bridge the time frame between preparation of the initial report provided in
Appendix E and the final report that would be prepared prior to construction, Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.6.5.2 describes the analysis methodology for geotechnical hazards
and how the Project would comply with the most recent version of the California
Building Code, which incorporates ASCE 7-16’s minimum design loads and
associated criteria.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.”

The geotechnical investigation included 25 rotary wash borings, 31 cone penetration
tests (CPT), 8 hollow stem auger borings and 1 hand auger boring. The depths of
exploration were selected based on the characteristics of the proposed improvements,
which do not require exploring the subsurface to bedrock. The location of faults in the
area of the Project Site were addressed in the geotechnical report (Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix E), where the closest fault to the site (Charnock) is approximately 1 mile to
the east. See also General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.3)
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regarding the proposed removal of SoCalGas Company infrastructure from within the
Ballona Reserve.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.7 describes the history of the Ballona watershed, including
discussion of when the Los Angeles River flowed through the system. Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.9.2.2, Groundwater Occurrence and Flow, discusses the groundwater
basins at the site. None of the restoration alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR
would have an impact on seismic wave reflection within the groundwater basin at the
site.

The methodology of the hydraulic modeling is described in Draft EIS/EIR

Section 3.9.5.2. Draft EIS/EIR Appendices F7 and F8 present further details on the
hydraulic modeling of Ballona Creek and the wetlands. Both of the hydraulic models
were run for a 100-year storm event, as well as, the larger “design storm event” and
the proposed levees are designed in accordance with widely accepted design
thresholds and regulatory requirements. The current levees are designed to protect
against flooding during the design storm event. As a result, the Project and
Alternatives 2 and 3 were designed and analyzed using the larger "design storm
event," in accordance with widely accepted design thresholds and regulatory
requirements.

The USGS Arkstorm Scenario project estimates a theoretical modeled event with a
recurrence interval of 500 to 1,000 years, which is beyond the design threshold and
regulatory requirements. The modeling has not been revised based on USGS
Arkstorm Scenario project estimates. Nonetheless, the commenter’s preference for
the use of this scenario is acknowledged and is now part of the record of information
that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

The geotechnical characteristics of the existing levees and recommendations for the
new levees was extensively evaluated in the Project Site—specific report provided in
Draft EIS/EIR Appendix E. The geotechnical report included profiling the underlying
materials that support the existing levees and the proposed new levees. The
recommendations in the report, including measures related to the construction of the
new levees, were included (see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.6.5.2). Potential seismic
impacts on the levees is included in Section 3.6.6 in the context of Impact 1-GEO-1c-
I. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the new levees would be constructed in accordance
with the Corps’ engineering requirements.

None of the restoration alternatives proposes to conduct oil or gas field operations. To
the contrary, existing utility infrastructure would be abandoned, removed, or replaced.
See Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.2.1.4, which describes the natural gas monitoring well
and associated pipeline abandonment activities common to all of the restoration
alternatives as well as Section 2.2.2.4 (the Project), Section 2.2.3.4 (Alternative 2),
and Section 2.2.4.4 (Alternative 3). The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed
activities relative to seismic considerations, including subsidence, are analyzed on an
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alternative-by-alternative basis in Section 3.6.6. See, e.g., Impact 1-GEO-2, which
concludes that the Project would, unless mitigated, be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Project and,
thereby, potentially result in seepage/piping, slope stability issues, or settlement.

The site-specific, Project-specific geotechnical report provided in Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix E is consistent with California Building Code requirements and was
prepared by California licensed geotechnical engineers that provided a level of detail
and scope that is appropriate for the characteristics of the proposed improvements.
The commenter’s preference for additional study is acknowledged and is now part of
the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making
process.

See Response 022-7, which explains why additional study beyond what is required to
inform the NEPA and CEQA analysis has not been conducted at this time. See also
Response 022-2, which explains that the implementation of Mitigation

Measure 1-GEO-1b would require the preparation of a final geotechnical report to be
prepared before construction begins.

As noted in Response 022-1, the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the Project Site is
located in a seismically active area. However, this comment provides no facts,
reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts that any
of the restoration alternatives would directly or indirectly cause the rupture of a
known earthquake fault, cause seismic-related ground failure, or cause the Project
Site to become unstable. The fact that additional studies could be conducted, or that
other methodologies are available does not change the nature of the proposed
activities on the Project Site or the impacts they would cause to the environment.

See Response 022-8.
See Response O022-8.
See Response O022-8.
See Response O022-8.
See Response O022-8.
See Response O022-8.
See Response O022-8.

The methodology of the hydraulic modeling is described in Draft EIS/EIR

Section 3.9.5.2. Draft EIS/EIR Appendices F7 and F8 present further details on the
hydraulic modeling of Ballona Creek and the wetlands. As described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.9.5.2 and Appendix F7, both a HEC-RAS one-dimensional model
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and an EFDC two-dimensional model were used to analyze the Project. HEC-RAS
was developed by the Corps’ Hydrologic Center, while EFDC received continuing
support from the USEPA. Both models have been used extensively in flood and
sediment transport analysis applications. Additionally, geomorphic analyses were
conducted to understand the dynamics of the system (see Draft EIS/EIR

Section 3.9.5.3 and Appendix F7).

As discussed in Response 022-5, the hydraulic models were run for the design storm
event, so the Project was analyzed against this same level of flow. In addition, as
stated under Impact 1-GEO-1c-i, “the levees proposed under Alternative 1 have been
designed to Corps’ current design requirements, which prescribe such parameters as
construction materials, degree of material compaction during grading, acceptable
slope gradients, and seismic thresholds for seismic loading. As a result, the new
levees would be constructed to higher structural standards [than the existing levees]
and as a result would be expected to perform better than the existing levees during a
major earthquake.”

As described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-iii, “a Noxious Weed Control Plan shall
be prepared by a qualified biologist for CDFW approval prior to the start of
restoration. The plan shall ensure that noxious weeds do not spread or otherwise
prevent the establishment of native vegetation. The plan shall also be implemented
during all restoration-related activities.” The plan would be implemented throughout
the restoration phases and would remain a part of the management and control plans
that guide management of the Ballona Reserve. See also Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B5,
Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Plan, which describes weed monitoring and
removal.

Reaches of the Ballona Creek channel that are outside the Project Site are beyond the
scope of the EIR. The Corps’ 1999 Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and
Rehabilitation plan (OMRR&R) is cited and relied upon in the Draft EIS/EIR, and a
copy of relevant sections is included with the reference materials.

See General Response 8, Public Participation (Final EIR Section 2.2.8.1) regarding
the Lead Agencies’ decision not to further extend the comment period beyond

133 days. CDFW disagrees with the characterization of this 19-week review period,
which is nearly three times longer than required, as “very short.”

This list of reference materials is acknowledged, but does not address the adequacy or
accuracy of the EIR or the merits of the alternatives. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1,
Input Received.
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DDL/RH/Ballona 1

ADVERSE TSUNAMI IMPACTS RELATED TO THE DEIR/DEIS’S PROPOSED
MODIFICATIONS OF THE BALLONA WETLANDS ECOLOGICAL RESERVE
Prepared by David DelLange, PhD, and Mansour Rahimi, PhD
for the Sierra Club
January 31, 2018

“It is sad that it took 230,000 deaths to get attention that tsunamis are real, are deadly, and can visit
with no notice anywhere causing upheaval in catastrophic proportions.”
Dr. Laura S. L. Kong, Director, NOAA/NWS, International Tsunami Information Center,
referring to the 2004 Sumatra, Indonesia Tsunami.

Introduction

The Draft Environmental Impact Study/Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No.
2012071090 (for brevity “DEIR™), concludes that regarding the project proposal it studies at the
Ballona Wetlands (“Ballona”) “the damage potential from a tsunami is expected to be low.” (DEIR
Appendix E-42) This conclusion is demonstrably and dangerously false, and the DEIR's
methodological foundation for it is seriously inadequate. Evidence of these critical deficiencies
examined below include:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Unassailable recalculations of DEIR predicted tsunami height maximums, correcting both
arithmetic and reporting errors in the DEIR, using data found solely either in the DEIR itself or
in other documents certified by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors;

Current land elevation readings taken by the U.S. Geological Survey 3D Elevation Program
showing that DEIR land elevation maps—maps that the DEIR relies upon when trying to
demonstrate the existence of, and also to depict, alleged tsunami damage-immune project
areas—significantly misrepresent supposedly inundation-proof land elevations along and near
populated designated tsunami evacuation routes within the Project area;

Recalculations of DEIR predicted 100-year tsunami run-up water elevations within and around
the Ballona Wetlands, using only DEIR sources. (These recalculations will factor in sea level rise
data, high tide levels, and storm surge elevations, which the DEIR-referenced tsunami models do
not include);

Historical photos showing severe flooding in 1956 along Culver Blvd, the only designated
tsunami evacuation route from the project area south of Ballona Creek and west of Lincoln Blvd;
and

Analysis of a critical methodological deficiency in that the DEIR examines only tsunami “run-
up” data while completely failing to study or even acknowledge what will happen when tsunami
run-up waters encounter obstacles, bottlenecks and funneling caused by the proposed levees and
other structures in the populated project area (Part II of this document).
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DDL/RH/Ballona 2
Part I
Proposed Project Description

The most prominent structural component of the project proposal consists of five approximately 20 feet
tall armored levees, all of them west of Lincoln Blvd (“Main Levee System”, Exhibit 1). The first of
these, the Fiji Way levee in Marina del Rey, would run from near Lincoln Blvd, seaward along Fiji Way
and Area A, before curving southward, then ending near/at the north side of Ballona Creek. The second,
more southerly Culver Blvd. levee in Playa del Rey, would begin somewhat west of Lincoln Blvd. and
run seaward along the north side of Culver Blvd, before curving northward and ending at/near the south
side of Ballona Creek just across the creek from the seaward most terminus of the Fiji Way levee.

The southwestern most sub-section of the Fiji Way levee (beginning where Fiji Way angles southward
at Fisherman’s Village) and the northwestern most sub-section of the Culver Blvd. levee (where the
levee turns northward away from Culver Blvd.)--these two levee sub-sections run continuously except
for the opening at Ballona Creek, where they terminate across Ballona Creek from each other. These
two levee subsections, considered together, extend unevenly for about 400 meters very approximately
parallel to the Pacific Ocean. For our purposes we will call this 400-meter levee stretch the “Coast-
facing Levee System”, although again it is actually composed of the seaward most, sea-facing parts of
two levees, the Fiji Way and Culver Blvd. levees). The third South Area B/East Area B levee would
run parallel to part of the Culver Blvd. levee but on the opposite, southern side of Culver Boulevard.
The remaining two levees run immediately adjacent to and on either side of the proposed, reconfigured
Ballona Creek.

In Part I, when examining tsunami run-up, we will be essentially reanalyzing and updating the
DEIR’s predictions of future tsunami water levels. Such predictions do not attempt to account for the
effect of obstacles, for example levees, encountered as flood water inundates. In Part II, when
examining run-up, we will be studying the run-ups of past tsunamis and the implications for future
Ballona area tsunamis when they encounter obstacles and especially the levees that the proposed
project would create.

Our analysis will show that 100-year tsunami waters predicted by DEIR sources (correctly reanalyzed)
will encounter the DEIR’s Main Levee System, resulting in flood levels surrounding the levees that are
higher than would occur in the absence of this Main Levee System. This increased flooding will occur
in important part because the tsunami waters from the Pacific Ocean—waters that would currently flow
straight ahead, disbursing across the 400-meter-wide part of the wetlands immediately bordering
Ballona Creek—such waters would instead be redirected by the Coast-facing Levee System toward the
north along Fiji Way and toward the south along Culver Blvd. Both Fiji Way and Culver Blvd. are
designated tsunami escape routes and, in fact, the only such escape routes available to approximately
one thousand people. The increased tsunami water levels resulting from this redirection of water will
also reach and adversely impact, more generally, the populated areas to the north, south and west of the
Main Levee System and also the populated area immediately north of the Fiji Ditch.

The analysis below focuses on tsunami risk factors shared only by Project Alternatives 1 and 2,
hereinafter referred to as “project”.
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Predicted Tsunami Elevations

The DEIR discussion of predicted tsunami flood levels at the Ballona Wetlands during the next 100
years is filled with serious errors and omissions of the kind that could cost lives and cause major
property loss. The report states: “A 5-foot run-up for a 100-year tsunami (is) predicted near the Marina
del Rey area (Ziony, Ed, 1985).” The report adds that “If a 100-year . . .tsunami coincides with high
tide the maximum water elevation near the site may reach El +11...feet NAVD. . .” then concludes
from these numbers that “although the damage potential from a tsunami is expected to be low, it cannot
be ruled out (DEIR, Appendix E-42)

There are a number of fundamental problems with this analysis. First, the DEIR cites only the outdated
1985 Ziony report to support this prediction of a 5-foot 100-year tsunami run-up! However, the DEIR
is incorrect. The Ziony report nowhere in its 521 pages asserts or implies a 5-foot run-up for a 100-
year tsunami at or near Ballona. Instead, in the attached Figure 208 (locations 79-80) copied from
Ziony’s report, Ziony predicts a 9-foot 100-year run-up for the project area (Exhibit 2)?

The Ziony report's conclusion of a 9-foot 100-year run-up is reinforced by Los Angeles County Board
of Supervisor’s certification, in the Marina del Rey Land Use Plan, of a J.H. Wiggins finding of'a 9.6
foot expected 100-year run-up at Venice Beach (Venice Beach reaches the northern edge of the project
area.) > This Land Use Plan further clarifies Wiggins’ analysis as follows: “the predicted heights are
not maximum credible heights and do not presume coincidence of the highest tsunami wave with peak
high tied or with storm induced high-water setup and superimposed storm waves....” * In other words,
the predicted 9.6-foot predicted run-up, as with the DEIR's Ziony source?, is a minimum expected run-
up occurring during calm seas and not during high tide.

Returning then to the DEIR's Ziony report, if we add in the assumption of high tide, then, following the
DEIR analysis above, which for high tide adds 6 feet above the mistakenly posited run-up of 5 feet, we
arrive at a (recalculated) predicted minimum 15-foot run-up at highest tide (i.e., 9' + (11'-5") for a 100-
year tsunami run-up at Ballona. Again, this conclusion is based entirely on recalculating corrected data
from the DEIR and its sources. Furthermore, high tides will often be even higher than the 6 feet posited
here as can be seen from 2018 Santa Monica Bay high tide charts.®

Tsunami and Sea Level Rise

The materials on 100-year run-up examined above (Ziony, 1985, Wiggins, 1974 and DEIR Appendix
E) never mention or show any awareness of the additional contribution sea level rise will make to
tsunami flood levels. We discover the reason for this silence by turning to the main body of the DEIR,
which does examine sea level rise. There we learn that the earliest study that attempted to project
future sea level rise along the west coast of the United States was done by Hayhoe et al. in the year

1 Ziony, J.I,, Editor, 1985, "Evaluating Earthquakes in the Los Angeles Region-An Earth Science Perspective", United

States Geological Survey Professional Paper 1360.

2 Ibid., p. 400

3 Los Angeles County Planning Department, Marina del Rey Land Use Plan, 2012, p. 10-6

4 The original MDR Land Use Plan for this information is Seismic Safety Study, City of Los Angeles, Technical Report
74-1199-1, John H. Wiggins, et al, 1974

5 The Ziony report, according to the DEIR as we saw above, adds 6-feet to the 5-feet, totaling 11-feet high tide, but adds
in no increased elevation to account for Wiggins' “storm induced high-water setup and superimposed storm waves”.

6https://tidesandcurrents.noaa. gov/noaatidepredictions.html?id=9410777&units=standard&bdate=20180129&edate=201801
30&timezone=LST/LDT&clock=12hour&datum=MLLW &interval=hilo&action=dailychart
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2004.7 And so, these 20" century investigators were silent because such a scientific sea level rise
prediction post-dated and therefore was not available to Wiggins or Ziony.

By contrast, in the main body of the DEIR, there is an examination of the National Research Council's
(NRC) study, a study which acknowledges that “estimates of sea level rise can be used to evaluate
potential flooding conditions. (DEIR, p. 3.7-4) The DEIR, referencing this same source, then tells us
to expect sea level rise on the California Coast by 2100 of 43-69 inches.® The NRC document itself
then adds that its own estimate is similar to an Army Corp of Engineers estimate of 59 inches of sea
level rise by 2100 for California.” So, a mean of approximately 5 feet of sea rise is being predicted by
both the NRC and the Army Corp, two DEIR sources, (approximately) during the next 83 years of the
current century.

If we add this 5-feet of sea level rise to the previous recalculated finding of a predicted 100 year 15-
foot run-up at Ballona, we now have a run-up predicted solely by DEIR sources that will reach 20 feet
during the current century. This 20-feet prediction is subject to two further variations. First the 5-foot
predicted increase will occur progressively throughout the century. On the other hand, 20 feet is a low
estimate, because as the NRC study points out: . . . the predicted heights are not maximum credible
heights and do not presume coincidence of the highest tsunami wave with peak high tide or with storm-
induced high-water setup and superimposed storm waves.” (Italics ours)!® In other words, since we
have already added, as per the DEIR, 6 feet for a predicted high tide tsunami, we must now additionally
consider that when the predicted 20 foot high tide run-up tsunami potential reaches Ballona during
already pre-existing storm-induced high-water set-up and superimposed storm wave conditions, then
these preexisting conditions will result in a 20+ feet water level, where the height above 20 feet could
amount to several feet depending on the storm-related sea conditions greeting its arrival.

DEIR Land Elevation Map

The added fact that there are significantly lower land elevation levels immediately surrounding the
project area than is portrayed by DEIR maps makes this entire populated area much more vulnerable to
catastrophic tsunami inundation than the DEIR claims. This is especially true throughout the entire
populated areas including: 1) on and near the roadways immediately outside the Fiji Way and Culver
Blvd. levees, 2) west of the “Coast-facing Levee System” and 3) along the two Ballona Creek levees
and along the Fiji Ditch just to the east of Lincoln Blvd. The DEIR authors indicate little awareness of
this risk not only because of their underestimates of tsunami waters that we have just considered, but
also, in important part, because their risk assessment relies on two outdated, substantially inaccurate
land elevation-based tsunami inundation maps (Exhibits 3 and 4).

By contrast, evidence from more recent U.S. Geological Survey based elevation readings, together with
the above analysis of 20+ feet 100-year tsunami run-up risk, imply that a tsunami can be expected to
cause deep flooding as follows: 1) along both the Fiji Way and the Culver Boulevard designated
tsunami evacuation routes, 2) throughout nearby neighborhoods, 3) to the Playa del Rey neighborhood
just west of the Coast-facing Levee System and finally 4) to the business/residential areas immediately
adjacent to Ballona Creek and also to the business/residential areas just east of Lincoln Blvd.

7 National Research Council (NRC), 2012. Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past,
Present, and Future. [http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389 ] June 2012, p. 95

8 The DEIR posits a 59-inch sea-rise, an average between the high/low range predicted by the NRC.
9 NRC, Ibid.
10 NRC, Ibid., p. 399
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immediately north of the Fiji Ditch. Furthermore, as we will see more fully in Part II, the proposed
Main Levee System, functioning at points as an obstacle and/or a funnel, will even further significantly
increase the destructive potential of the 100-year tsunami predicted for the Ballona project area.

The DEIR’s first Ballona area map (DEIR, Ap., F7-112, also Exhibit 3), color codes land elevations in
the project area on a scale ranging from 0 to >16-foot elevation. (DEIR F7-112, Figure 5) It
inaccurately portrays almost the entire (maroon-colored) land area exterior to the proposed Main Levee
System as standing at >16 feet. In fact, much of this area, and almost all of the land portrayed south of
the Culver Blvd. levee, stands at less than 16 feet. This inaccurate map based on an outdated 1997
methodology!! also shows that inundation of a 100-year tsunami (green line), on the Playa del Rey or
southern side of Ballona creek, is expected to stop short of the Culver Blvd Levee, thus traveling no
further inland than Vista del Mar, a street which is approximately parallel to and about 125-meters
yards inland from the Pacific shoreline. On the Marina del Rey side, this map shows that a tsunami
would reach some of the Marina channel-facing structures at the seaward most end of Fiji Way from
the Breakwater Apartments landward past Fisherman’s Village and also would reach a raft of boats at
and near Dock 52 even though all of those areas are (inaccurately) colored maroon and thus allegedly
lie above 16 feet.

