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Comment Letters on the January 2006
Circulated MND
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SCH No, 2006011040 M
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IGR/CEQA No. 060119/EK

Dear Ms. Goode:

We have received the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the application
referenced at sbove right, The main purpose is restore lower riparian arcas associated with a
section of Topangs Creek: A herm that protected formerly residential greas is removed and
somewhat less than 2 acres that it occupled is restared to natural conditions, Additionally
more than 12 acres of floodplain is restored to natural conditions. Lower Topanga Creck then
could again accommodate migratory fish. Very oxtensive earth haul is involved, for removing
berm tmaterials. For the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans), we have the
following comments on the application.

.. We appreciate the substantial attention to truck movements in the Tnitial Study, including
o recognition that a localized traffic control plan would be required, especially for intersections,

We ask that the applicant particularly consider measures to avoid excessive or poorly timed
truck platooning (caravans of trucks), even ou particulat days when many truck trips per day to
or from a location might be desirable. Conditional requirements might include minimum
headway time between vehicles, as for example is sometimes requited by Los Angeles City.
Caravans of trucks could reduce traffic speeds, delay turns from and onto the State Fi ghways,’
and also even lead to dangerous quens-backup into roadway travel lanes, Platooning might be
of particular concern in circumstances such as a sudden acute demand for large amounts of fill
imaterial for another valuable praject. _

If you have amy questions regarding our comumens, please refer to our internal TGR/CEQA
Record Number 060119/BK. Feel free, if you wish, to contact our review coordinator Edwin
Kampmann at (213) 897-1346 or to contact me at (213) 897-3747.

Sincerely, .

Qg )
LWA/Q\ S Q)/\,AJ\‘

CHERYL ], POWELL

IGR/CEQA Program Manager

ce; Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse
’ . “Caltrans improves mobiltly across Californin”
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Dear Ms, Goode:

LOS ANGELES GOUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NG, 29, MALIBU
CALIFORNIA NEPARTMENT OF PARKSE AND RECREATION

RODED GROUNRE BERM BEMOVAL AND REBTORATION PROJECT |
RESFONSE TO MITIGATED NEGATIVE DEGLARATION

 We reviewed the subject anvironmental dogument 28 farwarded fo us by the Resouree
Consanvation District of the Santa Maorica Mouritaing, The subject project site is located
o. 29, Malibu, We

In the service area of the Les Angeles County W?tg.warkssj[)'lﬁtriet\
currently provide water service to & few homes affd businesses withirnthe project area

and area aauth of yeur project. We wil naed fo abandan the water rialn and setvice
conneciions to these homes arid husinasses, Please noordinate with M, Mark Carney
of our Malibu office, at (310) 456-6B21, Exignsion 242, 0o we can 8 noan these lines

in & frmely manner.

Alss, wa have an Upcoming canstruction projest at our axlsting Topanga Beach Booster
Pump Station lucated &t 3800 Topanga Ganyon Baulevard, in the general vicinity of the
subject project. We sesk to coordinate construction efforts by our agencies o minimize
any confiicls. Please provide ue with yaur anticipated constuctian schedule and a
gontact person. '
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If you have any questions regarding thia matter, please contact Mr. Michael lgnmtius at

(B26) 400-3386 or email &t mighaliu@lgdpw.or9.
Vary truly yours,

DONALD L. WOLFE
Diregtor of Pupllc Works

Tl
MANUEL DEL REAL

Agsistant Deputy Director
Waterwaorks and Sawer Maintenance Division
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Executive Summary D

The Interim Management Plan is the first phase of planning efforts by the California Department of
Parks and Recreation (Department or California State Parks) at Lower Topanga Canyon, a new -
addition to Topanga State Park in Los Angeles County. The Final Interim Management Plan

prescribes a number of small projects that allow the Department to effectively manage the Lower
Topanga Canyon area in the short-term and provide data recovery to assist in subsequent planning

efforts for Lower Topanga Canyon.

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being prepared to provide full public disclosure of the
Department’s proposed actions. The Departrent’s purpose in moving forward with these activities in
Lower Topanga Canyon is protection of natural and cultural features and provision of public access.
The studies and actions described herein represent 2 proactive approach by the Department to gather
the data necessary to utilize “Best Management Practices” in our park management efforts while- -
stabilizing the environment. The activities proposed herein generally do not pose long-term significant
impacts on the environment. However, implementation of the fnterim Management Plan will cause an
unavoidable significant disruption of an established community and a Statement Of Overiding
Considerations will need to be adopted for this impact. This Statement will be prepared as part of the
Notice of Determination, for signature by the Direcior of the California Department of Parks and ’

Recreation,

Other potentially significant effects identified inci}iﬁe temporary short-term impacts to vegetation,
wildlife, archaeological resources, geology, Water, airquality, noise, and circulation resulting from the

demolition and removal of structures, removal of invasive plants, and miscellaneous minor rublic-use

improvements. Mitigation measures proposed herein, however, reduce these potential impac.w: 10 a

level below significance.

ough project in1piénwntation will be out-weighed by the overall

Impacts to the existing system thr
d enhancement for visitors, as well as for native wildlife and their

FESEY

benefit of habitat improvement an
associated habitats.
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Preferred Plan Goals and Actions

Goal #1 :
ENHANCE WILDLIFE HABITAT AND PLANT COMMUNITY VALUES BY

PROMOTING SUSTAINABLE NATURAL ECOSYSTEMS. PROTECT RARE,
THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES. _

The Lower Topanga Canyon Acquisition (Lower Topanga Canyon) encompasses one of the Jast
remaining natural coastal stream courses in southern California, Topanga Creek is a free flowing,
meandering creek that moves through a variety of natural vegetation cornmunities and empties into the
Pacific Ocean 8.8 miles from the top of Topanga Canyon. Topanga Creek has a uniquely small - "
watershed (18 mi®).and is predominately undeveloped. The new acquisition area ENncompasses
approximately 1,659 acres, and contains significant natural and scenic features. Topanga Canyon is an
example of a diminishing ecosystem nestled in the midst of the hi ghly urbanized Los Angeles

metropolitan area.

Since riparian woodlands and clean free-flowing creeks are exceedingly and locally rare, miany of the
associated plants and animals are likewise rare. In addition, a wide variety of wildlife frequents the
canyon indicating that much of the site still maintains biological integrity. Lower Topanga Canyon is
significant in that it protects a remmant exaniple of the natural hetitage of southern California’s coast, -
Coastal riparian woodlands are becoming a rare resource i1 southern California as urban development
continues to expand. Lower Topanga Canyon supports native riparian woodlands along Topanga Creek
and steep chaparral-covered canyon walls. Riparian woodlands in Topanga Creek include the
California Sycamore series, Arroyo Willow series, and the White Alder series. Each woodland
community supports a unique associated biotic community that include native fish, aquatic insects and
amphibians in the creek, and a unique assemblage of endemic plants and a diverse suite of birds,

insects, and reptiles on the slopes.

