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Appendix S — Response to Comments

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and California Department of Parks and
Recreation (CDPR) thank the public for their comments on the draft Integrated Feasibility
Report (IFR) during the January — March 2017 comment period. Our agencies have considered
all comments in preparation of the Final IFR. This portion of the appendix provides summary
responses to all comments received by mail or email during the IFR public comment period, as
well as to verbal comments provided to our agencies during the March 1, 2017, public hearing
held at the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District in Calabasas, Califomnia.

The tables below are organized to display USACE and CDPR responses in the following order:
(1) responses on topics that were raised by multiple public and/or agency interests (displayed
as General Response (GR)-Ato GR-G); (2) responses to individual agency comments
(response #'s 1-28); (3) responses to individual comments from the general public (response #'s
29-151). Responses to agency and public comments include a column on the right side for
locations in the IFR to find updates made after the comment period, or other relevantresponse
information, as applicable. Numbered responses with blue cells indicate responses to verbal
comments provided during the public hearing.

Copies of the letters and emails received during the public comment period are on file.
Responses associated with verbal comments provided at the public hearing, and applicable
sections of the public hearing transcript, are also included in the list of letters and emails.
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GENERAL RESPONSES

Table of General Comments and Responses

Response
Number

General Theme

Response

GR-A

Flood Risk

The study plan formulation process included a key constraint to maintain the downstream
existing and future without-project condition (No Action) level of flood risk along the lower
reaches of Malibu Creek within the SCPOA residential community and the city of Malibu. This
constraint was used to avoid potential for adverse flood-induced impacts associated with the
ecosystem restoration measures considered for Rindge Dam and the impounded sediment.
Existing and future without-project condition level of flood risks were used as a basis for
comparison to the action alternatives. The flood risks were understood to be a concern to
downstream residents. Potential downstream sedimentation and flood risk impacts associated
with the No Action and action alternatives were evaluatedin the IFR and described in detail in
Appendix B, Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Sedimentation, Section 19 - Flood Risk Comparison.

Soils in the Malibu Creek watershed are highly erodible. Flows originating in the upper
watershed proceed at high velocities through narrow and steep portions of the area, carrying a
sediment load. Rindge Dam reached capacity for trapping and impounding sediment many
decades ago. Sediment transported by storms during and after storm events will pass over
the dam spillway or over the crest of the dam arch during high flow events. It is estimated that
it will take approximately 20-100 years before pre-dam natural transport is restored to the
lower reaches of the Malibu Creek watershed below Rindge Dam, and the lagoon and
shoreline.

Hydraulic and sediment transport modeling conducted for the No Action plan (Alternative 1)
indicates that watershed sediment eroded and transported downstream during storm events
would continue to deposit in the lower reaches of Malibu Creek over a 75-year period of
analysis, generally raising the creek bed elevation by several feet and increasing the flood risk
to populated reaches. The currentecosystem restoration study and action altematives are not
charged with reducing the flood risk that is projected to occur under the No Action Alternative,
and not attributable to action alternatives.

The NER plan and the LPP, the Recommended Plan, were formulated to minimize potential
increases in flood risks to Malibu Creek reaches below Rindge Dam during and after
construction activities. During each construction year, the Rindge Dam impounded sediment
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would be mined at a rate equal to the lowering of the dam concrete arch. By following this
approach, the remaining volume of impounded sediment would be at the same height as the
remaining portion of damarch each interimstormseason throughout the construction timeframe.
Other alternatives thatinvolved natural transport of sediment were shown to resultin substantial
deposition downstream, requiring structural measures (floodwalls) to offset the flood risk
impacts. The natural transport alternatives were not recommended for implementation.

Although the Alternative 2 options, including the NER plan and the LPP, avoid the significant
impacts of the natural sediment transport alternatives, the feasibility-level modeling for
Alternative 2 options indicates some increase in creek bed and water surface elevation in some
downstreamreaches. Over the period of analysis, the creek bed elevation may increase by an
additional 0.3 to 1 foot compared to the No Action alternative in some portions of the populated
reaches. Similarly, the modeling also shows that when comparing the Alternative 2 options to
the No Action Alternative for the 1% chance exceedence flood event (100-yr storm), the same
reach of Malibu Creek could experience a 0.5 to 1.2-foot increase in water surface elevation.
Appendix B contains further analysis and discussion of related issues. It is possible that model
calibration uncertainties, the conservative downstream boundary condition (referenced in
Section 1.10.10), and procedures associated with stopping and starting the sediment transport
model to provide outputs during interim years over the period of analysis are driving factors in
some or all of the differences identified in bed and water surface elevation when comparing
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Because the feasibility level modeling for Alternative 2 options show increases in creek bed
elevations compared to the No Action Alternative, Environmental Commitment WR-4 would be
implemented. Additional modeling would occur during the PED phase as described in Section
4.4.2 of the IFR. If such modeling shows a difference in bed elevation compared to the No
Action Alternative, project construction would include non-structural measures, anticipated to
consist of targeted sediment removal during or at the conclusion of construction, as needed to
address the increase in bed elevation.

GR-B

Traffic Congestion,
Control, and
Damages Due to
Trucks

Trafficis a significant concern in the project area along Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu Canyon
Road, and other regional roadways. Potential traffic impacts could occur due to the increased
traffic along haul routes, as well as from the potential need for new traffic signals at the
construction exit on Malibu Canyon Road, or near the Malibu Pier parking lot under the NER
plan. The USACE and CDPR have committed to performing a detailed traffic analysis during the
Pre-Construction Engineering and Design phase (Section 5.9 Environmental Commitment T-1).
This up-to-date analysis would be used to develop a traffic management plan, which will be
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coordinated with the appropriate local agencies. In addition, a Road Repair Plan would be
developedto ensure proper maintenance and repair of utilized roadways occurs if any significant
construction-related damage were caused by heavy vehicles or machinery associated with the
project (Section 5.9 Environmental Commitment T-2).

GR-C

Federal Funding

Congressional authorization of the recommended plan and appropriation of funds will be
required prior to construction. Subsequent to authorization, the Federal government and non-
Federal sponsor must enter into a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA), pursuantto which the
Federal government would contribute 65 percent of the total first cost for construction of the NER
plan (Section 12.6.1 Federal Responsibilities). The non-Federal sponsor would provide 35
percent of the total first cost of the NER plan and all incremental costs of the LPP. The sponsor
must also agree to operate and maintain the project in perpetuity and comply with applicable
Federal laws and policies (see Section 12.6.2 of the IFR).

GR-D

Water Quality

No significant impacts to water quality are expected as a result of the project. As indicated in the
IFR and as required by the Clean Water Act, during the Pre-construction Engineering and
Design (PED) phase USACE would seek and obtain (or deem a waiver of) section 401 Water
Quality Certification. In addition, the construction contractor would develop and implement a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) during construction in accordance with section
402 of the Clean Water Act. The SWPPP includes all necessary erosion and sediment control
measures and best management plan implementation, monitoring, and reporting.
Implementation of the terms of the 401 WQC, unless waived, and the SWPPP would ensure the
project remains in compliance with all substantive Clean Water Act requirements.

GR-E

Air Quality

The air quality data and discussions presented in the draft IFR, as well as the associated air
quality appendix, have been updated to clarify the methods used to calculate emissions. In
particular, a detailed description of the labeling discrepancies between the body of the IFR and
AppendixL, as well as the methods used to update Appendix L data, has been provided in the
Supplemental Air Quality Analysis at the front of Appendix L. Air quality environmental
commitments have been incorporated into the project description to reduce emissions from
mobile sources and minimize air quality impacts to the extent practicable (Section 5.12.3; AIR-
1 to AIR-8). These include the requirement to use model year 2023 engines for all construction
years beyond 2027, and the requirement to use Tier 3 or higher engines.

GR-F

Sediment Quality

As described in Section 5.4.2, initial testing of sediment grain size and quality has been
performed. This testing was coordinated with the Southern California Dredged Material
Management Team (SC-DMMT) and the preliminary results indicate that a quantity of the
impounded sediment is beach-compatible. In addition, this section of the IFR contains an
environmental commitment to performadditional sediment testing prior to and during excavation
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(see ER-3). This testing would be coordinated with the SC-DMMT to ensure that the excavated
sediment is compatible with beach and/or nearshore placement, as appropriate.

GR-G

Transport,
Placement and Use
of Rindge Dam
Impounded
Sediment

Measures considered for the array of alternatives described in the IFR considered multiple uses
and means of transport for the sediment impounded behind Rindge Dam, including
consideration of where the sediment would have gone without the dam in place. Transport
methods of the Rindge Dam impounded sediment included consideration of storm flows
transporting sediment to lower reaches of Malibu Creek and the Malibu coastal area, or removal
of some or all of the impounded sediment through use of trucks, slurry pipelines, conveyors, or
combinations thereof. Based on years of coordination with members of the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC), and associated evaluation and comparison of alternative plans, it was
concluded that natural transport of large volumes of the Rindge Dam impounded sediment
downstream during storms would have significant adverse impacts to aquatic habitat and
species, in addition to potential detrimental impacts to downstream development. Use of
conveyors and pipelines to transport the impounded sediment to the coastal environment and
other locations also had significant adverse impacts to aquatic habitat and species, and were
not carried into the final array of alternatives. Hauling sediment from behind the dam to various
destinations using trucks (Alternatives 2a1, 2b1, 2c¢1, 2d1, 4a1, 4b1, 4c1, 4d1) were more
preferable than natural transport of large volumes of the impounded sediment, and include the
NER plan (Alt2d1). Hauling and transporting sedimentusing a combination of trucks and barges
(Alternative 2a2, 2b2, 2c2, 2d2, 4a2, 4b2, 4c2, 4d2), was ultimately the most preferable and
selected combination of transport methods for the impounded sediment, including the
Recommended Plan (LPP), Alternative 2d2.

Traffic safety at construction sites and transportationimpacts along Malibu Canyon Road, Las
Virgenes Road, and other thoroughfares are also analyzed in the IFR with measures provided
to minimize potential adverse effects. While both the LPP and NER plan use trucks to transport
two-thirds of the volume of the impounded sediment fromthe damarea to the Calabasas Landfill,
the LPP shifts hauling of the remaining one-third volume of sands to Highway 101 and the
Ventura Harbor, transferring from there to barges, followed by placement in the Malibu
nearshore environment, downcoast of the Malibu Pier. The NER plan utilizes trucks only for
hauling and placement of the remaining one-third volume of impounded sediment, and different
hauling routes. A portion of the remaining impounded sediment is temporarily placed at an
upland storage area (Site F) near CDPR Headquarters. This material, and the remainingvolume
of sand layer of impounded sediment is hauled to the Malibu shoreline using trucks travelling
through the lower portion of the watershed along Malibu Canyon Road and the PCH to the
shoreline placement site by the parking lot downcoast of the Malibu Pier.
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During the feasibility study, chemical and bioassay test results showed that all of the impounded
sediment could be used for a variety of coastal and inland beneficial purposes. The sand-rich
layer of impounded sediment, about one-third of the total volume, was evaluated and adopted
for placement at either the shoreline (NER) or nearshore environment (LPP). While various
options to beneficially utilize the remaining two-thirds volume of sediment impounded behind
Rindge Dam were formulated and discussed with the TAC members and other interests, no
commitments for other uses of the sediment could be secured during the feasibility study
process. Therefore, the Calabasas Landfill was selected for placement of this remaining volume
of impounded sediment and analyzed for Alternatives 2 and 4. Moving forward, the Pre-
Construction Engineering and Design Phase allows for an opportunity to revisit assumptions on
other potential uses of Rindge Dam impounded sediment, beyond the sand-rich layer of
sediment that is already identified to be placed in the coastal environment.

RESPONSES TO AGENCY COMMENTS

1. US Department of Interior

Commenter: Whitlock, Janet L. — Regional Environmental Coordinator

Comment
Number

Response Location in IFR

1

Thank you for your comments.

2. US Department of Commerce — National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration — National Marine Fisheries

Service
Commenter: Thom, Barry A. — Regional Administrator
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your statement of support of the LPP. N/A
1 Thelanguagein Section 1.7.1 has been revisedto more clearly reflect the federal interest Section 1.7.1
related to contributing to the recovery of steelhead. e

2 The language in Section 1.10.2 has been revised as suggested. Section 1.10.2
3 The paragraph of the IFR being referenced in this comment discusses the choice of N/A

steelhead as a keystone species for the purposes of this study. This choice was made
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based on existing information, and this choice was made prior to the suggested
references. While we appreciate the suggested references as providing additional
important information pertinent to this study, they are not appropriate for inclusion in the
referenced discussion in the IFR.

Concur. The project does not alter natural features that may impede fish passage under

low flow conditions. NA

The text in Table 2.7-1 has been revised as suggested. The USACE anticipates
5 addressing NMFS’s specific concerns during formal consultation to be initiated during Section 2.7, Table 2.7-1
the Pre-construction Engineering and Design phase.

The bullet has been revised as suggested. Section 2.7

The suggested information referencing the extension of the DPS to the Tijuana River has .
Section 2.7
been added.

The suggested revision to the citation to the NMFS Steelhead Recovery Plan has been

; Section 3.3.4
implemented.

The reference to potential use of Malibu Lagoon has been revised to indicate potential
9 use based on the known importance of estuarine habitats to a broad range of salmonid Section 3.4.5
species, as well as observations from local experts.

The suggested reference to extension of the protected range of steelhead has been

added. Section 3.4.9

10

We have reviewed the references provided, and added additional information and a

citation relevant to the current status of steelhead in Malibu Creek. Section. 3.4.9

11

Reference to NMFS’s previous analysis of the potential impacts of climate change on

west coast salmonids has been added. Section 3.12.5

12

A brief discussion has been added to describe potential operational and maintenance
13 difficulties associated with maintaining fish passage through a facility during high flow Section 4.1.8
events.

The language in this section has been clarified to indicate that institutional knowledge,
14 and not a detailed cost analysis, was used in considering the cost versus benefits Section 4.1.8
associated with removal of Century Dam.

Thank you for indicating your concurrence that the removal of upstream barriers would
increase the benefits associated with the proposed project.

15 N/A

3. US Department of Commerce - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration — National Marine Fisheries
Service

Commenter: Yates, Chris — Assistant Regional Administrator
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Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

As described in Section 5.4 of the IFR, the recommended plan now includes nearshore
marine surveys for rocky reef and surf grass (Environmental Commitment BIO-16). This
requirement will provide for the avoidance of these habitats during construction, and
further includes an approach to monitor and address any potential impacts to rocky reef
or surf grass.

Section 5.4 .1

Thankyou for your supportofthe LPP. The USACE has responded to EFHConservation
Recommendations by separate correspondence, dated June 21, 2017, pursuant to EFH
consultation regulations. A copy of the EFH correspondence is provided as Appendix A.

No change.

4. US Environmental Protection Agency — Region 9

Commenter: Goforth, Kathleen Martyn — Manager, Environmental Review Section

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

SS

Thank you for your statement of support for the ecosystem restoration actions evaluated
in the IFR.

The air quality data and discussions presented in the IFR, as well as the associated air
quality appendix, have been updated to clarify the methods used to calculate emissions.
In particular, a detailed description of the labeling discrepancies between the body of the
IFR and AppendixL, as well as the methods used to update AppendixL data, has been
provided in the Supplemental Air Quality Analysis at the front of Appendix L. The
measures originally identified as mitigation measures in the analyses contained in
Appendix L were incorporated as part of the project description, as described in Section
5.12.1 and detailed in the Supplemental Air Quality Analysis. As such, those alternatives
that were referred to in the main volume of Appendix L as “mitigated” are equivalent to
the current unmitigated alternatives as displayed in the IFR and detailed in the
Supplemental Air Quality Analysis. The measures to reduce emissions which are
included as project elements are not discretionary, and therefore, no conformity
determination is needed.

Section 5.12.1 and Appendix
L

Table 5.12-3 has been corrected as suggested and further updated to reflect the current
attainment status of the South Coast Air Basin.

Section 5.12.3

The IFR has been updated to include the suggested mobile source controls as
environmental commitments incorporated into the project description (AIR-1 to AIR-8;
Section 5.12.1), with the exception of the 3 “best available emissions control
technologies” commitments. The first of these commitments requires using model year

Sections 5.12.1
and
9.2.10
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2010 or newer on-highway vehicles. However, incorporated into the project description
(Section 5.12.1) is the requirement to use model year 2023 for all construction years
beyond 2027. The project is anticipated to begin constructionin 2025 at the earliest, and
therefore the existing requirement is likely to be more stringent than that proposed. The
second of these commitments requires USEPA Tier 4 vehicles. The project requires Tier
3 orhigher vehicles, as described in Section 5.12.1. The construction fleet utilized during
construction phase of this project would be representative of the overall regional
construction fleet and while required to use Tier 3, would also include a mix of Tier 4
vehicles representative of the existing fleet during construction.

To date, no air quality minimization measures have been rejected due to economic
infeasibility (Administrative Control #1). As described above, the IFR currently contains
environmental commitments to include Tier 3 or higher vehicles, and vehicles model
2023 or newer. The construction fleet is anticipated to be representative of the available
and modern emissions technology being utilized in the region, which is likely to include
a mix of Tier 4 vehicles. As such, add-on emissions controls and alternative fuel vehicles
are not anticipated to be necessary (Administrative Control #2). The IFR also contains
an environmental commitment to develop a transportation management plan (Section
5.9.1). This plan would address traffic and parking management, to include measures to
minimize traffic and maintain traffic flow, and therefore meets the intent of the suggested
Administrative Control #3.

As described in Section 5.4 of the IFR, the recommended plan now includes nearshore
marine surveys for surf grass prior to the placement of sediment in the nearshore
environment (Environmental Commitment BIO-16). This requirement will provide for the
avoidance of surfgrass during construction. BIO-16 further includes an approach to
monitor sediment placement and implement adaptive management to avoid potential
impacts to surfgrass.

Monitoring of sediment placement in the marine environmentwould be performed during
construction as described in Environmental Commitment BIO-16 in Section 5.4.1.
Adaptive management, as described in the MAMP, follows the requirements of Section
2039 of WRDA 2007 and Section 1161 of WRDA 2016, and is limited to monitoring
required to evaluate success and implement adaptive management related to achieving
project objectives. The MAMP does not cover monitoring associated with avoiding or
minimizing impacts. However, both monitoring and adaptive management of nearshore
placement is included in BIO-16.

Section 5.4.1
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Section 5.2.1 of the IFR contains an environmental commitment to perform additional
sediment testing prior to and during excavation (Environmental Commitment ER-3). This
commitment also specifies that this testing would be coordinated with the SC-DMMT.

Section 5.2.1

The IFR hasbeenrevised to align what was originally referred to as a Habitat Restoration
Program with the Revegetation and Planting Plan, and is described as Environmental
Commitment BIO-8 (see Section 5.4.1). This plan is largely a design function and as
such would be prepared during PED phase and would not be available for inclusion in
the Final IFR. However, the requirements of the revegetation plan and restoration targets
are adequately described in the IFR and associated MAMP (Appendix|). This includes
restoration goals and targets, monitoring periods and metrics, and decision criteria and
processes for adaptive management.