There's a pervasive, fundamental flaw in this map and conclusions drawn from it, especially with
respect to the flooding dangers south of Ballona Creek including along the Culver/Jefferson Boulevard
designated tsunami evacuation route. Proof of this flaw comes from current elevation measurements
taken by use of a software Google Application called “My Elevation”. “My Elevation, Version 1.39”
was developed for Google by RDH Software in 2014. For purposes of the present analysis, this
application was installed in a Samsung 5S Smartphone which uses an Android operating system. On
December 4, 2017, this elevation recording device was placed at various locations in and near the
project area for the purpose of recording land elevations at those localities. Use of the application
requires an internet connection since the application uses coordinates built into the software to
determine precise latitude and longitude where the measurements are being recorded. United States
elevation level readings in this application are based on data taken from the U.S. Geological Survey 3D
Elevation Program. Elevation values are expressed as surface or ground level elevations above mean
sea level. Each elevation reading taken was sent from the “My Elevation™ application by email to one
of the authors’ email addresses, dr.delange@socal.rr.com. These emailed elevation readings, numbered
1-15, were then copied and pasted from west to east in sequence in Exhibit 5.

There are several pathways in Playa del Rey from the Pacific Ocean to Lincoln Boulevard that reach no
higher than 16 feet elevation. The “My Elevation” readings numbered 1-15 were taken along one of
these pathways. The 15 measurements begin on the Playa del Rey shore directly west of the southern
end of the Del Rey Lagoon, then next on nearby Argonaut Street, then on the one block of Vista del
Mar connecting Argonaut St. to Culver Blvd, next eastward on Culver Blvd until it connects with
Jefferson Blvd and finally eastward on Jefferson ending in the #15 reading near Lincoln Blvd. These
same 15 elevation readings from Exhibit 5 are also superimposed on the (inaccurate) color-coded
DEIR-provided elevation Map referenced above as Exhibit 3, revealing the map’s substantial
inaccuracies. (Other maximum-16-foot available tsunami pathways exist, for example, running
immediately to the north of Vista del Mar between Argonaut St. and Culver Blvd. before connecting

11 The methodology was published by Titov and Sinolakis in 1997 at:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic _hazards/Tsunami/lnundation Maps/Documents/AGUO8 tsuna
mi_poster.pdf (Inundation Map Methodology Poster)
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eastward to Culver Blvd.)

The “My Elevation” findings provide clear proof that the DEIR’s outdated elevation map (Exhibit 3)
significantly over-states elevation levels along the only designated tsunami evacuation route south of
Ballona Creek and north of the Playa del Rey bluffs.!> The DEIR map shows alleged elevation levels
along almost the entire designated Playa del Rey side tsunami evacuation route, which runs northeast
along Culver Blvd, then onto Jefferson Blvd. as standing at >16 feet elevation (illustrated by the map’s
maroon color). However, as described just above, “My Elevation™ readings show that there is an
available tsunami pathway from the ocean to Lincoln Blvd. that never exceeds 16 feet elevation. Only
an approximately 75 meters stretch of Culver Blvd, inland of the mapped Vista del Mar inundation line,
measures between 12 and this maximal 16 feet, and the remainder of the tsunami evacuation route
measures 7 feet elevation. Put another way, landward of the DEIR’s acknowledged (green) inundation
line, there is a path to the ocean which (briefly) reaches no higher than a maximum elevation of 16 feet
before descending to and remaining at 7 feet all the way to Lincoln Blvd.

Putting all the numbers together, we conclude that, based on DEIR sources together with the U.S.
Geological Survey based elevation readings just cited, a 100-year tsunami would not be obstructed by
land elevations from deeply flooding the populated areas west of Vista del Mar between Ballona Creek
and the Playa del Rey Bluffs as well as the Culver/Jefferson Boulevard tsunami evacuation route with a
predicted 100-year run-up exceeding the highest correctly measured land level throughout that area by
at least 4 feet ((20+)-16 feet). Where Culver and Jefferson Boulevards west of Lincoln are at 7 feet
elevation—which they are over the vast majority of their extent—the predicted tsunami waters would
be much deeper than the minimum of 4 feet shown by the immediately preceding analysis.

Ballona Tsunami Inundation Area Map

The second map presented in the DEIR (DEIR F7-110), unlike the map just considered, contains no
elevation data, only an outline of where tsunami 100-year inundation is expected to occur. This map
appears to set the inundation lines at the same place as the first map. The DEIR’s use of this map and
the map itself are also seriously flawed. To begin, the DEIR fails to disclose the “Method of
Preparation” from the original source that was used in creating the map.!3 This “Method of
Preparation,” is the missing bottom part of the map as the map is presented in the DEIR. This “Method
of Preparation”, copied from the DEIR’s just cited source, reveals three key oversights in the DEIR's
use of the map, oversights which, once again, have the effect of diminishing tsunami risk. First, the
“Method of Preparation” states: “The accuracy of the inundation line shown on these maps is subject to
limitation in the accuracy and completeness of available terrain and tsunami source information, and
the current understanding of tsunami generation and propagation phenomena as experienced in the
models. Thus, although an attempt has been made to identify a credible upper bound to inundation at
any location along the coastline, it remains possible that actual inundation could be greater in a major
tsunami event.” (Italics mine) A second problem with the map is that all of the reference sources used
in constructing it come from the year 2004 and earlier thus making it outdated in that the tsunami
"models" it refers to are neither the most recent nor the most relevant tsunami modeling available. To

12 Only approximately 60 meters of Culver Blvd. west of Lincoln Blvd elevates above 16 feet (to 18 feet). This stretch of
Culver Blvd lies immediately inland of the ocean. But gravity would presumably first take a tsunami through a 16-foot
maximum pathway from just south of the Del Rey Lagoon via Argonaut St. to Vista del Mar, disbursing from there, as
sketched above, along various sub-16-foot pathways eastward to Lincoln Blvd.

State of California. (2009). Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, Venice Quadrangle, County of
Los Angeles; produced by California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, and
University of Southern California — Tsunami Research Center; dated March 1, 2009, mapped at 1:24,000
scale.
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this point, as we saw above, the first tsunami model specifically designed for the west coast of the
United States was created by Hayhoe et. al. (see footnote 7); yet all but one of the map's referenced
sources are dated prior to 2004 and the remaining one from 2004 is not authored by Hayhoe et. al.
Third, the source for this second map is the same as for the first map, which as we saw, is based on a
methodology published in 1997. A map constructed from 20-year-old information does not include and
could not have included the updated sea level rise predictions of 2012, which were considered above.
(See footnote 6) Finally this second map fails to incorporate an analysis of possible preexisting storm
induced high-water setup and superimposed storm waves that might be encountered by the arriving
tsunami. For all these reasons this map significantly under-reports 100-year run-up tsunami risk for
Ballona.

Still, despite these serious deficiencies and the resulting implicit underestimates of sea level rise and
non-inclusion of storm-induced high-water setup and superimposed storm waves surge contributions to
tsunamic risk, this second map portrays all of Marina del Rey, which is north of Ballona Creek, with its
thousands of inhabitants, and its businesses, boaters, visitors and frequent traffic intensities along
Admiralty Way and Lincoln Blvd., as being just a little underwater come the predicted 100-year
tsunami. What the DEIR does not recognize, however, is just how far under water Fiji Way will be
when this tsunami arrives at 20+ feet elevation. The U.S. Geological Survey (‘My Elevation™) places
the terminus of Fiji Way at 15 feet. Just seaward of this terminus, the 240-unit Breakwater Apartments,
contrary to the DEIR Map in Exhibit 3, sit on land a mere 12 feet above sea level. (Exhibit 5, #16-17)

As we will see in part II of this report, the presence of the proposed levee system will significantly
worsen the destructive power of the predicted flooding. This is because, instead of being allowed to
disburse from the Fiji Way area southward and from Culver Blvd northward across the Ballona
wetlands, arriving tsunami flood waters will instead be forced by the presence of the Fiji Way levee,
and the Culver Blvd. levees together with the Playa del Rey Bluffs, to gather in higher volumes than
they otherwise would along these two tsunami evacuation routes and also across the inhabited areas
north of the Fiji Way levee and south and west of the Culver Blvd. levee.

Potential Tsunami Impacts East of Lincoln Blvd.

Tidal waters from Marina del Rey’s Basin H currently reach project areas east of Lincoln Blvd. via the
Fiji Ditch. The Fiji Ditch passes via a culvert containing a catchment beneath Lincoln Blvd. The Fiji
Ditch is an essentially unobstructed, very low elevation pathway for tsunami inundation of the
residential/business area immediately east of Lincoln Blvd. Perhaps because the DEIR authors believed
that a considerably lower than 20+ foot 100-year tsunami would hit the Ballona Valley, they did not
mention, much less analyze, any flooding possibilities to this neighborhood. However, immediately
east of Lincoln, all along the Fiji Ditch’s north side before it turns more southward, the
business/residential area sits unprotected from the Fiji Ditch at 12 feet elevation (See Exhibit 5, #18-19
for sample elevation readings.) The presence of a berm south of the Fiji Ditch would only further force
any flood waters northward toward this populated area by preventing these waters from disbursing to
the south.

Historic Flood Photo South of Ballona Creek

The large majority of the project area south of Ballona Creek and along Culver and Jefferson Blvds. we
have seen, consists of a flood plain. The majority of this plain is at a continuous 7 feet elevation. Once
tsunami waters have cleared the tsunami pathway’s highest elevation point between the sea and Lincoln
Blvd at 16 feet, tsunami waters would descend inland into this flood plain. That the drainage of this
plain is very poor can be seen from the attached before and after photos of a 1956 flooding of Culver
Blvd. (Exhibit 6) One of the structures depicted in the photo still stands at 335 Culver Blvd in Playa del
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Rey. This location is approximately 100 meters inland from the inaccurately drawn inundation line at
Vista del Mar as portrayed in the two DEIR cited maps above. “My Elevation™ places these flooded
structures at 10-foot elevation. (“My Elevation”, RDH Software, Google, Inc., 2014) All of the
continuous 7-foot elevations along Culver Blvd. discussed above lie even further inland from these
flooded structures. Clearly, this documented vulnerability to flooding along this designated and only
tsunami evacuation route for this area illustrates the destructive potential of the 20+ foot tsunami
inundation predicted over the next 100 years. But this added tsunami risk as illustrated in the photos
has neither been analyzed, much less disclosed, in the DEIR.

DEIR Maps’ Inundation Line Reconsidered

The two DEIR tsunami-related maps, as we noted above, place the Playa del Rey inundation line (green
line, Exhibits 3 and 4) along Vista del Mar, near the Pacific Ocean. When we outlined the lowest
available tsunami pathway across Culver Blvd to Lincoln Blvd, we found that the highest elevation (at
16 feet) through which tsunami waters would have to pass on their way to Lincoln Blvd occurred at the
junction of Vista del Mar with Culver Blvd. But this implies that this small stretch of the DEIR
sources’ inundation line through which tsunami waters would pass lies at 16 feet. Reconsidered in this
different way, we can see clearly once again that, based on the DEIR sources’ maps, the predicted 20+
foot 100-year tsunami waters will have a clear path eastward as elevations immediately east of Vista
del Mar descend rapidly to a continuous 7 feet all the way to Lincoln Blvd.

Summary

Because the DEIR, as we have just seen, used inaccurate ground elevation maps that placed almost all
of the project area exterior to the Fiji Way and Culver Blvd levees at >16 feet, and at the same time
used outdated, understated tsunami run-up elevations (alleging a maximum of a merel1-foot 100 year
run up at high tide, Ziony, 1985), the DEIR had no basis for studying the impacts related to the Main
Levee System of the predicted 100-year tsunami as recalculated herein at 20+ feet. This is because the
DEIR incorrectly predicts an inundation that stops about 125 meters inland in Playa del Rey at Vista
del Mar and just barely onshore along Fiji Way, all of this well short of the Culver Blvd. and Fiji Way
levees. Our recalculated findings, however, showing the predictable occurrence of 100-year run-up
tsunami waters at 20+ feet across land no higher than 16 feet means that such tsunami waters would
have a clear path to not only what we labeled the populated Coast-facing Levee System but thereafter
further inland along the populated and sometimes heavily trafficked Culver Blvd. and Fiji Way levees.
We turn in the second part of the present report to a deeper analysis of what happens when this now
more accurately analyzed tsunami hits Ballona.

Part I1

The following bullet points give the specific supporting facts used to further analyze the impact of a
future tsunami on Ballona given construction of the proposed project. We then offer our summary
statement.

e One of the most prominent structural components of the proposed project (Alternatives 1&2)
consist of a main levee system (Exhibit 1). The proposed levee system is designed to protect the
low-lying areas and other structures (e.g., roads) from potential flooding of the Ballona Creek (e.g.,
DEIR pages 3.9-67, 3.9-76, 3.9-77). To provide this protection, the levees are being designed at
significant heights.

e Under Alternatives 1 & 2, Culver Blvd will be protected by two levees, stretching along its north
side and its south side., two more levees running along Ballona Creek, and a levee running along
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Fiji Way and Area A (“Main Levee System”)

e The Playa Del Rey bluffs, stretching across the entire south side of the proposed project area are
over 150 feet high.

e The Los Angeles County Office of Emergency Management has designated Culver Blvd as the only
tsunami evacuation route out of the Playa del Rey side of the Ballona area. See below for a map of
the county designated tsunami evacuation routes in the Marina del Rey and Playa del Rey areas
(Exhibit 7). Populated Culver Blvd. is the most southern route between the Ballona Creek and the
Playa del Rey bluffs. Besides, populated Fiji Way, alongside the northernmost levee is especially
vulnerable to tsunami flooding (DEIR Map in Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 8)

e Studies show that “... a simulation of inundation and run-up remains challenging, especially in the
case of urban areas. These aspects of local tsunami behavior not only are sensitive to high-
resolution bathymetric and topographic data, wave breaking, diffraction, and the other
hydrodynamic effects, but also relate to the locations of buildings, streets, and other elements of
urban infrastructure” (e.g., Karlsson et al., 2009).!# Other studies show that tsunami damages
depend on its run-up height, which in turn depends on complex water diffractions. Built structures
have been implicated for increased tsunami hazards in recent tsunamis'>. Moreover, wave
propagation distance depends on the shapes of structures, rivers, channels, roads, etc. For Tohoku
tsunami, the water damage was experienced about a kilometer inland. Had it been the same
magnitude earthquake near field, the water would have moved eastbound along Culver Blvd and
Jefferson Blvd. Also, it is important to note that during the Tohoku tsunami, the water moved inland
about 5 kilometers in some areas, especially where channels, rivers or creeks were present.

e The 2004 Indian Ocean earthquake and tsunami generated waves of 15 to 30 meters (50 to 100 ft.)
with maximum run-up of 51 m (167.3 ft.) at shoreline, and in many places the waves reached as far
as 2 km (1.2 mi) inland (source: visited on 12/1/2017). This tsunami demonstrates what happens
when an incoming tsunami wave encounters obstacles and is forced to a much higher elevation.

Analysis

There is a clear and significant tsunami hazard (loss of life and property damage) associated with the
proposed project due to the positioning of the proposed levees. Especially in a strong near field
earthquake, the tsunami waves of massive force would move from west to east entering into the
opening between the Playa Del Rey bluffs and the proposed levees. The bluffs and the West Area B
levee (south of Culver Blvd.) will act as a funnel/channel, forcing the water into the Culver Blvd
corridor, possibly reaching Lincoln Blvd and beyond. We may also experience a situation where the
tsunami waves enter the main Marina channel and Ballona Creek. And as the waters move eastbound,
they will break into two distinct flows where the Area A (northside of Ballona Creek) and Fiji Way
levees join together. One flow enters Ballona Creek, and the other moves onto the Marvin Braude Bike

14 Karlsson, J. M., A. Skelton, M. Sanden, M. Ioualalen, N. Kaewbanjak, N. Pophet, J. Asavanant, and A.
von Matern (2009), Reconstructions of the coastal impact of the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami in the Khao
Lak area, Thailand, Journal of Geophysical Research, 114, C10023, doi:10.1029/2009JC005516.

15 Wilson, R.1., Admire, A.R., Borrero, J.C., Dengler, L.A., Legg, M.R., Lynett, P., McCrink, T.P., Miller, K.M., Ritchie, A.,
Sterling, K., Whitmore, P.M. (2013). Observations and Impacts from the 2010 Chilean and 2011 Japanese Tsunamis in
California (USA). Pure and Applied Geophysics, Volume 170, Issue 6-8, pp 1127—-1147.
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Path, then encounters the Breakwater at Marina del Rey Apartments and thereafter Fiji Way. The
following map (Exhibit 8) is designed to show the major flows of tsunami waves into these areas and
their direction based on the current DEIR Alternative 1 and 2 designs. The background black lines are
given by the current DEIR (Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan, page 2-33). The large
hollow red arrows are designed by the authors of this document to indicate the direction of large
tsunami waves. The solid red arrows are the effects of water channeling into the tsunami evacuation
route and Fiji Way. The solid red lines are dangerous water flows primarily due to the location,
positioning, angle, and height of the proposed levees.

Summary

The 20-foot-high Culver Blvd and Fiji Way levees are proposed to replace the existing levees so as to
contain increased future downstream flooding from Ballona Creek that the DEIR states will result in
part from expected sea rise. Yet, during the predicted 100-year tsunami run-up, these same proposed
levees would significantly increase flooding levels along Culver Blvd and Fiji Way, the only evacuation
routes available to some inhabitants, and also increase flooding throughout surrounding neighborhoods.
If these levees were designed substantially lower, the rising water in Ballona Creek from inland storms
would, in the view of the DEIR, flood Fiji Way and Culver Blvd. If the levees are designed high as
proposed, the levees will act as walls along Culver Blvd and Fiji Way, channeling and guiding the
tsunami waves into the Culver Blvd and Fiji Way levees instead of allowing these flood waters to
disburse across the part of the Ballona Wetlands enclosed by the Culver Blvd and Fiji Way levees.
There’s an added danger along Culver Blvd. caused by the presence of the Playa del Rey Bluffs and the
South Area B/East Area B levee which, together with the Culver Blvd levee will cause a funneling and
thus rising and rushing of water through the bottleneck created by their conjoint presence. The presence
of the project next to the Fiji Ditch, which is completely open to the ocean waters via the Marina del
Rey boat basin to the north of the Dock 52 parking lot, brings with it yet one more increased flooding
risk. None of these impacts have been analyzed or even recognized by the DEIR. This is due in
important part to the fact that, as we saw in Part I, the DEIR seriously understated the height of the
predicted 100-year tsunami flood waters and also significantly overstated the height of existing land
elevations throughout the project area. Clearly, Project Alternatives 1 and 2 would significantly
increase the risk of death and destruction throughout the western end of the Ballona Valley.

About the Authors

Mansour Rahimi, has a PhD in Industrial and Systems Engineering from Virginia Polytechnic and State
University (Virginia Tech). Over the past 30 years, he has performed a wide variety of research in
health, safety and environmental aspects of industries and technologies. He has also performed research
for the National Science Foundation on earthquake safety and human behavior. He is a professor at the
University of Southern California’s Epstein Department of Industrial and Systems Engineering in Los
Angeles.