This plan delineates a Natural Habitat Area that represents land with a high potential for quality natural
habitat and restoration of natural ecological processes. This Zone generally includes the creek, riparian

woodland, flood plain, lagoon and steep backcountry.

Itis important that the Departruent maintains natural processes including landforms, fluvial processes,
natural erosion, sediment transportation, and vegetation succession to the maximum extent possible,
while minimizing inputs from unnatural sources. '

For the entire watershed system to thrive, the water quality of Topanga Creck must be protected from
deterioration from both external and internal sources. (See Goal #4 below) '
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plapt community health and development.

ork to facilitate implementation of a program to rnonitor the condition
of the native plant communities. Monitoring is essential to provide baseline data against which to

ge the chan ges and variations in plant and animal populations over time, as well as the success
ods will be simple and repeatable, using established and

accepted sampling techniques and statistical procedures. Monitoring plant community health and
development will help ensure the stability of the habitat quality and detect fluctuations in 1esponse

to a range of environni ental variables before negative effects occur.

California State Parks will w

jud
of specific management actions. Meth

Action 1¢ :
Reintrodu ce displaced or extirpated species.

All seedlings and saplings used i1 habitat re-introduction and restoration projects will originate

from seed collected from native plant taxa within Topanga State Park boundaries or from a nearby

area SuppoIting a comp arable species composition. To be considered complete and successful,
 reintroduction and restoration areas must be similar in appearance, sp ecies composition, and

: o - gcosystem fimctions to the surounding habitats.

Action'1d
Perpetuate wildlife assemblages.

)
¢
¥

.. . California State Parks will work to facilitate protecting, restoring and interpreting the native X
Caniyon area. Protection may include, but is

l "t {errestrial and aquatic animals in the Lower Topanga D
” " - .pot limited to habitat preservation, restoration/enhancement; <eed banking, (see Actious 1 a, 1c)

and visitor education.




Action le
ctures and

Remove manmade intrusions in the Matur
debris. :

rease natural habitat and will improve the
ffect on water

21 Habitat Fone. Remove fences, stru

historic manmade features will inc

The removal of nomn-
ough the area. Removal also may have a positive €

natural movement of wildlife thr

quality.

Removal of the structural material and debris will be accomplished in a manner that will ensure

protection of the site’s natural and cultural resources as well as minimal effect on local traffic. To
accomplished through hand labor. The work will

the degree necessary, portions of the work may be
be timed such that construction vehicles will not conflict with heavy traffic patterns along PCH and

Topanga Canyon Boulevard.

During implementation, temporary educational signs will explain the benefits of this action.

Rodeo Grounds



Letion Ig

Work with the California Department of Transportation o discontinue dumg
California State Park property along Topanga Canyon Bonlevard, and removal
dwmped material and repair landslides associated with state route 27. -
Previous and current practices, such as roadway maintenance arid repair, coastal developmert, and
human habitation in the floodplain, have changed the composition and ecological conditions m the
Lower Topanga Canyon area. Changes such as these alter the ecological dynamics of the system
and reduce wildlife and native plant values.

Material that is dumped along Topanga Canyon Boulevard may include hazardous substances, Can

infroduce additional sediments into the sirsam system and is Unsi ghtly.

Debris piles along Topanga Canyon Boulevard

Action 1h
Comtinue to actively participate in and support planning efforts and studies that will result iv
restored natural processes, protection of rare, th reatened, amd endangeved species, and

preservation and enhancement of biscorridors.

These planning efforts will, most significantly inchide lagoon restoration and streambed restoratior
feasibility studies. Structures Jocated in the floodplain (e.g., hormes and levees) have altered the

natural flow and direction of Topanga Creele, therefore, in order to restore the natural flow and
meandering pattern of the creek, these struciures should ultimately be removed. The current creek
; Ited in changes in water quality, sediment transportation, and lagoon size anc
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and those considered
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iertifically sound methods and protocols for sensitive p
sously unknown sensitive plant populations witlh

tant surveys will be developed and
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T neevpo vade. complete. ld&gmh reglovabion and Streambed restorston |
In contrast with the preferred plan, the implementation of complete lagoon restoration and streambed’
restoration would mearn that during the interim period:

e There would likely be no place to implement the temporary trailhead parking area ( A.ction 3a).
o There may be a need to displace some commniercial enterprises (Action 3e).

Though the restoration of natural processes is an important goal for California State Parks, it will take
some time before lagoon and streambed restoration plans can be formulated and fully implemented,
extending beyond the interim period. California State Parks is committed to continuing to work closely
with participating agencies toward fulfilling these restoration goals (see also Action 1h, page 16), but it
is not feasible, yet, to implement final lagoon and streambed restoration during the interim period.
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Concrete-faced levee along Topanga Creek, protecting Rodeo Grounds area

Perform slope restoration in the area of extensive dumping zlong Topaunga Canyonr Boulevard.
Additional studies should be performed that will evaluate the condition and extent of the fill material.

California State Paxks and the Califorria Department of Transportation should work cooperatively to

devise the best plan to restore these slopes to their natural condition. This work will take longer than

the interim period, and therefore, should also not be part of this plan. (See also Action 1g, page 16.)



from construction of picnic areas

A

Z

e

Southem California coasta] ar as are lirnited by space and market demand. The residential characte
this area will be replaced by public open space use and natura] systems. This effect is unavoidable
because private residential use is inconsistent with State Park mission and policies, which govern tt
newly acquired land, All of the residences are o1 septic systems in a coastal area and studies indica
that there may be contamination from these systems into the creek. Further, many of the units are
located within the 100-year floodplain presenting a risk to residents in the event of flooding,
Maintaining year-round access for residents during the rainy season requires manipulation in the
floodplain to protect structures, roads, and bridges. Allowing continued residential uses within the
Canyon acquisition would interfere with the environmentally beneficial goals of the plan.

Finding: The significant effect to-the local community is unavoidable and unmiti gable; a statement ¢
overriding considerations will need to be made,

P@teﬁadiaﬂy Significant Effects and Propoesed Mitigation

Vegetation :
Impact: Actions involving the manipulation of vegetation in or adjacent to the Natural Habitat Zone

(Actions 1a, le, 2a, 3a, 3D, 3c,4a, 4b), have the potential to affect endangered, threatened, or rare
species (Appendix D), and special status habitats,

Discussion: Currently three sensitive plant taxa are known to occur within the riparian corridor in the

Lower Topanga Canyon Acquisition area. They are:

Plummer's mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae)
Lewis' evening primrose (Camissonia lewisii)
Fish's milkwort (Polygala corunta var. Jishae)

The California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database classifies two native plant
communities within the new acquisition area as sensitive, Topanga Creek (a perennial stream), and
Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland. Removal of invasive exotic vegetation, removal of manmade
intrusions, trail construction and the development of picnic areas could create adverse Impacts to
native riparian vegetation, rare taxa or the perenmial stream. All actions will be in compliance with

local, state, and federal permitting and regulatory requirements. '

otics removal, facilities development and the removal

Mitigation 1: Prior to the Implementation of ex
and debris), exotic plant populations will be

of manimade intrusiors (including structures, fences,
mapped and all areas will be surveyed for the presence of sensitive species including endangered,
threatened or rare plant taxa. Listed plant species found on site will be avoided to the fullest extent

poseible. If a Hsted plant species is detected within the area of potential impact, the area shall be

flagged, personnel educated on the sensitivity of the area, and imstructed 10 avoid it. Trails and picnic

areas will be redesigned, and staging areas will be relocated to avoid all listed taxa locations.