Section 5.4.1, Appendix |

Consultation is addressed in detail in Appendix K, and has been updated to include all
consultation and coordination that has occurred since circulation of the draft IFR. The
distribution list for the Final IFR will include all tribes to which copies of the Final IFR will
be sent.

Appendix K

5. California Coastal Commission

Commenter: Street, Joseph — Environmental Scientist

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

SS

Thank you for your support of the goals and objectives of the Malibu Creek ecosystem
restoration study.

The USACE has prepared a consistency determination, which was transmitted to the
California Coastal Commission on 1 October 16, 2017, requesting concurrence that the
project is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of
California’s approved Coastal Management Plan. The CCC unanimously concurred with
USACE’s consistency determination on March 9, 2018.

While the USACE has not yet developed exact quantitative estimates of temporary
habitat loss that would occur during construction in relation to potential net habitat gain
that will result from project completion, the purpose of the project is ecosystem
restoration with a resulting increase in habitat function. By design, the project is
anticipated to resultin a net gain in habitat function and quantity. Pursuant to USACE
policy, the USACE does not provide wildlife or habitat mitigation for impacts resulting
from ecosystem restoration projects, and therefore the project must ensure that
restoration efforts result in no net loss of sensitive or protected habitats, such as
wetlands. Detailed quantitative estimates of specific habitat types will be developed
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during the PED phase in order to document consistency with this policy. As a result, no
net loss of sensitive habitats, including wetland habitat, would occur as the result of the
proposed project.

The USACE will prepare a detailed Revegetation and Planting plan during PED as
specified in Environmental Commitment BIO-8. This plan will include a program for
invasive and non-native species management during construction. During PED, the
USACE will also prepare an operations, maintenance, repair, replacement and
rehabilitation plan to address the maintenance required. The USACE and CDPR are
responsible for carrying out the monitoring and adaptive management plan (MAMP) after
3 construction of each project phase/component until ecological success criteria are met, Section 12
but for no more than ten years. While the CDPR is undertaking maintenance, the cost-
shared monitoring for ecological success by the USACE would be initiated and continue
for five years or until ecological success is achieved as defined by established success
criteria, but for no longer than ten years (MAMP monitoring period). Should a feature be
determined notto be functioning as intended, adaptive management measures would be
implemented to address the issue. Currently, the USACE and CDPR anticipate that
ecological success can be achieved in five years.

As described in Section 5.4.1 as Environmental Commitment BIO-4, potential nesting
habitat and vegetation would be removed from the project area prior to the bird nesting
season to the maximum extent possible If vegetation removal during nesting season
cannot be avoided, a biologist would be present during vegetation removal to further
4 monitor construction and establish buffers, as necessary, to avoid impacts to nesting Section 5.4.1
birds. In addition, Environmental Commitment BIO-1 requires construction to be
overseen by a biologist to ensure compliance with pertinent regulations. Compliance
efforts would include ensuring that unauthorized take under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
does not occur.

Monitoring of sediment placement in the marine environment will be performed during
construction, as specified in Environmental Commitments WR-2 and BIO-16. These
5 commitments require the monitoring of potential effects to sensitive marine habitatand | Sections 5.3.1 and 5.4.1
adjustment of placement locations and methods as necessary.

As described in Section 5.4.2, initial testing of sediment grain size and quality has been
6 performed. In addition, Section 5.2.1 of the IFR contains the commitment to perform Sections 5.4.2 and 5.2.1
additional sediment testing prior to and during excavation (Environmental Commitment o o
ER-3). This commitment includes coordination of testing with the SC-DMMT.

7 The habitats at both the beach and nearshore placement locations are expected to be
characteristic of open coast nearshore invertebrate populations. Common species
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include polychaetes (Apoprionospio pygmaeus and Nemertea sp.), bean clams (Donax
gouldii), and amphipods (such as Mandibulophoxus unocirostratus). The plan currently
recommended for implementation, the LPP, includes nearshore placement. This would
temporarily bury invertebrates at the placement site, but would only gradually add sands
to the beach with no direct impacts to beach invertebrates or the food chain dependent
on them. Indirect impacts would be negligible as the invertebrate community would be
expected to burrow as sand is deposited in a manner similar to natural seasonal
aggradation.

While the IFR mentions that barges would allow for the placement of a greater range of
materials offshore (i.e. boulders), this is currently not part of the recommended plan. If
8 changesto the project description to include placementof such material are implemented N/A
in the future, such changes would be accompanied by appropriate analysis, coordination,
and permitting, as necessary.

Currently, the LPP is being recommended for implementation. Unlike the NER plan, the
LPP does not require any temporary closure of parking in Malibu along the PCH, as
materials would be placed offshore using a barge. As such, no parking mitigation is
considered necessary. In the unlikely event that the NER plan were to be authorized
instead of the LPP, requiring temporary closure of parking along PCH at the Malibu Pier
parking lot, the need for additional parking would be coordinated with the city of Malibu
and others, and evaluated in the Traffic Management Plan as described in Section 5.9.1
under Environmental Commitment T-1, with details provided to the Coastal Commission.

Thank you for making us aware of the Coastal Commission enforcement actions adjacent
to the project footprint. If beach placement at the NER site is chosen for implementation,

L . o : Qo N/A
close coordination with the Coastal Commission will occur to ensure compatibility with
the ongoing enforcement actions.

10
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6. California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Commenter: Courtney, Betty J. — Environmental Program Manager I, South Coast Region

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

Pursuant to USACE policy, the USACE does not provide wildlife or habitat mitigation for
impacts resulting from ecosystem restoration projects, and therefore the project must
ensure that restoration efforts result in no net-oss of sensitive or protected habitats. The
Revegetation and Planting Plan (See IFR, Environmental Commitment BIO-8), to be
developed during the Pre-Construction Engineering and Design phase, will ensure no
net loss in habitat quality or quantity results from implementation of the project. In
addition, and as described in Appendix | of the IFR, a monitoring and adaptive
management plan will be implemented after construction is complete to ensure
successful establishment of the restoration area, and to adaptively manage the
restoration area if restoration goals are not being achieved.

Section 5.4.2, Section 9.2.1
Appendix |

Upland Site F is not a component of the LPP, which is the plan being recommended for
implementation. However, if Upland Site F were to be required for construction, pre-
construction surveys for Lyon’s pentachaeta will be conducted as required by
Environmental Commitment BIO-15. If the speciesis presentand may be affected by the
project, the USACE would consult with USFWS as required under the Endangered
Species Act. In addition, Section 5.4.2 has been updated to indicate thatif the species is
discovered, CDPR would consult with CDFW as appropriate.

Section 5.4 .1

Information from the existing marine surveys performed by the USACE was utilized to
select both beach and nearshore placement areas in order to avoid impacts to marine
resources to the maximum extent practicable. The marine surveys are discussed in
Section 1.10.9 of the IFR, and the results are displayed in Figure 1.10-2.

Section 1.10.9

The IFR contains specific discussion of southern steelhead, California grunion, and
California least tern (Section 3.4.9 and Section 5.4.2). Of the other sensitive resources
mentioned in the comment, abalone, Pismo clam, and sea palm are not present at either
of the analyzed placement sites. One sand dollar bed was identified during the
nearshore surveys, butthis bed will be avoided during placementand no direct or indirect
impacts are anticipated. Rocky reef and kelp are also present in the general region, but
as described in the IFR placement locations have been identified based on marine
surveys to specifically avoid impacts to sensitive marine resources (see response #3
above). While California brown pelicans are present along the coast, they are no longer
a listed species under the ESA or CESA and no impacts to this species are anticipated.

Sections 3.4.9. 4.9.2, and
54.2
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In addition, the IFR now includes Environmental Commitment BIO-16, which requires
monitoring of potential effects to sensitive marine habitat and adjustment of placement
locations and methods as necessary.

As described under response #4 above, Environmental Commitment BIO-16 includes
marine monitoring during sediment placement actions, which will allow for monitoring of
potential effects to sensitive marine habitat and adjustment of placement locations and
methods as necessary. In addition, neither Pismo clam nor abalone were identified in the
project area during the nearshore surveys performed. Since the placement location is in
an area of high erosion, this is anticipated to preclude the establishment of Pismo clam
beds in the vicinity. As a result, further surveys for these species are not considered
necessary.

Section 5.4 .1

Environmental Commitments have been updated to include that any relocation efforts
6 covering state or federally protected species will be coordinated with USFWS and/or Section 5.4.1
CDFW, as appropriate.

7. California Department of Transportation — Office of Transportation Planning

Commenter: Watson, Dianna — IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

If any work is required to be performed within the State Right-of-Way, CDPR will obtain
appropriate rights from Caltrans prior to construction. If any state facilities require N/A
modification, these modifications will be designed to meet all mandatory design
standards and specifications. No such modifications have been identified at this time.

The USACE is aware of the sensitivity relative to storm water run-off. As specified in
Environmental Commitment WR-1, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
would be prepared prior to construction to ensure storm water is managed appropriately.
This SWPPP would be prepared by the construction contractor, in coordination with the
USACE, and implementation of the SWPPP will be required during construction in
accordance with section 402 of the Clean Water Act.

Section 5.3.1, Section 9.2.2

Prior to the use of any oversized or heavy construction equipment on State highways,
appropriate Caltrans permits will be acquired by the construction contractor. As
3 described in Section 5.9.1, construction traffic would be limited to the off-peak hours of Section 5.9.1
9am — 3pm (or 9amto 2pm during school season) in order to meet Los Angeles County
traffic requirements.

As described in Section 5.9.4 and Environmental Commitment T-1, a Transportation
Management Plan would be prepared during the Pre-Construction Engineering and

Section 5.9.4, Section 9.2.8
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Design phase of the projectin orderto address transportation related issues and reduce
traffic impacts to the maximum extent practicable.

Although the CEQA guidelines have been updated to reflect SB 743, the provisions of
section 15064.3 apply prospectively as described in section 15007, and do not apply

3 statewide until July 1, 2020. The IFR is expected to be finalized before this section NA
goes into effect.
8. California Department of Water Resources
Commenter: Jones, Shawn O. — Regional Engineer
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
The project does not include any alternatives that would result in restoration of an
1 impoundment behind Rindge Dam, and therefore it is anticipated that Rindge Dam will N/A
remain outside of CDWR’s jurisdiction.
9. California State Clearinghouse
Commenter: Morgan, Scott — Director
CNoun:nngeer:t Response Location in IFR
1 Thank you for your comments. N/A

10. California State Lands Commission

Commenter: Oggins, Cy R. — Chief, Division of Environmental Planning and Management

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

The CDPR will coordinate with the CSLC to obtain necessary rights for nearshore
placement within CSLC jurisdiction during the construction phase. Thank you for
providing the information regarding jurisdiction in the proposed project area, the existing
CDPR lease information, and the point of contact.

Emissions from barging and associated support vessels have been calculated and are
now included in the emissions data contained in Section 5.12. Section 5.12.1 contains
specific details in the subsection Barge and Support Vessels. Details of these
calculations can also be found in the updated Supplemental Air Quality Analysis in
Appendix L.

Section 5.12.1, Tables 5.12-4
and 5.12-8, Appendix L

The project area is located above the range of tidal effects on Malibu Creek and would
not be affected by sea level rise, with the exception of the beach and nearshore
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placement sites. Project activities at those sites will be limited to beach nourishment
activities that will be too short in duration and volume to be affected by sea level rise.

Pre-construction surveys for special status plant species shall note the presence of non-
native, invasive plant species. Inaddition, post-construction monitoringof the restoration
area (as described in Appendix | of the IFR), would include identification and removal of
non-native vegetationin order to meet restoration goals. As noted in Section 12.1.2 of
the IFR, CDPR has significant knowledge on invasive pests present along Malibu Creek
due to decades of work alongit. The presence of red swamp crayfish, New Zealand mud
snail, golden clam, and other invasives is well documented. With the presence of a
qualified biologist during construction, as required under Environmental Commitment
BIO-1, removal of the dam is not expected to result in the introduction of any new non-
native, invasive plant species to the Pacific shoreline.

The USACE determined that the project would have no effect on these species as
describedinthe IFR. Sections 3.4.6 and 5.4.2 describe grunion use ofthe area, potential
impacts to grunion due to the project, and describe the anticipated beneficial effects to
this species. Under beach placement alternatives, sand would be distributed on the
beach in fall and winter, outside of the grunion season, and outside of plover and tem
breeding season. Sand placed in the nearshore under the LPP and other plans with
nearshore placement would be placed during grunion season, but is not expected to | Section 3.4.6 and Section
have any effecton grunion spawning because the beaches nearestto the placement site 54.2

are unsuitable for grunion spawning due to narrowness of the beach and the lack of dry
sand above MHHW. Section 5.4.2 detailsthe USACE’s no effect determinations for both
western snowy plover and its critical habitat and California least tern. Because the
USACE has determined that the project will have no effect on either of these species or
designated critical habitat for the plover, no mitigation measures are considered
necessary for these species.

Language referencing the state lands jurisdiction over cultural resources found on tidal
6 lands has been incorporated into the regulatory setting discussion of the cultural Section 3.5.1
resources section (Section 3.5.1).

Consultation with the SHPO is complete. The status of such consultation is described in | Section 9.1.7 and Section
Sections 9.1.7 and 11.1.9 of the IFR. 11.1.9

As described in Section 5.2.2 of the IFR, based on core samples, a preliminary
determination was made that there is a layer that contains grain sizes typical of the
8 coastal environment that is suitable for beach and/or nearshore placement. Sands in the
Malibu Creek watershed are a source of sands for the downcoast beaches. As such, the
color of sands to be taken from the material behind Rindge Dam are expected to match
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nourished beaches in both grain size and color. Therefore, matching native color of
beach material would not be necessary. Additionally, the sands would be placed into the
nearshore environment (Recommended Plan), the volume of material being placed is
minor, and would be readily subject to transport and intermixing with existing sediment,
making it quickly indistinguishable from existing sands after placement and migration to
the downcoast shoreline.

Suitability of this material for beach nourishment was discussed with the Southem
California Dredged Material Management Team (SC-DMMT) which concurred in the
USACE'’s initial determination that the materials were suitable for beach nourishment.
Section 5.2.1 of the IFR contains an Environmental Commitment to perform additional
sedimenttesting prior to and during excavation (ER-3). This testing would be coordinated
with the SC-DMMT to ensure that the excavated sediment is compatible with beach
and/or nearshore placement as appropriate.

The potential impacts of sand depositionin this area are discussed in Section 5.4 of the
IFR. The USACE has determined that the project would not affect the lagoon or the
coastal areas offshore of Surfrider Beach, so that the project would have no effect on
surfing conditions, as discussed in Section 4.5 of Appendix O of the IFR (Coastal
Engineering). As stated in Appendix O, some placed sediment may temporarily move to
the west from the placement area, but it would eventually travel east and away from the
primary surfing area. The shoreline change model shows some increased beach width
near Malibu Lagoon but would return to the normal levels by the end of the placement
window. This increased beach width would not alter the waves at Malibu Point but may
cause the waves to break slightly further offshore for a short period of time.

11. County of Los Angeles - Department of Beaches and Harbors

Commenters: Jones, Gary — Director; Kelly John — De puty Director

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

For the Recommended Plan, no access to County-owned beaches, or beach/parking
closures are anticipated to be required. These impacts were confined to plans including
1 beach placement of sediments. If a plan with the beach placement option were to be N/A
chosen for implementation, all appropriate coordination and permitting associated with
County-owned lands would be finalized prior to construction.

2 The Recommended Plan does not utilize PCH for trucking, hauling, or material N/A
placement. As such, no impacts to the County-owned Surfrider beach would occur.
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This location is not utilized as part of the Recommended Plan, and review and approval
of plans by the County will not be required.

Additional analyses as proposed are not required, as potential downstream
sedimentation and flood risk impacts were evaluated in the IFR (described in detail in
Appendix B: Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Sedimentation). Based on the analyses
performed, the Recommended Plan would not result in a significant increase in
downstream sedimentation or flood-risk relative to baseline conditions. As such,
associated mitigation measures are not necessary. The IFR already requires the
construction contractor to develop a Hazardous Substances Control and Emergency
Response Plan (see environmental commitment HAZ-2 in Section 5.13.1), which will
cover actions taken in the event that storms or high creek flows compromise the site.

Appendix B

As described in the IFR (Section 5.2.3) and as required in Environmental Commitment
ER-1 (Section 5.2.1), additional slope stability and geotechnical evaluations will be
performed during PED. These analyses will be used to develop slope stabilization
measures and ensure protection of adjacent resources, including Malibu Canyon Road.

12. County of Los Angeles — Department of Public Works

Commenter: Pestrella, Mark — Director; Proano, Pat — Deputy Director

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

The USACE does not believe that additional traffic analyses are necessary at this time,
as the existing trafficanalyses were sufficientin scope and detail to properly characterize
potential impacts as a result of the range of alternatives. While it is true that the existing
traffic analysis utilized an earlier start time than those required by the county, revising
the start time utilized in the traffic impacts analysis would not alter the outcomes
presented in Section 5.9. The traffic analyses are based on the maximum possible traffic
to determine worst case impacts, and performing new analyses to adjust the start time
to 9:00 am would not alter the overall outcome of the traffic analyses. While this would
reduce the number of traffic trips during AM peak hours, overall traffic analyses still show
potentially significant impacts to traffic due to PM Peak Hour traffic increases and
percentage based increases along Malibu Canyon Road and Pacific Coast Highway.
Therefore, impacts would remain Class | even with the adjustment of starttimes. The
remaining analyses presented in the IFR (including schedule, duration, and truck trips
associated with air quality analyses) utilized the 9:00 am start time as shown in the
project descriptions in Section 4.4, and it is the project’s intent to adhere to the 9:00 am
requirement.

N/A
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As described in the IFR, a detailed Traffic Management Plan would be developed during
PED (see Section 5.9 Environmental Commitment T-1). This traffic analysis would be
implemented utilizing the correct start time as required by the county. The plan would
include an analysis sufficient to ensure that traffic impacts are avoided, reduced, or
mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. This document would be circulated to
LADPW for review.

Site access would be discussed in the Traffic Control Plan, which is to be developed

during PED. This plan will evaluate the entrance point to the construction area off of
Malibu Canyon Road. A copy of the plan will be provided to LADPW prior to initiation
of construction.

Environmental Commitment T-2 requires the construction contractor to prepare a road
repair plan prior to construction. This plan will address project-induced impacts to the
3 surface of Malibu Canyon Road in the vicinity of the Rindge Dam impounded sediment Section 5.9.2, T-2
area access ramps. A copy of the plan will be provided to LADPW prior to initiation of
construction.

It is the intent of the CDPR to provide replacement bridges for the two private Malibu
Meadows Road Crossing (CC2) and the Crater Camp Road Crossing (CC3). The CDPR
will conduct such activities in compliance with Title 26 of the Los Angeles County Building
Code.