David DeLange has an M.A. from the University of Chicago and a PhD in Analytic Philosophy from
Brown University, where he specialized in conceptual analysis and research. He is the former President
and Executive Director of the Coalition to Save the Marina. He has regularly, for the past 20 years,
provided research based expert analysis and commentary on the environmental and human impacts of
various development proposals in California’s Coastal Zone.
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Exhibit 1
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Exhibit 2
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Exhibit 3
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Exhibit 4
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Exhibit 5

Results Below Created by using "My Elevation" based on data from the U.S. Geological Survey 3D
Elevation Program.
http://goo.gl/ntnR9r

Culver Blvd. Area

1) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 11 ft. and located at Lat:33.95816 Lng:-118.45073
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&q=Iloc:33.95816,-118.45073

2) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 14 ft. and located at Lat:33.95843 Lng:-118.45019
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&aq=Iloc:33.95843,-118.45019

3) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 14 ft. and located at Lat:33.95925 Lng:-118.44868
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&qg=loc:33.95925,-118.44868

4) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 16 ft. and located at Lat:33.95899 Lng:-118.44857
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&aq=Iloc:33.95899,-118.44857

5) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 15 ft. and located at Lat:33.95900 Lng:-118.44849
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&qg=loc:33.95900,-118.44849

6) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 14 ft. and located at Lat:33.95910 Lng:-118.44856
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&qg=loc:33.95910,-118.44856

7) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 14 ft. and located at Lat:33.95910 Lng:-118.44856
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&q=Ioc:33.95910,-118.44856

8) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 11 ft. and located at Lat:33.96049 Lng:-118.44659
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&qg=loc:33.96049,-118.44659

9) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 12 ft. and located at Lat:33.96088 Lng:-118.44608
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&q=loc:33.96088,-118.44608
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10) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 7 ft. and located at Lat:33.96343 Lng:-118.44337
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&aq=loc:33.96343,-118.44337

11) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 7 ft. and located at Lat:33.96584 Lng:-118.44134
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&q=Iloc:33.96584,-118.44134

12) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 7 ft. and located at Lat:33.96807 Lng:-118.43862
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&aq=Iloc:33.96807,-118.43862

13) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 7 ft. and located at Lat:33.96894 Lng:-118.43681
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&q=Ioc:33.96894,-118.43681

14) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 7 ft. and located at Lat:33.97068 Lng:-118.43309
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&qg=loc:33.97068,-118.43309

15) Look Where | Am!. | am at Elevation: 7 ft. and located at Lat:33.97186 Lng:-118.4307
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=15&t=m&aq=loc:33.97186,-118.43073

Fiji Way Area

16) Marvin Braude Bike Path, Marina Del Rey, CA 90292, USA, Marina del Rey, United States
It is at Elevation = 15 feet and located at Lat:33.96891 Lng:-118.44564
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=17&t=m&q=loc:33.96891,-118.44564

17) 13906 Fiji Way, Marina Del Rey, CA 90292, USA, Marina del Rey, United States
Itis at Elevation = 12 feet and located at Lat:33.96876 Lng:-118.44602
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=17&t=mé&q=loc:33.96876.-118.44602

Fiji Ditch Area

18) Itis at Elevation = 12 ft. and located at Lat:33.97824 Lng:-118.43548
See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=18&t=m&q=loc:33.97824.-118.43548

19) 13234 Fiji Way, Marina Del Rey, CA 90292, USA, Marina del Rey, United States
Itis at Elevation = 12 ft. and located at Lat:33.97893 Lng:-118.43387

See it In Google Maps
http://maps.google.com/maps?z=17&t=mé&qg=loc:33.97893.-118.43387
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Exhibit 6
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Exhibit 7

Exhibit 8

West to East Tsunami Pathways When Forced by Project Levees to Circumvent Them

N4
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From: David De Lange PhD

To: bonnie.l.rogers@usace.army.mil; Wildlife Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve EIR
Subject: Addendum to Already Submitted Sierra Club Doc on Tsunami Risk

Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 4:43:27 PM

Attachments: ADDENDUM To DDL RH Ballona.pdf

Hello Ms. Rogers and Mr. Brody

Attached please find an addendum to a document by David DelLange, PhD and Mansour Rahimi,
PhD. The document to which this is an addendum is entitled “Adverse Tsunami Impacts Related to
the DEIS/DEIR’s Proposed Modifications of the Ballona Ecological Reserve.” The Addendum itself is
entitled “Tsunami Risks for the Ballona Valley Related to the Cascadia Subduction Zone.” The author
is David Delange, PhD. Submission of the document has been authorized by the Sierra Club.
Sincerely, David De Lange, PhD
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ADDENDUM TO

ADVERSE TSUNAMI IMPACTS RELATED TO THE DEIR/DEIS’S PROPOSED
MODIFICATIONS OF THE BALLONA WETLANDS ECOLOGICAL RESERVE

Which was submitted by Fedex (1/31/2018) and electronically (2/01/2018) to CDFW and ACOE
Prepared by David DelLange, PhD

For the Sierra Club
TSUNAMI RISKS FOR THE BALLONA VALLEY RELATED TO THE

CASCADIA SUBDUCTION ZONE

“The Cascadia subduction zone remained hidden from us for so long because we could not see
deep enough into the past. It poses a danger to us today because we have not thought deeply
enough about the future. That is no longer a problem of information; we now understand very
well what the Cascadia fault line will someday do. Nor is it a problem of imagination. If you are
so inclined, you can watch an earthquake destroy much of the West Coast this summer in Brad
Peyton’s “San Andreas” ...But such apocalyptic visions are a form of escapism, not a moral
summons, and still less a plan of action. Where we stumble is in conjuring up grim futures in a
way that helps to avert them.” Kathryn Schulz, The New Yorker, July 20, 2015

The Ballona DEIR/DEIS (for brevity, “DEIR”) authors acknowledge that “Southern California is
threatened by both near and farfield tsunamis,” (DEIR, F7-104) then proceed to minimize these
threats. They assure us that a tsunami from Japan, the closest possible farfield threat they
mention, would take 10-15 hours to arrive, allowing plenty of time for evacuation. (DEIR, F7-
104) Then, after listing what they characterize as nearfield tsunami risk zones--they mention
only the Santa Cruz-Santa Catalina Ridge, Palos Verdes Slide, and San Pedro Basin faults--they
clearly imply that these much closer fault zones would bring fairly harmless wave run-up to
Ballona (F7-104).

Remarkably missing from the DEIR’s list of nearfield fault zones is the immensely dangerous
Cascadia Subduction Zone (“Cascadia”). The southern end of the Cascadia Subduction Zone
reaches as far south as California’s Cape Mendocino, approximately 580 miles north of Ballona.
The DEIR informs us that tsunamis, for example, the aforementioned tsunami waves from
Japan, travel at 350-500 km (221-315 miles) per hour (DEIR F7-104). This means that the arrival
time for a Cascadia subduction zone generated tsunami could be less than two hours and no
more than three hours. Such a tsunamic arrival could occur when evacuation times would be
increased, for example, in the middle of the night or during peak traffic intensities along Culver

2-3365
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and Lincoln Boulevards. N

The Cascadia subduction zone is a tectonic plate convergence zone where the Juan de Fuca,
Explorer and Gorda tectonic plates move from the west toward the east beneath the North American
Plate. This subduction zone lies approximately 80 miles off the West Coast extending from near
Vancouver to south of Cape Mendocino. The Cascadia subduction zone contains approximately
30 times the potential energy of the San Andreas Fault according to Oregon State University’s
Professor Paul Goldfinger.! It is the same type and length of tectonic plate convergence that
generated the Sumatra, Indonesia, tsunami of 2004, the tsunami that killed 230,000 people.?
Furthermore, the coming earthquake “could approach the intensity of the Tohoku quake that
devastated Japan in March of 2011, according to Goldfinger’s research team.®

This massive underwater fault, according to Goldfinger, has created “major earthquakes”
(magnitude 8.5+) 43 times in the past 10,000 years; it last ruptured in the year 1700.% Professor
Goldfinger further warns:

It’s been known for some time, and still believed to be accurate, that the southern 023-15
portions of the subduction zone south of Newport, Oregon, tend to rupture more cont.
frequently—an average of about every. . .220-240 years from Coos Bay to Eureka,
California.®

In other words, the next Cascadia generated tsunami is statistically overdue by over half a
century.

The next major Cascadian rupture will adversely impact Ballona in various cumulative ways not
analyzed, much less disclosed, by the DEIR. To begin, when Cascadia ruptures, the resulting
sea-rise will add to the 5 feet of global-warming related sea-level rise predicted by the DEIR’s
NSF source for the Ballona area over the next 100 years. In this regard, the DEIR’s own NSF
source warned in 2012:

The biggest game changer for future sea-level rise along the U.S. west coast would be a
great earthquake (magnitude greater than 8) along the Cascadia Subduction Zone.
...During a great earthquake, some land areas would immediately subside and relative
sea level would suddenly rise, perhaps by 1 meter or more. This earthquake-induced rise
in sea level would be added to the projected rise in relative sea level (about 60 cm by
2100).6 \

! http://activetectonics.coas.oregonstate.edu/cascadia_turbs.htm and
https://www.cnn.com/2016/02/11/us/cascadia-subduction-zone-earthquakes/index.html

2 http://www.cbc.ca/doczone/features/factsheet-cascadia-subduction-zonel (Accessed 2/5/2018)

3 https://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/pp1661f/ (Accessed 2/5/2018)

4 http://oregonstate.edu/ua/ncs/archives/2016/aug/subduction-zone-earthquakes-oregon-washington-more-
frequent-previous-estimates (Accessed 2/4/2018) Also published in Marine Geology, week of 8/05/2106

5 lbid

6 https://www.nap.edu/read/13389/chapter/7#108, (Accessed 2/4/2018)
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The wave height that such an event could generate is of further concern: Rick Wilson of the
California Geological Survey warns as follows in Scientific American:

Waves from a large event, such as a high-magnitude Cascadian earthquake, could affect
up to 350,000 people along the California coast—not including the people who may be
visiting the state's beaches on a warm summer day... Waves could typically reach 45
feet at Crescent City, in the northernmost part of the state, and 10 to 12 feet in Southern
California....”

It’s important to note here that this 10-12-foot Cascadian wave height expected along Southern
California coasts is a baseline from which actual predicted inundation levels are calculated
upward. As we saw in the main body of this document and above, the following seven factors
frequently or always will increase inundation levels: 1) pre-existing storm-induced high-water
set-up; 2) pre-existing super-imposed storm-waves, 3) tides higher than mean sea level (adding
as much as 6 feet water rise above mean sea level), 4) sea-level rise caused by global warming
(increasing 5 feet by 2118), 5) just referenced coastal subsidence (which will bring an immediate
3+ feet sea-level rise during the predicted Cascadia rupture), 6) immediate off-shore shoaling
caused by the tsunami hitting the continental shelf ® and 7) land based obstacles, including
buildings and levees, encountered as the tsunami inundates.

It is obvious from these numbers that there are many scenarios, and not only worst-case
scenarios, under which inundation levels at Ballona following a nearfield Cascadia subduction
zone rupture would exceed 20 feet. The resulting devastation of a 20+ foot tsunami hitting the
DEIR’s proposed levee system, as we saw in the main body of this document, would be
tremendous. The tidal wave would arrive in as little as two hours compounding the risk
significantly.

Summary and Conclusion

The entire DEIR/DEIS makes only one passing reference to the Cascadia subduction zone (F7-
105) but is completely silent on the massive overdue tsunami that the next major Cascadian
rupture will generate. As a result, the DEIR utterly fails to analyze, much less disclose, the
added serious danger inhabitants of the Ballona Valley’s west end would face when the Cascadia
tsunami arrives if the levee system proposed by the DEIR/DEIS’s Alternatives 1 and 2 were
built.

Postscript

More generally, the DEIR/DEIS’s analysis of tsunami risk at Ballona is methodologically
negligent because it uses only outdated source materials and inundation maps. One of the
DEIR/DEIS’s own sources, Rick Wilson, head of the California Geological Survey’s tsunami

7 https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/new-maps-reveal-tsunami-california/ (Accessed 2/4/2009)

8 The DEIR itself makes this point for us when it explains that “viewed at sea, a tsunami is barely noticeable;
however, as the waves reach the coast, they shoal on the continental shelf with water piling up as the sea floor
becomes shallower, and the height of the wave increases dramatically.” (DEIR, F7-104)
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program, tells us that “before (the 2010 Chilean tsunami and the 2011 Japanese tsunami) “. . .we N
really didn't have any detailed information about tsunamis along our coast. But because those two
events occurred, we were able to have staff go out and collect the data -- it was priceless, really." 9 023-16
Yet every DEIR assertion examined in this addendum and in the 18-page main body of this report cont.
rely on sources that are at least seven years old. (DEIR 2009 inundation maps at F7-110 and
F112, and DEIR References at F7-110 and 3.9:87-90).

% http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-california-officials-drawing-tsunami-flood-maps-to-aid-future-
construction-20140321-story.html (Accessed 2/5/2018)
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From: Marcia Hanscom

To: bonnie.l.rogers@usace.army.mil; Wildlife Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve EIR
Subject: Sierra Club submission - Ballona Wetlands DEIR/DEIS
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 10:30:56 AM

Attachments: Ballona Wetlands Sierra Club DEIR DEIS submission2 Hanscom.pdf
Endangered & Imperiled Species Ballona 12 11 17.pdf
Palmer"s Goldenbush Ballona Roy.pdf

Dear Ms. Rogers and Mr. Brody ~

Please find attached - for the DEIR/DEIS for the Ballona Wetlands project - the comments from Sierra
Club, including two attachments to those comments.

~ Marcia

Marcia Hanscom
Sierra Club
(310) 877-2634 - mobile
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SIERRA
CLUB

Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Committee
3250 Wilshire Blvd., #1106
Los Angeles, CA 90010

February 5, 2018

United States Army Corps of Engineers and California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife
Los Angeles District, Regulatory Division Richard Brody

ATTN: SPL-2010-01155 (Bonnie Rogers) c/o ESA

915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 930 550 Kearny Street, Ste. 800

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3401 San Francisco, CA 94108

(213) 452-3372 (415) 896-5900
bonnie.l.rogers@usace.army.mil BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.ecov

sent electronically via email to the above addresses

re: DEIR/DEIS comments - Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project:. (State Clearinghouse
No. 2012071090) and Federal Document: Public Notice/ Application No.: SPL-2010-1155

Dear Ms. Rogers and Mr. Brody:

Please accept this as one of our submissions from Sierra Club, on behalf of the official
voice of our organization, the Sierra Club Ballona Wetlands Restoration Committee.
Sierra Club, which has been involved with protection efforts of the Ballona Wetlands for
more than 30 years, and was instrumental in the public acquisition of the lands known
now as the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve, was founded by legendary
conservationist John Muir in 1892. We are the nation’s largest and most influential
grassroots environmental organization, with three million members and supporters. In
the Angeles Chapter alone, we are more than 50,000 members.

We have additionally sent under separate cover via overnight mail (fedex) and via
email an expert analysis on tsunami risk and a short addendum to that submission is 023-18
being sent today via email.

SierraClubcomments-BallonaWetlandsRestoration Committee February 5, 2018 1
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I write to you on behalf of this august organization on the matter of the proposed
Ballona Wetlands project - referred to as a “restoration.” Even the title of this project
ignores the most recent science, including historical ecology evidence that clearly would
lead one to conclude that none of the three proposed alternatives would be a
“restoration.” In fact, the three alternatives proposed, if carried out, would ignore the
mandates that the State of California has for protection of wildlife and landscapes inan | 023-19
ecological reserve, and also would ignore state and federal laws that were meant to
protect species like those that would be displaced, killed or extirpated due to the
industrial mechanized removal of life-filled soils and hundreds of acres of plants that
provide habitat for some of California’s most sensitive wildlife and plant populations.

While we will provide some comments on an array of specifics related to this plan,
perhaps it’s best to get right to the crux of our current concerns:

Illegal Drains Depriving Wetlands of Rain; Baseline Information Flawed

On December 14, 2017, the California Coastal Commission voted unanimously to
require that the California Department of Fish & Wildlife close up two illegally
constructed and installed drains that depleted of its primary component - water - the
seasonal wetlands, ponds and meadows west of Lincoln Blvd. north of Jefferson Blvd.,
east of the Culver/]Jefferson split, and south of Ballona Creek. Those drains were
capped last month, as mandated and approved by the Coastal Commission. (personal
communication, observation by naturalist Jonathan Coffin.)

According to the company that built and installed these drains, Psomas (who happens
to be one of the contractors for the engineering work that is at the heart of the proposals | 023-20
that cause me to write to you), these structures were installed in 1996, at the direction of
Psomas’ client, the Playa Vista developers (now known as Playa Capital LLC.)

What this means is that rainwater, which is what fed much of this at least 54 acre site -
on the part of Area B which was under option by Trust for Public Land to expand the
public acquisition in 2001, was denied to the soils and the living organisms on which
they relied until 1996. (https://www.tpl.org/media-room/ballona-wetlands-deal-
announced-ca#sm.00001vg4ycudrkdeur7ghrn301h26) It is possible that even more
acreage of Area B, west of the Culver/Jefferson split was impacted by the draining of
these fresh rainwaters, as well. The lack of an adequate hydrology report is evident.

A hydrology assessment of the damage done by more than 20 years of illegally draining
rainwaters from the marshy soils and sending them directly into the ocean via Ballona
Creek is necessary. The authors of this DEIR/DEIS failed to even disclose the situation
related to these drains, even though the engineering contractor working on this project
for the State Coastal Conservancy is the same one who built the illegal drains and was
knowledgeable of the fact that the California Coastal Commission enforcement division )

023-21

SierraClubcomments-BallonaWetlandsRestoration Committee February 5, 2018 2
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had determined there was a notice of violation of the Coastal Act that needed to be
remedied. Such an assessment needs to be completed before decision-makers and the
public can even consider what is appropriate in terms of restoration on this site to best
protect the wetlands and the wildlife the State is entrusted with.

In addition, the baseline relied on throughout the entirety of the DEIR/DEIS is flawed
because of this situation. The wetland delineation alone is in error, because more than
20 years of drying out many acres of the wetlands was occurring. In addition, species
which relied on that land prior to 1996, likely diminished in these areas over that time
period. Other species may have moved in. All of the “baseline surveys” undertaken by
The Bay Foundation/Santa Monica Bay Restoration Foundation are inaccurate, relying
on a condition that was not normal. The conditions had changed significantly because
of the illegal structures depriving the seasonal wetlands, ponds and meadows of rain
water that would normally soak into the sponge-like soils of wetlands that were created
over many thousands of years by the confluence of the Los Angeles River and several
other streams - one emanating from what is now Inglewood, and one emanating from
what is now the UCLA area.

The following article provides more detail about the history of these illegally
constructed and installed structures, and hopefully provides some idea of why there is
such grave concern about this matter that should weigh heavily in any future decisions
about proposed projects at the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve:

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/

Because of this situation alone, this project proposal must be withdrawn, as all of the
baseline information, the conclusions based on that erroneous baseline information and
the plans made for the restoration are irrelevant and need to be reassessed. The
assessments and studies mentioned above need to be completed (or completed again)
AFTER it is determined what damage was done, and after an appropriate amount of
time for winter rains has passed in order to return the land to conditions prior to the
1996 illegal structures being installed.

We are puzzled as to why there is no mention of this situation in the DEIR/DEIS nor an

adequate analysis of the wetland delineation or species surveys being flawed due to this
situation. Could you please explain this for the public?

Is the Land Dead & Dying & SOMETHING NEEDS TO BE DONE NOW?

No. And No. The rationale being used in the public arena for needing to move ahead
quickly with this project is that the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve is “dead and
dying” - in fact, in the DEIR/DEIS there are various assertions that only 3% of the land
is viable. This “alternative fact” is in direct contradiction to the many species

SierraClubcomments-BallonaWetlandsRestoration Committee February 5, 2018 3
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documented both in species surveys relied on by the DEIR/DEIS authors as
“references” and also in the public domain.