Mitigation 2: Rare natural communities shall be avoided or Impacts ndnimized to a level below
significant. Picnic areas and trajls will be designed to avoid the need for removal of any trees.
Removal of invasive exotics (Action 1a) can serve as mitigation for any potential Imipacts resulting
and trails. Furthermore, trail construction design could include

placing trails in areas of heavy infestation, thereby removing exotic species from the systern and

avoiding adverss impacis to native vegetation.



he propos Imo ect are to 1) protect natural and cultural values, and 2) provide

The cbjectives of the p
to the newly acquired Lower Topanga Car nyon of Topanga State .{:’L.u uatil such

interim pulblic access
timie s the General Plan can te mmnended to provide long-term gnidance for the development and
iite. The range of reasonable alteratives considered was chosen based on publie-

management of the s ge
comment received during & series of public meetings held during development of the Jiterim

Management Plan and are discussed on Pages 3 5 -40, and listed below:

1. Maintain private residential u
2. Eliminate conmercial CUtC]p]lQ’n along Pacific Coast Flighway.

3. Incorporate complete lagoon restoration and streambed restoration.
4. Perform slope restoration in the area of extensive dumping along Topanga Canyon Boulevard.
5. Implement overnight camping or recreation vehicle use as suggested in 1977 General Plan.
6. Create formal {raithead parlang along Topanga Canyon Boulevard.
7. Create trailhéad parking area in the Creekside Area.
8. Create formal trailbead parking in front of the Topanga Ranch Motel.
9. Remove all non-native plant species.
10. Remove and revegetate all dlrt roads within the natural habitat zone.

“No Project” Alternative
Alternative 1, listed above, essentially represents the “No Project” 6;1temaﬁve Relative to the

proposed project, this alternative would mean that the goals of natural and cultural resource protection
and of providing public access would not be realized during the interim period. Impacts to vegetation,
wildlife, cultural resources, water, recreation and aesthetics, as well as exposure of public to flood
hazards could potentially occur under thiis alternative. This alternative is nnot considered to be
environmentally superior to the proposed project, which amelioratés existing ne gatwe environmental
effects. Please see discussion in Sechon on Known Con‘rovert*:es

Environmentally Superior Alternatives

According to the CEQA Gzadelmes (Sec. 15126.6(c)&(f)), only those alternatives that could feasibly
ccomplish the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of

the significant effects are required to be analyzed in detail. For this project this would primarily mean

altematives that go further in ameliorating the existing negative environmental effects. Of the

alternatives considered, those that roeet this description are Alternatives 3, 4, 9, and 10 sbove.

Altematives 3 & 4 would provide for complete restoration of the lagoon, streambed, and highway
slopes. While this would accomplish the long-term goal of matural resowsce protection, there would be

more significant short-term effects to vegetation, wildlife, cultural features, geology, water, air, and

noise than the proposed project. These alternatives represer it larger seale projects than can be

accemplished during the interim period, but it is the intent of State Parks to study these alternatives
for potential future implementation. Any potential future actions involving

during the interim 1_ eriod
em would be .Ju.geu to forther review under CEQA.

i f
- large-scale restoration of the hydrologic syst

o~

-
o

Alternative 9 would remove all ion-native vegetation instead of just the > st Invasive species as

propesed. While this would go fiwther in accomplishing the long-term goal of natural resource
station, wi (ﬂ fe, geolngy, waler,

atl

protection, there would be more 51 ;;wm ant 5)1’73't term efifects {o vege

air, and neise than the prmjused praject if it were a::tﬁuzp‘ed over the same two-year period. ] ’;[]a‘:zlu._, of
the removal efforts would minimize these effects, and it is the intent ~f State Parks to continne sxotic
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From: Lynne Haigh <l.b.haigh@verizon.net>
Hubject: Fwd: Rodeo Grounds Berm Removal Process
faie: February 15, 2006 11:36:56 AM PST

Te: Rosi Dagil <oaksrus@mac.com>

Rosi,

| was nol able fo get this to go through to s. good or-to sluce@waterboards. Please forward it for me to the correct addresses.
Thanks, :

Lynne

Begin lorwarded message:

From: Lynne Haigh <.b.haigh@uverizon.net>

Date: February 15, 2006 11:32:47 AM PST

To: rscha@parks.ca.gov .

Cc: Rosi Dagit <valksRus@mac.com:

Subject: Rodee Grounds Berm Removal Process

Mr. Ron Schafer
Superintendent Angeles District, California State Parks,

| am writing this-to let you know that as a long time resident of Topanga | am greaify in favor gf moving ahead promptly with the
Rodeo Grounds Berm Removal Project. Although, as usual, the issues involved afe compleX, it appears to me that sufficient
steps have been taken to make this an appropriate project with which to continue atis time when funds are available for the
work. | support moving ahead with soliciting funds on Thursday, and then resovling any problems with the tnterim Plan,

[ place a high priority on the timely removal of this berm both to allow for more public use of the area and to improve the habitat
for steelhead trout. As a Topanga Canyon Docent | look forward to being able to share more of Topanga State Park's beautiful
resources with the public, and | regret the long delays which have already occurred in regard to public use of the Lagoon area.

Thank you for giving this your consideration.

Lynne Haigh

21034 Hillside Dr.
Topanga, CA 90290
310 455-1696




from:  Gerlinde Gautrey <ggautrey @earthlink.net>
#ubject: Rodeo Grounds - lowet Topanga State Park
Dute: February 15, 2006 4:10:35 PM PST
Ti: rscha@parks.ca.gov, sluce@waterboards.ca.gov, mary.delancy @resources.ca.gov

{e: sgood@parks.ca.gov TN,

Dear Mr. Schafer: As a laxpayer and property owner in Topangg [ was thrilled Vuhen the State Park made the acquisition of lower
Topanga. That was many years ago. The Lower Topanga Acquisition Interim-Management Plan was drafted, an Environmental
Impac! report, a Watershed Management Reporl etc etc all prepa?@d”é‘nd researched al great expense in time and money. And
now you are putting the funding of the restoration of Topanga Creek and Lagoon in danger by not supporting, and even
stonewalling, the implementation of the Rodeo Grounds Bern Project. | am sure you are well aware of how long i takes to get grant
money and siate financing approved. For the project to begin in summer 2007 there is no time to loose ! This week the SMBRC is
scheduled to hold a meeting and a vote on earmarking money lowards implementation of some of the goals for restoring Topanga
creek is on the agenda. This money is vital fo_obtain matching funds from the NOAA Open Rivers qrant project. ’

| understand that despite numerous court judgments and huge sums of relocation money paid out, some residents are still resisting.
That cannot possible be the reason for you not supporting the go ahead on the funding applications. The deadline for everyone to
move out has passed only a few weeks ago and it will be months before the work on the berm can begin. In the meantime the

condition of the rodeo ground is steadily deteriorating! : A
My kids surf at Topanga Beach. Once again Heal the Bay gave Topanga Beach an F for the last four weeks reporting period. So the -
removal of the old septic tanks, the household waste and toxic materials is way way overdue ! Part of me wishes that this