Section 5.2.3

The current Geotechnical Engineering Appendix to the IFR (Appendix D) includes
referencesto allitems listed in the minimal requirements for a geotechnical report. These
items will be addressed during PED, and/or prior to the onset of any construction. For
canyon wall stability during and after unloading, see Section 4 - Geotechnical and
Geologic Constraints (pp. D22-23), and Section 5.6 - Stability of Canyon Slopes (D-38).
5 Fordam stability, see Appendix C-Civil and Structural, and AppendixD Section 4 (D-23), Appendix D
and Section 5.5 - Dam Stability during Deconstruction (D37-38). For road stability:
Section 5.6 (D-38). For erosion and scour changes after dam removal: Section 4 (D-23),
Section 5.6 (D-39), and Section 7.7 - Stability of Canyon Slopes (D-44). Forlandslides:
Section 3.3.2- Landslides (D-19), and Section 7.7 (D-44). For haul roads: see Appendix
C, Appendix D Section 4 (D-22), and Section 7.6 - Current Haul Ramp Concept (D-44).

6 Further geotechnical investigations will occur during PED. Section 5.2.3
7 All access roads will be designed to withstand flows over the life of the project.

The USACE is not subject to County stormwater codes. However, as described in
8 Section 5.3, the construction contractor would develop and implement a SWPPP during Section 5.3

construction in accordance with section 402 of the Clean Water Act.
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9 The city of Calabasas will be coordinated with in regards to LV3 and LV4.
10 The information related to Trancas Canyon has been clarified in the IFR. Section 3.3.5
1 See GR-A and GR-D. Appendix H
12 I(IE:oRrrections associated with the listed miscellaneous comments have been made in the
Specific plans for each of the upstreambarriers will notbe available untilthe PED phase.
13 USACE and CDPR will coordinate with Los Angeles County on County-owned upstream
barriers during the PED phase, and will provide additional details, sketches and draft-
final plans and specifications, as requested.
The USACE and CDPR have further evaluated the bridge’s weight capacity and
determined the bridge has sufficient design strength to support the construction-related . .
= traffic for the life of the project. Road repairs, which would include bridges, are covered Section 9.2.1, Section 5.9.1
by Environmental Commitment T-2.
15 Project funding would be cost-shared as established in existing regulations and as Section 12.3
discussed in the Section 12. 3 of the IFR. :
13. County of Los Angeles — Fire Department
Commenter: Vidales, Frank — Chief, Forestry Division
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
The IFR contains consideration of potential impacts to rare and endangered species,
vegetation, archeological and cultural resources, and erosion control. As described in
Section 5.13, the project area has been proposed as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
1 Zone. As a result, Environmental Commitment HAZ-1 requires the construction | Section 9.2.1, Section 5.13
contractor to prepare a fire prevention and response planto reduce the risk of fires. This
plan will require approval by the Los Angeles County Fire Department prior to
implementation.
14. City of Malibu
Commenter: Brager, Robert L. — Public Works Director/City Engineer/Floodplain Administrator
Comment .
Number Response Location in IFR
1 The Locally Preferred Plan, or LPP, is a term in USACE policy that identifies a plan that
the non-Federal sponsor requests be recommended instead of the plan the Federal
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government would otherwise select based on Federal criteria. For this study, the non-
federal sponsor is California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Section ES-2 describes the need for the proposed project, while Section ES-3 discusses
problems and opportunities which the study addresses. These sections do not contain
2 any discussions of project related impacts. For the executive summary of potential
impacts, please see ES-5, or for detailed discussions on project-related impacts, refer to
Section 5.

The discussion referenced describes how Rindge Dam has slowed baseflow velocity
upstream due to changes in slope associated with the sediment impoundment. This
3 section does not reference alterations to flow velocity downstream of Rindge Dam at the | See GR-A.
Cross Creek Bridge area. The commitments of the recommended plan related to
addressing flood risk are discussed in Response GR-A.

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this

& aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. See GR-A

5 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this See GR-B
aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. '

6 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this See GR-E
aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

7 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this See GR-D
aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

8 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this Section 5.11

aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this

9 aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. The Serra floodwall is not Section 4.9, Section 5.5.2,

. Section 5.6.2
impacted by the recommended plan.
The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this
aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. The number of truck trips Section 5.9
per day vary within the estimated range provided in the IFR due to the amount of o

10 . . . o ; , Appendix C
operating hours available for hauling each day, the composition of the sediment being Aopendix F
excavated at that time, and different hauling distances for the various sediment PP
placement sites over the construction period.

1 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this See GR-A
aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. See Response GR-A.

12 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this See GR-B

aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.
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The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this
13 aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. The recommended plan Section 4.9, Section 5.8.2
does not include placement of sand on the beach.

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this

Es aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. See GR-B

15 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this N/A
aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

16 The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this N/A

aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this
17 aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. The Calabasas Landfill Section 5.14.2
has the capacity to accept the estimated volume of impounded sediment.

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this

[ aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

Table 4.2-1

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this
19 aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. The recommended plan Section 4.9, Section 5.9
does not include shoreline placement of sand.

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this

2L aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR.

See GR-B

The question is in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this
21 aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. The recommended plan Section 4.9
does not include shoreline placement of sand.

The questionis in reference to the Executive Summary. Full details regarding this aspect
22 of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. See Environmental Commitment Section 9.2.1
T-1, T-2 and T-3.

The reference to line 21 incorrectly quotes the IFR by omitting key portions of the
sentence. This section actually states “If not handled properly, dam removal can pose a

e substantial though temporary flood risk”. This section does not state that removal of the See GR-A
dam, under all scenarios, will result in flood risk.
The statement is incorrect in that the dam does not currently restrict the flow of
sediments, nor would it restrict the flow of sediments in the future if left in place or
removed. See Appendix B for additional information. Lagoon water levels will not Section 3.3.4
24 increase due to implementation of the recommended plan. Climate change and Appendix B
predicted sea level changes will affect lagoon water surface elevations (See Section 8 Appendix O

of Appendix B and Appendix O). For the California coast south of Cape Mendocino sea
levels are estimated to rise by 1.6 to 11.8 in by 2030 above 2000 levels, 4.7 to 24 in by
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2050, and 16.5t065.7 in by 2100 (IFR Section 3.3.4). Sediment depositionin the
lagoon will occur in future years with or without a project. Under the No Action
alternative (Alt 1), about 2 feet of deposition would occur in the lagoon based on the
sediment modeling of the 50-year period of record (see Appendix B, Section 16.2.2).
For the recommended plan (LPP) and the NER plan, the model results for the period of
record show up to 3.25 feet of deposition would occur (Appendix B, Section 16.3.1).

The use of suitable sands for beach nourishment is a small part of the overall project.
25 The major benefits are to migratory fish in the creek by reestablishing both an aquatic
and terrestrial wildlife corridor that have proven benefits.

This reference does not accurately represent the information contained in the IFR, and
the word speculative is not used. The IFR states that “Rindge Dam sediments to nourish
the shoreline and the nearshore environment creates a unique ‘win-win’ ecological and
26 economic nexus that may achieve multiple public benefits”. The IFR does not state in See GR-A
any location that downstream flooding is a certainty. All project alternatives include
measures or commitments to ensure compliance with the study constraint regarding
project-induced flood risk.

Silt and sediment are currently being deposited along the creek and to the ocean and
the project would have no substantial effect on this process. Since this sedimentationis
the result of native material in the Malibu Creek system, removal of Rindge Dam is not
anticipated to change roughness.

27 See GR-A

28 See GR-A. Appendix H

Use of 20 cubic yard trucks to remove materials as well as the use of the nearshore
placement site as part of the LPP will minimize truck traffic. In addition, hours of
operation will restrict truck traffic to acceptable times. The IFR also contains an

29 environmental commitment (T-1) to develop a transportation management plan (Section Section 9.2.1, Section 5.9.2,

5.9.1). This plan will evaluate traffic flowand potential traffic impacts, and traffic control Section 5.9.4
measures will be developed, forimplementation during construction, to minimize impacts
to traffic to the maximum extent practical.
Chemical and bio-assay tests were conducted on the impounded sediment during the
study. In addition, the USACE will conduct a Sampling and Analysis Program, in GR-F
30 consultation with the Southern California Dredged Material Management Team, to | Section 4.2, Section 4.9.2,
evaluate the suitability of sands for beach nourishment (see Environmental Commitment Section 9.2.1
ER-3 in Section 9.2.1).
The nearshore placement site (recommended plan) and beach nourishment site (NER Figure 4.9-5
31 plan) are not located near the kelp beds mentioned and have no potential for adversely Appendix O

affecting those kelp beds.
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The IFR states that for the California coast south of Cape Mendocino, sea levels are

32 estimated in the NRC study to rise by 1.6 to 11.8 in by 2030 above 2000 levels, 4.7 to Section 3.3.4
24 in by 2050, and 16.5 to 65.7 in by 2100.

33 See GR-A. Appendix B
See GR-A. Rindge Dam has no storage capacity left to trap flood flows and does not Seci

34 slow down flow velocity or otherwise attenuate flows during moderate to large storm ection E.S'5'1
events. bpendix
Bank erosion occurs during storm events under the No Action (Alt 1) condition. The

35 recommended plan (LPP) and the NER plan do not present an increased erosion risk to Appendix B
private property, utility lines, or structures in Malibu Creek reaches below Rindge Dam.

36 See GR-A. Appendix B

37 See GR-A. Appendix B

38 See GR-A. Appendix B

As described in Section 5.2.2 of the IFR, based on core samples, a preliminary
determination was made that there is a layer that contains grain sizes typical of the
coastal environment is suitable for beach and/or nearshore placement. Suitability of this
material for beach nourishment was discussed with the Southern California Dredged
Material Management Team (SC-DMMT) which concurred in the USACE’s initial
determination that the materials were suitable for beach nourishment. A Sampling and
39 Analysis Plan will be performed in the PED. The Sampling and Analysis Plan, the Section 5.2.2; 5.3.1
Sampling and Analysis Plan Report, and the USACE'’s final suitability determination will
be presented and discussed with the SC-DMMT.

In addition, Section 5.3.1 of the IFR also describes that a SWPPP will be developed prior
to, and implemented during, construction. The SWPPP will address the transport and
control of sediment as required by the Clean Water Act.

As described in the IFR (Section 5.2), additional slope stability and geotechnical
evaluations will be performed during the PED as required in Environmental Commitment

40 ER-1. These analyses will be used to develop slope stabilization measures and ensure | Section 4.9.5, Section 5.2
protection of adjacent resources, as well as incorporated as necessary into the project
SWPPP.
41 See response #40 above. Section 4.9.5, Section 5.2
42 See GR-A. GR-A
See response to comment 24 Section 3.3.4
43 Appendix B
Appendix O
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44 friggfposits would occur in areas well above the effects of any sea level change in the Appendix B
45 Hydrologic, hydraulic, and sediment transport modeling conducted for this study are not Appendix B
to be used to update FEMA floodplain maps.
The recommended plan (LPP) and NER plan do not increase storm flow velocities in the
46 lower reaches of Malibu Creek that include the Cross Creek bridge and Malibu Creek GR-A
bridge. The model results do not show and risk of scour in the bridge locations for either Appendix B
of these plans.
The statement referenced in this comment is specific to Criterion 1 of the traffic analysis,
while the table referenced covers all significance criteria for traffic. Under Criterion 1, the
47 impacts to traffic on this road segment are not significant as the initial analyses indicated Section 5.9. Section 9.2.1
that the increase in traffic will not resultin an increase in the level of service. As such, o e
this section is accurate and does not require revision. See Environmental Commitments
T-1and T-3.
The existing traffic analyses in the IFR resulted in a finding that there would potentially
be significant impacts to traffic as a result of both the LPP and NER plan. As such,
48 additional details about the requested intersections would not resultin a change in the GR-B
decision-making, documentation, or level of impacts expected. However, the USACE has
also committed to performing a detailed traffic analysis during PED. See GR-B for
additional details.
49 See response #48 above. NA
50 Details regarding this aspect of the project can be found in the main text of the IFR. Section 4.9,Section 5.9,
See Environmental Commitments T-1 and T-3. Section 9.2.1
51 See Environmental Commitments T-1 and T-3. C_SR-B
Section 9.2.1
52 The recommended plan (LPP) will not alter tidal patterns. Appendix O
The risk to access to from the Cross Creek Road Bridge to the Serra Canyon Property
53 Owners Association does not change when comparing the No Action (Alt 1) condition GR-A
to the recommended plan (LPP).
54 See Environmental Commitments T-1 and T-3. Section 5.9, Section 9.2.1
55 Repairs would be based on actual damages incurred as a result of the increased truck GR-B. Section 9.2.1
traffic and would not be limited to spot patching. See Environmental Commitment T-2. ’ o
While the parking lots would be closed, access would be maintained to local businesses.
56 The IFR contains additional discussion of parking (Section 5.9.3). This closure would Secti
. . . ection 5.9.3
also take place during the off-season for beach recreational uses, so that impacts would
be minimal. In addition, this parking closure is limited to the NER plan. Currently, the LPP
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is being recommended for implementation. The LPP does notrequire use of this parking
area.

57

See GR-A.

Appendix B

58

Options to allow for natural transport of sediment were evaluated in the IFR under
Alternatives 3 and 4. As discussed in the IFR, natural sediment transport would require
the construction of floodwalls in areas below Rindge Dam to address increases in flood
risk. The impacts associated with floodwall construction were significant, and included
cultural, biological, aesthetic, water and noise impacts. As a result, these alternatives
were not recommended for implementation.

GR-A

59

Any impacts to water quality would be highly localized and are not expected to extend
downstream to any city facilities. In addition, Section 5.3.1 of the IFR also describes that
a SWPPP will be developed by the contractor prior to, and implemented during,
construction. The SWPPP will address the transport and control of sediment as required
by the Clean Water Act.

Section 5.3.2

60

The reference has been deleted from Appendix H

GR-A

61

Adverse changes would be highly localized and short term in duration. Beach placement
increases would not be discernible over background wave-induced turbidity. Nearshore
turbidity would dissipate within one hour of each placement event. In addition, the
USACE has committed to monitoring off-shore sediment placement under the
recommended plan (LPP) in order to ensure short-term or minor impacts are further
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. See Environmental Commitment ER-3.

Section 9.2.1
Appendix O

62

See response to comment 30.

GR-F
Section 4.2, Section 4.9.2,
Section 9.2.1

63

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) is a member of the
TAC and is fully aware of the project. The USACE has received a letter of support for the
project from the LARWQCB, and is committed to applying for a Water Quality
Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act during PED.

Section 5.3.2

64

The Malibu Creek ecosystem restoration projectdoes not consist of any development in
the floodplain, nor will it resultin any development within the floodplain. Therefore, the
floodplain associated approvals and permits are not applicable.

N/A

65

The Malibu Creek ecosystem restoration is a federal project taking place within the
coastal zone of California. The USACE has obtained concurrence with its consistency
determination fromthe California Coastal Commission in accordance with section 307(c)
of the Coastal Zone Management Act. A Coastal Development Permit (CDP) from the
city of Malibu is not applicable to the USACE, however, CDPR will obtain a CDP.

N/A
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66

See GR-A.

GR-A

67

Sediment transport has been modeled for all action alternatives considered in the IFR.
Neither the NER plan nor the LPP are expected to result in substantial changes to
sediment flow in the creek.

See GR-F

68

Traffic would be two-way.

See GR-B

69

See GR-B.

See GR-B

15. South Coast Air Quality Management District

Commenter: Sun, Lijin — Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

In order to properly evaluate emissions in accordance with the CEQA thresholds
established in the IFR (Section 5.12.2), the IFR has been revised to include daily
emissions from barging and associated support vessels. These calculations are now
included in the emissions data contained in Section 5.12, and evaluated in comparison
to the established CEQA thresholds. Details of these calculations can also be found in
the updated Supplemental Air Quality Analysis in Appendix L.

Section 5.12.1, Tables 5.12-4
and 5.12-8, Appendix L

Appendix L does contain labeling discrepancies compared to the IFR language with
regards to the construction schedule as specified in your comment. Including revised
labels and headings in Appendix L would have required re-running the entirety of the
initial analyses to generate a new copy of the document, which was not feasible froma
cost or schedule perspective. Therefore, a detailed Supplemental Air Quality Analysis
has been provided at the front of Appendix L to thoroughly explain all of the labeling
discrepancies, including the construction start date discrepancies, between tables in the
IFR and those in the main volume of the Appendix.

Section 5.12, Appendix L

The original emissions analyses were completed prior to the availability of EMFAC 2014
and In-Use Off-Road Equipment 2011. The USACE believes that utilizing the updated
software modules would not result in significantly different results, nor would it result in
different determinations than those described in the existing air quality analyses. The air
quality analyses methods performedin 2011 are very similar to calculations available in
the specified software updates. Therefore, the cost increase and time delay associated
with performing updated air quality analyses utilizing new software is not justified given
that such results are not likely to result in a different analytical outcome or decision.

N/A

The lower half of Table 5.12-4 in the draft IFR referenced the incorrect data. This table
has been corrected in the final IFR. The correct data resulted in NOx emissions
exceeding SCAQMD thresholds and all other emissions remaining under the SCAQMD

Table 5.12-4
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thresholds. This is the same outcome as the original air quality analyses, which were
based on the incorrect data originally included in Table 5.12-4.

The table format suggested by SCAQMD is not feasible due to project specific issues.
The localized daily emissions calculated for alternatives, including the removal of
upstream barriers, results in emissions at numerous different locations within the
watershed occurring in different construction years. In order to appropriately track these
emissions with clarity, this information is displayed as separate tables in Section 5.12. In
addition, the IFR was structured to analyze each alternative in a separate section.
Therefore, to remain consistent with formatting throughout the IFR, the emissions from
5 each alternative are split into the appropriate analysis sections. Combining emissions as Section 5.12, Appendix L
suggested would both remove the ability to track separate emissions components, and
would be inconsistent with the remainder of the IFR’s structure.

To alleviate the difficulty of following the air quality analyses as contained in the draft IFR
and Appendix L, an updated Supplemental Air Quality Analysis has been added to
Appendix L, which clearly describes the process by which data from Appendix L was
summarized, updated, and displayed in the IFR.

SCAQMD Rule 1403 is now described in Section 5.12.2, and associated Environmental

Commitment AIR-6 is now in Section 5.12.1. Section 5.12.2 and 5.12.3

As required in Environmental Commitment AQ-7, the use of Tier 3 vehicles is required
as part of the project description. In addition, construction efforts beyond 2027 will be
required to use model 2023 or newer engines as specified in Environmental Commitment
AQ-8. These are included as features within the project description and as such are not
necessary as mitigation measures. As discussed in Section 5.9.4, Environmental
Commitment T-1 includes development of a Transportation Management Plan prior to
7 construction. This plan will determine what traffic control methods are appropriate. The Section 5.12.3
Transportation Management Plan will address traffic flow and signal synchronization, in
part reducing unnecessary idling and traffic trips through traffic flow improvement, as
required to partially fulfill Environmental Commitment AQ-1. Due to the limited access
points to the project area, construction efforts cannot be re-routed. In addition, several
feasible Environmental Commitments reducing emissions frommobile sources have now
been included in Section 5.12.3, as suggested by the USEPA.
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16. American Fisheries Society — California-Nevada Chapter

Commenter: Merz, Joseph — President and Certified Fisheries Professional

ST Response Location in IFR
Number
Thank you for your statement of support for the removal of Rindge Dam. As described
SS throughout the analyses and mitigation measures contained in the IFR, impacts to N/A
aquatic and riparian species are being minimized to the maximum extent practicable.
Surveys show no Pacific lamprey or red-legged frogs in the project area, although recent
surveys forred-legged froghave confirmed the species presence upstreamof the project
footprint on Las Virgenes Creek. The USACE has determined that the project would not
1 affect tidewater goby or red-legged frog. However, pre-construction surveys will be
performed for red-legged frogs and, if discovered, the USACE will revisit its effects
determination and consult with the USFWS under section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act with the USFWS, if required.
17. Blue Planet United
Commenter: Hempel, Marilyn — Executive Director
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
1 Thank you for your comments. N/A
18. California Trout — Southern California Regional Office
Commenter: Meneghin, Candice — Conservation Program Manager
Celel Response Location in IFR
Number
ss Thank you for your comments and written support of the study and Locally Preferred N/A
Plan.
19. EcoMalibu
Commenter: Purvey, Bob — President
CNounr:Eir:t Response Location in IFR
ss Thank you for your comments and written support of the study and Locally Preferred N/A
Plan.
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As described throughout the IFR, a variety of alternatives were analyzed, including a
range of natural transport options under Alternatives 3 and 4. Based on the evaluation
process described in the IFR and potential impacts of each alternative, natural transport
of sediment is not currently being proposed. The plan being recommended for
implementation is the LPP.