There are eight - or maybe seven now (see below) - species that are listed either on the
State of California or federal Endangered Species Lists that have been documented as
using this ecological reserve since the land was acquired. Several of these species have
returned on their own due to federal recovery efforts (like the Least Bell’s Vireo Vireo
bellii pusillus and the El Segundo Blue Butterfly Euphilotes battoides allyni - the butterfly
helped also by the planting of Seacliff Buckwheat Eriogonum parvifolium by a local

community group.) 023-26

There are also dozens of species otherwise protected by federal or state laws, including cont,

the California List of Species of Special Concern, the Fully Protected Species law, and
other agreements with California Native Plant Society and Center for Biological
Diversity. I am attaching with this letter a four-page summary of those endangered
and otherwise protected species.

Why did the DEIR/DEIS not fully disclose the presence of these species nor provide a
complete analysis of their protections, what habitat needs these species have, what
impacts (locally, regionally, statewide and nationally) the proposed alternatives would
have on these species and what could be done to avoid the complete annihilation of the
habitat for these species? Please correct this deficiency in the DEIR/DEIS for each of the
species included on the four-page color submission attached to this submittal.

Please note additionally, since the DEIR/DEIS was released, and we’ve been able to
review it in part (we really needed much more time for a thorough review of the more
than 8,000 pages in this report and its associated appendices), it appears that a
correction must have been made to the Karina Johnston/Bay Foundation species
surveys related to Suaeda californica. While we questioned the presence of that
endangered species at the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve (BWER), based on our
consultation with Ballona Institute’s biologist, Roy van de Hoek, we included the
presence of this species in the Endangered Species list since The Bay Foundation
identified it as such, out of an abundance of caution.

023-27
Would you please clarify whether or not a qualified botanist with expertise related to
this species has verified that the Suaeda species at the BWER is indeed Suaeda californica
(which is listed on the federal Endangered Species List) or Suaeda taxifolia, which is now
included in the DEIR/DEIS as a California Rare Plant Ranking 4.2. Either way, this
species needs protection, and the presence of it as identified on page 527 of the
DEIR/DEIS - Figure 3.4-4 - growing ON THE LEVEES which are contemplated for
removal is yet one more reason why the current levees need to remain in place. It is
clear that this population of Suaeda has been growing on the south levee for a significant
amount of time, and that there are conditions at this particular location that appear to
be nowhere else on the site, allowing for this rare plant population to thrive. /

SierraClubcomments-BallonaWetlandsRestoration Committee February 5, 2018 4
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Removing the levees, planting these plants in pots and attempting to plant them in soil
dug up, moved around, with soil characteristics (including microbes and other
important soil components) highly disturbed after bulldozing, excavation and
replacement elsewhere - is an experiment at best, and a failure that most expert plant
ecologists and restoration experts would conclude to likely be futile. This is one reason
why rare plants on the CNPS list - like Suaeda taxifolia - when on public land - are
treated as if they are on the endangered species list and are to remain in place - not
potted and considered for replanting, like in a residential home garden. Why was this
usual practice not considered here, nor even revealed or analyzed?

This is not a backyard home garden. This is a rare and fragile ecosystem, and CDFW is
mandated to treat it as such. Can you please explain why this standard for protection
has not been revealed in the DEIR/DEIS and also provide an alternative that will
protect all rare and special status plants and plant populations as required by this
standard of protection.

This discussion brings into the light the clear concern we have that - this project was
not conceived of by the California Dept of Fish & Wildlife, but was, rather, conceived of
by private interests - while paid by public funds (as in the case of the leader of the
group, Dr. Richard Ambrose of UCLA) - and was led by the private Bay Foundation
(with a Chevron Vice President at the helm during the time it was being conceived of).
Please explain why the genesis of the planning for this proposed project was not
revealed nor analyzed for appropriateness by the Army Corps of Engineers - who
should have provided federal oversight for such a departure in required legal
procedures, even if CDFW management was otherwise conflicted by such a revelation.

To clarify our concerns, knowing of the many professional and caring stewards and
biologists that are employed by CDFW, we are confident that CDFW would not have
ever dreamed of putting forward a project proposal like this one that contemplates
removal of nearly every (if not every - as the engineering documents submitted with
the Section 408 application to the Army Corps of Engineers show) plant and animal on
the landscape of what has been designated by the California Fish & Game Commission
to be worthy of status as an ecological reserve and, then, virtually, starting over.

When so many rare and imperiled species are clearly using the mosaic of habitats at the
Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve, it is negligent and irresponsible to even apply for
these permits, let alone to approve them, and we are hopeful that the good biologists in
the CDFW will be alerted to this sham of a proposal and somehow persuade the
political higher-ups who have been promised overhead funding to participate in this
project that there are better ways to achieve the funding needed for management and
maintenance of this land that the Governor has so far neglected to provide (both
Schwarzenegger and Brown.) Sierra Club would volunteer to help obtain management
funding - we have good relationships with our elected officials inSacramento.
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If CDFW does not rise to the occasion (which we hope it does in order to remain a
relevant agency entrusted with the care and protection of rare and endangered species
and landscapes), we remain hopeful (and insistent!) that other agency professionals and
legislators will cry out for justice to this land and for the people of California who not
only cherish fragile landscapes like this, but who have been denied true, yet sensitive,

public access paths for 14 years since the public acquisition of this ecological reserve
land.

New Species, Inadequate Surveys, Misidentifications of Species

In addition to the apparent misidentification of the Suaeda species discussed above, we
would like a full disclosure in the final EIR/EIS (if the project is not withdrawn, which
we believe it should be because of the necessary new baseline surveys and conditions
needed once the rains are allowed to replenish the wetland soils again) of the many
misidentifications of species that Ballona Institute, naturalist Jonathan Coffin and others
have identified in the work of The Bay Foundation.

We are also interested in reading a full disclosure of all biological surveys on the BWER
site. Please inform us of how many seasons in which these surveys were undertaken
and by which experts with which credentials. We’'ve read some internal email
messages where Shelley Luce (then-executive director of The Bay Foundation, now with
Heal the Bay) informed Karina Johnston that her assessment of nonnative species was
insufficient, suggesting they needed bigger numbers to persuade decision-makers to
undertake such a significant alteration of the entire landscape and various habitats.

One reason we would like to see these disclosures and analyses is the discovery by
naturalist Jonathan Coffin and then confirmed by biologist Robert Roy van de Hoek to
be Palmer’s Goldenbush Ericameria palmeri- another rare plant species (CNPS 1.B.1) that
experts agree should be listed as an endangered species (van de Hoek was confirmed as
a botanist through testing by the California Dept of Fish & Wildlife - then Fish & Game
and considered for employment as both a botanist and a wildlife biologist before he
decided to accept employment with Los Angeles County Parks.)

This discovery, as documented on Page 1 of the Los Angeles Times (see attached article,
for the record), makes us all question the extent of surveys completed in certain areas
and the bias those undertaking those surveys might have had. For example, we hear
the CDFW representative at Ballona repeatedly saying publicly that there is nothing
worthy in terms of biodiversity - he is not a biologist, we are led to believe - in areas
outside of the area in the western-most part of Area B, near the Observation Deck. He
states in this publicly available interview/video, for instance, while pointing east of
where he sits on the Observation Deck: “...after the salt pannes, the rest of the reserve is
quite a bit of fill...” - ignoring the abundance of wildlife and native plant populations
that have been documented in those areas.
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http:/ /spectrumlocalnews.com/section/in-focus/in-focus-shows /2018 /01 /27 /in- 023-34
focus--restoring-the-ballona-wetlands | cont.

Biodiversity and Abundance of Wildlife and Native Plants at the Ballona Wetlands

The Bay Foundation surveys alone - even considering the misidentification of
numerous species - still documents an abundance of species that exist in all of the areas
of the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve.

The wildlife is returning - in part because no longer are wayward bulldozers from
Playa Vista developers entering the landscape, and, in part because of the success of
federal and state efforts to protect rare and imperiled species, such as those on the
Endangered Species Lists. Why was this not revealed in the DEIR/DEIS to the fullest
extent possible and an alternative fully analyzed where protection of these species were
to be given the highest and most important priority?

023-35

Also for your reference and to correct the record related to the heading of the previous
category of our submittal, please review the photos taken by naturalist Jonathan Coffin
during the past approximately 10-12 years at the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve.

Go to this site, and hopefully, you will see this place is filled with such biodiversity and
life that bringing in bulldozers to remove all of this life would be a terrible mistake.
tinyurl.com/ballonaphotos

Conflicts and Incongruencies Between CDFW and Resource Agency Wildlife and
Habitat Protection Mandates and Project Purposes, Needs and Objectives

While originally the goal appeared to be some sort of “restoration,” — as we discussed
earlier in these comments, that goal has apparently changed. Can you please reveal the
full decisions for these changes, and explain why all interested stakeholders and
members of the public were left out of these discussions?

023-36
One of the documents listed under “Reference Documents” is the study by Dr. Travis
Longcore, Dr. David Jacobs and Dr. Eric Stein - outlining the newly discovered science
from historical ecology reports (including the report by Dark, et al - also one of the
documents under “Reference Documents” on the public page of CDFW that show the
DEIR and related Appendices.)

Why is this new science being dismissed simply because it does not comply with the
Project Objectives? Wouldn’t new science - like the Earth not being flat - then cause
conscientious scientists who were counting on the Earth being flat to re-evaluate the
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Project Objectives if new evidence is presented that disproves the theories once thought /| 023-36
to be valid? 1 cont.

(Which reminds us of this: it is a matter of transparency and legally mandated CEQA
and NEPA requirements - this “Reference Documents” category was not present when
the DEIR/DEIS were released and only appeared sometime in late January, 2018. Such 023-37
additional materials relied on by the DEIR/DEIS needed to be available to the public
during the entire CEQA/NEPA comment periods and noticed that it was available to
the public - neither of which was done.)

I participated in the one-day charrette that purports to hold up this entire 1,242-page
DEIR/DEIS document as being valid, and my experience does not match the suggested
outcome. I also attended many of the “Science Advisory Committee” meetings - (many
of them were not noticed to the public nor open to us) - and, while it did appear that
there was a predetermined outcome that the Co-Chairs, Richard Ambrose and Eric
Stein, desired, those of us from the public who were allowed our 2 or 3 minutes at the
end of each day of attendance provided substantive comments and questions that never
were answered - questions like:

* What species are we managing for?

* What habitat types and how much habitat is needed for recovery or at least thriving
of endangered or otherwise imperiled species on the site? 023-38
* Why are outcomes of elevations and moving of levees being discussed before baseline
surveys are completed so we know where are locations that must not be disturbed?

(notes: a) some meetings of which were convened in Orange County, far from the
project site, so few members of the public attended these meetings; and b) the final “S”-
shaped alteration of the levees and deep excavation and bulldozing of most of the
BWER - then referred to as Alternative 5; now in this DEIR/DEIS referred to as
Alternative 1 - was “decided” on by the “Science Advisory Committee” before any
current baseline surveys were undertaken by The Bay Foundation. These surveys,
being completed after the decision as to what the preferred outcome would be, reflected
the proverbial “cart before the horse”; and c) the members of the Science Advisory
Committee were not Wildlife Biologists who had any expertise on wildlife that relies on
land habitat - wetland, lowland or uplands.)

Please explain this conundrum further and explain why and how the mandates CDFW
and other resource agencies (like the US Fish & Wildlife Service) can possibly be met
when the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve lands are contemplated to be almost
entirely altered, covered up or moved around, as if they are pieces of a puzzle that
would - or even could - magically turn from a depiction of a cat to a dog. As far as we
can see - while “human disturbance” is the rationale given repeatedly for the heavy- %

023-39
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mechanized alteration of the lands and habitats, the plans are to yet bring even more \
“human disturbance” to Ballona - moving wetlands to uplands and uplands to
wetlands and covering up functioning habitat and rare, imperiled populations of
wildflowers and wildlife habitat with soils that are in the way (albeit life-filled soils that | O23-39
are functioning as habitat today!) of the pretty, “S”-shaped meandering picture that was | cont.
drawn by a landscape architect who couldn’t possibly know what all of this alteration
would mean to the wildlife that currently rely on Ballona as it existstoday.

In addition, could you please explain how the NEPA Purpose and Need for the project
was developed, and compare it with the CEQA Project Objectives.

While there are stated reasons for doing this project, the project alternatives are
puzzling to so many of us because the question has never been answered:

What, specifically, is the problem that these alternatives attempt to solve?

023-40
What species does the State California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife purport to manage for?

Which species on the endangered species list and which species which are otherwise
protected species (included on the four-page attachment to this letter) will be helped by
these alternatives? Which species will be harmed by the various alternatives?

These questions still have not been answered directly, and they need to be answered in
the Final EIR/EIS - or, preferably, the proposed project needs to be withdrawn and re-
thought once the rainwaters are allowed to soak into the soils now that the illegal drain
structures have been capped.

Conflicts of Interest and Questions Related to Bond Spending

$130 million of the $140 million that was allocated by the State of California from bond
moneys that were voted on by the people of California were from Wildlife
Conservation bonds, approved by the Wildlife Conservation Board. I attended that
board meeting, spoke in favor of the use of those bonds, as did our Sierra Club
California staff, and we watched and listened to the deliberations by that board before
they voted unanimously for these funds to be allocated. There was no intention stated
that this land was in such dire shape that it needed to all be bulldozed or scraped and
completely altered into something else. In fact, it was the rich wildlife habitat that we
were all there celebrating would not be turned into more of Playa Vista condos.

023-41

Can you explain how the three main alternatives selected by The Bay Foundation and
its consultants and allies (including CDFW) will conserve wildlife - which appears to be
a larger mandate for this land from the acquisition funds than to create tidal wetlands %
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that would create a system that is far greater in saltwater influences than has been in
this region for at least 4,000 years?

We are also very puzzled as to how the engineering firm (Psomas) for the Playa Vista
development ended up with the contract for the engineering drawings for this
proposed project. We are especially troubled by this fact, given that this firm is the one
that constructed and installed the illegal drains - on what is now the Ballona Wetlands
Ecological Reserve - that were recently ordered to be capped by the California Coastal
Commission.

We note that the President of that organization (Psomas) was also the President of the
Friends of Ballona Wetlands for several years, and they are one of only a couple of
groups allowed to have public access to the land. It’s almost as if the land at Ballona
has been managed to be private for the past 10 or so years.

Public Access Denied; Management, Ranger Presence and Maintenance Needed

One of the most disconcerting issues related to the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve
is that public access, except for a couple of years - from about 2006 to 2008 - has been
mostly denied to stakeholder groups and even more concerning to the general public.
Now, the greatly desired sensitive public access that all stakeholders say they want -
and we are among them - is being held out as a carrot - or as a bribe - for approval of
this proposed project - a project that is highly problematic, except it suggests that
public access will finally be achieved.

When US Rep. Ted Lieu (CD-33), one of our representatives in the United States
Congress, was a state legislator, and was working with us to attempt to transfer the
land at Ballona to the California State Parks (which was the original intent of Governor
Gray Davis and his Resources Secretary, Mary Nichols), the Director of State Parks
informed then-Assemblymember Lieu and me that her staff had done an assessment of
Ballona, and they believed the only thing that Ballona needed was sufficient funding -
about $1 million a year was what she calculated at the time - for a full-time ranger, a
full-time maintenance worker and a full-time land manager - and a boardwalk for
public access that would be on the perimeter or otherwise not intrude on to sensitive
habitat. We agreed, but unfortunately, for about a ten-year time period, the natural
resource agencies were all starved in Sacramento due to budget concerns, and while the
State now has a surplus of funds, the budgets for these agencies have not even been
restored.

Most of the complaints from nearby residents, people who drive by or otherwise are
stakeholders of this fragile, yet important recreational and habitat resource, would be

taken care of if proper staffing were in place for maintenance and management.
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Spending $180 million or more for the boondoggle project proposed that is not based on /N
science, but rather on a dream of accessing public moneys (outside of the regular
government budget process) for private and public entities, will not solve the problems
that Ballona will alwa'lys have if not properly staffed and unfunded for proper 023-42
management and maintenance. cont.
Public access that is sensitive to fragile habitat, by opening a few gates, with a minimum
of expense for signage and supervision of docents could happen without any large,
“robust” mechanized habitat destruction and rebuilding project.

Paving Paradise, Putting Up (a Bigger) Parking Lot?

We all know the song, but that doesn’t mean we have to follow it in this, presumably,
more enlightened year of 2018.

Our Sierra Club Ballona Wetlands Restoration Committee, through a series of historical
records reviews, learned that the parking lots along Fiji Way, which are on a month-to-
month lease to private interests in Marina del Rey, via the Los Angeles County Beaches
& Harbors Department, were opposed to be constructed by the Friends of Ballona
Wetlands when they were being permitted by the California Coastal Commission in the
1980s for temporary use by the 1984 Olympics Committee.

According to the records, there are no current coastal development permits allowing for
use of this land that is part of the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve for parking lots, 023-43
let alone for bigger, taller, less sustainable (concrete and steel) parking structures that
are designed (also according to the records.) Thus, these lots are currently in use as
illegal parking lots.

Why, then, would CDFW and The Bay Foundation contemplate constructing these even
bigger, taller, less sustainable parking lots on land that was required by the Coastal
Commission to be returned to its original habitat state? We also understand from
reviewing public records other stakeholders have accessed that the purpose of these
parking lots includes use by private businesses in the County unincorporated portion of
Marina del Rey. Isn’t this a “gift of public funds?” If not, whynot?

Our understanding is that there is no other ecological reserve in the State of California
that has a three-story parking structure on its land. Is that a correct statement?

The Draft EIR/EIS failed to disclose any of this information or to analyze it in the
context of the plans for Alternatives #1, 2 & 3. CDFW knew about this situation, as it
has been in front of the California Fish & Game Commission.
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Wildlife - While Under Construction

Sierra Club has reviewed many, many environmental documents in the past. But
rarely, have we seen one where it appears the preparers of these documents had to
twist themselves into pretzels to justify destroying wildlife habitat on public land. In
addition, we are horrified at the thoughts of what may happen when the excavators and
bulldozers proposed to damage this landscape and fragile mosaic of habitats enter into
soils where much of the wildlife habitat lives underground.

023-44

Do the proponents of this project (including the County of Los Angeles, which we are
very upset is listed as a project proponent - since this arrangement apparently was
made behind closed doors, without any public input except for the hearing at the LA
County Board of Supervisors where former Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky was assured by | 023-45
Shelley Luce and LA County Public Works officials that such an arrangement was not
going to happen!) really believe that the abundance of bird life will return to the Ballona
Wetlands Ecological Reserve if and when most of their food sources living
underground (small mammals, herpetofauna, and insects) are bulldozed and killed?

Do these same project proponents really think they will be able to capture thousands of
animals and cage them while the 10-year project is being constructed?

Please include this article in the record for the Final EIR/EIS:

http:/ /www.laweekly.com/news/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-
wetlands-demise-4304938

On a number of occasions, Shelley Luce and other proponents of the project have
responded to public concerns about wildlife and wildlife habitat being bulldozed as
part of this proposed project. The response has been, including in a meeting where I 023-46
was present (as were many others) with then-US Rep. Janice Hahn (now an LA County
Supervisor) that there was a plan for capturing and caging animals while the bulldozing
and excavation would be happening. Given that the construction plans appear to
conclude that such work could go on for approximately ten years, why is that plan not
included in the DEIR/DEIS? I can’t seem to find anything backing up this plan that
The Bay Foundation has told people would be part of theconstruction.

The DEIR/DEIS fails to disclose where these animals will stay and how they will be
cared for and whether or not it is appropriate to capture, cage and move wild animals
around - like they are in a zoo. Please provide further details of this scheme in the
Final EIR/EIS and include documentation that such a plan will work for each of the
species contemplated to be captured and/or caged. It is also unacceptable to “move”
rare and imperiled species, such as the Silvery Legless Lizard, as it is most likely that
other suitable habitats already have individuals occupying those habitats.
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Sacred Sites

In Section 3.5 of the DEIR/DEIS, the subject of First Nation rights is somewhat
addressed, but we wonder why there is no acknowledgement, disclosure or of the more
recent State of California laws related to this topic.