* property would still be in private hands because | believe Public Health and Safety requirements would be enforced a lot more
stringent ! ' L

Removing the old structures, the se _,tie_—tmw.agte and ’ceﬂil?ath-e—ee-nta@g-‘ceﬁ berm andiclose the
area to public vehicular traffig’Shoiild be on high on your agenda. passage for steelhead Arout and clean watgt for
animals and people alike sho H—bewg&ls.lXT_\ha’mcﬂwand sidents are Iookingwésg‘;e Paln(—/@anagément to
be good stewards of our tax doilars and not delay the implementatiomrof-the-interimplaimwhich would only mean higher

expenses down the road!

I do appreciate you taking the time reading this. | know you very often only hear from people who disagree with you. This is such a
fabulous opportunity for extending our state parks and restoring and cleaning up a lovely place full of many threatened and rare

species. | do hope you will get the support from all sources to go ahead with the project!

Gerlinde Gautrey
21437 Highvale
Topanga CA 902980
310.455.2869



From: Jackie Safonov <jsafonov@earthiink.net>

Subject: MND please approve
nalte: February 15, 2006 5:00:47 PM PST

T rscha@parks.ca.gov
e sgood@parks.ca.gov, Rosi Dagit <oaksrus@mac.com>

jsafonov@earthiink.net

(B8N

Fmply-

Dear Mr. Scharer:/‘

We urge you ld approve the MND fo}lhe Ro
needed to do the joh. Please say is all from additional

deo Grounds Berm removal project in Topanga. General Plan or nol, [his work needs lo be done ASAP and the funds are

| expenses down the line and approve Ihe MND.

Sincerely,
Jackie & Greg Salonov
2711 Halsey Rd.
Topanga, CA 90290




Jackie Safonov <jsafonov@ earthlink.net>
MND please approve
February 15, 2006 5:03:45 PM PST

o sluce@waterboards.ca.gov
sgooq_ssgood@parks.ca.gov>, Rosi Dagit <oaksrus@mac.com>

Reply-To: jsafonovi@earthlink.net
X

M
el

Dear Shelley Li (ce:
We urge you fo approve the MiND for the Rodeo Graunds Berm removal project in Topanga. General Plan or nol, Ihis work needs lo be done ASAP and the funds are
needed to do [lhe job. Pleajé save us all from addilional expenses down (he line and approve the MND.

Sincerely,
Jackie & Greg\Safono
2711 Halsey Rd.
Topanga, GA 90290




From: Clark Stevens <clark@newwestland.com>
Gubjecl: Fwd: support for berm removal
Piate: February 15, 2006 5:08:16 PM PST

Tu: Rosi Dagit <oaksrus@mac.com>

Begin forwarded message.

From: Clark Stevens <clark@rotoark.coms
Date: February 15, 2006 5:04:33 PM PST
To: rscha@parks.ca.gov

Subject: support for berm rermaoval

cear mr. shafer

support of the proposed berm removal project. the work proposed is long overdue to correct a practice that -

i am writing in strong
able, but also in likely violation of several environmental laws

is not only unsustain
best regards,
clark stevens

24060 winfield road
topanga, ca 90280




FROM -

int to your long range plans for the

FAX MO, B1E8E06165 Feb, 1d4 2@86 11:13AM

Benjamin Allanoff
21936 Canon Dr
Topangs, CA 90290
(310) 455- 4156
Fax 455-0280

Suzanne Goode _
California Department of Parks and Reereation
1925 Las Virgenes Road

Calabasas, CA 91302.

January 16, 2006

Suzanne,

5 Creek Watershed Committec and all of the stakeholders and regidents

On behalf of the Topang !
like to request that you make 2 public presentation in the community

- of Topanga Catiyorn, I'd like fo 1e

with regard to the proposed berm removal project in Lower Topanga.

While T have no redson to think that thers is anything objectionable about the project, the

Committee met last woek and unanimously agreed that the commumity should be directly

{iloriad about what kind of work this project will entail, what it’s purpose is, and how that fits
Creek and Canyon. W are always interested in improving

h the government agencies that work in the canyon, and feel

commuhication and partnership wit
long way towards letting the residents know that you are not

that your presence here would go a
ignoring them.

We #ppreciate that written copies of the proposal are available for public review in M alibu,
Calabasas, and Pacific Palisades, but feel that (1) the regidents of the canyon dessrve an
explanation that will be clear to non-seientists, and an opportunity to ask guestions, and (2) we
would also appreciate it if you could have a copy available at the RCD offices, where the folles
who I’m guessing might be most directly impacted by your project could have access ta it

Please call me and Tet me know what you think, T would be happy to help arrange a meeting
place and time if you so desire. :

Sincerely,

o QAN

Ben Allancff



Introductory Comments on the Proposed Rodeo Grounds
Berm Removal and Revegetation Project

i The Mitigated Negative Declaration is inadequate: An EIR isrequired because the
Mitigated Negative Declaration leaves numerous significant impacts that either have
not-been mitigated or are not mitigated to a level of insignificance. They include
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, geology, hazardous materials, hydrology
and water quality, land use and planning, recreation and cumulative impacts.

9. CEOQA requires review of cumulative impaets: The project violates CEQA’s EIR
requirement for “cumulatively considerable” impacts defined as including “probable
future” projects. This is an attempt to take a piecemeal approach to a much larger
project. There are several related streambed and lagoon restoration projects for which
approximately $1million in study grants have already been expended. This proposal
depends for its purported benefits on these other projects, especially restoration of
Topanga lagoon — the only entry and exit point for Steelhead Trout. The lagoon
project is a massive project with uncertain support from Caltrans or the public, It
entails excavation and disposal of 800,000 cubic yards of fill ditt, replacement of the.
existing PCH bridge with one 470-feet long, relocation of identified historic
resources, closure of visitor-serving businesses and years of construction. The current
proposal, while much smaller, is still as Caltrans terms it “a very extensive earth |

haul” of 26,000 tons of earth.;There is no doubt that a private developer would be
required to prepare an EIR for such a volume of grading, There is no urgency for this
project. It violates explicit provisions in the adopted Interim Management Plan for the
park. Tt must be examined in an EIR for the cumulative impacts of the entire Topanga
Creek and Lagoon restoration project, before making this first significant
commitment without public involvement. [The Interim Management Plan for Lower

. Topanga acknowledges that this combined restoration effort will require further

review under CEQA, see page 54 - “These alternatives represent larger scale projects
than can be accomplished during the interim period, but it is the intent of State Parks
to study these alternatives during the interim period for potential future
implementation. Any potential future actions involving large-scale restoration of the
hydrologic system would be subject to further review under CEQA..’].