While night trucking has the potential to reduce the total construction timeframe by
allowing mining operations to occur over a longer period each day, extensive early
coordination with the County of Los Angeles during preparation of the IFR indicated that
consideration of night trucking would be problematic. Thereare a variety of existing local,
regional and state regulations that govern considerations of reasonable truck traffic
operations in the project area. These regulations include specific hours when hauling
and sediment delivery and placement is permitted in the project area, and currently do
not allow for night trucking. Lighting necessary for Rindge Dam sediment mining and
hauling operations at night would also have negative effects on biological communities
in the area. Productivity at night would be slower than daytime operations, increasing
mining and hauling costs. As a result of the regulatory restrictions, biological impacts,
and additional costs, night trucking was not considered to be a viable option for this
feasibility analysis. Based on comments from the CDPR and others, the inclusion of
sediment mining and hauling measures in the Rindge Dam area will be revisited during
PED to reassess the regulatory viability, and associated beneficial and detrimental
biological and cost impacts.

Section 3.9

20. Endangered Habitats League

Commenter: Silver, Dan — Executive Director

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

SS

Thank you for your comments and written support of the study.

N/A

21. Heal the Bay

Commenters: Pease, Katherine — Watershed Scientist; Kampalath, Rita — Science and Policy Director

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

SS

Thank you for your statement of support for the LPP.

1

The spillway exists currently, and is therefore part of the baseline condition. While
continued unauthorized use of the spillway may resultin continued habitat degradation
in minimal areas, this is not an impact caused by the project but a pre-existing condition.

N/A
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As such, these impacts cannot be attributed to the project action alternatives that don'
remove the spillway.

Sediment placement locations have been chosen to avoid direct impacts to surfgrass,
and only indirect impacts due to tidal transport of sediments would occur. The potential
indirect impacts to nearby surfgrass are expected to be negligible. In addition,
monitoring will be conducted during sediment placementto ensure there are no
significant impacts to surfgrass or other protected marine habitats (see Environmental
Commitment BIO-16 in Section 5.4.1).

Section 5.4.1

Section 4.4.2 of the IFR (Alternative 2 Options), provides a summary of upland and
shoreline options considered for the Rindge Dam impounded sediment during this study,
including beneficial reuse of all of the sediment (refer to the subsection on Upland Site —
Rindge Dam Impounded Sediment Placement Options). The USACE, the California
Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR), and the Technical Advisory Committee
collaboratively discussed options for beneficial use of the impounded sediment for
several years, both within and outside of the watershed, but were not able to obtain
necessary commitments from land owners and other oversight agencies on other uses Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3
of the remaining 2/3 volume of sediment that would be placed in the Calabasas Landfil. o o
The remaining 2/3 volume of the impounded sedimentdid not meet compatibility criteria
for beach nourishment. Natural transport of this material to downstream reaches of
Malibu Creek would have potentially significant adverse effectsto the environment, along
with the potential to increase the flood risk to downstream communities if the larger grain-
sized sediment were released downstream during storm events (see Section 4.4.3 —
Alternative 3 — Natural Transport of Impounded Sediment in the IFR).

As discussed in Appendix O of the IFR (Coastal Engineering), the nearshore placement
site immediately downcoast of Malibu Pier, and adjacent shoreline area that would
temporarily benefit from nourishment, are areas that would typically be expected to
receive sand nourishment from an unimpeded Malibu Creek. The primary goal was to
place sands as close as possible to where they would have been in the absence of
Rindge Dam without adversely impacting sensitive habitat areas to the west of the pier
(see Figure 4.11-3 — Nearshore Placement Area), and surfing at Surfrider Beach.
Although it is recognized that other beaches also face shortfalls and need sand, as
discussed in Section 4.4.2 of the IFR, the volume of sand present in the area behind the
dam is not sufficient to also address the needs of other beaches.

Section 4.4.2 and Appendix O

The primary consideration in the final selection of a placement area was selecting a site
that would have received the material naturally in the absence of Rindge Dam. In
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addition, sites were chosen to further avoid potential impacts to sensitive aquatic
habitats. As described in response #4 above, the volume of material present is also not
enough to remedy the sediment shortfalls at other beaches in the region, and these
beaches also do not meet the primary consideration to choose a location where the
sediment would have naturally been deposited from the watershed.

Sand transport was modeled as part of the study. Details are available in Appendix B,
6 Section 15 of the IFR (Hydrology, Hydraulics and Sedimentation) and in Sections 4.3.2 | Appendix O and Appendix B
and 4.3.3 of Appendix O (Coastal Engineering).

Removal of Rindge Dam and the accumulated sediments as well as construction work
on upstream barriers will be preceded by removal of all vegetation, including any non-
native species. Revegetation of impacted areas will include provisions for the control
and removal of invasive species during the post-construction monitoring and adaptive
management period after planting of native species has been completed. In addition,
CDPR will continue efforts to control invasive species within Malibu Creek State Park.

The USACE has incorporated all necessary BMPs to limit the spread of invasive species
into the project area, as specified in Environmental Commitment BIO-3. The contractor
would be required to meet standard contract requirements for limiting the spread of non-
native species, including cleaning of all equipment before it is used on-site to prevent the
spread of species from previous work. The contractor would be required to thoroughly
clean all construction equipment at the prior job site in a manner that ensures all residual
soil is removed and that egg deposits from plant pests are not present. The contractor
would be required, as necessary, to consult with the USDA Plant Protection and
Quarantine (USDA - PPQ) jurisdictional office for additional cleaning requirements that
may be necessary. Section 5.4
All sediments to be used for beach nourishment would be tested for grain size
compatibility as well as contaminants to ensure any material placed in the marine
environment is compatible. However, there is no need to test this material for non-native
seedbank as this material would either be placed off-shore or in the Calabasas Landfill,
and not in any upland location where potential invasive seeds could establish. Similarly,
while invasive invertebrates have the potential to also be present (i.e., New Zealand mud
snail), these species are not capable of survival in either the off-shore marine
environment or at the Calabasas Landfill and no additional testing or treatment is
anticipated to be necessary.

While specific water quality monitoring parameters have not yet been established, the N/A
IFR clearly commits the USACE to applying for 401 Water Quality Certification prior to
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construction, completing a SWPPP under section 402 of the Clean Water Act, and
complying with all substantive Clean Water Act requirements. The specific monitoring,
BMPs, and reporting associated with the water quality certification or NPDES permit will
not be known until PED, but will be implemented, as required.

In addition, the IFR contains a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (Appendix ),
which addresses success metrics to be evaluated and adaptive responses to be
implemented immediately after construction to ensure restoration goals are achieved.

The TMDL reference has been updated, although the numeric thresholds have not

e changed since the 2003 TMDLs. Section 3.3.8
11 Editorial corrections made to the referenced figure number. Figure 3.3.7

While we are aware the data in the EIS is not the most recent, conditions within the

watershed have not changed significantly since the initial data was gathered for the IFR.

Reviews of updated data available from Heal the Bay and USEPA reveals thatthe ranges
12 cited in Section 3.8.3 are still representative of the ranges of conditions in more recent N/A

data sets and remains valid. Therefore, updating the tables, figures, and data within the

document would not serve to better inform decision making or substantively change any

of the information presented.
13 The coliform discussions in Section 3.8.3 have been updated as suggested. Section. 3.8.3
14 Thank you for your comment. As described in the IFR, beneficial use of sediment within

the watershed is being implemented to the extent practicable.

22. Kern River Conservancy
Commenter: Ananian, Gary — Executive Director
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your comments and written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
23. Mountains Restoration Trust
Commenter: Smith, John “Jack” — Project Manager
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber

SS Thank you for your comments and written support.
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24. San Fernando Valley Audubon Society

Commenters: Osokow, Mark B. — Member of the Board of Directors; Weeshoff, David A. — Conservation Chair

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

Neither the Recommended Plan (the LPP) nor the NER plan require floodwalls.
Floodwalls are only included in variations of Alternative 3 and 4. The impacts associated
1 with these alternatives are described throughout Section 5 associated with each
resource. While alternatives requiring floodwalls were evaluated in the IFR, these are not
being recommended for implementation.

While Alternative 3 was evaluated in the IFR as one option in the array of alternatives, it
is not being recommended for implementation.

While Alternative 3 was evaluated in the IFR as one option in the array of alternatives, it
is not moving forward for authorization.

While Alternatives requiring floodwalls were evaluated as an option in the array of
alternatives, they are not being recommended for authorization. The Recommended
4 Plan does not require floodwalls. Floodwalls are only included in variations of Alternative
3 and 4. The impacts associated with these alternatives are described throughout
Section 5.

Sands to be used for beach nourishment would be tested prior to placement for grain

size compatibility as well as the presence of contaminants. See GR-F

As described in Section 3.9 of the IFR, truck traffic would be limited to hours outside of
6 rush hour, including the avoidance of trucking during high traffic times and around school Section 3.9, See GR-B
hours.

The USACE and CDPR have committed to implementing methods to minimize potential
impacts to nesting birds. As described in the IFR in Section 5 under Environmental
Commitment BIO-4, the clearing of vegetation would take place outside nesting season
to the extent possible. If vegetation removal during nesting season cannotbe avoided, a
7 biologist would be present during vegetation removal to further monitor construction and Section 5.4.4
establish buffers, as necessary, to avoid impacts to nesting birds. In addition, o
Environmental Commitment BIO-1 requires construction to be overseen by a biologist to
ensure compliance with pertinent regulations. This includes compliance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Endangered Species Act. This monitoring will ensure that
appropriate avoidance and minimization efforts are implemented during construction.
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25. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission

Commenters: Ford, Tom — Executive Director; Topel, Jack — Environmental Scientist

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

While night trucking has the potential to reduce the total construction timeframe by
allowing mining operations to occur over a longer period each day, extensive early
coordination with the County of Los Angeles during preparation of the IFR indicated that
consideration of night trucking would be problematic. Thereare a variety of existing local,
regional and state regulations that govern considerations of reasonable truck traffic
operations in the project area. These regulations include specific hours when hauling
and sediment delivery and placement is permitted in the project area, and currently do
not allow for night trucking. Lighting necessary for Rindge Dam sediment mining and
hauling operations at night would also have negative effects on biological communities
in the area. Productivity at night would be slower than daytime operations, increasing
mining and hauling costs. As a result of the regulatory restrictions, biological impacts,
and additional costs, night trucking was not considered to be a viable option for this
feasibility analysis. Based on comments from the CDPR and others, the inclusion of
sediment mining and hauling measures in the Rindge Dam area will be revisited during
the Pre-construction Engineering and Design phase to reassess the regulatory viability,
and associated beneficial and detrimental biological and cost impacts.

Section 3.9

While the New Zealand mud snail has been found throughout much of the Malibu Creek
watershed, project activities are not expected to contribute to the spread of this species.
Sediment from the creek would be placed at either the Calabasas Landfill or in the
nearshore marine environment. The New Zealand mud snail cannot survive in either of
these environments, and therefore would not spread as the result of sediment placement.
During development of construction details during Pre-construction Engineering and
Design phase, the USACE will further evaluate the status of New Zealand mud snail and
other invasive invertebrates in the project area.
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26. Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Commenter: Edelman, Paul — Deputy Director for Natural Resources and Planning

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your comments and written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.

27. Surfrider Foundation — West Los Angeles, Malibu Chapter

Comme nters: Sekich-Quinn, Stefanie — HQ Coastal Preservation Manager; Hamilton, Graham — West LA/Malibu Chapter
Coordinator

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

Compared to the overall volume of sediment impounded behind Rindge Dam, the
quantity of sediment that is beach compatible is relatively low, based on the initial
1 sampling and analysis performed during the IFR study period. Combining the two
placement methods would be prohibitively expensive and would not be beneficial given
the small volumes of sands being considered usable for beach nourishment purposes.

Alternative beach and nearshore placement sites were considered during the initial
Feasibility Study Phase of this project. The sites selected were based on habitat type
(avoiding sensitive resources, including submerged aquatic vegetation), the need for Section 4.4.2,
beach nourishment, and the location downcoast from the mouth of Malibu Creek, which Figures 4.4-5 to 4.4-8
is where the sand would have been transported naturally if the dam had not been in
place.

The USACE considered using Broad Beach as a beach placement site, however, given
the construction schedule for this project (construction starting in 2025, removal of sand
layerin 2028) that site does not work. Work at Broad Beach is expected to be completed
prior to the start of construction on Malibu Creek.

4 See GR-G.

As described in Section 4.4.2 of the IFR, alternative beach and nearshore placement
sites were considered during the initial Feasibility Study Phase of this project. The sites
selected were based on habitat type (avoiding sensitive resources, including submerged

2 aquatic vegetation), the need for beach nourishment, and the location downcoast from Section 4.4.2
the mouth of Malibu Creek, which is where the sand would have been transported
naturally if the dam had not been in place.

6 While Alternatives requiring floodwalls were evaluated as an option in the array of

alternatives, these are not being recommended for authorization. The Recommended
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Plan does not require floodwalls. Floodwalls are only included in variations of Alterative
3 and 4. The impacts associated with these alternatives are described throughout
Section 5.

28. Trout Unlimited

Commenters: Strickland, JessicaD. — California Field Coordinator; Noble, Cindy — Council Chair; Blankenship, Robert —

Chapter President

S Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your comments and written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

29.

Commenter: Adams, Robert

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Malibu Creek Restoration Study.
30.
Commenter: Adams, Bo
N Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
31.
Commenter: Agnew, Joe
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
32.
Commenter: Allen, Dr. Larry G.
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

33.

Commenter: Atkinson, Glen

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

SS

Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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34.

Commenter: Barabe, Russell

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

35.

Commenter: Bell, Sean

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

36.
Commenter: Bell, Donald
Comment Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for your supportof the project.
37.
Commenter: Bellon, Robert J.

SN Response Location in IFR
Number

SS Thank you for your support of the project.

38. Malibu Surfing Association

Commenter: Blum, Michael

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

Addressing erosion issues on Surfrider Beach is not one of the project purposes.
However, as described in Section 4.4.2 of the IFR, alternative beach and nearshore
1 placement sites were considered during the initial Feasibility Study Phase of this project.
The sites selected were based on habitat type (avoiding sensitive resources, including
submerged aquatic vegetation), the need for beach nourishment, and the location
downcoast from the mouth of Malibu Creek, which is where the sand would have been

Section 4.4.2
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transported naturally if the dam had not been in place. Ultimately, the placement areas
utilized in the final array of the IFR best met the project’s study objectives while

maximizing benefits and minimizing costs.

39.

Commenter: Boller, Scott

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
40.
Commenter: Brady, D. H.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
41.
Commenter: Briscoe, Don L.
G Response Location in IFR
Number
1 See GR-A.
42.
Commenter: Bubar, Lorraine
SN Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for your comments.
43.
Commenter: Bubenik, Justin J.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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44,

Commenter: Budenholzer, Joe

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
45,
Commenter: Burns, Jim
LT Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for your comments.
46.
Commenter: Byer, John
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
47.
Commenter: Cinadr, Brian
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
48.
Commenter: Cook, N.
LT Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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49,

Commenter: Coradeschi, Andy

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
ss Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan, as well as the verbal
comments provided during the public meeting.
50.
Commenter: Cozard, David
SN Response Location in IFR
Number
As described in Section 4.1 of the IFR, a variety of sediment removal options were
1 considered during initial formulation. Based on a variety of screening processes, only
mechanical and natural transport were carried forward to the final array analyzed in the
IFR.
51.
Commenter: Cronin, Paul
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
52.
Commenter: Cullip, Richard
N Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
53.
Commenter: Dahlstrom, Berl D.
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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54.
Commenter: Dauksis, Russell Peter
GO Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
55.
Commenter: De La Rosa, Edward J.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

56.
Commenter: DeGregori, Randy
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
1 See GR-G.
Options to allow for natural transport of sediment were evaluated in the IFR under
Alternatives 3 and 4. These options are similar to the dam-notch proposed in your letter.
As discussed in the IFR, natural sediment transport would require the construction of See Sections 5.2 through 5.5
floodwalls in areas below Rindge Dam. The impacts associated with floodwall for di ion ' nim gt 'f
construction were significant, and included cultural, biological, aesthetic, water and noise or discussion o pacts o
2 ) ” ” . . . . floodwalls. See Appendix H
impacts. In addition, the additionalimpacts associated with Alternatives 3 and 4 resulted .
. X e ; . : for Clean Water Act Section
in these alternatives not qualifying as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 404 discussion
Alternative under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As a result of the additional '
impacts associated with variations of Alternative 3 and 4, these alternatives were not
recommended for implementation.
57.
Commenter: Deshotels, Robert
G Response Location in IFR
Number

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

1 As described in the IFR in Section 5.5.3, mitigation measure CR-1 includes installation

of interpretive signs at the Sheriff's Honor Camp site. These signs would explain the Section 5.5.3
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cultural significance of the area, the dam, and the purposes behind removal and
restoration.

58.
Commenter: Dexter, Glenn
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
As described in Section 4.4.2 of the IFR, alternative beach and nearshore placement
sites were considered during the initial Feasibility Study Phase of this project. The sites
1 selected were based on habitat type (avoiding sensitive resources, including submerged Section 4.4.2
aquatic vegetation), the need for beach nourishment, and the location downcoast from o
the mouth of Malibu Creek, which is where the sand would have been transported
naturally if the dam had not been in place.
59.
Commenter: Distler, Gabriele
CNoun:nngeel:t Response Location in IFR
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
60.
Commenter: Distler, Robert
CNounr:Ei?t Response Location in IFR
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
61.
Commenter: Doebel, Linda
CNour?anirr\t Response Location in IFR
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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62.

Commenter: Driscoll, Dr. Lawrence

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
63.
Commenter: DuKet, Thomas P.
LT Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for your comments.
64.
Commenter: Edwards, Rev Doug
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
65.
Commenter: Esgate, Steve
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
66.
Commenter: Fiduk, Steve
LT Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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67.