Also, we wonder how the people who were reached out to as “Most Likely
Descendants” were chosen. We note that several on the list provided by the State
Historic Preservation Office (pg A-65), including Cindy Alvitre and Anthony Morales -
both of whom have expressed keen interest in the Ballona Wetlands in the past, were
not reached out to. Please explain why and also please reach out to them for future
involvement. Also, Gary Stickle commented on this topic during the scoping time
period, I believe, and he represents yet another tribal interest that does not appear to
have been reached out to for consultation, as required by Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.

As cited in the DEIR/DEIS: “In summary, the NAHC indicated that while the Ballona
Reserve is not itself registered as a sacred site in the SLF, individual sacred sites are
recorded within the Ballona Reserve, and the Ballona Reserve should be considered
extremely sensitive for Native American resources.”

Given the many years during which developers at Playa Vista claimed “nothing was
found” during pre-construction archaeological assessments, and then hundreds of
individuals were unearthed as this developer dug up a sacred cemetery, which I
watched with horror after a whistle-blower came to us and sought our help to tell
others of this tragedy, we wonder why no disclosure or analyses of a similar possibility
might exist when digging into these sacred soils.

Please include this article in the record for the DEIR/DEIS and provide further
disclosures and analyses about this situation and how it relates to the sacred sites that
are within or directly adjacent to the project site at the Ballona Wetlands Ecological
Reserve.

http:/ /www.nytimes.com/2004/06/02/us/developer-unearths-burial-eround-and-
stirs-up-anger-among-indians.html

Failure to Address Scoping Comments or to Analyze Important Scoping Comments

Because of the manner in which Scoping Comments were arranged in the DEIR/DEIS,
it is nearly impossible to determine whether or not scoping comments - especially ones
submitted by others - were fully addressed, information requested disclosed or

analyzed.
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Still, we can tell by reviewing just a few of the scoping comments we made that the
DEIR/DEIS failed to fully disclose or analyze the topics that we raised in our letter of
10.23.12 during the Public Comment Scoping period.

For this and other reasons already articulated, at the very least, a re-circulation of the
entire document must be done in order to comply with CEQA (California
Environmental Quality Act) and NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act.) Because
of the cumulative problems inherent in this very confusing, and inadequate
environmental document, it would be best to withdraw the project, and start over -
which would also be best for nature.

One instance - and there are many more - is the impacts of the proposed project
alternatives to Tule Fog. This is an issue that was raised for study - and it is included in
the chart, but no disclosure or analyses of the issue was undertaken. Tule Fog - very
clearly is a natural phenomenon at the Ballona Wetlands, and it can be considered that
the moisture from the Tule Fog relates to freshwater in the seasonal marshes.

Observations by our members of our organization, as well as by local residents,
conclude that this Tule Fog does not seem to be present over deeply dug water bodies,
like Ballona Creek, whereas it does exist on the higher elevation areas where there is
significant soil and plant cover. Why was this topic not analyzed for the impacts that
loss of such Tule Fog might happen with the proposed alternatives? What is the impact
of more seawater into this area? Is salinity a factor? What organisms rely on Tule Fog?

This is but one example of many scoping comments that were not fully disclosed nor
analyzed for impacts.

Area A - Completely and Entirely Discounted

Area A - north of Ballona Creek, south of Fiji Way and east of Lincoln Blvd., where the
most disturbance and habitat alteration is contemplated - appears to be complete
discounted in terms of habitat importance throughout the DEIR/DEIS document,
leading one to conclude that there was a bias already operating toward gutting this
special location where numerous populations of native plants thrive. Alkali Barley,
Lewis” Evening Primrose, Palmer’s Goldenbush are just a few.

Additionally, this is the area where the Great Blue Heron that has its rookery in
adjacent trees at Mariners Village relies on for the juvenile Heron feeding once these
birds are fledged from the nests. As Roy van de Hoek, who has studied this Heron
rookery for nearly 20 years, has written about in a report to the CDFW (formerly CDFG)
and the California Coastal Commission, has written and spoken about, the Great Blue
Heron juvenile birds take a couple of years to learn how to fish, and so they rely on the
small mammals and herpetofauna that thrives in Area A. Many, many small mammals
live beneath the surface of the soil there, which is why this is such a fertile hunting
ground for the Heron and for numerous species of raptors.
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There is so much more on Area A, and the failure of this DEIR/DEIS to accurately
portray the habitat there leads the reader to conclude these project alternatives biased
the project proponents to select such drastic proposals without accurately assessing the
biological richness and diversity there. Perhaps this is because the Scientific Advisory
Committee had a bias toward ocean tidal species, and little knowledge or appreciation
of land species. When I asked Rich Ambrose why he insisted on continuing on with the
proposal to bring full tidal waters into more of the Ballona Wetlands, when the new
science research on the historical Please clarify and provide backgrounds for all of the
members of the Science Advisory Committee that worked alongside The Bay
Foundation to develop these project alternatives.

Area C Also Discounted

Area C - east of Lincoln Blvd., and north of Ballona Creek, bordered on the east by the
90 fwy., and on the north by the Villa Marina residential complex - also appears to have
been discounted, with unwanted soil from the nearly 3 million cubic yards of

excavation contemplated from Area A to be dumped and re-sculpted into walls on Area |

C - and in a few locations on Area B. As can be seen by the maps of the Lewis’ Evening
Primrose, several significant populations of this rare plant species exists in Area C, yet
no disclosure or analysis of why these populations would not be preserved in place,
instead to have soil dumped on top of these locations. There is a failure in this
DEIR/DEIS to disclose whether or not such plant populations have ever successfully
been transplanted, especially given the very fragile and ancient soils on which these
plants rely.

Carbon Sequestration/Climate Change

The following appears in the DEIR/DEIS:

"Carbon Sequestration”

Plants take up CO2 from the atmosphere through the process of photosynthesis.

CO2 is absorbed by the plant tissue, along with water and nutrients, to allow the plant
to grow. Through this process carbon is sequestered into the plant and stored as
carbon stock. Some portion of the carbon removed from the atmosphere is returned to
the atmosphere through several processes, including respiration, decay, and
disturbance (PCOR, 2016).

The soil carbon sequestration rate captures the below ground carbon stocks through
time. When land is covered with vegetation, soil carbon increases over time according
to the soil sequestration rate of the habitat, due to the incorporation of dead organic
matter back into the soil. When a habitat converts to another habitat (e.g. from upland
to salt marsh), aboveground biomass changes (may increase or decrease) due to the
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different type of vegetation, but soil sequestration continues. When salt marsh
converts to mudflat, aboveground biomass is lost and soil sequestration halts, but soil
carbon stored prior to the conversion remains sequestered within the mudflat. In
contrast, when wetlands are diked or drained, the belowground carbon stock can be
released as CO2 (PCOR, 2016).”

023-61

Yet, the DEIR/DEIS fails to explain how this impact to the soils - excavation of some 3 cont

million cubic yards of soil (and the plants growing in that soil) - will contribute to
climate change impacts, especially since the “S” shaped curve will obviously bring
more mudflat to an area that now sequesters carbon in significant amounts due to
thousands and thousands of years of dead plant and animal life being in those soils that
came from the historical Ballona marsh that was destroyed to build the small craft
harbor called Marina del Rey, but which the project proponents persist in calling “fill”
or “dredge spoils.

Gas Company Infrastructure

Sierra Club is on record of being in full support of the City of Los Angeles and the State of
California moving to 100% renewable energy. This DEIR/DEIS fails to calculate the damage to
our atmosphere and impacts to climate change that enabling SoCalGas to remain on site with
toxic and dangerous chemicals and gas storage operations beneath the ecological reserve for 023-62
however long these more modern equipment upgrades contemplated in the DEIR/DEIS allow.
There is also a serious failure to disclose exactly what is entailed in this operation and how much
public money would be sought for these upgrades.

Elevation Inaccuracies

As explained in our additional submission by experts, including engineering expert
Dr. Mansour Rahimi, the elevations that are depicted in the DEIR/DEIS are in error.
The experts who have written that report for us, and for the public, which has already 023-63
been submitted, explain how those inaccurate surface elevation levels relate to tsunami
risks being inaccurate.

We wonder now - what else is inaccurate - given the surface elevations being incorrect?

For example, the new levee walls that would arise from the ground along Culver Blvd.,
Fiji Way and in Area C are stated to be at certain heights above grade. How different
might these be, given the surface elevation inaccuracies? The failure to provide 3D
imaging of these massive walls causes another legal flaw in the documents. The public
needs and deserves to understand just how high these walls (otherwise referred to as
“berms”) will be.

023-64
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The failure to disclose these inaccuracies means this DEIR/DEIS process must begin \ 023-64
again, with new, accurate elevations, and calculations, at the very least. | cont.
AVOIDANCE T

One of the most important guidance aspects for the US Army Corps of Engineers to
consider when authorizing wetland destruction permits allowed under the Clean Water
Act is the primary tenet of avoidance. This DEIR/DEIS failed to properly or fully 023-65
consider numerous other alternatives that would have avoided destruction of precious
and fragile wetlands - protecting wetlands being the most important goal the Corps
could and should strive for, according to guidance documents the Corps is required to
follow.

SUMMARY

In summary, Sierra Club again stresses its position that the only proper legal pathway
to proceed would be to withdraw this extremely flawed DEIR/DEIS (for many reasons
articulated in this letter, as well as in other comments being submitted by stakeholders
and the interested public) and the entire project proposal until the conditions at Ballona | 23-66
can return due to rain waters now being able to soak into the marsh lands, as they did
before the illegal drains were installed in 1996. Thus, a new baseline survey wetland
delineation and new surveys of species can happen after an appropriate time, which
would need to be determined by scientific experts (10-12 years?)

In the meantime, for the sake of environmental justice and the State’s commitment to
genuine public access and protecting the natural heritage of this region, let’s get the
public access extricated from the restoration proposals, assess the amazing diversity of
species of wildlife that rely on this ecosystem, and determine what is needed to protect
those species, consider what species might be important to recover at Ballona (without 023-67
bulldozing and wiping out habitat), secure the land with regular range presence,
develop a stakeholder-driven maintenance and community-engaged gentle restoration
and get on with educating the public about the wonders of nature we have here on the
Los Angeles coast.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Marcia Hanscom /s/

Chair, Sierra Club Ballona Wetlands Restoration Committee
(310) 877-2634 (mobile)

Cc: Jeanette Vosburg, Kathy Knight - Sierra Club Airport Marina Group
Steve Wicke, Angélica Gonzalez - Sierra Club Angeles Chapter Conservation leadership

SierraClubcomments-BallonaWetlands Restoration Committee February 5, 2018 17
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Endangered & Imperiled Species Documented in Recent Years at the
Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve
Federal Endangered Species List — [E] = Endangered [T] = Threatened

1. Least Bell’s Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus [E] 2. Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica [T]
(resident songbird) nesting (migratory songbird) nesting at nearby Playa del Rey Dunes at LAX
3. El Segundo Blue Butterfly 4. California Least Tern Sterna antillarum browni [E] (migratory
Euphilotes battoides allyni [E] shorebird — migrates from Guatemala and southern Mexico: nests on
reproducing in dunes at BWER: nearby Venice Beach in specially fenced preserve: feeds on fish in the
also reproducing in PDR Dunes at LAX shallow water sloughs and in Ballona Creek: mating documented on salt pannes)

Y

4

5. California Sea-Lite — Suaeda californica [E] 6. Western Snowy Plover Charadrius nivosas nivosas [T] -
Growing in Area B, south of Ballona Creek nesting at nearby Dockweiler Beach: sheltering at BWER salt panne

o

7. Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail (Light-footed Clapper Rail) Rallus longirostris levipes — [E]
Female for at least last 2 years at freshwater marsh on edge of BWER (land owned by State Lands Commission)

SIERRA
CLUB

The Voice for Nature on the Los Angeles Coast Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Committee PAGE 1
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12.9.17- photos by Jonathan Coffin, Don Sterba List compiled by:
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State of California Endangered Species List - [E] = Endangered [T] = Threatened N

1. Belding’s Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi [E]
(resident songbird) (nesting)

2. Least Bell’s Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus [E] (resident songbird) nesting

023-68
cont.

3. Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail (Light-footed Clapper Rail) Rallus longirostris levipes — [E]
female 2 years at freshwater marsh on edge of BWER (land owned by State Lands Commission)

&

* SIERRA

12.9.17- photos by Jonathan Coffin, Don Sterba List compiled by: vk CLUB
The Voice for Nature on the Los Angeles Coast Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Committee PAGE 2
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Other Noted &/or Profected Species™

California Brown Pelican — Pelecanus occidentalis californicus - feeds and rests in Ballona Creek channel — de-listed from federal
endangered species list in 2009, but still being watched by officials, biologists

American Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus anatum — 3 foraging at Ballona in 2017:— de-listed from federal endangered species list
in 2009, but still being watched by officials, biologists — CA “FULLY PROTECTED SPECIES”

White-tailed Kite — E/anus leucurus

resident in the Ballona Valley/nests in nearby neighborhood trees/forages in grasslands at Ballona: has its own law in California — CA “FULLY
PROTECTED SPECIES”

Palmer’s Goldenbush - Ericameria palmeri var. palmeri — CNPS 1B1 list — State of California: imperiled S2

Numerous Lichens that have recently been documented and are awaiting protected status.

AND — MANY, MANY insect and spider species, including numerous native ant populations, dragonflies, damselflies,
butterflies and so much more that is not being accounted for or dismissed as “they will come back” — well, these natural
heritage species will not all come back — and we are losing them fast, as habitat is destroyed for urbanization and
extractive industries

*Note: The Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects many of the bird species at Ballona not mentioned here or listed under “Other Noted Species.” More than 200 bird
species have been documented at the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve.

E-\' 1»5.?.);-\“*.. IANSTITUTE &Y CLUB
Deon Sterba. John Rusk The Voice for Nature on the Los Angeles Coast Ballona Wetlands PAGE 4
Restoration Committee
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This Changes Everything: Ballona Wetlands

. . 023-69
to Get its Rainwater Back!
BY MARCIA HANSCOM
https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 117
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023-69
cont.

Two Great Blue Herons — an adult and a juvenile — in the marsh. (Photo by Jonathan Coffin)

Victory for the Ballona Wetlands at the California Coastal Commission

or more than 30 years activists have worked to protect undeveloped land where some of the
F last native plants and animals of the Los Angeles coast still thrive — a place nestled in the
Ballona Valley in between Los Angeles International Airport and Marina del Rey. The remaining
open spaces and the marina were once part of a vast coastal marsh floodplain that was created by
the confluence of the Los Angeles River, three other streams and the Pacific Ocean.

What still remains undeveloped is a place known as the Ballona Wetlands. A significant part of
these wetlands, along with adjacent grasslands and meadows, were acquired by the State of
California when a purchase agreement was finalized in 2003 with Playa Capital, LLC, the latest in
a series of speculative developers that had included the heirs of Howard Hughes, legendary
downtown developer Rob Maguire and the golden boys of Hollywood in the 1990s, DreamWorks
SKG — Steven Spielberg, David Geffen and Jeffrey Katzenberg.

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 2117
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After Spielberg and his partners bowed out of being one-third development partners of the
proposed Playa Vista development in 1999, remaining were some real estate investment trusts
(REITs) owned by Morgan Stanley, Goldman Sachs and pension fund investors Union Labor Life
Insurance Company. But grassroots environmental groups that had built a coalition of more than
100 organizations allied with them to be — as Variety put it — “relentless” — in their opposition to
developing this last remnant of coastal wetlands in the heart of the migratory Pacific Flyway for
birds — did not stop their activism just because DreamWorks left the project. In fact, the political
street theatre troupe, FrogWorks (with its name inspired by DreamWorks), soon took its story to
Wall Street and performed on the streets near the New York Stock Exchange, as well as outside of
Morgan Stanley’s New York City headquarters — in January, no less!

Activists organized letter-writing campaigns, scheduled citizen town hall meetings, got involved
with LA City mayoral campaigns and continued with the constant drum-beat that these lands
should not be built on. When then-Governor Gray Davis finally decided to use funding the activists | 023-69
had helped include in a couple of parks and wildlife bond measures to acquire some 640 acres of cont.
the coastal zone land at Ballona, (and Playa Capital was already building on the remaining 400+
acres), the activists who’'d long desired to protect these precious lands thought they would be
retiring — helping to plant native plants and educate the public about the importance of stewardship

of this wild and imperiled coastal mosaic of habitats.

Unfortunately, after Davis was kicked out of office in a recall largely funded by US
Congressmember Darrell Issa, the state of California went downhill financially. After that, the
Ballona Wetlands mostly had an absentee landowner — an agency that never really wanted the
land and that was not used to managing reserves close to urban areas — the California Department
of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW.) So perhaps their regular absence explains why this agency didn’t notice
that there were two large drain mechanisms that prevented rain water from soaking into the
wetland sponge-like soils. These mechanisms, according to representatives from Playa Capital,
were built by their engineers in 1996, when the company still thought it would be constructing one-

half of its massive, dense city atop the areas where these drains were constructed. /

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 317
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023-69
cont.

L

»

One of the illegal drains — demonstrating how the rainwater would enter the structure and be sent out to sea —
instead of nourishing the wetlands. (Photo by Jonathan Coffin)

Why would this company have constructed the drains?

Well, if you have land in the California coastal zone and you want to build structures and roads
there, you don’t want them to be declared to be wetlands — due to an important Bolsa Chica
Wetlands lawsuit that clarified in the state appellate courts that the Coastal Act would not allow
such activities. They wanted dry land so they could obtain permits from the Coastal Commission
once they were ready to build Phase 2 of their project. Did Playa Capital forget about the drains
when they sold all of the land they owned in the coastal zone? The record is unclear on this count.

But it is clear that these illegal, unpermitted drains (which would have required permits from the
California Coastal Commission), prevented rain water — the primary source of water for the
wetlands — from making the wetlands wet — for more than 20 years! \/,

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 4/17
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This became transparent as a result of a

series of actions. | first noticed the drains

and wondered aloud about them to my

partner, a biologist also trained in hydrology,

Roy van de Hoek, who'd seen them, but

began observing them more closely and we

also conferred with one of our Ballona

Wetlands naturalists, Jonathan Coffin.

Jonathan began photographing the drains at

different times of year, including during rainy

times, and that’s when it became obvious

that the rainwater was indeed draining out

from some significant parts of the wetlands

where a number of activists had noticed and

remarked that they missed seeing ducks and

shorebirds in what used to be heavily

ponded water areas. Jonathan showed his 023-69
photos to Patricia McPherson at Grassroots cont.
Coalition, an activist who had been
uncovering illegal and questionable activities
by Southern California Gas — at their Robert Roy van de Hoek

methane storage field at Ballona for years.

Patricia then reported these findings to enforcement staff at the Coastal Commission, who
corresponded with Playa Capital and the current landowner, CDFW, to determine how and when
the drainage structures had gotten there. The Coastal Commission staff then declared that these
were indeed illegally installed structures, and concluded that there were violations of the California
Coastal Act that needed to be remedied.

Then nothing happened.

Because the Coastal Commission shares legal counsel (the state Attorney General) with CDFW,
they do not as a rule file litigation against their sister agencies. But the Coastal Act allows for
citizens and citizen groups to file enforcement actions, so Patricia hired public interest lawyer Todd
Cardiff, who filed an enforcement lawsuit that resulted in a settlement which required that the
California Department of Fish & Wildlife would file an application to cap these illegal drains so that

rainwater could once again feed these coastal marsh lands.

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 5117
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7

This past December 14th, in Dana Point, the Coastal Commission met and after a lengthy hearing, /|
voted unanimously to require CDFW to cap these drains. Staff for the Commission had suggested
— at the request of CDFW — that the drains not be removed until a determination had been made
about a terribly destructive plan CDFW has on its agenda, in cooperation with SoCalGas. Activists
call this plan an industrial habitat alteration, and Sierra Club, Los Angeles Audubon Society, Food
& Water Watch, Ballona Institute and numerous other groups have opposed the plans, warning
they would be detrimental to the wildlife at this fragile ecological reserve.