3. Public Safety: This proposal removes a public safety flood-control levee without
addressing the increased flood hazard. Flooding or periods of heavy rain and flow of
Topanga Creek have resulted in numerous deaths over the years. [See attached
clippings of devastating floods in the Rodeo Grounds.] No mapping is provided as to
what will happen in a flood or how park visitors will be protected.

4. Non-Compliance with the Interim Plan: This project violates CEQA’s requirement
for compliance with existing state-approved plans for the property. This project
“violates the Lower Topanga Interim Management Plan in several ways. Tt must be

~ delayed until a General Plan is created with public mput to balance a wide array of
" public use and access issues including restoration goals and alternatives. Firstly, the
Lower Topanga Interim Management Plan and its accompanying EIR expressly

7



prohibit restoration of roads to natural conditions during the interim period and the
berm is one of four roads specifically identified in the Interim Plan.[ Page 15 (Action
1f) — “Four existing dirt roads will be closed to public use during the interim period:
the routes from Topanga Canyon Boulevard through the Rodeo Grounds, the route
through Topanga Lane, the route down into the Creekside Area fiom PCH, and
Brookside Drive. Roadways will not be restored to natural conditions during the
interim period. They will continue to be used temporarily by the Department for
implementation of the actions contained herein and as non-vehicular routes for the
visiting public.” Page 54 - “As part of the Interim Plan (Action 3d), studies are
proposed to determine the appropriate disposition of roads and trails within the new
acquisition area. Final disposition of roads will be addressed in future management
plans and subject to further review under CEQA..” et al.] Secondly, the Interim Plan
limits streambed and lagoon restoration to a category for study and research only
[Pages 16, 37, 54 and 58], reco gnizing that it would be “subject to further review
under CEQA..” This project is described on page I-1 as intended to “‘restore the
natural floodplain, creek channel and sediment transport systems at the southern end
of Topanga Creek.” This description clearly exceeds the scope of the Interim Plan and
should be considered instead during the general planning process and in relation to
other priorities for this public park property. [Letter from Rusty Areias to Sen. John
Burton on July 11, 2001, overriding provisions in Proposition 12 against purchase of
developed properties on grounds that it was a “unique opportunity” and-fulfilled the’
desire to “bring parks and open space to our crowded urban metropolitan areas,
especially in the Los Angeles region.” This premature project will further delay the
opportunity for the public to access this park, and diverts funding priorities to an
individual project instead of to creating a general plan to meet regional parkland ’
needs. Thirdly, the Interim Plan rejects wholésale eradication of non-native plants and
trees, focusing instead on “the most invasive exotic plants such as Giant Reed, Cape
Tvy and Tree of Heaven.” This project calls for removal of more than 100 non-native
trees over a 12-acre area. While occasionally State Parks maintenance has removed
exotic trees due to hazardous conditions, there is no urgency to implement a broader
program of eradication now, until a General Plan concludes that it should be done.
Indeed, this option was examined as an alternative in the Interim Plan and rejected,
reco gnizing short-term impacts not allowed under the limited goals of the Interim

period. [See Pages 12 and 54]

Berm Excavation and Tree Eradication: The Interim Management Plan, as stated
on page 3, “prescribes a number of small projects that allow the Department to
effectively manage the Lower Topanga Canyon area in the short term and provide
data recovery to assist in subsequent planning efforts for Lower Topanga Canyon.” It
further states on the same page that the Interim Plan had been “prejoared to provide
full public disclosure of the Department’s proposed actions” with an. overriding goal
of “stabilizing the environment.” Similarly, on page 55, the public is assured that
implementation of the Interim Plan “will not create any significant, irreversible
changes to Lower Topanga Canyon” and that all proposed actions could be reversed
if deemed appropriate in a General Plan. The lately proposed removal of the Rodeo

" Grounds Berm is nowhere listed among action or implementation items. Indeed the




berm is pictured on the page 37 to illustrate lagoon and streambed restoration projects
that were considered alternatives, but were [Page 35] “deemed to be inconsistent with
the interim management goals...and/or to be inappropriate for implementation during
the approximately 2-year interim period.”

The berm removal project requires excavation of 26,000 tons of material, removal of
36 to 42 mature native trees and more than 100 mature non-native tree species — e.g.
palms, pines, eucalyptus and fruit trees. The excavation is itself amassive
undertaking. Similarly, the tree removals over a 12-acre area exceed the target of
reducing “the most invasive species” during the interim period. [See above] These
trees include species that have been present for years in other parks in the Santa
Monica Mountains National Recreation area and if they are to eventually be removed,
should be removed gradually to reduce impact on wildlife. The Interim Plan rejects an
alternative favoring wholesale removal of non-native plants because [Page 54] “there
would be more short term effects to vegetation, wildlife, cultural features, geology,
water, air, and noise than the proposed project.” Also, removal of many of these trees
is coniroversial because they are not an “invasive” threat that displaces other native
habitat, and indeed preserve a measure of the cultural and aesthetic history of the
property. CEQA is supposed to been a means for resolving public disputes, not for
circumventing the. According to the Governor’s Office of Planninig and Research,
“CEQA can help resolve public policy disputes relating to developrment projects.
Technical issues that find their way into policy disputes, no matter how dependent on
scientific considerations, are inherently value-laden. CEQA specifically addresses the
potential for conflicting expert discussions and mandates that all sides of an issue are
considered.” [Also, please see Discover Magazine cover story “Are Invasive Species
Really So Bad?” May 2005 for a discussion on the evolving thinking on the subject of
non-native species. It suggests the line between real science and the human desire to
control nature is sometimes unwittingly breached. The “real crime’”” of alien species,
according to the Discover article, “isn’t against nature; it’s against us and our self-
serving ideas of what nature is supposed to be.” Similarly, scientists are quoted to say
that invasive species have shown that there are many unused resources in a given
ecosystem that can support the added diversity. The article concludes: “Rather, the
point is that the only reliable measure for the value of native species is our desire.
Whether invasions are good or bad is a question to ask ourselves, not our scientists.”
This would argue for complying with the existing Interim Plan and delaying an
irreversible tree eradication project until the public can join in the discussion during a
general planning process. 1-

MND Review Process: Announcement of MND review period, violated CEQA
provisions by failing to provide for Internet access to the MND even though it could
have been made available that way and by failing to provide a Jocal public review
copy at the Resource Conservation District in Topanga. The RCDis the closest public
agency t project and it is also the responsible entity applying for $3.6 million to
carry out this project. An RCD senior staff member, who prepared the funding .
application for this project, personally hired the contractor to prepare the MND and
ywas well aware of these obligations under CEQA. Similarly, principal staff members




at both the RCD and State Parks were not available to answer questions during the
review period.