Commenter: Fitzgerald, Eric

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
68. Serra Canyon Property Owners Association
Commenter: Follert, R Jeffrey
G Response Location in IFR
Number
See GR-A. Although the United States cannot provide indemnification due to the
Antideficiency Act’s prohibition against obligationsin advance and in excess of
1 appropriations, the recommended planincludes additional hydraulic and sediment
modeling during the PED phase, along with measures for avoiding an increase in flood
risk if shown by the modeling to be needed.
69.
Commenter: Foster, Dave
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
70.
Commenter: Gautrey, Gerlinde
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
71.
Commenter: Goldbloom, Erwin
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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72.
Commenter: Grisanti, Paul
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
As described in the IFR, Alternative 3 would require the construction of floodwalls below
Rindge Dam. The impacts associated with floodwall construction were significant, and See Sections 5.2 through 5.5
included cultural, biological, aesthetic, water and noise impacts. In addition, the for discussion 'On impacts c;f
1 additionalimpacts associated with Alternatives 3 resulted in this alternative not qualifying floodwalls. See Appendix H
as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative under Section 404 of the for CWA-404 discussion
Clean Water Act. As a result of the additional impacts associated with variations of '
Alternative 3, these alternatives were not recommended for implementation.
2 See GR-G.
As described in the IFR (Section 5.2.3), additional slope stability and geotechnical
3 evaluations would be performed during the Pre-construction Engineering and Design Secti
. . ection 5.2.3
phase. These analyses will be used to develop slope stabilization measures and ensure
protection of adjacent resources, including Malibu Canyon road.
73.
Commenter: Hamm, Kelly
CNouanEir:t Response Location in IFR
Options to allow for natural transport of sediment were evaluated in the IFR under
Alternatives 3 and 4. These options are similar to the dam-notch method proposed in
your letter. As discussed in the IFR, natural sediment transport would require the
construction of floodwalls in areas below Rindge Dam. The impacts associated with | See Sections 5.2 through 5.5
1 floodwall construction were significant, and included cultural, biological, aesthetic, water | for discussion on impacts of
and noise impacts. In addition, the additional impacts associated with Alternatives 3 and | floodwalls. See Appendix H
4 resulted in these alternatives not qualifying as the Least Environmentally Damaging for CWA 404 discussion.
Practicable Alternative under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As a result of the
additional impacts associated with variations of Alternative 3 and 4, these alternatives
were not recommended for implementation.
2 See GR-G

Malibu Creek Ecosystem Restoration Study

S-47

Final Report




Appendix S — Response to Comments

74.
Commenter: Hand, Lesley D.
I Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the study.
75.
Commenter: Hart, Michael

LT Response Location in IFR
Number

The IFR does not state that fish lifts do not work for steelhead. As described in Section
4.1.5 of the IFR, a variety of fish passage options were considered to provide passage
over the dam without removing it. The IFR describes how fish passage facilities can be

1 highly effective under the right circumstances. However, these options were not Section 4.1.5
considered feasible in Malibu Creek due to extreme difficulty and cost associated with
operating and maintaining such facilities, and the difficulty accessing and developing
infrastructure in the Project Area due to topographic and land use constraints.
76.
Commenter: Hill, R. Scott
SN Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
77.
Commenter: Hilton, Lisa
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
1 Thank you for your comment.
While some habitat does exist above Rindge Dam in the impounded sediment area, this
habitat does not exist in a natural state due to the existence of the dam. The aquatic
2 habitat is disconnected from the downstream watershed, blocking passage of any native
aquatic organisms upstream. The dam also acts as a barrier or detriment to most
terrestrial organisms. While the existing habitat above Rindge Dam would be temporarily
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impacted during construction, the outcome of the project would result in significantly
improved habitat quality and connectivity in the Project Area.

3 See GR-B.

Temporary facilities developed during construction include parking, staging, and work
areas and would be removed after the project is complete. Water and plumbing needs
would be provided by temporary measures during construction, such as portable toilets
4 and/or water trucks. New permanent facilities to be developed as part of the project are
limited to interpretive signage and some short-term parking spaces within the existing
paved portion of Sheriff's Overlook. No new permanent parking lots, water or plumbing
facilities would be added to this area.

Implementation of the project would provide significant benefits to residents of California,
as well as the nation as a whole. As summarized in Table 2.7-1 of the IFR, the Project
Area contains significant valuable resources, and restoration efforts in the watershed
would benefit most of these resources. Numerous Federal agencies have indicated that
removal of Rindge Dam would provide significant benefit to scarce and sensitive natural
resources. Implementation of the project would restore connectivity to the watershed,
providing significant benefits to the endangered steelhead, and potentially benefiting
other protected species by restoring natural processes to the watershed. Other protected
species occupying the watershed include the California red-legged frog and westem
pond turtle.

Section 2.7

Steelhead are adapted to high gradient mountain streams across the west coast of North
America. The National Marine Fisheries Service, the Federal agency tasked with
recovery of the steelhead, has identified Malibu Creek as a critical recovery area for
steelhead. Furthermore, NMFS has provided the USACE with a letter stating their
support for our goal of restoring Malibu Creek. Given the significant expertise on
steelhead found within the NMFS and USACE, the USACE is confident that the uphill
nature of the creek would not hinder steelhead from colonizing areas above Rindge Dam,
if the dam were to be removed.

As described in Section 5.4.2, initial testing of sediment grain size and quality has been
performed. This testing was coordinated with the SC-DMMT, the multi-agency team that
oversees the placement of sediment in the ocean in southern California. Preliminary
7 results indicated that some quantity of the impounded sediment would be beach- Sections 5.4.1 and 5.4.2
compatible, and as a result would be appropriate for beach/nearshore placement. In
addition, the IFR contains a commitment to perform additional sediment testing prior to
and during excavation in Environmental Commitment ER-3. This testing would be
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coordinated with the SC-DMMT to ensure thatthe excavated sedimentis compatible with
beach and/or nearshore placement as appropriate.

As described in the IFR, the purpose of the projectis to restore the Malibu Creek
ecosystem. The project did not evaluate any recreation related development or
alternatives. Upon completion of the project, the local sponsor would be required to
maintain the restored area for the life of the project. Maintenance of the restored area

e would target ensuring that the restored ecosystem continues to support the high quality Section 1.3
habitat it was designed to restore. Developing the areafor other recreational uses would
directly conflict with the restoration goals. As described in response #4 above, no new
parking, plumbing, or water facilities are being developed for this project.
The Project Delivery Teamutilized past studies, field investigations, experts from multiple
fields of science and technology, and models and other tools to advance the decision-
9 making process, with an understanding of the geography and dynamics that have formed
the Malibu Creek watershed. Costs are reflective of the planning process and array of
alternatives investigated.
The USACE has performed substantial analyses to determine what would happen once
the dam is removed. These include analysis of existing geotechnical and biological
10 conditions, and hydrology and hydraulic modeling to look at current, future without
project, and future with project scenarios. In addition, the USACE has committed to
further analyses during PED. As a result, the USACE disagrees with the comment that
there is no way to tell what would happen when the dam is removed.
78.
Commenter: Hoffberg, Neal
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
79.
Commenter: Hunt, Timothy
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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80.

Commenter: Huntley, Steven E.

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

81.

Commenter: Jester, Lee

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

82.

Commenter: Johnson, Richard

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

83.

Commenters: Kipner, Steve; Kipner, Lizzie

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

See GR-A. Although the United States cannot provide indemnification due to the
Antideficiency Act’s prohibition against obligationsin advance and in excess of

1 appropriations, the recommended plan includes additional hydraulic and sediment
modeling during the PED phase, along with measures for avoiding an increase in flood
risk if shown by the modeling to be needed.

84.

Commenter: Klamerus, Sonny

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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85.
Commenter: Knight, Christopher
GO Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
86.
Commenter: Knur, Reinard

ST Response Location in IFR
Number

As described in the IFR, extensive further geotechnical investigations are planned for
PED to better characterize the existing risk for activation of a landslide in the Rindge
Dam and impounded sediments area, and future risks based on implementation of a
project. The slope stability (landslide) risks are characterized throughout the IFR
(Appendix D — Geotechnical Engineering; IFR Sections 3.2.5,4.4.2,4.9.3,5.2.1,5.2.2,
5.2.3, 12.1.2; Appendix F - Cost Engineering). Significant costs and schedule
1 considerations have been added for investigations during the Pre-construction
Engineering and Design phase that would further evaluate landslide risk and slope
stability. A more detailed listofthe scope ofthese geotechnicalinvestigations is provided
in AppendixF and the cost-schedule risk analysis prepared by the Project Delivery Team.
This information will be used to design and implement any measures necessary to
protect Malibu Canyon road during PED, and reduce potential for slope failure in the
Rindge Dam and impounded sediment area during and after construction.

As described in the IFR, the project includes removal of numerous upstream barriers in
addition to Rindge Dam, resulting in approximately 18 miles of aquatic habitat being
opened to steelhead use upon completion of the project. While Tunnel Falls does
represent a barrier during dry conditions, this barrier is passable to steelhead under
moderate and higher flows. Steelhead in southern California have evolved to migrate at
specific times of year, triggered by rainfall and high flow events, which coincides with
when passage over Tunnel Falls would be available. Such migration pattemns are typical
of steelhead in southern California drainages, and are not unique to Malibu Creek.

Although it is recognized to be a costly financial investment, from the perspective of
CDPR, and many other local, regional, national public and non-profit agencies, and
3 public interests, there is support in moving forward with the recommended plan (LPP) to
provide the restoration benefits to the Malibu Creek watershed ecosystem. The study
supports Federal interest in moving forward, but will require the endorsement from the
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USACE Chief of Engineers, and Congress to ultimately decide to authorize and fund this
project.

The estimated cost of the Malibu Creek projectis commensurate with the complexity and
challenges associated with the project. Federally-led ecosystemrestoration projects with
similar, or significantly greater costs, are not uncommon when addressing complex and
large-scale restoration needs. For example, in this region the USACE worked with
multiple interests to complete an ecosystem restoration study for an 11-mile stretch of
L.A. River. Implementation of the authorized project is estimated at $1.3 billion, with
4 around $500 million of this representing construction costs. Beyond southern California,
the USACE has ongoing restoration efforts in the Florida Everglades with an estimated
total project cost of $14 billion. Other examples of similar scope and cost include the
Chesapeake Bay and the Kissimmee River restoration projects, and the Elwha and
Glines Canyon Damsremoval (led by the National Park Service). In addition, the USACE
expends significant funding annually on conservation efforts associated with steelhead
and other salmonids.

87.
Commenter: Kotin, Muriel S.
GO Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
88.
Commenter: Kuchenski, Steve
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
89.
Commenter: Kwon, Suzy
LR Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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90.
Commenters: Lee, Prisclla; Lee, Mel; Lee, Celene
Comment Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
91.
Commenter: Leibowitz, Rose

Comment Response Location in IFR
Number

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

92.

Commenter: Leski, Dennis

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

93.

Commenter: Luddy, William

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

94.

Commenter: Malnar, Peggy

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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95.

Commenter: Marcus, Ben

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for your comments.
96.
Commenter: Martin, Joel W.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
97.
Commenter: Matus, David
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
98.
Commenter: McCollum, Jan
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your comments.
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99.

Commenter: McDonald, John

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

The article quoted does not accurately represent the status of steelhead or other
upstream barriers. While Tunnel Falls exists above Rindge Dam, it only represents a
barrier when flows are low. Steelhead do not migrate during low flow conditions.
Steelhead in southern California have evolved to migrate at specific times of year,
triggered by rainfall and high flow events, which coincides with when passage over
Tunnel Falls would be available. Such migration patterns are typical of steelhead in
southern California drainages, and are not unique to Malibu Creek.

Therecommended plan is expected to provide significant ecosystembenefits to a variety
of species and habitats, not just steelhead. Using an estimate of 100 fish to compare
costs to benefits relative to steelhead does not accurately portray the benefits of the
project. With restoration of connectivity to 18 additional miles of habitat, steelhead are
expected to reproduce in the system, resulting in increased population sizes. Therefore
comparing the number of steelhead to the total project cost is not a reasonable method
for comparing costs to benefits.

2 See GR-B. Section 5.9

As described in the IFR, options to lower the dam sequentially and allow for natural
transport were evaluated (Alternatives 3 and 4). While natural transport alleviates some
of the trucking and traffic impacts, it creates significant additional downstream impacts
due to sediment transport and the need to build floodwalls. This results in significant
3 additional impacts to cultural and water resources (Sections 5.3.2 and 5.5.2), as well as
noise impacts to adjacent communities. In addition, due to the need for floodwalls that
are not required under variations of Alternative 2, Alternatives 3 and 4 cannot be
considered the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative as required
under the Clean Water Act (Appendix H; Section Ill).

Section 5.5.2, Section 5.3.2,
Appendix H.
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100.

Commenter: McMorrow, John

Comment

N Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
101.
Commenter: McWha, Bill
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
The National Environmental Policy Act requires Federal agencies examine a reasonable
range of alternatives prior to the significant commitment of resources on a project. In
addition, numerous other state and Federal regulations require appropriate analysis and
1 disclosure of potential impacts. The Endangered Species Act requires that a Biological
Assessment be prepared for any major construction activity by a Federal agency that
has the potential to effect listed species. As a result, USACE and CDPR disagree with
the statement that the study is useless.
102.
Commenter: Menzies, Jim
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
Please see GR-A. The Recommended Plan was designed to avoid increase in flood risk,
including through the methods for removing the dam and sediment in stages. See
1 Sections 4.9.5 and 5.2.2 of the IFR regarding landslides, liquefaction and debris flow
risks associated with construction-related impacts. Section 9.2.1 of the IFR contains
several Environmental Commitments (ER-1 and WR-4) to further analyze slope stability
and flood risks associated with the recommended plan (LPP).
2 See GR-B.
Please see response GR-A. Although the United States cannot provide indemnification
due to the Antideficiency Act’s prohibition against obligations in advance and in excess
3 of appropriations, the recommended plan includes additional hydraulic and sediment
modeling during the PED phase, along with measures for avoiding an increase in flood
risk if shown by the modeling to be needed.
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103.
Commenter: Miller, Michael
GO Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
104.
Commenter: Mirman, Alan
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
1 See GR-A.
105.
Commenter: Moses, Jeff
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
106.
Commenter: Mowlavi, Patricia
GO Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
107.
Commenter: Nelson, Greg
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
108.
Commenter: Nelson, Pam
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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109.

Commenter: Neubeiser, Timothy

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
110.
Commenter: Nourish, Bruce
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
111.
Commenter: O’Brien, Jess
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
112.
Commenter: O’Kelly
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
113.
Commenter: Olson, Glenn
LT Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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114.

Commenter: Orellana, Carlos A.

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

115.

Commenter: Parker, Nat

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

As detailed in the IFR, the currently proposed plan would place beach-compatible
1 materials (sands and similar grain sizes) just offshore of Malibu Pier area, which is the
same vicinity where natural deposition of such sediments would have occurred in the
absence of Rindge Dam.

116.
Commenter: Payan, Wenda
Comment Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
117.
Commenter: Payne, Anne
Comment Response Location in IFR
Number

The USACE did not use the terms “potential downstream flooding” during the public
meeting. However, the USACE did state that formulation of alternatives occurred in a
manner to specifically address and avoid creating any increased flood risk to the Serra
Canyon community.. The USACE discussed the deposition of sediment below Rindge
1 Dam and described that, under the natural transport options of Alternatives 3 and 4, See GR-A
modelling indicated deposition below the dam would increase and that the deposition
would potentially increase flood risk. However, this impact is a primary reason
Alternatives 3 and 4 were not proposed for implementation. The Alternative being
proposed forimplementation is Alternative 2, which does notresultin similar downstream
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impacts. Please see GR-A for further information. Transcripts of the meeting are included
in this Appendix.

Please see response GR-A and GR-B. Although the United States cannot provide
indemnification due to the Antideficiency Act’s prohibition against obligations in
advance and in excess of appropriations, the recommended planincludes an

2 Environmental Commitment and Mitigation Measure for development and
implementation of a traffic management plan, which includes addressing any significant
construction-related damage to roadways as discussed in GR-B. See GR-A for more
information related to addressing flood risk.

As discussed in the IFR and response GR-A, a primary constraint of the study is to
avoid adverse flood induced impacts in downstream reaches of Malibu Creek from the
ecosystem restoration measures. Alternatives that showed significant flood risk

3 ) : ; .
impacts were not recommended for implementation. The recommended planincludes
additional hydraulic and sediment modeling during the PED phase, along with
measures for avoiding an increase in flood risk if shown by the modeling to be needed.
4 Potential impacts to birds, as well as potential benefits to birds from restoration, are
discussed in Sections 3.4 and 5.4 of the IFR.
5 See GR-A. Based on the modeling conducted to date, the downstream habitatimpacts
during storms would not change between the No Action and the project (LPP).
118.
Commenter: Payne, John
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
1 See comment response #117 above.
119.
Commenter: Petit, Steven
LR Response Location in IFR
Number

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
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120.

Commenter: Radanovich, Kevin

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
121.
Commenter: Ramsey, Christopher
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the TSP.
1 See GR-A.
122.
Commenter: Rees, Brenda
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
123. Santa Barbara Flyfishers
Commenter: Riffle, Lew
GO Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
124.a
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
Tunnel Falls, the “ten-foot high waterfall” just above Rindge Dam referred to in this
comment is not an impassable barrier, as stated. Tunnel Falls, as described in Section
1 2.2.1of the IFR, is a series of pools and small falls formed by a bedrock outcropping. | Section 2.2.1, Section 3.4.9
While Tunnel Falls does represent a barrier during dry conditions, under moderate and
higher flows, this barrier is passable to steelhead. Steelhead in southem California have
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evolved to migrate at specific times of year, triggered by rainfall and high flow events,
which coincides with when passage over Tunnel Falls would be available. Such migration
patterns are typical of steelhead in southern California drainages, and are not unique to
Malibu Creek. Malibu Creek is within the natural range of the steelhead, and published
evidence exists documenting likely steelhead presence above Rindge Dam. While the
references to previous stocking and recovery of fish remains are useful information,
neither prove that steelhead did not naturally occur in the upper watershed.

In 2005, an archival records review of steelhead trout in the Santa Monica Mountains
documented trout presence upstream of Rindge Dam (Dagit, R. B. Meyer and S. Drrill.
2005). This includes a 1916 article in the Los Angeles Times, noting that William Sartor
caught a 30” trout in Cold Creek. In the 1920s there were reports of 6.5kg steelhead
caught migrating upstream in the lower reaches of Las Virgenes and Cold Creek (Titus,
et al 1997).

Archaeological records show signs of steelhead (O. mykiss) being eaten by Chumash
upstream of Rindge Dam. At least two O. mykiss vertebrae were found in the Talepop
site (CA-LAN 229) located near the entrance of Malibu Creek State Park, and vertebrae
were reported in two separate studies (John Johnson, 1982 and Ken Follett, 1969).

The reason freshwater fish consumption may not have been identified in earlier studies
referenced by the commenter is likely due to the size of the screens used. The 1960s
excavation was largely conducted using %42” screen, although 1/8” mesh was used for a
couple of excavation units. Due to the small size, V4" screens would result in the loss of
a significant portion of smaller fish remains.