SoCalGas is involved
because they have a huge
network of gas pipes and
wells under the wetlands
where they store fracked gas
they pipe in from Oklahoma
and Texas (the storage field is
similar to the one in Aliso
Canyon that is still leaking gas 023-69
and toxic chemicals which are cont.

making residents sick.)
Marcia Hanscom and Roy van de Hoek will be Harvey Wasserman’s

guests this evening on the 6:30 pm Thursday, December 28th edition of

And SoCalGas wants to California Solartopiaradio show on KPFK 90.7 fm. The show will focus on

access public funding through the Ballona Wetlands and provide an update on community efforts to save
this massive industrial project Santa Monica’s unique and magpnificent 100 year old California Sycamore
to modernize their equipment which is in danger of being chopped down. Please tune in to the show and

. - learn how you can help save the wetlands and save this important tree.
implement slant drilling and

ensure they can continue the

storage operations for many years. Food & Water Watch, Ballona Institute and Indivisible-43 are
working to shut this facility down, so that the City of Los Angeles can make good on its stated
commitment to only have 100% renewable energy (gas from this storage field currently powers
LADWP’s Scattergood power plant down the road from Ballona.)

After the Coastal Commissioners heard about all of these complications, they became concerned
over staff’'s recommendations, as activists warned that this plan would bulldoze everything and
start over, converting a mostly fresh and brackish water coastal wetland into an extension of Santa
Monica Bay. Such a plan is not only historically inaccurate according to restoration ecologists and
scientists (like Dr. Margot Griswold and Dr. Travis Longcore) who’ve studied the historical

geography and ecology of the area — but would essentially wipe out functioning habitat for eight

S

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 6/17
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species on the California or federal Endangered Species lists, and dozens of species on other
sensitive lists, like the California List of Species of Special Concern.

In light of these expressed concerns, the Coastal Commission, led by a couple of newly-appointed
Commissioners who appear to be taking their jobs very seriously to protect coastal resources,
declared that the illegal drain situation was not to be tied to what may be a flawed plan for Ballona
that activists even hesitate to call a “restoration,” — but that CDFW would be required to return to
the Commission within months with a plan for fully removing these drain structures. Given that
there are methane gas pipelines beneath the surface of the soils, that application process will also

likely prove highly controversial.

023-69
cont.

Winter, 2014, where in the foreground are the wetlands which show the blue water ponding and sloughs from
the rains — in the part of the wetlands where there were no illegal drains — and — in the background, the
wetlands are obviously dry, where the illegal drains exist. (photo by Marcia Hansom)

Nevertheless, activists from Sierra Club, Grassroots Coalition, Ballona Institute and Ballona
Ecosystem Education Project were all thrilled that the Commission voted unanimously to close up
those illegal drains so that the winter rains could refresh the wetlands, and that the more complete \

S

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ M7
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drain removal would not be tied to what some activists refer to as the bulldozing project
masquerading as a restoration.

This Coastal Commission victory is a huge win for the Ballona Wetlands. The implications of
learning that these drains have been not allowing rainwaters to enter the soils in parts of the
ecological reserve for more than 20 years are significant.

All of the scientific studies that CDFW and the US Army Corps of Engineers have relied on in their
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) were
compiled during the past decade when an important portion of the wetlands was being deprived of
its most important water source.

Therefore, activists maintain that the EIR/EIS must be withdrawn, and the wetlands allowed to
have its fresh rainwater soaking into the soils for at least 8 to 10 years before a new baseline for
scientific study can be properly employed.

ith this new, dramatic information now having been revealed, Ballona Wetlands
W advocates are asking that members of the public write to and/or call the following 023-69
decision-makers to ask that the draft EIR/EIS be withdrawn until a new baseline for scientific study | cont.
can be assured, including new delineations of wetlands — which must be undertaken after a proper
amount of time can pass (8-10 years) once the rain waters again are soaking into the soils. All of
these elected officials have some discretionary influence or actual decision-making authority for

this project.

The Honorable Ted Lieu

United States Congress — 33rd District Rep.
5055 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 310

Los Angeles, CA 90036

Phone: (323) 651-1040

The Honorable Maxine Waters

United States Congress — 43rd District Rep.
10124 South Broadway, Suite 1

Los Angeles, CA 90003

Phone: (323) 757-8900

The Honorable Kamala Harris
United States Senate

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/ 8/17
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312 N. Spring Street, Suite 1748
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 894 — 5000

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein
United States Senate

11111 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 915
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Phone: (310) 914-7300

The Honorable Janice Hahn
Supervisor, 4th District

County of Los Angeles

500 W. Temple Street, Room 822
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 974-4444

The Honorable Ben Allen
California Senate, 26th District
2512 Artesia Blvd #320
Redondo Beach, CA 90278
Phone: (310) 318-6994

The Honorable Autumn Burke

California Assembly, 62nd District

1 W Manchester Blvd, Inglewood, CA 90301
Phone: (310) 412-6400

The Honorable Mike Bonin

Los Angeles City Council, 11th District
200 N. Spring St. #475

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phone: (213) 473-7011

Marcia Hanscom
Ballona Institute
The Voice for Nature on the Los Angeles Coast

https://www.laprogressive.com/ballona-wetlands/
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ADVERTISEMENT

30 Late last month, as L.A. residents
got ready for the holidays, 40 023-70
impassioned environmentalists
and Westside residents donned
lime green T-shirts declaring their
cause at a meeting of the Los
Angeles County Board of
Supervisors: "Don't Bulldoze

Ballona."
Is the State of California Plotting the

They took turns beseeching the

five supervisors to not allow the Lynwood ity Employee  lleges Sexudlly
Incppropriate Behavior by ayor ProTem \/
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County Department of Public

Works to expedite a project that
would drastically alter the mouth
of Ballona Creek adjacent to
Marina del Rey, as well as its
surrounding 600-acre wetlands
ecosystem.

Which was strange because,
according to two county Public
Works officials who testified
immediately after, there is no
project slated for the Ballona
Wetlands or Ballona Creek, which
originates nine miles east of the
ocean at La Cienega Boulevard
and drains water from the Los
Angeles Basin into Santa Monica
Bay.

Public Works deputy director
Massood Eftekhari at first danced
around the question, saying he
was before the supervisors simply
to request funding to expedite a
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
review of a number of flood-
control projects.

"This is not an authorization at all
about the project known as
Ballona Creek," he told them.

ADVERTISING

Comment Letter Comment 023

Is the State of California Plotting the Ballona Wetlands' Demise? | L.A. Weekly
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But Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky
seemed as baffled as the activists.
So he proposed a simple solution:
Remove the Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Project from the list of
12 "priority" projects across L.A.,
named in a draft Memorandum of
Understanding between county
Public Works and the federal Army
Corps.

"What harm would it do, to what
you're trying — what we're 023-70
collectively trying — to achieve?" cont.

Yaroslavsky asked.

Eftekhari answered definitively:
"No harm whatsoever."

"This is not approving any kind of
a project — that's what you got
through saying," Yaroslavsky
reflected. "That's what you've been
telling us and the public for
several weeks," he added,
explaining that he wanted to be
clear because Public Works
wouldn't come before the elected
board "unless you're going to start

[ IR DU R T DR i ||
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Eftekhari reiterated: "The removal
of reference to Ballona Creek does
not impact the process at all."

But then Eftekhari conferred with
Public Works assistant deputy
director Gary Hildebrand and
reversed himself. Ballona needed
to be on the priority list, Eftekhari
said, but he cryptically insisted:
"It's only authorization to work on

'whatever.""

The crowd of environmentalists
jeered, prompting another round
of incredulous examination from
Yaroslavsky. He asked why he
should believe "there is no project"
or view the project's opponents as
inventing "these conspiracy
theories that this is really a secret
way to get this project going."

"If I wait five minutes, maybe you'll
give me a different answer on
that?" Yaroslavsky asked.
Eftekhari's response: "This is a
very complex project.”

Public Works spokesman Kerjon
Lee later told L.A. Weekly that his
department is just "assisting an
administrative review" on behalf
of the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Commission, an
autonomous state agency

ooverned hv a R7-memher hnard

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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of state and federal officials,
scientists and citizens, whose
mandate is to protect Santa
Monica Bay and its 130 square
miles of watershed.

Lee insists that Public Works
favors no particular vision for
restoring Ballona's sensitive
coastal estuary, wetlands and
protective uplands.

One of a handful of coastal
wetlands that has survived
development in L.A. County,
Ballona was the focus of a long
war waged by environmentalists
against the L.A. City Council and
Army Corps of Engineers. By 2003,
the activists had saved 600 acres,
which were obtained by the state
and designated a protected area.

Lee tells the Weekly that any
proposed project to alter the
estuary is a long way from an
Environmental Impact Report and
public comment.

But outraged activists from several
environmental groups believe the
obscure Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Commission, part of
California's Environmental
Protection Agency, is quietly
pushing through its preferred
alternative. They say the expedited

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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review the Corps wants county
supervisors to fund would clear a
key hurdle to dramatically
reconstructing Ballona Creek — a
project that John Ulloth of the
Ballona Institute colorfully
described to county supervisors as
one that would "break that
condom."

On paper, the project looks like
one wildlife enthusiasts would
love — a man-made, meandering
stream instead of the man-made
channel that spills Ballona Creek's
freshwater into the salty wetlands
and estuary. The remake would
require tearing down the earthen
levees that encased Ballona Creek
more than 70 years ago.

But some who study the state-
protected wetlands say removing
the levees is a formula for
environmental disaster in the
flora- and fauna-rich ecosystem.

David De Lange, former president
of the Los Angeles Audubon
Society, says the "so-called
restoration” is derided as the
"bathtub plan" by many
environmentalists, because it
would transform the estuary into a
flood basin with constant tidal
flow, destroying habitat for rare
and endangered plants, birds,

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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marine life and other wildlife.

Nor will a curvy, prettier stream
return the habitat to its condition
of 70 years ago, when the Corps
built the levees to end storm
flooding, according to University
of Southern California geographer
and environmental scientist Travis
Longcore.**

Removing Ballona Creek's levees
would let excessive ocean surge
into seasonal freshwater and
brackish habitats, Longcore wrote
in a letter imploring officials to
reject the plan. He says the "full
tidal system" envisioned by the
Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Commission is the opposite of
restoration: It creates something
that has never existed, at least in
the last 2,000 years.

Marcia Hanscom, who chairs the
Sierra Club's Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Committee, says
removing the levees would also
drain urban runoff into the
ecological reserve.

So is the state's Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Commission, which
includes such powerful figures as
Gov. Jerry Brown's Secretary for
Environmental Protection, Matt
Rodriguez, advancing a plan many
environmentalists opnose — or

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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not?

The commission's executive
director, Shelley Luce, insisted in a
written statement to the Weekly,
that no specific plan exists —
merely an agreement between the
Army Corps and the county's
Flood Control District to "pay for
some Corps staff time" so the
Army's engineers can review
“certain county projects."

"The state is drafting several
alternative designs for the
wetlands restoration" Luce
insisted, and once the
Environmental Impact Report
assessing those designs is made
public, anyone can offer feedback.

Luce said the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Commission and its
nonprofit partner, the Bay
Foundation, are working on the
restoration plan with the
California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, which controls the land.

Luce is also executive director of
the Bay Foundation, and the state
commission and private
foundation seem to share much of
their other staff. Bay Foundation
staff "carry out the wetlands
science and education related to
Ballona," according to Luce.

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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But the Weekly obtained written
details of the "county projects”
that suggest Luce may not be
speaking forthrightly.

In the proposal Public Works
submitted to the Corps, six pages
are devoted to an extensive and
detailed project to create "a more
sinuous channel" by removing the
levees. Of six other alternatives
suggested for study, only two don't
call for remaking Ballona Creek.
Each of those two alternatives is
described in only a brief sentence.

Representatives of the Audubon
Society, Sierra Club, Grassroots
Coalition, the League of Humane
Voters and other organizations
suggest that Luce and others who
work for the Bay Foundation and
Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Commission, without its 37-
member board's approval, have
chosen the first option, and with
the imprimatur of the Department
of Public Works are making
premature claims to the Corps that
reconstructing Ballona Creek is an
"environmentally acceptable and
technically sound project," De
Lange says.

Hanscom alleges, "They have been
going about planning this whole
project behind the scenes."

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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IF YOU LIKE Hanscom
THIS STORY, helped lead the
gg:fhlgﬁp battle that
FOROUREMAIL  5aved 600
NEWSLETTERS. acres at
Ballona
Wetlands —

after a group
calling itself Friends of Ballona
Wetlands had signed a legal
settlement with Playa Capital that
protected far less land from the
developer's ambitions.

But Eftekhari and Hildebrand, of
the county Department Public
Works, appear to be shrugging off
the activists' demands. This
month, they are expected to again
ask supervisors to approve the list,
including Ballona Creek.

Hanscom says she's not about to
let an ill-advised new project
undermine the last decade's
victory. "We've saved this land
once before," she says.

**An earlier version of this article
incorrectly identified University of
Southern California geographer
and environmental scientist Travis
Longcore as a geologist.

http://www.laweekly.com/newsl/is-the-state-of-california-plotting-the-ballona-wetlands-demise-4304938
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IN FOCUS: RESTORING THE BALLONA WETLANDS
By Renee Eng | January 27, 2018 @3:44 PM

SHARE (' o

Renee learns about the Ballona Wetlands from Richard Brody, a land manger with the

023-71

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and how proposed restoration will benefit

plants and animals.

http://spectrumlocalnews.com/section/in-focus/in-focus-shows/2018/01/27/ip-fggysz-restoring-the-ballona-wetlands 1/4
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Developer Unearths Burial Ground and
Stirs Up Anger Among Indians

By NICK MADIGAN JUNE 2, 2004

With the precision of a watchmaker, an archaeologist clasped a small paintbrush and
gently swept the brown, sandy dirt off the spine of a Native American woman buried
some 200 years ago.

From the condition of the bones, the archaeologist, Penny Minturn, deduced
that the woman was 30 to 40 years old when she died, had suffered from arthritis
and had recently given birth, and that her diet had probably consisted of shellfish,

023-72

native plants, nuts and berries.

"This is one of the most fascinating sites I've been on," Ms. Minturn, an
archaeologist for 25 years, said as she worked under a large tent in the Ballona
wetlands here, less than two miles from the ocean. "We're finding out a lot about this
time period and letting these people tell their story.”

But many Native Americans are outraged that the bones of their ancestors are
being dug up from the ancient burial ground, known to the Tongva tribe as
Saa'angna and filled with the skeletal remains of people whose predecessors hunted

and roamed across Southern California /.0uuU vears aoo or more. Archaeoloaists here

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/06/02/us/developer-unearths-burial-ground-apdssitsqup-anger-among-indians. html 1/5
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The skeletons, most of them female, are being removed for the development of \
Playa Vista, a complex of condominiums, apartments and townhouses, some selling
for more than $1 million. The burial grounds, which were discovered late last year,
stand in the way of a proposed stream that opponents call a drainage ditch and that
the developer more elaborately calls a riparian corridor.

So far, about 275 skeletons as well as countless artifacts and funerary objects have
been unearthed, and no one knows how many remain.

Native Americans like Rhonda Robles, an elder of the Acjachemen, said the
excavation was being conducted over her strenuous objections. "Our ancestors are
being put in buckets and boxes, and they're being separated from the things they
were buried with," said Ms. Robles, whose tribe is commonly known as the Juanefo.
Like many tribes, the Acjachemen and the Tongva see themselves as spiritually

united. 023-72

cont.
Ms. Robles said of the developers: "They're being disrespectful. All around the

world, cemeteries are respected, even pet cemeteries. We'd be up in arms if our pet
cemeteries were desecrated. But our culture and our cemeteries are not respected by

law.

Steve Soboroff, a former Los Angeles parks commissioner who is president of
Playa Vista, the developer, said his company had hired "the best people with the best
experience to do the right job out of respect and out of dignity to the remains that are
being disinterred."

Mr. Soboroff dismissed claims by some Native Americans that their objections
had been ignored. "There's a big difference between not responding and not giving
them the answers they wanted," he said.

He said the remains would be reburied somewhere on the property and that
many of the artifacts would be displayed at the U.C.L.A. Fowler Museum of Cultural
History on the campus of the University of California, Los Angeles. At Playa Vista,
outdoor displays will recall the site's history. \/

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/06/02/us/developer-unearths-burial-ground-apdssinssup-anger-among-indians. html 2/5
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Donn R. Grenda, chief archaeologist at the site, said the discoveries would be N

scientifically and culturally beneficial. Most of the bodies in the current excavation
were buried relatively recently, between about 1770 and 1810, and the deaths were
possibly the result of an epidemic. The oldest remains found so far are about 500
years old, but Mr. Grenda said there was evidence of human habitation as long ago
as 4,600 years or so.

To the Native Americans, the land is sacred ground. "Our people have lived on
this land five times longer than the present culture,” Ms. Robles said. "But we were
cheated out of our land and cheated out of recognition. We're an extreme minority in
our homeland, but that doesn't mean we should be shown such disregard." Playa
Vista is the most recent name given to a huge marsh where oil rigs predominated
early last century and where Howard Hughes built an aircraft plant in the 1940's.
The plant produced the Spruce Goose and, later, helicopters for the Vietnam War.
More recently, the land was to be the site of the DreamWorks film studio, until 023-72
Steven Spielberg and his partners backed out in the face of disagreements with a cont.
previous developer and lawsuits by environmentalists eager to save the wetlands.

Similar burial grounds have been found elsewhere in California, many of them
south of here in Orange County.

Jordan David is a member of the Tongva, also known as the Gabrielefio, and has
been monitoring such sites for 11 years. He was permitted to observe the Saa'angna
excavation and has been harshly critical of the work.

Mr. David said that at least three of the approximately 70 archaeologists and
osteologists had quit because they were unhappy about what they were being asked
to do. Mr. David said some archaeologists had shown "appalling disrespect to the
people who have passed.”

He said one archaeologist had waved a carved bone tube used to draw out
sickness or bad spirits and had exclaimed, "Oh, look, | can do magic!" A supervisor
told her to stop, he said.

On another occasion, Mr. David said, he saw someone walking atop a wooden
plank on the ground. He lifted it. "There was a cranium underneath, and it was %

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/06/02/us/developer-unearths-burial-ground-apdssinsgup-anger-among-indians. html 3/5
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crushed," he recalled. "l cried for 45 minutes. Spiritually, it was like having a hot
poker in my eye. It felt like the ancestors were crying through me."

The man who had stepped on the plank was not an archaeologist but an
employee of a company erecting a tent on the site, Mr. Grenda said. "When you're
working with fragile bones, sometimes they break,"” he said. "l don't think that comes
from carelessness."

During a recent visit, a reporter saw an archaeological team member in heavy
boots standing within an inch of a skeleton as he took notes on a clipboard, so close
that a misstep could have crushed the bones.

Other experts appeared to be working with great care around the remains, most
of which were covered with cloths. Debby Cogan, an archaeologist, spoke excitedly
about finding ceremonial shells and beads, as well as tools, bowls, grinding stones
and a "beautifully intact” whistle made from a deer tibia.

Another archaeologist, Don Tatum, resigned last month after working at the site
for five weeks because, he said, "l wasn't comfortable with the situation.”

One of his objections centered on a forced lack of communication with at least
one of the designated Native American observers, whom Mr. Tatum said workers
were told not to speak to. "Part of his job was to observe and discuss what we were
doing, and he wasn't allowed to do his job," Mr. Tatum said in a telephone interview.
"It didn't seem right to me."

Mr. Tatum said the problem with digging for bones at Saa'angna came down to
human rights.

"If the shoe were on the other foot and this was a cemetery in New England and
these were European-Americans, there'd be a huge stink in the community,"” Mr.
Tatum, an archaeologist for 15 years, said.