Comments on the Project Description and Goals

The project description and goals include misinformation and exaggerations. Most important
among them are the purported benefits to endangered Southern Steelhead Trout. Second perhaps
is the assertion that eliminating 140 mature, shade-giving trees represents an aesthetic and
environmental habitat improvement.

1. Southern Steelhead Trout: The description claims that, as a result of this i)roj ect, steelhead
will be able “to access four miles of suitable habitat that is riow seasonally restricted due to
the subsurface flows associated with the berm.” ,

a. This project could not possibly provide four miles of suitable habitat because the RCD’s B
own data shows a “full barrier” at 3.3 miles. [See figure 6, NOAA grant application]
Indeed, no trout are currently found beyond 2.7 miles where the creek elevation rises
sharply. A short stretch of improved habitat 2 miles downstream might be a good thing,
but it strains credulity to suggest that it will help fish scale boulders to reach elevations
upstream they do not currently attain. ' _

b. The contention that fish are seasonally restricted due to “subsurface flows associated with
the berm” needs further supporting evidence. First, how is widening the creek channel
not going to make it shallower and similarly subject to drying out, as well as slower and
subject to refilling itself with sediment? (Houses were originally constructed in the Rodeo
Grounds before a berm was required, presumably because it was pretty dry and flood
safe. Circumstances evidently have changed, perhaps with.increased upstream '
development, erosion and imported water runoff.) Second, how does seasonal subsurface
flow during dry periods affect steelhead migration when they can only get in or out
during major storm events that open up the sandbar at Topanga lagoon and,.of course,
create surface creek flow through the Rodeo Grounds?

c. Asitstands now, the documented presence of Steelhead trout occurs north of the berm,
‘suggesting that they already have upstream access. This is apparently possible despite
three huge landslides, which almost fill the creek just a little ways up from the berm.

d. The claim that “Ultimately, the project is expected to indirectly provide summer rearing
habitat and improve over-winter habitat and critical passage links for endan gered
Southern Steelhead Trout” raises the question “What does ‘indirectly’ mean?” Is this just
boilerplate verbiage? ' :

e. Finally, the description makes no projections for increased fish populations as a result of
this project, so there will be no way to measure the success or failure of this project.
Clear data on current fish populations are not provided. Neither are results of genetic
testing provided to establish that current fish counts represent a migrating species and not
a resident population. Previous listings of threatened habitat range for Southern
Steelhead, up until 2001, did not extend this far south, perhaps reflecting a historical view
that Topanga Creek has only marginal potential as a sustained Southern Steelhead
habitat.

2. Removal of 100 plus trees: Removal of more than 100 non-native trees represents a
disturbing, purist approach to resource management that is ill-suited to the particular location
and history of the Lower Topanga Rodeo Grounds. It is an approach that is not uniformly

. supported by environmental scientists [Discover magazine May 2005 cover story] or the.




”public and is therefo

re worthy of an honest public debate. ]t certainly cannot be claimed that
loss of these trees constitutes an aesthetic improvement. This proposal would replace these
trees with tiny seedlings, acorns and walnuts planted in plastic tubes, and a ground covering
of hydroseed. It also calls for years of herbicide use against invasive plants that will be
encouraged by the extreme environmental disturbance created by the project itself. If

revegetation of Summit Valley/ Ed Edelman Park is any example, the new plantings will also

come with an extensive latticework of plastic irrigation pipes to ensure that no one will forget
for an instant the human hand at work. No one has considered that visitors from - urban areas
might enjoy the varied exotic tree specimens thriving among the native ones, which afterall
are well represented in Lower Topanga as in every Santa Monica Mountains park. Other
parks have retained numerous examples of non-native trees. If this move is in preparation for
the bigger restoration project ahead, it should surely be delayed unti] that project has been
incorporated in a General Plan. Clearly, this Joss will be a significant irreversible outcome

prohibited by the Interim Plan.
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From: Ron Schafer

To! Goode, Suzanng
Data: 2/6/2008 8:35:08 AM
Supject Fwd: Berm removal
Suzanns,

Thfs oné ia addressed to you but was nol emalled 1o you. The plot thickens....

‘Ron
~as "Marbert Pelermann” <hpstermanngacharier.nat> 02/04/08 19:48 AM pr

TASC  TOPANGA ASSOCIATION FOR A SCENIC COMMUNITY

P.O. BOX 352, .TOPANGA, CALIFORMIA

February 2nd, 2008

Ms, Suzanne Goods, State Parks Environmental Scientist

Angelas District
1825 Las Virgenss Road
Galghasas, Callfornta $1302

Dear Ms, Gonde,

The hoard of the Topanga Assoctation for 8 Scenjc Community (TASC) strongly objects to the proposed
Rodeo Grounds Berm Removal and Restoration Project after reviewing the Miligated Negative
Declaration and State Parks Lower Topanga Acquisition Inlerim Management Plan and EIR. There must
ba no further action until the contradiction betwsen the proposed project and the Interm Management

Plan is addressed by public review.

TASC, ropresenting 800 members, has concerns aboul many aspects of the massive excavation and
plant eraclication proposal, which, at a minimum require further study In an EIR, as was done for Malibu _
Creak restoration. This projeat should be reserved for Inclusion in a General Plan for the park so that it
oan be balanced against other prioritles and so that legltimate controversies can be properly aired. Thig
project wauld stlr up 17,000 tons of hazardous materlals within Topanga '

Creek, requiring transport to distant classified disposal sites. On this point alone, It should be considerod

a significant environmental impact,

an at this time will potentially foreclose other options for the property,
especlally in areas that would require the berm road far dccess. Durlng the general planning process,
Rodeo Grounds Road would serve as an important trail Access route 1o & beautifirl section of the park

and perhaps other connecting trails, This area should not be cut offta -

Moving forward with this pl
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public access before aliernative access Is In place. Also, eliminating the berm, which once protected
resldents and thelr homes from dangerous floodwaters, could create a hazand for park visilors if a safely
plan is nol in place. These are only a few of TASCOs many concerns about thls profect.

TASC, a well established Topanga communlity organizatlon, was not consulted during preparation of the
Miltigaiad Negative Declaration. Similarly, community requests for a public meeting on thls unexpectad
and unfamliiar project were rejected, despits numeraus provisions In CEQA that clearly place & high
value on public Input. Review maierlals wera not provided locally or electronically via the Internet, .
substantlally reducing public review opportunities. In every respect, this project appears {o be a rush job
deslgned to limlt public involvement, which In turn could result In Increased risk ta residents and
commuters as well a5 to the anvironment of the new state park. There are still many priorities to be
accompllished in the Interim Plan. ths time for State Parks now to get started on the general planning
process and creale g true, comprahensive vision for this extraordinary park property.

Your imrmediate ttention to this matter Is requested.