The steelhead of southern California are particularly adapted to arid, hot, and variably
flowing watersheds of the region, as described in the final listing of the ESU by NMFS in
2 1997. All watersheds near human habitation in the U.S. are subjectto potential spills and
pollution from proximity to human activities. This is not a unique situation for Malibu
Creek, nor does the USACE view this as a reason to not pursue restoration in the
watershed.

The USACE has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the
State Historic Preservation Officer, Indian Tribes and communities, other interested
3 parties, and the public pursuant to the requirements of the National Historic Section 3.5.3
Preservation Act (NHPA) and NEPA. As described in Section 3.5.3 of the IFR, the
USACE recognizes the cultural and historic importance of Rindge Dam, as it is a prime
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example of engineering and an intrinsic part of the rich history of the SMMNRA,
beginning with the Chumash, the Spanish explorers, early settlers and homesteaders,
and later, literary and visual artists. The dam and its associated components, the
spillway and water distribution pipeline, have been determined eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)under Criterion C as a rare and well-
preserved example of a privately funded reinforced concrete arch damin the Santa
Monica Mountains. Also as noted in the comment, while being NRHP eligible (or listed)
provides certain legal protections from demolition, these protections are not solely
preventive. NRHP eligibility requires that preservation of property not under the
jurisdiction or control of the Federal agency, but potentially affected by Federal agency
actions, is given full consideration in planning (NHPA at 54 USC section 306102(b)(2)),
including the opinions of all contributors. That consideration has been carried out
through the NEPA process and also under the regulations implementing Section 106 of
the NHPA (36 C.F.R. Part 800), which provide a consultative process to determine a
course of action to assess and resolve adverse effects, which can range from
avoidance to mitigation. Based on comments and concems received from other
members of the public, agencies, and consulting parties, the USACE and CDPR have
elected to remove the dam.

As discussed in response #2 above, the USACE is aware of the bedrock outcropping at
4 Tunnel Falls. While Tunnel Falls does represent a barrier during dry conditions, under
moderate and higher flows, this barrier is passable to steelhead.

Rindge Dam has no storage capacity left to trap flood flows and does not slow down
flow velocity or otherwise attenuate flows during moderate to large stormevents. The
5 vertical drop in elevation from the upper boundary of the impounded sediment footprint ES.5.1

to just below Rindge Dam would be the same with the No Action or LPP. The gradient -
and flow of flood waters in reaches below the damis not impacted by the presence or
absence of the dam.

The USACE recognizes there are geotechnical concerns associated with removal of the
impounded sediment behind Rindge Dam. As described in the IFR (Section 5.2.1),
6 additional slope stability and geotechnical evaluations will be performed during PED. Section 5.2.1
These analyses will be used to develop slope stabilization measures and ensure
protection of adjacent resources, including Malibu Canyon Road.

Dam removal would have a localized effect on velocities in Malibu Creek with grade
7 (slope) changes in the former dam and impounded sediment area. Other reaches of
Malibu Creek would not experience an increase in velocity or force of flood waters with
removal of the dam.
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While the water table has been raised in the impounded sediment footprint due to the
presence of Rindge Dam, the larger aquifer in this portion of the watershed would not be
8 destroyed by the removal of Rindge Dam. The water table would drop within the
boundary of the impounded sediment area behind Rindge Dam, and would lower back
to the pre-dam alluvium level of the creek. Pumping groundwater for use for firefighting
is not within the scope of this study or project.
9 Thank you for your comment. Setting aside lands for a wilderness preserve is not within
the scope of this study or project.
There is no evidence to suggest that toxic spills are a significant concern in the future,
10 . . . )
nor that leaving the dam in place would help to contain such spills.
124. b
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
G Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for submitting a copy of May 22, 1998 letter to USACE on Century Ranch
fish remain studies.
124. c
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
Sl Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for the exhibits from the early 1900’s.
124. d
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
1 Thank you for the February 26, 2017 letter. Actions were taken to delete the noted
reference in your February 23, 2017 letter, as requested.
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124. e
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
SN Response Location in IFR
Number
Thankyou forthe March 24,2017 letter and attachments on cultural aspects of the study,
including information on 1892 water rights in Malibu Canyon; the 1993 and 1994 letters
1 about County of Los Angeles on applications to register Rindge Dam as a state point of
historical interest; the August 21, 2002 letter on historical events; the April 18, 2006, May
26, 2006 and August 14 letters about a suggested historical district in Malibu Canyon;
and information on the 1853 grizzly bear encounters.
124. f
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for the March 27, 2017 letter and corrections associated with the prior March
24,2017 letter.
124. g
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for your March 19, 2017 letter and attachments on steelhead trout.
124. h
Commenter: Rindge, Ronald L.
N Response Location in IFR
Number
1 Thank you for the February 27, 2017 notification of your comment letter and exhibits.
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125.

Commenter: Roma, Mattt

Comment

Number Response Location in IFR

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

126.
Commenter: Rose, Loretta
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
127.
Commenters: Rosenfeld, Jean; Rosenfeld, Judy
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
1 Thank you for your comments.
128.
Commenter: Rosenfeld, Jean L.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
As described in GR-A, Rindge Dam is currently filled to capacity with sediment and does
not provide any downstream flood protection benefits. See GR-B for discussion of traffic
related concerns. As described in the IFR (Section 5.2.1), additional slope stability and
1 geotechnical evaluations will be performed during the pre-construction engineeringand | See GR-A, GR-B, Section
design phase. These analyses will be used to develop slope stabilization measures and 5.21
ensure protection of adjacent resources, including Malibu Canyon Road. There is no
evidence to suggest that toxic spills are a significant concern in the future, nor that
leaving the dam in place would help to contain such spills.
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129.
Commenter: Rosenfeld, Joan
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
1 See response GR-B for discussion and_ reference .to impacts to roads due to traffic, and See GR-A, GR-B
road repair. See response GR-A relative to flooding concerns.
2 See response GR-A. During the PED
130.
Commenter: Sharpton, Debra
Gz Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
131.
Commenters: Simons, Mr. and Mrs. John
G Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
132.
Commenter: Speck, Bill
CRL: Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
133.
Commenter: Suwara, John
Gl Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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134.

Commenter: Swenson, Ramona

CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber

SS Thank you for your written support of the project.

135.
Commenter: Thille, George R.; Thille, Carol H.
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
136.
Commenter: Thompson, Jan
G Response Location in IFR
Number

As required under NEPA and CEQA, the potential impacts of this project on the Serra
Retreat neighborhood have been studied in detail, as discussed throughout the IFR.

1 USACE designed alternatives and Environmental Commitments, and as necessary | See Sections 3 & 5 of the IFR
included mitigation measures, to minimize potential impacts as described throughout the
IFR.
137.
Commenter: Tobin, John
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
138.
Commenter: Treeves, Bill
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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139.
Commenter: Tsuda, Jim
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
140.
Commenter: Vodantis, Stephen
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
141.
Commenters: Knur, Hans W.; Knur, Anneliese
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
As describedinthe IFR, and summarized in response GR-A, Rindge Damis entirely filled
with sediment. It does not currently provide any flood protection nor does it impound
1 water. Currently, whatever water flows into the impoundment area behind Rindge Dam See GR-A
also flows out. Therefore, removal of Rindge Dam will not resultin an increase in the
volume of water flow downstream.
2 See GR-B.
As described in the draft IFR, benefits are expected to extend beyond just benefits to
steelhead. With restoration of connectivity to 18 additional miles of habitat, steelhead are
expected to reproduce in the system, resulting in increased population sizes. However,
in addition to these benefits, the project will provide benefits to additional sensitive
3 species, and scarce and diverse habitats. Other protected species occupying the
watershed that will potentially benefit from restoration include the California red-legged
frog and western pond turtle. While not quantified in this study, benefits to area beaches
and nearshore areas are also likely to occur as sediment transport cycles are restored
to pre-dam conditions.
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142.
Commenter: Wald, Steph
Comment Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.

143.

Commenter: Waterman, Chuck

Comment
Number

Response

Location in IFR

SS

Thank you for your written support of the project.

144.

Commenter: Waycott, Ralph

Comment

Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
145.
Commenter: Wesshoff, Dave
SN Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the project.
146.
Commenter: Weigand, Michael
LT Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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147.
Commenter: Weisberg, Steven
ST Response Location in IFR
Number
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
148.
Commenter: Wolhaupter, Charles
G Response Location in IFR
Number

As shown in this appendix, a large number of citizens, clubs, organizations, and state
and Federal agencies are in support of the removal of Rindge Dam and other
components of the proposed restoration of Malibu Creek. This includes the local sponsor,

1 California Department of Parks and Recreation, as well as the National Marine Fisheries
Service, the Federal agency charged with protecting sensitive marine resources, as well
as the endangered steelhead. In addition, many members of the local community have
written letters of support for the project.
149.
Commenter: Wollner, Jackie
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
150.
Commenter: Yeuell, Dr. Paul
CNomment Response Location in IFR
umber
See GR-B. The USACE has committed to evaluating traffic impacts in greater detall,
1 implementing measures to reduce trafficimpacts to the maximum extent practicable, and
implementing a road repair plan to fix any damage potentially caused as the result of
project-related traffic.
While recreation measures were initially considered in the Rindge Dam area, CDPR
2 determined that direct recreational access to the restored area would likely result in
conflict with the project’s restoration goals, and could potentially result in a reduction of
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the project’s projected ecosystem benefits. Trails in this area were notincluded as viable
measures.

See GR-B. While the pier parking lot was proposed for use under the NER plan, the plan
3 currently being proposed for implementation is the LPP, which does not require use of
the pier parking lot.

In 2005, an archival records review of steelhead trout in the Santa Monica Mountains
documented trout presence upstream of Rindge Dam (Dagit, R. B. Meyer and S. Dirrill.
2005). This includes a 1916 article in the Los Angeles Times, noting that William Sartor
caught a 30” trout in Cold Creek. In the 1920s there were reports of 6.5kg steelhead
caught migrating upstream in the lower reaches of Las Virgenes and Cold Creek (Titus,
4 et al 1997).

Archaeological records show signs of steelhead (O. mykiss) being eaten by Chumash
upstream of Rindge Dam. At leasttwo O. mykiss vertebrae were foundin the Talepop
site (CA-LAN 229) located near the entrance of Malibu Creek State Park, and vertebrae
were reported in two separate studies (John Johnson, 1982 and Ken Follett, 1969).

151.
Commenter: Zagarella, Jeremy
CNouanEir:t Response Location in IFR
SS Thank you for your written support of the Locally Preferred Plan.
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WILLIAM F. WOLHAUPTER
P.O. BOX 425
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
(310) 456-3902
FAX (310) 456-3902

March 24, 2017

Mr. Eduardo T. Demesa

Chief, Planning Division

US Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Attn: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPL-PDR-L)

915 Wilshire Bovd., Suite 930

Los Angeles, CA 90017

VIA US Mail & email Malibu.Creek@®usace.army.mil

RE: Opposed to the Malibu Ringe Dam Removal
Dear Mr. Demesa:

I have been a property owner adjacent to Malibu Creek since 1975. My home
stands at the abutment of the bridge and Cross Creek Road. I have seen the
creek in its full fury on the rare occasions of extremely heavy rainfall. The
projected removal of the dam and the accumulated sediment is, in my opinion,
the greatest folly and waste of taxpayers’ money that could be conceived. By
increasing potential flooding, this project is producing an unnecessary risk
for all of us and for no purpose other than spending a ridiculous amount of
money .

I have lived in this bay area all of my life. I have fished off of the
barges that were anchored at the mouth of the creek before World War II and
seen the steelhead caught here. I have seen steelhead caught here while I
have lived here. To say the dam removal will bring them back is a non-
sequitur. They are still here.

Who is desirous of this project? Is it someone looking to justify his
employment? Certainly none of the people who will be directly affected are
requesting the removal of the dam.

Very truly yours,

//////47»\%/////4//@4

William F. Wolhaupter

Copy to:

Bob Brager, bbrager@malibucity.org Director of Public Works, City of Malibu
Arnold York, agyork@malibutimes.com Editor of Malibu Times

Lauren Coughlin, lauren@malibusurfsidenews.com Editor of Surfside News

Cece Woods, S0265magizine@gmail.com Editor in Chief of Local Malibu

Malibu City Council Members, via kpettijohnemalibucuty.org

Serra Canyon Property Owners Association-Board of Directors, via
bertha@blnpm.com









Michael J. Weigand

1201 Camino Dos Rios

Thousand Oaks, CA  91360

(805) 498-9987







March 24, 2017



Eduardo T. Demesa 
Chief, Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 
ATTN: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPL-PDR-L) 
915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 930 
Los Angeles, California 90017



Dear Messrs. Demesa and Ray:





This letter is to express my support for the complete removal of Rindge Dam on Malibu Creek in Southern California with the implementation of Plan Alt2B2.



This Locally Preferred Plan (LPP Alt2B2) is for the complete removal of the entire concrete dam structure and barges the sand and other materials to areas that will benefit it the most. The LPP Alt 2B2 is favored by the local resource agencies and I am choosing to support it. I hope you join me.





Sincerely,





[bookmark: _GoBack]Michael J. Weigand




Eduardo T. Demesa

Chief, Planning Division

US Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
ATTN: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPL-PDR-L)

915 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 930

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr Demesa,

I understand that for many people saving the southern California steelhead is purely an
economic decision.

To witness society engage in this brutal calculation is profoundly disturbing — a
calculation of money vs. a most beautiful fish, which has evolved over millions of years
to these streams and mountains and uniquely adapted itself to the place it calls home.

Putting money on one side of the scale, and an iconic keystone species with all the
wisdom of its ancient evolutionary past on the other side, and ruling in favor of money, is
a monstrous act of profound ignorance.

Above all, the effort to save the steelhead is an ecological and ethical deicsion of the
highest order. Those who would reduce it to economic considerations have little idea
what is at stake.

In choosing to save the steelhead, we are choosing to save ourselves. Saving O. mykiss
from extinction is in fact a decision that stands in for saving H. sapiens — for making the
future safe for the survival of our own species as well.

In the final analysis, there’s no price tag for saving H. sapiens. Though it may be within
our power to consign other species to extinction, we have no natural right to do this. We
have an obligation to do all we can to save them.

To save ourselves we absolutely must save other life forms along the way, especially a
species like O. mykiss, which is so vitally important to the health of the ecosystem.

This is ultimate truth which must be understood, explained to the public and allowed to
prevail. The southern California steelhead are in your hands. Please support the State
Parks plan to remove the dam.

Sincerely,

Stephen Vodantis
Santa Monica citizen










Sunday, March 26, 2017

Mr Eduardo T Demensa; Cheif, Planning Division
US Army Corps of Engineers, LA District,
&
Mr Jesse Ray (CESPC-PD-RL)

Dear All Concerned,

After now having read through the Feasibility Study’s Appendix B entitled Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Sedimentation, there are a coupla three thoughts I'd like to share with you.

First, though I have read the entire Appendix, | can only claim a limited understanding of
all this. Still, I'd like to ‘second” & ‘third” the concerns raised in letters penned earlier by
Jeffrey Follert and Ann & John Payne, because there will be some damage done in the
communities downstream, and funding of eventual means of prevention & repair does
need to be braided into this project from the outset.

Once such an idea is added, though, | do feel confident enough in you good people & the
conclusions drawn in your exhaustive Feasibility Study that I gladly encourage you to use
your TSP & take the Rindge Dam down.

It seems to me a necessary thing,

and a happy thing,
and a thing well thought through.

Sincerely,

Christopher Ramsey

Resident of the Serra Canyon Neighborhood,
3511 Cross Creek Lane,
Malibu.
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March 23, 2017 




m. aNNE Payne


3507 CROSS cREEK lANE, MALIBU, ca • 90265


Phone: (310) 456-3507 • Fax: (310) 456-8663


mapayne310@gmail.com

Via email & US Mail     


Mr. Eduardo T. Demesa










               March 23, 2017

Chief, Planning Division













US Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angele District                     

Attn: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPL-PDR-L) 




  Malibu.Creek@usace.army.mil

915 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 930

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: Opposed to the Malibu Rindge Dam removal  

Dear Mr. Demesa,

 Please inform the Army Corps of Engineers and the Dept. of Parks & Recreation that to remove sediments and the Malibu Rindge Dam pose serious risks and liabilities to the inhabitants of lower, “downstream residents” in the Cross Creek area!  My family and I oppose the excessive removal plans!  Reference to the admitted “potential downstream flooding” in the March 1, 2017 public meeting means that your plans are known to threaten Malibu! Malibu Creek and Lagoon are also threatened by this action to dismantle tons of sediment and concrete!

How much of the quarter of one million dollars of federal funds will compensate for roads, bridges, business & homes in the Cross Creek area & Malibu Civic Center? Who will indemnify the City of Malibu and LA County for road damage, while trucks move through Malibu Canyon 15-30 daily trips, April to October for 7 to 8 years?


Cross Creek Road is a point of access for both commercial and 110 residential homes in the lower Creek area. This year, flooding occurred in that area with only a few days of rainstorms. Damages have been significant to roads, even without additional sediments being distributed by excavation. The County Fire Dept. mandated bridge access to Cross Creek Road / Serra Retreat, was severely-damaged Feb. 17-18 2017 with heavy debris water flows. 

Will you have funds to protect the downstream population? Who will be responsible for “possible flooding” and land disturbances?


Respectfully submitted,

 Anne Payne

Anne Payne

Copy to: 

Bob Brager, bbrager@milibucity.org Director of Public Works, City of Malibu 

Arnold York, agyork@malibutimes.com Editor of Malibu Times

Lauren Coughlin, lauren@malibusurfsidenews.com Editor of Surfside News


Cece Woods, 90265magazine@gmail.com, Editor in Chief of Local Malibu  


Malibu City Council Members, via kpettijohn@malibucity.org 

Serra Canyon Property Owners Association – Board of Directors, via bertha@blnpm.com 
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The Malibu and
Marquez Pier circa
1911, as seen from
somewhere around

Carbon Canyon

Road. At this time, the
Rindges had owned the
Malibu Rancho for 21
years—having bought
it from the Kellers in
1891 for $10 an acre,
a whopper of a price
for 13,300 acres of
coastal pastureland.
The Rindges built their
own pierin 1905/1906
to service the railway
they built to block the
coastal route ambitions
of the Southern Pacific
Railway. Photo: Ernest
Marquez.
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UNBUILD IT ano
THEY WILL COME

EXPLORING THE GHOSTS OF MALIBU CREEK
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Words and
Captions:
Ben Marcus

1

According to the World
Health Organization,
Water Recreation and
Disease. Plausibility of
Associated Infections:
Acute Effects, Sequelae
and Mortality by Kathy
Pond: “In May 1992,

a 20-year-old man
developed nausea
following a surfing
outing in Malibu.

His symptoms grew
progressively worse and
Coxsackie B virus was
isolated from him. He
subsequently died from
damage to his heart,
caused by the virus.
Although it was not
proved that the virus
was contracted whilst
surfing, it was thought
that this was the case.”

IKE ALL SMALL TOWNS, Malibu, CA, is

home to a lot of storytellers. Some have no vis-

ible means of support, so they hang around the
coffee shops and talk and talk and talk and never seem
to run out of BS.