George Mihlsten, a lawyer representing the Playa Vista development, said the
company was not legally bound to consider the Tongvas' wishes because they were
not members of any of the 562 federally recognized Indian tribes. The Tongvas

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/06/02/us/developer-unearths-burial-ground-apdssifsyup-anger-among-indians. html
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acknowledge that they do not have federal recognition but said their cemetery should A
be respected nonetheless.
Mr. Mihlsten rejected suggestions that the riparian corridor be moved a few
hundred feet to accommodate the cemetery. More bodies might be found there, he 023-72
said, and besides, any change would open the permit process again and expose the cont.

project to more lawsuits.
But he said the company was doing everything it could to respect the remains.

"In the old days, this would all be bulldozed," he said. "Now it's done with
brushes."

© 2018 The New York Times Company
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Ballona Wetlands Deal
Announced (CA)

August 9, 2001
California

LOS ANGELES, 8/9/01 --The Trust for Public Land (TPL), a national land conservation
organization, announced today its option agreement with Playa Vista to purchase nearly 190
acres of land located west of Lincoln Boulevard between Marina del Rey and Playa del Rey.
The agreement -- covering the 13%-acre Parcel A north of Ballona Creek and 54 acres of
residential Parcel B south of Ballona Creek -- is the first step toward possible public ownership
of the 190 acres for a variety of purposes including wetland creation and restoration, nature

preserves, and active urban park space.

"The vision and leadership of Governor Davis, Los Angeles City Councilwoman Ruth Galanter,
and the local community have helped to make this agreement possible. Playa Vista has been a
cooperative, willing landowner and the Trust for Public Land will continue to work with them to
bring this land into public ownership for the creation of an urban park and wetlands," said

Reed Holderman, vice president and executive director of the Trust for Public Land-California.

Governor Gray Davis included $25 million in the Coastal Conservancy budget from Proposition

12 to help fund the purchase of this portion of the Playa Vista property. "TPL has a

https://www.tpl.org/media-room/ballona-wetlands-deal-announced-ca#sm.00001qgef7auyz9f65vo7r4t1fcddp
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tremendous record of success in crafting these sorts of agreements," said Assembly Member
George Nakano (D-Torrance). "While there is still much work to be done to bring the deal to

fruition, this is certainly a significant first step."

Earlier this year, Los Angeles City Councilwoman Ruth Galanter invited Playa Vista to explore
the possibility of entering into discussions with TPL. These discussions were successful and led
to the current option agreement under which TPL has until July 2002 to purchase the portion
of Parcel B, which, if accomplished, would then trigger an extension of the agreement until
July 2003 to find funding for the purchase of Parcel A.

"l have been working hard for many years to preserve and restore the Ballona Wetlands. | want
to thank TPL and Playa Vista for your hard work to reach this agreement. With the Governor's
support, | am confident that we can together preserve the land seaward of Lincoln Boulevard
for habitat restoration and open space as | first proposed in 1999," said Los Angeles City

Councilwoman Ruth Galanter.

"Although we believe we have a master plan for the area west of Lincoln Blvd which is both
exciting and environmentally sound, we are also open to this alternative that Councilwoman
Ruth Galanter has proposed. Public ownership of that property is a viable option and TPL is

the best organization to pursue that option," said Peter Denniston, president of Playa Vista.

The first phase of Playa Vista currently under construction east of Lincoln Blvd and south of the
Ballona Channel will, when complete, include more than 3000 homes and 3 million square feet
of office and commercial space, habitat restoration, and parks. The property includes the part
of Playa Vista where the historic Howard Hughes Aircraft Company was located. Hughes built

the famous "flying boat," the Spruce Goose, in huge hangars on this site.

On the western end of the property - which includes the area under the option agreement -
the last remnants of the historic Ballona Wetlands can be found. Once stretching along the
coast (mostly west of Lincoln Blvd.) from the Playa del Rey bluffs through what is now the
community of Venice, a majority of the wetlands have been lost because of the construction of
Venice, the Ballona Creek flood control channel, and finally Marina del Rey. The remaining

wetlands have been cut off from saltwater tides and are significantly degraded.

"A crucial element of any successful development project is the preservation of open space,”
Los Angeles County Supervisor Don Knabe said of the announcement by TPL and Playa Vista.

"By securing more than 190 acres of additional open space for restoration, a large portion of

/

7
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the Ballona Wetlands will be revitalized for the long term enjoyment of our future
generations." Knabe's Fourth District contains the majority of the County's coastline, including

the Playa Vista project area and the unincorporated community of Marina del Rey.

Playa Vista's plans already include restoration and expansion of the wetlands and uplands
habitat in the vast majority of Area B. This is in part as a result of a settlement agreement
between the Friends of Ballona Wetlands and a former landowner - Maguire Thomas Partners-
Playa Vista. As a result of the settlement agreement, Playa Vista committed to a minimum of
$13 million for restoration and maintenance of the current saltwater marsh in Area B. Playa
Vista is also currently restoring 26 acres at the eastern end of Area B as a freshwater marsh.

The 54 acres TPL wants to purchase in this parcel is adjacent to the habitat restoration.

"It's been a long road, but we are very excited about this golden opportunity to achieve our
goal of over 20 years: a restored Ballona Wetlands ecosystem. We thank Councilwoman
Galanter for initiating this process with the Trust for Public Land and we want to acknowledge
Playa Vista for its willingness to work with TPL," said Ruth Lansford, executive director of the

Friends of Ballona Wetlands.

Although the property value has not been determined, TPL hopes to contract with a third
party, state-approved appraiser in the next 30 days, and expects to have an agreed upon sale
price by the end of the year. In the meantime, TPL has begun the search to secure acquisition

funding.

Elsewhere in Los Angeles, TPL recently entered into an agreement with Majestic Realty to
purchase the 32-acre Cornfield property, adjacent to the Los Angeles River, and hopes to
create the first state park in downtown Los Angeles. TPL is also negotiating for several
properties in north Long Beach, including the 40-acre Wrigley Heights assemblage that will
constitute the largest open space along the southern stretch of the Los Angeles River. Earlier
this year, TPL conveyed 5.4 riverside acres to the Mountains Recreation and Conservation
Authority for a community park. TPL also conveyed nearly two acres to the City of Maywood as
as a part of a a 7-acre assemblage to create the Maywood River Park for California's most
densely populated, low-income community. TPL has already conveyed nearly 3 acres to the

City of Maywood for the creation of the Maywood River Park.

The Trust for Public Land (TPL) is a national, nonprofit land conservation organization

dedicated to conserving land for people as parks, greenways, wilderness areas and natural,

https://www.tpl.org/media-room/ballona-wetlands-deal-announced-ca#sm.00001qgef7auyz9f65vo7r4t1fcddp
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historic and cultural resources for future generations. Founded in 1972, TPL has protected 023-73
more than 1.2 million acres nationwide. cont.
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Letter O23: Sierra Club Ballona Wetlands Restoration Committee

023-1

023-2

023-3

023-4

023-5

023-6

The commenter’s focus on tsunami information is acknowledged.

None of the restoration alternatives would cause a tsunami or exacerbate tsunami risk.
As noted in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9.6 in the context of Impact 1-WQ-5, the Project
would have no direct impacts related to tsunami inundation hazards. Tsunami hazards
are already present along the coastline. The Draft EIS/EIR uses data provided by the
California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), which has identified hazard
areas from a worst-case scenario from multiple potential tsunami sources. The Draft
EIS/EIR Preparers did not produce independent calculations of tsunami hazards, but
instead relied on best available science from reliable government agency resources
including CalEMA, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and
historic recorded data from the Los Angeles area. See Section 3.9.2.2, Environmental
Setting, in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under the
heading “Flooding” and the subheading “Tsunamis.” Considering that the Project
would increase the heights of the levees that currently run along the Creek, improved
flood protection from this existing potential hazard is expected to result.

This description of the proposed levee system is acknowledged.

CDFW acknowledges that methodologies other than the one described in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.9 could be used to evaluate tsunami-related risk, and that
reasonable minds may differ not only regarding the preferred methodology, but also
in reaching conclusions based on existing data. The “reanalysis” provided by the
commenter is acknowledged and is included in the record of information that will be
considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process. However, neither the
analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR nor the conclusions reached have been revised in
response to this comment.

The comment refers to the tsunami analysis that was included in Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix E, which was one of several resources relied upon in the analysis. As noted
in Response 023-2, data from California Emergency Management Agency which has
used a suite of tsunami source events and “represents the maximum considered
tsunami run-up from a number of extreme, yet realistic, tsunami sources” notes on
Venice Quadrangle for Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, March 1,
2009. As seen from this map, the inundation area on the Project Site is limited to
within the Ballona Creek Channel. While the potential for a tsunami event to occur
exists with or without the Project, the raising of the existing levee heights would
ensure greater protection than currently exists.

See Response 023-10. The proposed restoration design would maintain the same
level of flood protection to surrounding areas as existing conditions. While more of
the site itself would likely be inundated by a tsunami, the wetland vegetation and
natural channel bottom would provide friction which would reduce the wave energy
that would reach the levees. High water velocities could cause erosion along the

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2-3423 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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levees and the tsunami could produce seiches within the site — this would result in
higher waves. However, Borrero et al (2003) modeled that a slide on the Palos Verdes
fault would cause velocities of 3 m/s in the Port of LA, which is no faster than
modeled velocities for a 50-year fluvial event. Appendix F7-106 (pdf 396).116

023-7 See Response 023-5 and Response 023-10. See Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B1,
Appendix A, Existing Conditions, Overall Existing Topography Exhibit which shows
elevations and is similar to elevation data from the commenter.

023-8 The comment is noted that the depiction of the tsunami inundation hazard zone in
Draft EIS/EIR Figure 3.9-5 is sourced from the California Emergency Management
Agency (CalEMA). Tsunamis are relatively rare events caused by events that are
difficult to predict timing or magnitude with few known occurrences in the historical
record. In the event that a tsunami event occurred beyond what has been estimated as
a “maximum considered” event based on “extreme, yet realistic” sources, there could
be substantial damage across the region’s coastline. The levees along Fiji Way or
Culver Boulevard that are proposed as part of the Project are not intended to protect
the entire coastline.

023-9 CDFW understands the commenter’s scenario to be that a portion of a tsunami would
overtop the breakwater at the mouth of Marina del Rey, a portion of that would travel
up the marina del Rey main channel, a portion of those tsunami flows would then
enter Basin H, a portion of those flows would enter the restricted tide gate to enter
Fiji Ditch, then travel within Fiji Ditch, be constrained again at the Lincoln Boulevard
culvert, then enter North Area C via the Fiji Ditch, and then fill the recontoured Fiji
Ditch, and overtop the Fiji Ditch’s northern berm while being constrained by the
recontoured Fiji Ditch’s southern berm. The commenter also mentions that the
existing Fiji Ditch is a “pathway for tsunami inundation of the residential/business
area immediately east of Lincoln Blvd.” Because there would be berms on either side
of the recontoured Fiji Ditch similar to existing conditions, it is unclear from the
comment how the Project would increase the inundation risk/effect from a tsunami.

023-10 The comment is noted that a theoretical tsunami event in excess of 16 to 20 feet could
cause considerable damage in the region. Nonetheless, neither the Project nor any of
the other restoration alternatives would cause or contribute to triggering any such
event.

023-11  See Response 023-10.
023-12  See Response 023-10.

023-13  The commenters’ primary concern appears to be that the height, positioning, and
location of proposed levees around Area A and Area B, as well as a proposed berm

116 Borrero et al, 2003. The Regional Economic Cost of a Tsunami Wave Generated by the Palos Verdes Slide. March,
2003.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2-3424 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project



Final EIR Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
December 2019 2.3. Individual Responses

south of Culver Boulevard in Area B would exacerbate the effects of a tsunami. More
specifically, the levees and berm would channel a tsunami that would otherwise have
dispersed throughout the Ballona Reserve had the proposed levees and berm not been
constructed. Having considered the concern, CDFW determined that the subject
levees and berm would not exacerbate the effects of a tsunami. The following facts
informed CDFW’s consideration.

The commenters do not appear to account for the fact that levee heights are based on
the North American Vertical Datum 1988 (see Draft EIS/EIR section 1.2.1,

footnote 12 explaining NAVD 88). The commenters’ concern seems to arise from the
belief that the levees would be 20 feet above existing grade and as a result they would
channel a tsunami (i.e., “levees are being designed at significant heights,” see also
Comment 023-14, “20-foot-high Culver Blvd and Fiji Way Levees,” “levees will act
as walls,” “channeling and guiding the tsunami waves”). Levee heights are
preliminary and will be finalized following a full risk and uncertainty analysis to meet
the requirements of the Corps. However, the levee around Area A would
preliminarily be 20.5 feet NAVD and the levee around Area B is preliminarily set to
slope from 18.5 feet NAVD just west of the Culver Boulevard Bridge down to

16.0 feet NAVD at the downstream limit of West Area B (see Draft EIS/EIR,
Appendix B1, Preliminary Design Report, Section 3.11.1). Because these levee
heights, along with existing topography are all presented in NAVD, the proposed
levees will not be 20 feet above grade as what seems to be in the comment as
described in the following paragraph.

The commenters also do not appear take into account existing topography relative to
the proposed levee heights. Within the vicinity of Fiji Way, Area A’s existing
topography ranges in height between approximately 14 feet NAVD to 18 feet NAVD
(Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B1, Preliminary Design Report, Appendix A, Overall
Existing Topography). As a result, the difference between existing topography and
the preliminary levee height is at most 6.5 feet, not 20 feet as what appears to be the
commenters’ concern (see, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-7; see also Draft EIS/EIR
Appendix B1, Preliminary Design Report, Figure 3.7). Similarly, within the vicinity
of Vista Del Mar, where the commenters assert a tsunami would flow over and hit the
levee (comment’s exhibit 8), the difference between existing topography along the
bluffs and the preliminary levee is at most 2 feet, not 20 feet as what appears to be the
commenters’ concern.

The commenters similarly do not take into account existing development between the
Pacific Ocean and the Project Site. The commenters opine about the importance of
obstacles in assessing tsunami risk and that CDFW did not “account for the effect of
obstacles, for example levees, encountered as flood water inundates” (see Comment
023-4). However, the commenters fail to acknowledge the existing development,
including multi-story structures that a tsunami must overcome before arriving at the
Project Site. For example, the commenter does not mention the breakwater at the
mouth of Marina del Rey, nor the three-story Breakwater Apartments in between
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Area A and Marina del Rey as development that could affect a tsunami. Nor are the
3-story residences and apartments between Area B and the Pacific Ocean as well as
the Del Rey Lagoon acknowledged as something that could affect a tsunami. Instead,
the commenters seem to suggest that the proposed levees would be the first obstacles
that a tsunami would encounter.

The commenters also mistakenly refer to the berm proposed to be south of Culver
Boulevard as a levee that would allegedly channel a tsunami along Culver Boulevard
(Comment 023-14: “South Area B/East Area B levee which, together with the Culver
Blvd levee will cause a funneling and thus rising and rushing of water through the
bottleneck created by their conjoining presence”). The berm is described in Draft EIS/
EIR Section 2.2.2.1, see also Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-2, berm (n). The berm would be
offset from Culver and Jefferson Boulevards by a 30-foot-wide bio-swale to allow for
runoff from the road to drain into the area between the road and the berm. The
commenters don’t appear to account for this offset when they allege the “levees”
would channel a tsunami. Also, the berm’s height would be 9 feet NAVD. Because
Culver and Jefferson Boulevards range in height from approximately 6 to 7 feet
NAVD (see Draft EIS/EIR Appendix B1, Preliminary Design Report, Figure 3.7), the
berm would be at most 3 feet higher than the existing grade. More importantly, at
only 9 feet, the berm will not channel a 20+ft tsunami that the commenters are
concerned about.

The commenters also appear to mistakenly believe the existing levees on either side
of Ballona Creek within the Project Site would remain (see, e.g., in comment “two
more levees running along Ballona Creek” and Comment 023-3). Commenters’
Exhibit 8 shows tsunami water entering the Ballona Creek and being channeled into
the meander and north along Fiji Way. The commenters do not appear to account for
the fact that the existing levee south of Ballona Creek would be removed. See Draft
EIS/EIR section 2.2.2.1: “A new levee would be constructed north of Culver
Boulevard to replace the existing south Ballona Creek channel levee in West Area B
and to provide flood risk protection for Culver Boulevard and areas to the south and
west.” See also Draft EIS/EIR Figure 2-2 with arrows pointing to West Area B and
the text “lower & breach (E) levee.” Without the levee along the southern side of
Ballona Creek, CDFW expects any tsunami water flowing east along the Ballona
Creek to enter into Area B.

See Response 023-13.

See Response 023-10.
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The 2009 tsunami inundation map is the official map for the Project area based on the
California Department of Conservation.117

See General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5), which
addresses multiple comments about the potential presence of Palmer’s goldenbush.

Separate receipt of comments regarding tsunami is acknowledged. See responses to
those comments, above.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” The
commenter’s opposition to the proposed restoration alternatives is acknowledged and
is part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s
decision-making process.

See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments received about these drains.

See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments received about these drains.

See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4).
See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4).
See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4).
See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4).

Each of the species discussed in this comment is thoroughly discussed in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.4, which includes a detailed presentation of baseline conditions for
each species and an assessment of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.
Because no deficiencies are identified in the comment, the analysis has not been
revised in response to this comment.

A qualified botanist has confirmed the identification of the species at issue as the non-
listed Suaeda taxifolia. See Response O3-27 regarding the location on the levee and
the commenter’s recommendation not to relocate individual Suaeda plants. The
commenter states that any CNPS list plant on public land should be treated as an
endangered species and should remain in place and not be relocated. The commenter
is mistaken, as non-listed plants that are not identified as “State-listed Rare” are not
protected by the federal or state Endangered Species Act. Suaeda taxifolia is not a
State-listed Rare species and is not subject to special protection. Regarding why the

117" california Department of Conservation (DOC), 2019. California Official Tsunami Inundation Map for Los Angeles
County, Venice Quadrangle. Available online: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geohazards/tsunami/maps.
Accessed April 3, 2019.
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rare plant disclosure is not provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, note that the special-status
plant protection requirements are fully stated in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3. In that
discussion, the Draft EIS/EIR states that special-status plant species include species
“Officially listed by California or the federal government as endangered, threatened,
or rare.” As stated above, Suaeda taxifolia is not an official “rare” species that is
identified on CDFW’s list of “State and Federally Listed Endangered, Threatened and
Rare Plants of California.” Hence, greater protection was not afforded to this species.

See Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.2.2, Section 1.4.1, and Section 1.6 for information
about the respective roles of the Corps and CDFW as Lead Agencies for the Project.
For clarification of involvement by other agencies and participants in the process, see
Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.2.1, which identifies the permit applicants, and

Section ES.2.5, which identifies formal project proponents. As is clear from
information provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, the Corps’ role is exclusively in an
environmental review and permitting capacity. By comparison, CDFW’s role is as a
permit applicant as well as environmental review and permitting capacity.

See Response 023-28 regarding CDFW?’s roles for this Project. The suggested
opposition to the restoration alternatives analyzed in detail in the Draft EIS/EIR is
acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that will be considered as
part of CDFW’s decision-making process. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input
Received.

See Response 023-29.

See Response 023-27 regarding the Suaeda species. See General Response 4, Drains
(Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple comments received about these
drains and related baseline conditions.

The suggestion that species misidentification has occurred is acknowledged; however,
without any specific examples, CDFW does not have enough information to provide a
detailed response. As explained in Response 023-27, the statement that Suaeda
species have been misidentified is incorrect.