Smcerely yours, \

Roger Pugliess
Chair . ’

Ca¢; Ron Schafer, State Parks Superintendent, Angeles District Santa Monica Mountains Resource
Conservation District, Board Superinténdent Zev Yaroslavsky, Shelley Lucs, Executive Director, Santa

Mortica :

Bay Restoration Commission
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Comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the Rodeo Grounds Berm Removal and Restoration J

Project WW
6 f M
Overview: Z’/ b/ 0% lﬁ? /U%

State Parks must prepare an BIR this project because the Mitigated Negative
Declaration leaves numcrous significant impacts that cannot be mitigated.
This EIR should be part of a General Plan Amendment for Lhe Lower ’
Topanga Statc Park property. Now, morte than four years sitrce this property
was acquired, this plan should have been in placc long ago and certainly, an
extensive excavation project such ags this must not be allowed tntil a plan in
completed. To do otherwise is to be presmptive of the public process, and to
ignore CEQA requirements for examining cumulative impacts of this
restoration project in relation to other creek and lagoon restoration goals.

First and forsmost: This project which ealls for removing a flood-control

~ berm, a 520,000 cubic foet excavation project tainted with hazardous
materials, violates the state-approved management plan for the property, far
exceeding the Hmited number of “small projocts™ identified as priorities in
the Tower Topanga Interim Management Plan and ifs-aceompanying EIR,

This project is slated for study and planning only, until it canr be considered
in relation to a complete array of priorities in a future General Plan and EIR
for the Park, ' )

Pleage see references regarding streambed restoration, roadway removal and
non-native plant removal on pages 37, 16 and 39, mmong others, in the

Triterim Plan.

This project, described as intended “to restore the natural floo dplain, creck
“channel and sediment transport systems at the southern end of Topanga
Creok” cloarly standg in-conflict with the scope of the Tnterin Plan and

%
ol =i,
st e

e R - —_— —
should be consideied duting the process for creating a Gemeral Plan for the

park.

This MNDI(@%'J' ew process violates the spirit of CEQA, and possily
0

letter in the f Im@ WaYS: _
A. Review time andfocatiors=docmments ot available in Topanga

B. Electronic availability - doeuments not provided viaInternet
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. Principal staff at both the lead agency, Statc Parks, and the
collaborating, responsible agency, the Resource Conservation District
of the Santa Monica Mountains, were not available to answer
quegtions about process and about content during the comment period

This project is mischaracterized in. numerous ways and contains
miginformation. ’

Page I-] ,
A. The berm is deseribed as the illegal work of former tenant regidents of the
property. Nowhere is the property owner and responsible party, LAACO
Lid, parent of the l.og Angeles Athletic Club, mentioned regarding
respongibility for the berm or its hazardous materials contents. This berm
served to protect against flood hazards to LAACO's rental properties that at
the time of the State Park purchase in 2001 were gencrating $750,000 in
annual income. Incidentally, State Parks was supposed to bave comploted

-shvironmental testing to assure that liabilities such as disposal of these
hazardous materials were not to add to the $43 million acquisition cost with
additional $7 million so far in relocation expenges.

B. Steelhead trout will be able “to access four miles of suitable habitat that is
now seasonally restricted due to the subsurface flows assoviated with the
berm.” There is no explanation of what it meant here by “subsurface flows”
or how widening the creek area by removing the berm will not make the
ereek shallower and subject to drying for months out of the year as has
aflways been the case along numerous stretches of Topanga Creel. As it is,
most of the steelhead count is found upstream of the project site. There are
no projections offered as to how this will be increased as long as the fish are
litnited by the sand bar downstream at the lagoon which prohibits them from
entering or exiting most of the year, Also, the report does not acldress any
notion of exactly what Jevel of steelbead trout habitat Topanga Creel is
believed 1o have been before PCH construction largely climinated the lagoon
access. The northern barrier, a steep formation of boulders about two miles

vill reinain unchanged by this project which occwrs tmich further

upstream
vements

downstream pear the coast. So, at best, the projecied habitat fmpro
for steelhead are a combination of exaggeration and VABUCNESS. |
For example, “Ultimately, the project is expected 10 .XR].C]II‘(’:Qt?'J‘r.” pmlwdo .
surnmer rearing habitat and fmprove over-winter 171qb1]1afc31d uhi}.x La:; gﬁia},
iaks for the endangered southern stesthead trout,” What does “indirects

mean?
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The MND docs not: 1) characterize the Topanga Creek’s potential with
respect to any quantifiable standard for an optimal steelhead population,
which should be required since much effort has gone into including Topanga
Cresk within the steslhcad’s range. Previously the range was not beligved to
g0 this far south. While that might have been an crfor, it might also reflcet
this area ag having only marginal potential in the urgent need to assure -
sustained southern steelhead populations.

Sarrounding Uses I-1

¢ The MND migetales the certainty of future removal of cormmercial uses
along PCH. Tt states that only historic buildings will be retained as part of
the parl, without explaining that in at least two or three cages, these historic
buildings are commercial enterprises that will likely be retained as visitor
serving concessions. Other commiercial enterprises, have not been desmed
historic, and yet, State Parks has so far retaincd them as vigitor serving and
may contintie to do so. One of the reasons identificd in the Mterim Plan for

not pursuing lagoon and streambed restoration was potential impact on these
business, Without an EIR to look at such things as 50 and 100-year storm

events, one cannot defermine what the potential downstream effects of this
project might be. .

Tn addition, severs landslides upstreamn almost completely close up the

creck. How is it that a wider, slower section of creek, which 1s what is
contemplated once the berm is removed, will not become clogged again with
sediment both from the landslides and upstream development effects that

wore not problems in the early 1900s, Perhaps, the berm, as well as the

homes, were initially built along an atea that was generally pretty dry, with .
the berm only being built up in responsc to patastrophic storrns or changed
conditions upstreamn increasing the ferocity of floodwaters. [n other words,
consider why the houses were built there in the first place, zot just the berm. [

Statement of no-confidence in sensible prioritizing by local State Parks staff
A. During heated Jocal controversy over State Parks® support of using
herbicides fo eliminate arundo nstead of allowing local volunteers to do the
job manually, ot in coordin ation with bulldozers and other mechanival
means, park staff used the argument that the footsteps of volunteers would
potentially be a significant environm ental impact. As it turned out,
volunteers were permitied to do the job and successfully eliminated arun dp
frotn several arcas, Now, not only is State Parks proposing an. unrestramed
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use of herbicides to control an incvitable return of weeds from upstream,
they propose countless bulldozer trips info the streammbed and 2,000 trucks
weighing 58 tong when full cycling through the riparian and floodplain zone.