Others have won Oscars.

Around town you hear stories that Malibu Creck was
once home to a thriving steelhead run. Hang out in the
bar at Beau Rivage eating tapas and French onion soup,
and you'll hear a guy talk about how he won a fishing
derby in the 1970s pulling an eight-pound steelhead out
of the ocean from the Malibu Pier: “I won a year of free
fishing on the charter boats,” said the fishing fool.

According to California Trout, a conservation group
dedicated to the maintenance and restoration of trout
and steelhead waters in the state, at one time the steel-
head run on the creek was thought to be more than 1,000
strong. Hollywood luminaries such as Clark Gable and
Spencer Tracy were said to take a break from their mov-
ies to fish the Malibu’s still-viable runs. Sadly, less than
50 steelhead now make the trek.

Matt Kivlin, one of the happy few who enjoyed the
lonely surf at Malibu in the 1940s and 1950s, remembers
rainy winters, a beach littered with trees, and an active
lagoon. “In about 1945, Buzzy Trent and I caught some
large fish probably five to 10 pounds,” Kivlin says, “two
feet long, swimming up the mouth of the Malibu Creek.
At the time, we had no idea what they were.”

Indeed, you hear stories that Malibu Creek was once
epic steelhead water, but in this modern world, that’s
a little hard to believe. The water is polluted by ev-
erything from bird poo to Tom Hanks’ loo. The ocean
water of Surfrider Beach regularly receives F grades
from Heal the Bay, and surfers live by a sort of Johnny
Cochran rap:

After a rain, you must refrain.
If the water runs brown, stand down.

When the creek is breeched, I'm beached.

The ocean waters off Surfrider Beach are tainted
by a nasty alchemy of stormwater runoff, leaching
septic tanks, homeless camps, thousands of birds, and
an unnatural flow from the Tapia Water Reclamation
Facility—a nice name for a place that can process 16
million gallons of raw sewage a day.

044 UNBUILD IT AND THEY WILL COME

Matt Stoecker is an excellent name for a steelhead-
crazed biologist/owner of Stoecker Ecological, which
offers “natural resource assessment and restoration
services.” But this guy has spent a lot of time poking
around and scuba diving within steelhead habitat,
thriving and endangered, and he knows the dangers.
“Recent studies have shown pollution in treated waste-
water that is discharged into streams can have devastat-
ing impacts to aquatic species, including turning male
fish into females,” he says.

Malibu Creek is good, because it brings cobble-
stones that create one of California’s best waves, and
it also brings sand, which sometimes coats those sharp
cobblestones with a thick layer that saves your feet from
getting lacerated.

Malibu Creek is bad, because the effluent of the
affluent causes scary sore throats that feel like cancer
incubators. Around Malibu you hear stories of a young
surfer from Huntington Beach who died after he was
poisoned by the heart-eating Coxsackie B4 virus—
supposedly from Malibu Creek, but to paraphrase
Spinal Tap: “You can’t dust for heart-eating viruses.” !

In November 2009, hundreds of surfers tore them-
selves away from the coast to attend a meeting at the
Los Angeles Metropolitan Water District headquar-
ters downtown. The reason for the meeting was a final
decision by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board on whether or not to impose a ban on
septic systems, and force Malibu to build a sewage
treatment plant in the watershed that flows into Malibu
Lagoon. The Los Angeles Times reported:

Surfer Ken Seino, a member of the Malibu Surfing
Assn., pulled open his shirt to show a scar on his
upper-left chest, where he had a pacemaker im-
planted. That was necessary, he said, because of
the viral myocarditis he contracted after paddling
through raw sewage at Surfrider Beach in the sum-
mer of 1997.

Malibu is only 20 miles from 20 million masses
yearning to breathe free, and it’s a Yellowstone-like
miracle that the Malibu has been so well preserved. Part
of that ruralness is caused by what my friend Leonard
Brady calls “economic cleansing.” But part of it is also
because septic tanks limit development.
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Twenty-first century
Malibu is one of the
last, best places in
southern California.
Somebody deserves a
medal for not screwing
the place up. It would
be nice to see some
dollars invested into

a project to restore
habitat for those proud
silvery salmonids

that once ran from

the ocean through

the canyon and to

the flatlands beyond.
Photo: Bart Everett.
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Local rogues (is that
Joe DiMaggio?) hefting
the goods after fishing
the lower part of
Malibu Creek in 1943.
Healthy fish suggest

a healthy creek, and
the only unhealthy
thing in this photo is
the cigarette dangling
from that guy’s chops.
Photo courtesy of Mark
Capelli.
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Still life with steelhead
fishermen. The mouth
of Malibu Creek, circa
1943. The north coast
of Los Angeles County
wasn't developed for
the public until the late
1920s, and it was still
relatively wild in the
1940s. A highway ran
through it and there
were some houses in
the hills and along

the beach, but Malibu
was still considered
too far and feral for
civilized Angelenos.
Photo courtesy of Mark
Capelli.
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I LOOK ASKANCE AT
Malibu Creek as a fish-
erman: The fantasy of
Malibu as a great steelhead
creek is all in the past.
The present is tainted and
doesn’t smell good. Malibu
Creek was dead to me.
And then, it wasn’t.
While poking around in the The Los Angeles Times
online archive, writing a book about Malibu for City
Councilman (and possible future mayor) Jefferson
“Zuma Jay” Wagner, I found an article dated May 17,
1916 that brought Malibu Creek roaring back to life:

Scandal

BEST STORY NEVER TOLD

Record Steelhead is Caught Without a License
Fine Fishing Reported in the Malibu Region

The gist of the story is a mug named William S.
Saltor winning a mug for landing a 32-inch steelhead (!)
in Malibu Creek. Saltor kept the fish, put it on display
in a sporting good store somewhere in Los Angeles,
and soaked up the accolades for what is, even by mod-
ern standards, a hell of a fish.

Out of Malibu Creek, in 1916.

All well and good, except Saltor didn’t have a fish-
ing license and he had been warned about the conse-
quences. He was assigned a date with Justice Frank

Shannon of Malibu Township.

The article praises the
diligence of the “thirty-
odd men on duty through-
out this end of the State
watching trout streams
and lakes,” and it’s a little
surprising to read how
efficient Fish and Game
were, way back when, in 191t6—when the population for
all of Los Angeles County was just less than 320,000.

But the real surprise came in the final few para-
graphs, which, for me, transformed Malibu Creek from
skull and crossbones to oncorhynchus mykiss Valhalla:

Deputy Harry Pritchard took his limit before 8
oclock opening day all on the old reliable worm...
Fish and Game Commissioner Connell stuck to the
fly, and had good sport. In the 200 yards Pritchard
fished in getting his limit, was a fine, long pool
very deep, and most of his fish came out of that one
place.

In another spot were three great steelheads, and
while trying to get them up to a fly, the salmon-egg
fraternity appeared... So it always goes. Good fish-
ermen get trout, but as a rule they do not use salmon-
roe; when bait is the necessary thing, it is a couple of
red worms; and that failing, a spinner or with clear

water and fish feeding high, the artificial fly.

Salmon-eggers were persona non grata even way back
when.
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The steelhead

should be the official
freshwater fish of
California. Golden
trout are beautiful and
all that, but steelhead
have the qualities

that make California
great: strength,

speed, adaptability,
perseverance. And
most of all: fighting
spirit. Photo courtesy of
Mark Capelli.

A Malibu steelhead, as
measured as recently
as the 1990s. The
southern steelhead

is definitely an
endangered species

as far as Malibu

Creek goes. Due to
runoff—urban and
otherwise—the entire
biology of Malibu Creek
is subject to occasional
die-offs. Photo courtesy
of Mark Capelli.

An inconvenient
obstacle to the
migration and

mass-production of

a powerful, strong,
beautiful native fish.
The Rindge Dam was
builtin 1924 and the
spillway in 1926—at a
cost of $152,900. The
dam stored as much
as 574 acre-feet of
water for home and
hay for more than

40 years, until it was
decommissioned in the
1970s. Where once
there was a small lake,
there is now a small
mountain of sediment
built up behind the
dam and the spillway.
Photo courtesy of Mark
Capelli.

MALIBU HISTORY, in 500 words
or less: In 1890, Frederick Hastings
Rindge was a 28-year-old Bostonian
who'd inherited a family fortune
worth $3 million. He went west to
grow with the country, and came
to Los Angeles. Looking for “a
farm near the ocean and under the
lee of the mountains; with a trout
brook, wild trees, a lake, good soil
and excellent climate, one not too
hot in the summer,” Rindge bought
the 13,300-acre Rancho Topanga
Malibu y Sequit.

It’s possible Rindge was one
of the transplanted men who
transplanted rainbow trout into
southern California streams, if
you believe a report on Southern
California Steelhead ESU by the
Southwest Regional Office of
the National Marine Fisheries
Service: “Beginning in the 189os
and extending through the late
1930s, fingerling rainbow trout
were planted into almost all possi-
ble waters in Southern California.
Included were stocks identified at
the time as both rainbow trout and
steelhead.”

Matt Stoecker begs to differ, holding that, “The
coastal rainbow/steelhead (O. mykiss) is native to
southern California and is native to Malibu Creek.”
Although hatchery fish were planted, wild fish were
there before; he points to the fact that native Steelhead
exist from Alaska to Mexico and have been there for
“tens of thousands of years.”
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Mr. Rindge and his wife May
(and his millions) thrived in a
Southern California that was boom-
ing at the turn of the century—and
so did the rainbow trout. Shutting
your mind to the present, it'’s not
hard to imagine a time when the
Malibu area was semi-wild, and
there was a scrum of steelhead push-
ing up against the sandbar, waiting
for the season when the skies burst,
the trickle turned to a flood, and the
steelhead made a turbo run a few
short miles up Malibu Canyon to
the flatlands beyond, in what is now
Malibu Creek State Park.

A couple of miles up a rugged
canyon is a cakewalk to a fish that
can swim up the Columbia River,
and all the way to the top of the
Rocky Mountains in Idaho.

Rindge died and left the Malibu
to his wife. In 1926, she constructed
a beautiful Arch Deco dam to pro-
vide water for growing citrus and
lima beans, watering alfalfa and
cattle and bringing “dam water” to
the Rindge/Adamson home and
headquarters, located a few miles
downstream. Rindge Dam is 100 feet high and makes
an arc 172 feet long at the top. When full, the dam
trapped 574 acre-feet of water.

But, through the 1930s and 1940s, the Rindge
Dam began to trap more sediment than water until
the Rindges sold the dam to the State of California
in 1967. By then, it was mostly holding silt and it was
decommissioned—but not deconstructed.

IN 1996, THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION office
in Boulder City, NV wrote an appraisal report for the
California State Parks Department.® There are a lot
of numbers in that reclamation report, but the most

important number is the amount of sediment trapped
behind the dam, which is largely unknown, although
estimated between 800,000 and 1,600,000 cubic yards.
Without an exact number, it becomes incredibly dif-
ficult to estimate removal cost—the first step in the
removal process.

Regardless of whether it’s 800,000 cubic yards of
sediment or twice that number, the dam and the sedi-
ment are a blockade to southern steelhead, who now
have only two short miles of very tainted water in which
to breed. They do not seem to be in the mood. The
lower stretches of Malibu Creek are infamously foul
and are now the source of millions of dollars in surveys,
reports, blueprints, legislation, lawsuits, construction,
and efforts—both good and misguided—to clean up
what was once a beautiful coastal creek.

One of the agencies overseeing the health and wel-
fare of Malibu Creek is the Malibu Creek Watershed
Advisory Council. Their map* shows the lower part
of the creek below the dam and lists “NH3, Algae,
Se, Al, NO3, NO2, coliform, trash, odor, color” as
contaminants. Another arrow pointing to the lagoon

lists “eutrophication, coliform, and pH.” Essentially,
eutrophication implies enough of an increase in chemi-
cal nutrients to create a significant reduction in water
quality, and negatively impact fish and other animals
in the area.

The steelhead population that was once a thousand-
plus is down to maybe 50 fish—with complete die-offs
of every swimming thing occurring every couple of
years. The most recent was in September 2009, on the
heels of a similar incident in 2006, which was attributed
to “a combination of high water temperatures, reduced
dissolved oxygen, low water flow from the Tapia Water
Reclamation Facility upstream, algal growth, and the
smothering presence of decomposing diatoms (micro-
scopic, one-cell alga).” ®

In short, Malibu Creek is toxic, with a capital “T”
and that rhymes with “P” and that stands for popu-
lation. According to the Malibu Watershed Advisory
Council, a population of go,000 people is living in the
105-square-mile watershed that feeds Malibu Creek on
both sides of the Santa Monica Mountains. Population
brings pollution, so the same flow that brings the sand
and sediment that creates the wave, also brings a level
of pollution that regularly earns F grades on Heal the
Bay’s Beach Report Card, a group that monitors and
evaluates the ecological status of Santa Monica Bay.
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The outflow of Malibu
Creek where it meets
the ocean can be good,
bad, and ugly. The

ugly is summed up in
the F grades that Heal
the Bay regularly gives
water quality where the
creek meets the sea.
The good is the world-
famous surf that is
formed by the sand and
sediment washed down
from the mountains.
Photo: lan McDonnell.
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Rindge Dam Removal
Study: An Effort to
Reduce the Decline

of the Malibu Creek
Steelhead Trout
Population in Southern
California.
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Impaired Waterbodies
of the Malibu Creek
Watershed.
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Magruder, Melonie.
“Fish die-off in
Malibu Creek under
investigation.” The
Malibu Times. Sept. 9,
2009.
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The sportin’ life wasn’t
a pose for Clark

Gable. Check out all
the photos of him
hunting and fishing,
and you'll see the
biggest movie star of
the 1940s hunkered
down in a small boat
in a lake somewhere in
New Mexico, waiting
for ducks. He hunted
and fished around the
world, but in the 1940s,
the local creeks around
Southern California
were still pristine
enough to offer serious
sport for trout and
steelhead. Photo: John
Springer Collection/
CORSBIS.
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THERE IS A MOVIE STAR WHO LIVES IN MALIBU
that is famously sexy but also famously, permanently
stricken with hepatitis. A fisherman regards Malibu
Creek in the same way: sexy, but tainted. Good from
far, but far from good.

I've paddled up Malibu Lagoon on a standup pad-
dleboard, carrying mouthwash and hydrogen peroxide
in case I fell into the muck. Most tidewaters are ooky
anyway, but Malibu Lagoon is ooky-plus, although it’s
easy to imagine a cleaner, fresher lagoon with hundreds
of oncorbynchus mykiss waiting to make a turbo run up
the canyon to the flatlands beyond, looking for breed-
ing pools and movie stars.

And speaking of muck, a few years ago I walked
the lower part of the river writing an article for 7he Los
Angeles Times °. The first mile or so leading into the la-
goon was the haunted version of a once-proud creek—
the current was slow through some nice-looking pools,
but it all had a down-in-the-swamps-y’all kind of feel;
instead of cobwebs growing on antique furniture, most
of the creek was being taken over by green slime. I don’t
know the genus and species of that muck, but my boots
had to break through it with every step.

The lower part of the creek is strewn with wire and
trash and shopping carts and the litter and filth from
homeless camps. I walked about a mile of it and it was
hard going—physically and emotionally—and gave up.
Dead creeks depress me, and Malibu Creek was defi-
nitely coughing up blood.

Walking back to civilization, I stood on the pcH
bridge over the lagoon, looking for signs of life. My
heart leapt when I saw a squadron of steelhead-sized
fish moving under the bridge. Could it be?

But it wasn’t. That promising school was a lost
squadron of corbina or something that had washed in
at high tide, and couldn’t escape. They were thick as
flies along the sandbar, probably gagging on the fouled
water, hungry for baitfish, trapped.

So the lower creek was a no go, but I wondered what
was going on above the dam.

MavriBu CREEK runs up into Malibu Canyon, which
runs below Malibu Canyon Road. It’s a famously

dangerous stretch of road because it’s full of twists and
turns and blind corners, and also a gazillion bad drivers
and Fast and Furious wannabes. Over the years, there
have been several incidents of people disappearing off
the face of the earth, only to be found years later—
usually by biologists, counting fish—dead near their
cars, which plunged off the road and down 600 feet to
the canyon bottom.

Driving along Malibu Canyon Road, it’s possible
to stop at several turnouts and get a look at the creek.
And it looks promising down there, some beautiful
pools and a lot of running water and green trees that
look especially good in the fall—because SoCal has fall
color, too.

Malibu Creek comes up out of the canyon and
crosses under Malibu Canyon Road at the Piuma
Road bridge. And just after that is the Tapia Water
Reclamation Facility. A stream biologist got mad at
me when I called Tapia a “major tributary of Malibu
Creek,” but that’s what it is, for better or worse.

Past Tapia, Malibu Creek winds through Malibu
Creek State Park. This was once a backlot for 20®
Century Fox, who bought the property in 1946. It’s
beautiful back there—even now—and can look like
Montana or upstate New York. A lot of movies were
filmed there, during a time when it was prime hunting
and fishing property. Clark Gable was a hunting and
fishing fool and he appears to have been the real deal.
Perhaps Gable had a bash at some Malibu Creek steel-
head, as the run was still healthy in the 1940s.

How Green Was My Valley and Planet of the Apes
and a lot of famous movies and TV shows were shot
along Malibu Creek. There are still remnants of the
set for M.A.S.H., and when you see Colonel Blake
(not Potter) flyfishing in between helicopter landings,
that is likely Malibu Creek. He probably did not catch
steelhead.

Beautiful but tainted. But now, when I drive Malibu
Canyon Road or pull over to look down, I imagine a
run of steelhead a thousand strong, powering out of
the lagoon, racing up the canyon and then cruising into
the flats above—going forth and multiplying, and then
returning to sea.
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I WASN'T EVEN SURE it was legal to fish Malibu
Creek. Does anyone bother to fish it? I'd never seen
a soul.

Our expedition met at Malibu Kitchen, on the kind
of blue, warm/cold late fall day that makes it easier
to understand why a 1300-square-foot beach home in
Malibu is worth s15 million.

The posse consisted of Cory Bluemling, a Malibu
surfer and a ceramicist who was stalking the creek
with an ulterior motive: clay deposits. Marshall Coben
lives with his wife (a TV star you probably adore) in a
fine home in the Malibu Colony. He is a Malibu na-
tive and longtime surfer who is also a homeowner in the
tainted watershed, territory connected to the ongoing
Malibu conflict over clean water. The third member of
the expedition was Bryan Smith, a pixieish surfer dude
who innocently came to Malibu Kitchen that morning,
heard about the expedition to walk from the Pink Lady
Tunnel down to Rindge Dam and jumped in, thinking
it would be a cakewalk.

It wasn’t.

Steep and deep, but we charged it, going over the
side at what turned out to be the wrong pullout just
before the tunnel entrance. They only allow 15-min-
ute parking there, so we got dropped off, went over
the railing, then slid down a remarkably unstable cliff
of terra unfirma. This is the same dirt that turns to
deadly milkshakes when floods follow fires. Boulders
that looked like they had been in place for centuries
came loose in our hands, and so it was a sketchy slide a
couple hundred feet to the bottom of Malibu Canyon,
where Malibu Creek snakes through the jungle.