Seventeen (17) site-specific, Project-specific biological resource-related studies and
study summaries are included in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D, including: a Botanical
Survey Summary (Appendix D1), Vegetation Alliance and Association Acreages by
Habitat Type (Appendix D2), Study Area Plant List by Survey Effort (Appendix D3),
Benthic Invertebrate Studies (Appendix D4), Biological Resources Existing
Conditions (Appendix D5), Terrestrial Invertebrate Studies (Appendix D6), Summary
of Fish Studies (Appendix D7), Summary of Reptile and Amphibian Studies
(Appendix D8), Summary of Bird Studies (Appendix D9), Summary of Mammal
Studies (Appendix D10), Special-Status Plants (Appendix D11), Special-Status
Wildlife (Appendix D12), Species Accounts (Appendix D13), Ballona Creek
Wetlands Ecological Reserve Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands and Non-Wetland
Waters (Appendix D14), Jurisdictional Delineation Report, Potential Well Sites,
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Playa del Rey Storage Facility (Appendix D15), Patterns of VVehicle-Based Vertebrate
Mortality in the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve, Los Angeles, CA

(Appendix D17), and Biological Assessment (Appendix D18). Each provides the
requested information about scope and preparation.

See General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5), regarding
the potential presence of Palmer’s goldenbush.

See Response 023-32 regarding suggestions of misidentification of species. The
statement that the Ballona Reserve supports many species is consistent with
information provided in the EIR. See, e.g., Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.2.2, which the
describes the environmental setting for purposes of the analysis of potential impacts
to biological resources. Regarding development of the suite of alternatives analyzed
in detail, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.1. See also General Response 3, Alternatives
(Final EIR Section 2.2.3), which addresses multiple comments received about the
selection of Project alternatives. Regarding the 12 years of photographs taken by
Mr. Coffin at the Ballona Reserve, see General Response 5, Biological Resources
(Final EIR Section 2.2.5), which addresses multiple comments received about the
biological resources baseline.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” Contrary to
the suggestion in this comment, reference materials cited in the Draft EIS/EIR were
not “dismissed,” but rather were considered and evaluated relative to other available
information. That reasonable minds may reach different conclusions based on the
same information is acknowledged; however, disagreement alone does not indicate
that an error has occurred (see Draft EIS/EIR Section 1.8.4).

See General Response 8, Public Participation (Final EIR Section 2.2.8.1), which
addresses questions about the timeliness of the availability of reference materials
relied upon in the Draft EIS/EIR.

To be clear, the adequacy and accuracy of the EIR are not based exclusively on the
charrette mentioned in the comment. The public participation process for the
environmental review processes for this Project are described in Draft EIS/EIR
Section 1.9 and Final EIR Section 1.4.1. See also General Response 3, Alternatives
(Final EIR Section 2.2.3.3), which addresses multiple questions about the
development of the range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. The
suggested dissatisfaction with public involvement components of the environmental
review process is acknowledged and is now part of the record of information that will
be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

As described in Section 2.2.1.8, “CDFW has jurisdiction by law over natural
resources affected by the Project that are held in trust for the people of the state of
California, including fish and wildlife, designated rare or endangered native plants,
and the Ballona Reserve, which is administered by CDFW. Seeking to restore
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wetland habitat and function within the Ballona Reserve and as described in more
detail in this Chapter 2, CDFW is proposing a large-scale effort to restore, enhance,
and establish native coastal wetland and upland habitats within the Ballona Reserve.
Consistent with CDFW’s jurisdiction over these special resources and with its
mission of managing ‘California’s diverse fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the
habitats upon which they depend, for their ecological values and for their use and
enjoyment by the public’ (CDFW 2015), meaningful, long-term benefits are expected
to accrue from the Project.” Therefore, although changes in habitat types and acreages
would result from the implementation of the Project, the Project would ultimately
restore, enhance, and establish functioning, self-sustaining wetland habitat in an area
that is currently degraded. Regarding the use of mechanized equipment versus
restoration by hand, see General Response 3, Alternatives (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.4),
which addresses Alternative 5 and other alternatives that were initially considered,
but not carried forward for more detailed review. Regarding impacts to biological
resources, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4 and General Response 5 (Final EIR

Section 2.2.5).

The NEPA statement of purpose and need, including the regulatory basis, is described
in Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.3.1 and Section 1.1.1. CEQA project objectives,
including their regulatory basis, are described in Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.3.2 and
Section 1.1.2. The similarity and differences between the two are described in those
sections, and the role of each in developing the range of alternatives is described in
Section 2.1.1 and Section 2.1.2.

As can be seen from the purpose and need and project objectives, the Project is not
intended to manage for a specific species, but rather is intended to restore ecological
functions and services within the Ballona Reserve, ensure that any
alteration/modification to the Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA) project
components within the Ballona Reserve maintain the authorized levels of flood risk
management, and also, for example, to protect and respect cultural and sacred
resources, establish natural processes and functions within the Ballona Reserve that
support estuarine and associated habitats, and develop and enhance wildlife
dependent uses and secondary compatible on-site public access.

Potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts that could result from the restoration
alternatives are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. See
General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments received about these drains.

Questions about funding sources are beyond the scope of the EIR, which analyzes the
potential environmental consequences of the Project and other restoration alternatives
on the Project Site. Potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts that could result
from the restoration alternatives are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4,
Biological Resources.
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See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.6), which
addresses multiple comments regarding the definition of “restoration.” See also
General Response 3, Alternatives, regarding requests for consideration of a freshwater
alternative (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.1) and the historical accuracy of the alternatives
analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR (Final EIR Section 2.2.3.4).

See General Response 1, Agency and Other Involvement (Final EIR Section 2.2.1.1),

addressing suggestions of improper influence or conflict of interest. The commenter’s
perception of management purposes over the last decade are noted, but do not inform
CDFW’s consideration of the potential impacts of the proposed restoration. See Final
EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

See Response 021-5 regarding CDFW’s management of the Ballona Reserve,
including public access. Support for the proposed provision of greater public access
to the Ballona Reserve is acknowledged and is now part of the record of information
that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.4), which
addresses multiple comments regarding parking facilities within the Ballona Reserve.
Questions about funding sources and amenities available at other ecological reserves
are beyond the scope of the Draft EIS/EIR, which analyzes the potential
environmental consequences of the Project and other restoration alternatives.

The commenter’s suggested dissatisfaction with the Draft EIS/EIR and opposition to
the Project are acknowledged and are now part of the record of information that will
be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process.

See Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.2, which has been revised to clarify the respective
roles of the permit applicants (Section ES.2.1); Cooperating Agencies for purposes of
NEPA (Section ES.2.3); Responsible and Trustee Agencies for purposes of CEQA
(Section ES.2.4); and formal project proponents (Section ES.2.5). Potential beneficial
effects and adverse impacts of the Project and other restoration alternatives on
biological resources are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4. The analysis is
reasoned, scientific support is documented, and opposing viewpoints are considered.
The commenter’s apparent disagreement with the analysis is acknowledged and is
now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s
decision-making process.

CDFW cannot speak for other Project proponents, but agrees with the statement in the
Draft EIS/EIR that CDFW is working with other Project proponents to revitalize and
restore the Ballona Reserve. In regards to post-restoration expectations, CDFW
believes that the temporary impacts involved with removing fill placed atop historic
wetlands and returning tidal flow to hydrologically impaired areas of the Ballona
Reserve do not outweigh what we believe will, in the short- and long-term, provide
the habitat for a variety of tidal estuarine dependent species, including avian, some of
which are listed as threatened or endangered. The construction of the self-regulating
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tide gate in West Area B and the Freshwater Marsh at Lincoln and Culver Boulevards
are local examples of native species returning to a habitat and thriving after
hydrologic improvements. The only proven method to support native wetland species
is to provide them with the habitat they require.

Receipt of the LA Weekly article is acknowledged. The article is now part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process.

Potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the Project and alternatives on
biological resources are analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4. As identified in
Section 3.4, salvaged wildlife species would be relocated to adjacent or nearby
suitable habitat that is not subject to site disturbances, or has been previously restored
as planned under the Project. CFDW is not planning to hold or retain any animals for
any longer than it takes to relocate them within the Ballona Reserve. Such relocation
efforts are common even for projects on the scale of the Ballona Wetlands restoration.
The commenter’s opinion that rare species like the non-listed silvery legless lizard
should not be moved does not indicate a deficiency in the EIR, and is noted.

The general, unsupported suggestion that the Draft EIS/EIR’s analysis of potential
impacts to cultural resources is somehow incomplete is acknowledged; however,
without some indication of why the commenter believes this to be true, CDFW is not
able to provide a detailed response. To the extent the commenter could be referring to
Assembly Bill 52 as it modifies CEQA, CDFW notes that it applies only to projects
for which a formal notice of preparation (NOP) was filed after July 1, 2015. AB 52
does not apply to the Project because the NOP was filed in 2012. Regardless, tribal
consultation was conducted pursuant to applicable requirements as part of the
environmental review of the Project.

Per California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, a Most Likely Descendant is
identified by the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) should
human remains that have been identified as Native American be discovered during
the course of a project. Because it is still in the planning stages, a Most Likely
Descendant has not been identified by the NAHC for this Project. The NAHC also
provides a list of Native American individuals who may have an interest in the project
area. Consultation for the Project included outreach efforts to the individuals on the
list provided by the NAHC, as well as outreach to additional individuals identified
through consultation. As documented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5, consultation
required under other state and federal legal authorities was conducted by the Lead
Agencies, including the Corps’ consultation with Tribes pursuant to Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act.

The commenter’s inclusion of language from the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledging the
sensitive nature of cultural sites within the Ballona Reserve is acknowledged.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2-3432 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project



Final EIR Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
December 2019 2.3. Individual Responses

023-50

023-51

023-52

023-53

The commenter’s experience with other entities as part of other projects is
acknowledged; however, they are beyond the scope of the EIR, which analyzes on the
potential environmental consequences of the Project and alternatives for restoration
within the Ballona Reserve.

Playa Capital LLC has no other status in the environmental review process for this
Project than as a commenting party. See Draft EIS/EIR Section ES.2, Formal
Involvement, which does not identify Playa Capital LLC; Draft EIS/EIR Chapter 5,
List of Preparers and Contributors, which also does not identify Playa Capital LLC;
and Final EIR Section 2.3.6 and Letter 020, which was received from Playa Capital
LLC as a commenting party.

Consideration has been given in designing the Project to avoid and respect Native
American and Tribal resources, including potential burial sites and a possible
Gabrielino-Tongva village site within the Ballona Reserve. Rather than conduct
invasive subsurface testing, the analysis assumes that such resources are present.
Potential impacts to cultural resources, including Tribal resources and burial sites, are
analyzed in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. Responses to Native
American Community concerns are provided in Final EIR Section 2.3.4.

Receipt of this June 2, 2004, article is acknowledged. The article is now part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process. See Response 023-50. Further, note that certain archaeological resources
information, as well as information obtained through Native American consultation,
is protected by confidentiality laws, including National Historic Preservation Act
Section 304, as well as state statutes (Government Code §86254(r), 6254.10) and
regulations (14 CCR 815120(d)). Protected information cannot be disclosed in a
public document such as this.

The Scoping Report provided in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix A summarizes and includes
2,222 pages of input received from 120 sources. That the commenter may have
preferred to review the information other than as summarized by resource area is
acknowledged, but does not indicate an inadequacy or inaccuracy in the EIR.
Nonetheless, the opinion is acknowledged and is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process. See
Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

The general suggestion that a less than full response was provided to the commenter’s
own scoping letter also is acknowledged. However, without some indication of why
the commenter believes this to be true, CDFW does not have enough information to
provide a detailed response.

See General Response 7, Requests for Recirculation (Final EIR Section 2.2.7), which
addresses multiple comments received requesting recirculation.
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Tule Fog is a thick radiation fog that settles in the San Joaquin and Sacramento
Valley areas. CDFW has observed a type of radiation fog over vegetated areas of the
Ballona Reserve, and in particular over West Area B saltwater marsh. One of the
objectives of the proposed restoration is to expand the type of habitat found in West
Area B saltwater marsh.

See General Response 5, Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.1), which
addresses multiple comments received about the biological resources baseline.

The comment claims that the nearby great blue heron rookery relies upon the small
mammal and reptile population, and that if uplands in Area A are disturbed the herons
would have less to eat and the rookery would collapse. Great blue herons are
principally piscivores that forage opportunistically for small fish at the edge of
aquatic sites. While their diet can include small mammals and rodents, planned
modifications to Area A will not substantially diminish the foraging opportunities
during construction. Following construction, Area A will support an abundance of
high-quality aquatic foraging habitat, which is the great blue heron’s preferred
foraging habitat. The Project would thereby improve foraging opportunities for
juvenile herons in close proximity to the rookery. See also General Response 5,
Biological Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.1), which addresses multiple
comments received about the biological resources baseline.

The statement that there is “much more in Area A” is noted. CDFW disagrees with
the statement that the biological richness and habitat in that area has not been
accurately assessed. As described in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D, extensive studies
have been performed throughout the Ballona Reserve including in Area A. The
biological resources in this area are well characterized following more than a decade
of plant and wildlife surveys. Without some indication of why the commenter
believes the analysis to be insufficient, CDFW does not have enough information to
provide a more detailed response.

The commenter’s perception of bias is acknowledged and is now part of the record of
information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making process. See
Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

Area C has not been “discounted” as suggested by the commenter. As described in
Final EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2.1, Alternative 1: Ecosystem Restoration, under the
subheading “Restored Habitats (Alternative 1, Phase 1), “In North and South Area C,
upland habitats would be restored and enhanced, with an emphasis on coastal sage
scrub and grassland habitat, with smaller areas of seasonal wetlands and a restored
Fiji Ditch channel riparian corridor within the upper portion of the Fiji Ditch in North
Area C.” Therefore, excavated fill would be deposited in Area C to create enhanced
upland habitat, transition zones, and perimeter berms.

See Response 023-26.
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The impact of changes in habitat type to carbon sequestration are analyzed in Draft
EIS/EIR Section 3.7. In areas where excavation would occur as a part of restoration
activities, habitat and vegetation would be reestablished and thereby would provide
for carbon sequestration during post-restoration. The analysis of changes to carbon
sequestration in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.7 considered habitat that would convert to
mudflat, when calculating the overall change in long-term carbon sequestration.
Despite the increase of approximately 13.4 acres of mudflat and approximately
14.2 acres of low salt marsh during restoration, which do not sequester carbon due to
the lack of vegetation, the restored habitats under the Project would sequester a
greater amount of carbon over time due to the conversion of upland and salt pan
habitats to the more densely vegetated salt marsh.118

See General Response 2, Proposed Project (Final EIR Section 2.2.2.3), regarding the
proposed removal of SoCalGas Company infrastructure from within the Ballona
Reserve.

See Response to 023-2 regarding tsunami risk.

The statement is incorrect that surface elevations are inaccurate. Visual simulations of
the proposed restoration elements, including berms, are provided in Draft EIS/EIR
Section 3.2.

Regarding the Corps’ consideration of potential alternatives relative to its authority
under the Clean Water Act, see Draft EIS/EIR Section 2.1.

See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which addresses multiple
comments received about these drains. See also General Response 7, Requests for
Recirculation (Final EIR Section 2.2.7).

The commenter’s preferences for how to proceed are acknowledged and are now part
of the record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-
making process. See Final EIR Section 2.1.1, Input Received.

Receipt of these photographs is acknowledged. See General Response 5, Biological
Resources (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.1), which addresses multiple comments received
about the biological resources baseline. See also General Response 5, Biological
Resources, regarding reptiles (Final EIR Section 2.2.5.3), which addresses multiple
comments received about reptiles and amphibians.

Receipt of this article by Marcia Hanscom regarding the unpermitted drains is
acknowledged. See General Response 4, Drains (Final EIR Section 2.2.4), which
addresses multiple comments received about these drains.

118 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), 2014. “Memo: Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project, Accounting Analysis
of Greenhouse Gas Sequestration and Emissions from Wetlands.”
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Receipt of this January 9, 2014, LA Weekly article is acknowledged. This comment
does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or the merits of the alternatives,
but is now part of the record of information that will be considered as part of
CDFW?’s decision-making process.

Receipt of this January 27, 2018, video is acknowledged. The video is now part of the
record of information that will be considered as part of CDFW’s decision-making
process.

Receipt of this June 2, 2004, New York Times article about the unearthing of a Native
American cemetery during the development of Playa Vista is acknowledged.
Although the article does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or the
merits of the alternatives, it is part of the record of information that will be considered
as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.

Receipt of this August 9, 2001, article from the Trust for Public Land is
acknowledged. Although does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or the
merits of the alternatives, it is now part of the record of information that will be
considered as part of CDFW'’s decision-making process.
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Comment Letter O24

February 5, 2018

Mr. Richard Brody

CDFW c/o ESA (jas)

550 Kearney Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, California, 94108

Sent Via E-mail to: BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

Dear Mr. Brody:

The Trust for Public Land played a critical role in the purchase of Ballona Wetlands,
helping to secure over $139M for the acquisition of the property, and we are excited
to continue our engagement through the restoration process. The purchase of the
land was predicated on maximal wetlands restoration, habitat enhancement and
public access — The Trust for Public Land, the Wildlife Conservation Board, and the
people of California, voiced through their votes on the bonds that funded the
acquisition, all spoke loudly for robust restoration. The time has come to maximize
one of the state’s largest investments in natural capital and make Ballona Wetlands
the ecological and recreational treasure that the citizens of Los Angeles County and
the State of California desire and deserve.

As part of the Wetlands Restoration Principles Coalition Steering Committee, The Trust
for Public Land supports the restoration plan outlined in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report, Alternative 1, Phase 1, with some alterations. As a national non-profit
that protects land for people, we support the maximum level of public access and
recreation, grounded in principles of equity, but balanced to ensure ecological vitality
and self-sustaining habitat function.

In general, The Trust for Public Land advocates for the following principles to be
applied in the restoration of Ballona Wetlands:

1. Protect, optimize, enhance and create diverse habitats for native plants and
wildlife throughout Ballona including wetland, riparian, dune and upland
environments.

2. Maximize and enhance wetland acreage and function. Also maximize diversity
of created/restored wetland habitats, i.e. low, mid, and high marshes, salt pan,
and brackish marsh.

3. Increase watershed connectivity.
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4. Create nurseries for fish and nesting habitat for birds.

5. Manage for rare and sensitive species.
Create well-regulated trails for public access and educational opportunities that are compatible
with ecological goals.

7. Ensure long-term resilience and sustainability with estimated future sea level rise.

8. Reduce habitat fragmentation by providing wildlife travel corridors to minimize wildlife injury
and mortality from vehicles.

9. Safeguard wildlife and minimize losses during construction.

10. Provide safe public access to the Reserve including trails, bike paths and rest stops, overlooks,
wayfinding, shade structures, information kiosks, restrooms, drinking water, public transit stops
and parking.

To the extent that the DEIR supports these objectives, The Trust for Public Land, a member of the
Wetlands Restoration Principles Steering Committee supports a Project that maximizes recreational
access, restoration and public safety with the following elements including the amendments and
safeguards and as illustrated in the diagram at the end of this letter.

Area A: We support the restoration of Area A presented in Alternative 1 Phase 1 with a few minor
changes. The 14 feet of dredge fill covering Area A should largely be removed and the existing levees
should be replaced with new levees as described. We support a public access system with separate
bicycle and walking trails as shown in Alternative 1 Phase 1. We support a trailhead at a parking
structure with adequate visitor-serving parking and restrooms for the numbers of visitors that are
anticipated to be attracted to the new Ballona public access system.

Our support for this Alternative is based upon the inclusion of the following changes and additions:

1. Survey for rare and sensitive plants and animals and plan for their relocation before removing
topsoail.

2. Include a plan for relocating wildlife displaced by restoration activities.
Ensure that topography allows for vegetated wetlands to thrive and provide increased water
filtration capabilities, while also supporting a diversity of wetland habitats, i.e. low, mid, and
high marshes, salt pan, and brackish marsh.

4. Ensure that there is adequate nesting and foraging habitat for Belding’s Savannah Sparrow.

a. Pickleweed habitat cover in Area A should be equal to or greater than currently present
in West Area B.

b. Use principles of Minimum Viable Population to estimate the number of nesting pairs
required for a viable, sustainable population size and ensure that the population will be
protected from future disturbances.

c. eProvision of the appropriate wetlands ve