There also were real snakes. And crazed homeless.
And pot farmers. And dead bodies strewn around lost
wrecks. And the barrels of toxic waste dumped by
scammers. You hear stories. It’s Malibu.

As we were going down, the Santa Ana winds
were coming up. Malibu is renowned for consistently
benign weather, but every once in a while the winds
come around from the north and get super-powered as
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they funnel through Malibu Canyon. That funneling
was happening as we got to the bottom. As we started
crashing through the remarkably thick brush, our
crashing was drowned out by the sound of significant
trees toppling over in the wind—loud, like elephants.

The whole thing was sketchy, and didn’t allow
for fishing. It’s less than a half-mile from where we
touched the valley floor to the Rindge Dam, but it took
forever. This was machete country, and all I had was a
rod case, as we wandered through overgrown trees and
scrub finding root in the thick layer of sediment that
was backed up behind Rindge Dam. The real creek
was buried deeper than Jimmy Hoffa—6o0 years and
100 feet down.

There was a decent flow of water that was less than
10 feet wide in some places, but which expanded into
promising pools large and small. But the underbrush
and the overgrowth combined with semi-gale force
winds made it impossible to cast.

I'was the only one to actually wade into the creek, so
I crossed to the other side and missed out on the other
three doing a traverse around the outside of a rock ledge
that would have been trouble if anyone had fallen. To
paraphrase the movie Predator, “You lose it down here
and you're in a world of hurt.”

Crossing back over the creek, Cory and I did see
a crashed Mitsubishi pickup truck, and we wondered
about the story behind that. No barrels of toxic waste
and no Dueling Banjos, and the only snake I saw was a
black irrigation hose threading from the creek up into a
secluded area. But after hacking and hewing and climb-
ing and scratching and worrying about poison oak, we
made it to Rindge Dam, and it was worth it.

RinDGE DAM 1s BEAUTIFUL. Ronald Rindge and
others think it should be put on the state historic register,
but Rindge Dam is holding back hundreds of thousands
of cubic yards of sediment and cobblestones that should
be out at the mouth of Malibu Creek, and it’s holding
up that legendary flow of 1,000-plus steelhead.

In that 1996 Reclamation report there are three al-

ternatives to removing all of that sediment, and two of
them are costly.

Alternative 1 would require 100,000-plus truckloads of
dirt and would cost sr7 million in 1996 dollars. That was
at the low estimate of 800,000 cubic yards of sediment.
Not going to happen, especially in a bankrupt state.

Alternative 2 was a little cheaper at s12 million,
building a conveyor belt to move all the sediment to a
landfill downstream—but where?

Alternative 3 was the cheapest at $4 million—re-
moving the dam in 1o0-foot “lifts” and letting the flow
of the creek push sediment down two miles of creek,
into the lagoon, and then out in the ocean to lay down
an even wider carpet of cobblestones and sand, and
maybe re-create Malibu into the wave it was in the 30s
and ’40s. You hear stories.

But the 1996 Reclamation report has not been
updated, California is out of money and there are a
hundred possible arguments—and lawsuits—around
taking down the dam and letting nature put back
together what man has put asunder. The sediment
isn’t going anywhere anytime soon, and I wonder how
many “fine, long pools” are buried under all that sand
and rock and cobblestone that should be down in the
ocean.

We skimmed the surface of the horizontal moun-
tain, accomplished very little, and didn’t get killed by a
falling tree. The rattlers were sleeping. The harvesters
had harvested. Getting back up was as sketchy as get-
ting down, but when we stopped to check footing or
test a boulder or catch breath, we would look back at
the dam, seeing it from different angles. It is a beautiful
structure. But steelhead are more beautiful.
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An intricate,
endangered, and
overwhelmed creek
ecosystem ends at the
ocean, where the sand
and sediment washing
down from the valley
through the Santa
Monica Mountains
creates a sand and
cobblestone point. The
surf spot at Malibu

is there because the
creek created it. Photo:
Kenneth Adleman.
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Life wasn’t as nasty,
brutish, and short for
the Chumash than for
other Native American
tribes. The creek

the Chumash called
“Humaliwo”—because
it was “where the surf
sounds loudly”—was
the southern boundary
of Chumash territory.
And you have to
imagine the place

was as prime for the
Chumash then as it is
for the rich and famous
who live there now. At
Humaliwo, a freshwater
creek came out of the
mountains, forming

a lagoon where the
Chumash probably
stored their tomol
canoes. They lived
along the edge of the
lagoon, which provided
a natural salad bar

to supplement that
Malibouillabaise of
lobster and abalone
and rock fish that came
from the sea—and
swordfish once the
Chumash got their
tomol dialed. A benign
climate—warm in the
winter, foggy in the
summer. Lots to eat,
and that included those
weird, silvery fish that
would come up out

of the ocean after it
rained, and swam for
miles inland to breed.
The Chumash would
have had steelhead in
their diet too—fresh
and smoked. La

dolce vita, as lived

by the Chumash for
thousands of years,
before big ships
appeared on the water
and ended their free
and easy life.

A FEW DAYS LATER I scouted above the dam with
surfer and photographer Dave Ogle. The sediment be-
hind Rindge Dam backs up about to the south entrance
of the tunnel, and then the creek bed returns to bed-
rock. The section of creek running parallel to the tunnel
looks like it was bleached, and then the rest of the creek
up to the Piuma Bridge and the Tapia Reclamation
Tributary looked fairly open and approachable.

Going through the tunnel and looking at the creek
on the other side, we eyed some deep, long pools visible
from the road. The fall color was deeper, the sky was
blue and it all looked like Montana or New Zealand or
somewhere grand.

Driving a little farther up, we got lucky and found
an open gate leading down a short road to some kind of
monitoring facility. There was a Department of Water
and Power guy down there who said we couldn’t park,
so we backed up, parked outside the gate at the top,
geared up and walked back down.

The pwp guy didn’t mind us walking down, and he
didn’t say anything when Dave waded into the creek in
his wetsuit, with a water housing in hand. But it was
the way he looked at us, and the way he didn’t say any-
thing, that said a lot.

You know that noise Lurch from The Adam’s Family
makes when he is displeased? That was the vibe.

Malibu Creek fords an old access road that once pro-
vided access to who knows what. The flow of the creek
was suspiciously strong, considering it hadn’t rained for
about a2 month. It went over the access road and into a
decent little pool. Fish?

It felt nice to gear up, tie some knots and throw
something feathery in there, just to see if anything
would happen.

Nothing happened, so we plunged in—down Shit
Creek as surfer Chris Malloy said—looking for some
of those very deep pools of the long, fine quality I had
seen from the road and read about in The Los Angeles
Times from many years ago.

The creek was bubbling and the sky was blue and
winds were light and the fall color was nice—and it
smelled like an industrial accident. Like a chemical
dump, or the shipyards in Galveston, Texas.

Chlorine, or something close to overpowering was
in the air. We thought the monitoring facility was the
culprit, but as we moved down the creek, the smell per-
sisted, and it was not a nice smell.
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Above the Rindge Dam and above the tunnel and
about half a mile down from the Tapia Wastewater
Reclamation Facility, Malibu Creek smells like a swim-
ming pool. The smell is strong and persistent and hangs
in there. It comes and goes but stays in your nostrils for
hours. It would take a pretty depraved fish to enjoy the
taste of that, and, after about 20 minutes, I understood
the sad silence of the pwP guy. I cast into several pools,
but nothing. I stood on rocks looking but the only
flashes I saw were leaves rolling in the current.

We walked about a half mile down the creek, hop-
ing to catch or photograph a fish or just see if there
was anything in there, but knowing there wouldn'’t be.
After about an hour, the chemical smell was too over-
powering, so we gave up and walked back.

Later that night I went to a laundromat in Santa
Monica to wash all the clothes that had been be-
smirched by poison oak and dirty water and whatever
chemical was in the creek. And the laundromat smelled
exactly like Malibu Creek.

MALIBU WATER HISTORY is a long story and an
easy metaphor—a fast stream with many tributaries:
the Chumash’, Jose Tapia, the Rindges, Rindge Dam,
septic tanks, Coxsackie B virus, sand, and sediment
and on and on and on.

The present story about Malibu Creek is also a hun-
dred million dollars long, and hard to sum up, but here
goes: Presently the city of Malibu has invested s50 mil-
lion to build Legacy Park, a big project in the middle
of town that will turn 17 acres of prime real estate into
a public park that will also store stormwater runoff,
which will be treated in a state-of-the-art facility be-
fore it is released into Malibu Creek.

50 million dollars to buy the land, build the storm-
water plant, and build the park. That is going on, right
now. They could have put a Costco there or built stu-
dent housing for Pepperdine or threw up 100 condos
that would sell for half a million plus, because this is
Malibu, one of the most desirable places to live in the
world.

But they didn’t. That prime piece of real estate where
May Rindge watered her alfalfa and the Takahashis
had a nursery is now a very expensive, very impressive
public park.

$s0 million here and sso million there and pretty
soon you are talking real money. The Los Angeles

Regional Water Quality Control Board ban on septic
tanks could cost the City of Malibu another s5o mil-
lion—to buy the land for the sewage treatment plant,
to build the sewage treatment plant, and to tear up the
streets and lay down the infrastructure to hook up all
those public and private septic tanks to the sewer line.
There will probably be another s50 million in lawsuits
from displeased citizens. But still, the septic tank ban is
a probably doomed, but commendable bit of legislation
that is a long way off—if it ever happens at all. Zuma
Jay is one of the stronger supporters of the septic tank
ban, and even he says it will be at least 10 years until the
system is hooked up. “T’he money is available,” Zuma
Jay said. “The State of California has a Revolving Fund
generated by federal stimulus money that is exactly for
projects like this. At 2.5 per cent, anything is possible.”
It is admirable that a bankrupt state and a struggling
county and a city of 13,000 are willing to invest as much
as $100 million into the last mile or so of a creek that

is no more than 25 miles long. But why not go the extra
two miles, and remove the dam and the sediment?

And that could be nice, because one of the stories
you hear is that Surfrider was a better wave, back in the
day, in the 1930s and 1940s, when there was a lot more
sand out there, and the Point would link from Third
to First and some waves even went past the front of
the pier.

MaLiBu CREEK is still dead to me as a fishable wa-
terway and that is a shame. But impossible things are
happening around Malibu, and maybe there is hope.

Stoecker, for one, believes. “The one thing I can
say for sure is that steelhead recovery is actually pretty
straightforward and can happen quickly if done right.
Dam removals all over the country are showing that
once we take these barriers down, the steelhead swim
back upstream as far as they can.”

And perhaps, if we unbuild it, they will come. T
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Malibu Creek runs
for 25 miles from
Conejo Valley,
through the lagoon,
and into the Pacific
Ocean. Stretches of
the creek crowned
with fall color can
make this desert creek
look like somewhere
good in Montana

or New Zealand or
New Hampshire. But
the reality of the fish
population is not a
pretty picture. Photo:
Dave Ogle.






BEST STORY NEVER TOLD.
Iﬁss\//knsgdes'l'mesu%&-(:urrem File); May 7, 1916; ProQuest Historical Newspapers Los Angeles Times (1881 - 1986)

BEST STORY
" NEVER TOLD,

Record Steelhead is Caught
Without aLicense.
Great Year for the Little Old
San Gabriel, '

Fine Fishing Reported in the
Melibu Region.

.

Show windows of sporting goods
stores are full of big “Steelheads’ or
“Rainbows” these days, appropriate-
‘ly bedecked with cards glving length

and welght and name of the lucky
captor, with the cups they won along-
slde; but those cards fall shockingly
to state ull the facts of public inter.
est regarding sume of these record
catches.

For example, thet glorious 33-
inch steelhead that won a mug for

William § Saitor of No, 620 South
Spring street was taken after a fish

and game commisston deputy, Sature
day, demanding his license, und see-
ing none, had forbidden fishing with.
out it. Later, on Monday, the ofli~
cer came upon him with thiy great
fish, and placed him under arrest
for fishing without a license, Saitor
s to appear in S8awtelle before Jus-
tice Frank Shannon of Mallbu Town-
ship May 9—but the cards didn't tell
that part of the story. Too bad such
a fine flah had to bo taken in viola-
tion of the law,

The thirty-odd men on duty
throughotit this.end of .tho State
watching the trout streams and lakes
have strict instructions from Fish
and Game Commissloner Connell to
enforce the law as it reads. The
commission has nelther power nor
inclination to do otherwise. Anglers
are required by law not only to have
lcehse if over 18 years of age, but
to exhibit it and any fish in posses-
asion to any duly-authorized officor
qualified ~to enforce the fish and
game laws at any time. So states
section 7 of the Angling Liconso Act.
Not having license In possession fort
any reason whatever is therefore no
valld excuse, and the disposition of
deputies to be lenfent where con-
vinced of honesty or representations
madé to them has been nbused so
much in the past by those who real-
1y had no license at all that the time
has arrived to make no such excop-
tiona, and require all to comply with
the strict word of the law,

Some of the best fishing was re-
ported from the Mallbu, probably
because n few really good fishermen
had the firat crack at it on the
Rindge  estate. Deputy Harry
Pritchard took hls limit bofore 8
o'clock opening day all on the old
reliable worm, and had a demonstra-
tion of the evils of salmon-egging
when somg.fellotrs came dowa the
creek and spofled the sport for all
who came after. The ltmit was one
of the prettiest that ever came out
of that creck, which bears a good
reputation for decent-sized fish angl
sporting conditions, Fish and Gama,
Commissiorier Connell stuck to the
fiy, and had good sport. In the 200
‘vards Pritchard fished In getting his
limit, was a fine, lone pool very
deop. and most of his fish came out
of that one place In another spot
were three grcat‘ steetheads, and
while trying-to get'them up to a fly,
the salmon-egg fraternity appeared,
threw in a hundful of their demor-
allzing #tnff, hung one, there was a
flurry, n broken hook, and nothing
‘more doing in that paol. So it al-
'ways goed. Good fishermen get
'trout, hut as a ruly thev do not use
‘snlmon-rog; when bait is the neces-
sarv  thing. it is n couplo of red
worms; snd that faillng. n spinner,
|ar with clenr water and fish feeding
'high, the artificial Ny
| In all probability the next Legls-
ature will ke ssked to abolish sal-
njon-egge, which are n--by-product
of the snimon-packing business and
spoil fiahing by decent methods by
entering to A depraved taste of the
fish, 1f, tndeed, they do not actually
injure the trout & hich gorge greedily
upon them, owing to the preservative
used in keeping the exzs. All ex-
parts will hail with jov the passage
of such a law; and to those who ar-
gue they could not catch fish with
any other bait, there remnins the
answer that tront took worms be-
fore thev saw salmon-eges, and that
the worm is a natural food \of the
trout anyway.
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Malibu.Creek@usace.army.mil


Eduardo T. Demesa 
Chief, Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District 
ATTN: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPL-PDR-L) 
915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 930 
Los Angeles, California 90017

Dear Mr. Demesa,


I am writing regarding the Malibu Creek Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study, to strongly support removal of the Rindge Dam so that Steelhead are able move upstream to spawn.  This crucial first step in removing the barriers to their reaching their spawning habitat is essential.  Twelve important miles of spawning habitat will become available to the Steelhead by removing the Rindge Dam.

The Southern Steelhead are the best adapted of the Steelhead to survive in relatively warm water.  Their survival may be crucial to survival of the entire species in a period of warmer temperatures.

Removal of Rindge Dam will also enable natural sand transport to resume.  It is a dam that no longer provides any positive function.

Even after attending the public scoping meeting on March 1, 2017, I do not feel qualified to comment on which of the alternative plans or improvements to them is best.  While leaving the techniques to the experts, I strongly support removing the dam.


Sincerely,

Muriel S. Kotin


6801 Las Olas Way


Malibu, CA 90265


310.457-5796 (h)


akotin@earthlink.net


SCPOA
PO BOX 103
Malibu, Ca 90265

March 23, 2017

Mr. Eduardo T. Demensa; Chief, Planning Division
US Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
ATTN: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPC-PD-RL)

915 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90017

RE: SCPOA Concerns Regarding Proposed Rindge Dam Removal
To Whom It May Concern,

The purpose of this letter is to express concern with and to provide objection to the proposed plan
for the removal of the Rindge Dam based upon safety concerns for a primary and required access
roadway and bridge that provide ingress and egress to the Serra Canyon neighborhood.

Serra Canyon Property Owners Association (SCPOA) is a neighborhood association of
approximately 110 properties. We are charged with maintaining the condition and safety of our
common private roadway system. This system includes two primary easement roadways and a
private bridge spanning Malibu Creek (Cross Creek Bridge). The bridge carries a main water line
with service to many homes for domestic and emergency fire fighting purposes. Our
neighborhood is required to maintain two means of ingress and egress in order to accommodate
alternate neighborhood evacuation routes and to provide access for emergency responders.

This winter’s rains resulted in severe impact to the Cross Creek Bridge, damage to the
stabilization of Cross Creek Road, and damage to private properties adjacent to Malibu Creek.
We are concerned that the release of additional silt materials and the acceleration of downstream
flow rates may raise the elevation of the creek bottom and result in significant increases in debris
flow—all potentially impacting the safety of our road system, the Cross Creek Bridge, our
property owner Members, and the public at large.

If the project moves forward in any manner, we will request an indemnification and permanent
liability waiver from and coverage to protect against property damage and all harms related to the
impacts resulting from this work. Until the impacts of this project on our neighborhood and
association are studied and mitigated, we request that you render a “no project” determination.

Sincerely,
SERRA CANYON PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION (SCPOA)

rifollert@gmail.com

/rjf






California State Umversny

Northridge

Department of Biology
March 23, 2017

Mr. Eduardo T. Demesa

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
ATTN: Mr. Jesse Ray (CESPL-PDR-L)

915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 930

Los Angeles, California 90017

Dear Mr. Demesa:

In 1971, I was with Dr. Camm C. Swift when we made the first LACM collections of
juvenile steelhead trout in both Topanga and Malibu Canyon creeks. | was amazed that
they were actually there and surviving in the intermittently running creek that went
subterranean several times in just a one mile stretch. Steelhead are important legacy fish
in California’s water and are the most important anadromous fishes that move between
marine and freshwaters south of San Francisco Bay. They have long been part of the
impressive recreational fishing lore off California.

I strongly support the removal of the Rindge Dam and other fish passage barriers in
Malibu. This action will greatly enhance the re-establishment of the endangered steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) back into their former range. The barriers have been largely
preventing the natural stocks from reproducing successfully for over 50 years in Malibu
Canyon. Simply put, this species cannot recover unless we provide them access to high
quality spawning habitat, 12 miles of which will become accessible again once the dam is
removed.

In closing, steelhead are priceless, their value to our ecosystem is not easily reduced to a
simple economic argument. What we do know is that these are remarkably well adapted
ancestral fish, tolerant to warmer temperatures and able to navigate the erratic and
difficult environmental conditions of southern California. They are the fish of the future,
our chance to have steelhead populations adapt and spread even as climate shifts. Their
loss would be tragic.

Sincerely,

Larry G. Allen, Ph.D.
Chair and Professor of Biology
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