LIST OF CONSULTED QORGANIZATIONS AND PUBLIC ATIONS
- Interim Plan is listed second to last
- Topanga Association for a Scenic Community 18 not congulted, nor
other local groups like the emergency preparedness group TCEP

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY ATFECTED:

Qut of 17 categories of factors potentially affected, State Parks -
acknowledges nine potential impacts, but contends they can all be mitigated
to insignificance. This will be examined in detail below. So-will three
additional categotics which State Parks improperly dismissed as having o
potential impacts - aesthetics, recreation, and planning impacts are not
acknowledged at all,

- Loss of more thatt 100 beautiful and shade-giving trees fo be replaced with
tiny seedlings, acorns and walnuts planted in tubes, and a ground covering of
hydroseed are far from a sufficient replacement. The MND does not

consider that park visitors from urban areas might benefit from seeing varied
tree specimens in addition to native specimens that are well represented in
Lower Topanga and every other Santa Monica Mountains Parlk. Eradicating

non-native trees does not have a scientific justification (Please see attached

Discover magazine cover story), but rather only a narrow aesthetic one that
falls comfortably in the realm of public debate. State Parks does well to
preserve natural habitat from destruction whenever possible. Flowever,
draconian “restoration” measure to eliminate existing tree resources in this
case is a noedless, pathological erasure of the Rodeo Grounds” legacy of
holiday and residential use. [t sounds like an uncomfortably ironic mandate:
“You have to kill the environment in order to save it.” Lower Topanga does
not have cancer. It is a beautiful paradise. State Parks should relax, create
and gencergl plan for the park, and get off its fast track o grant dollars.
~This project isn’t comploted for almost two years, which widl mean public
ncoess continues to be denied for six years from. acquisition. Also, the
project clearly conflicts with identified goals in the Interim Plan and is
therefore preemptive of a future General Plan’s public process.
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A No-Impact finding is not supported by information cited,

Sinoe there is no State Parks General Plan and EIR. in place
authorizing this work, but only an Interim Plan, which doesn™

s

authorize it, an EIR is absolutely required if this project is to go

forward.

ENVIRONMENTAIL ANALYSIS:

Initial Study Checklist

1. Aesthetics - b) and o) are clearly significant impacts of this
project. State Parks® reasoning is purely subjective, dismissing
as & “more scenic” improvement the logs of more than 130 '
trees. This project: ,

b. This project removes “more than 100 trecs™ and 36 to
49 native trees including a heritage cottomwood,
beginning about 800 feet from PCTH, 4 stale scenic
highway. The MIND says “the project site is not
currently vigible from PCH.” “Currently,” refers to
‘the fact that the MND’s authors intend to eventually

“cut down the rest of the non-native trees on the
property- at which time it will be visible. This, even
though no State Parks management plan authorizes
such draconian measures. Also, State Parks is being
disingenuous with respect to Topanga Canyon
Boulevard, One of the goals actually sontained in the '
Interim Plan, unlilke the current project itself, is to
pursue secenic highway status for Topanga Canyon
Boulevard. : '

¢. This project degrades the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings because the
Joss of 130 frees ig a very valuable aesthetic resource

in a public park. State Parks” patholo gieal hostility
toward harmless non-native tree species that pose no
threat of invasion as is seen with certain problem plant

Fu

7
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species like Arundo dopax. Removal of beach and
surf embloms like palm trecs, as well as pines,
cucalyptos and maiy more is not supported by the
atest soience which is attempting to curb thisg lagging
trend to make habjtats more a maffer of eco-
snforcement and eradication than wholesome
preservation. (Please sce attached Discover magazing
cover story, May 2005.) State Parles must justify
species by species why these acsthetically very
yaluable public resources should be sumumarily cut
down and turned to waste.

2. Adr Ouality —d) is a significant jmpact affecting sensitive
receptors because the project 18 located close to @ public
school bus stop at the corner of Topanga Canyon Boulevard
and PCH in the Malibu Feed Bin parking lot. That is where
trucks fillad with lead-contaminated dust will be idling,
waiting at a Jong, at least 3 minutes, traffic light, and then
aopelerating onto PCH. The project would occur during Juns
when school is in session. Similarly, beginning in June, the
site is possibly used as a bus stop Calicamp.

Proposed Mitization meagures — Firstly, miti gations AQ1 and
" AQ6 are vague and merely propose a laundry list of options from
watering to reduce fugitive dust two or three times daily to use of
soil binders or chemical stabilizers. What do they expect to do?
Soil stabilizers might present additional habitat concerns,
particularly in the streambed. Same vaguencss with the suggestion
in AQ7 of reducing idling time “where possible’™ or utilizmg non-
diesel equipment “where qyvailable or feasible.” Have they got an
agreement with Caltrans to streamline them onto PCH? Do they
know if trucks capable of carrying 24-ton loads and weighing 34
tons empty come in non-dicsel models? Do they cost more and

would that render them not feasible?

lity mitigations in addition to being vagus,

Discussion ; State Parks™ air qua
ke to know whete the onsite

also suggest a lot of ground water use. 1 would i



FROM

Fred MO, P 2lessfelas Feb, 14 25 11: 1AM

wellg are and if all the proposed waghing will wash contaminants back onto
the groutd.

Perhaps more important is the que
mitipations, A private developer would be subject to fines if complaints
were made, What is to prevent a contractor working for State Parks from
cutting corners if possible? Hesw will State Parks’ monitor that hazardous
waste dirt ends up reaching its destination disposal facility? Ilow can the
citizen be informed who to turn to if excessive dugt is ending up on Topanga
Canyoh Boulevard — a commiuter route serving thousands daily, inhot
weather when windows are dowi.

“Also, thers is a disparity between the estimated 1,100 trucks and the
anticipated 50 truckloads daily for 40 days which comes to 2,000 trips.

stion of who will enforee thege

3. Biological Resources - the MND identifies a) and b) as
potential impacts requiring mitigations. However, mitigation,
aimed principally at minimal replantings doesn’t address all
the signilicant impacts, including to steelboad trout the
ostensible beneficiary of this project. It also makes no
compensation for the loss of non-native vegetation, providing
cover, shade, petches and food wildlife. This wholesale

removal of non-native trecs excesds the Interimn Plan goal
(See page 12, action 1a ) and was rejected among the BIR’s
alternatives considered because of erosion and wildlife
impacts (page 39). Here are some speoitic failings of the
MND in this category: :

a) Topanga Creek’s already tiny steelhead trout
population will be threatened during summer
rearing which is described as taking place in this
area. Therefore the timing of this project,
summer 2007, 1s a significant impact.

Also, the comments assert that sub surface creels
Hlow will be restored to a surface creek flow
without explaining how or wlry this will occur.
The project appears to be widening the creek
chaonel significantly. The potential for this to
create shallower creelc waters with longer dry
petiods is not addressed with respect 10 impact on
steelhead.

F3
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by Additional native tree species inthe 10.5 acre
riparian zone adjacent to the berm will be
potentially significan fly impacted by flood waters
No mitigation measures are proposed for this area.
There is no inventory of the potential logses in this
sone. So this is a big unknown, The number and
character of the native species over this arca are hot
identificd. Tn a flood, these trees would be subject 1o
heing carried downstream, creating obstructions and
other hazards.

Also, replanting mitigations described for the 1.8
acre berm area, are a long way from replacing the
36 to 42 mature native species being removed — 20
acomns and nuts i tubes, stakes and cuttings, eight
10 gallon trees, and assortcd seeds, '

¢) This category is wrongly identified in the no

* impacet column, This is 8 potentially significant
impact since wildlife patterns have not been
mapped in the area. Now, with residents and
regidential structures removed, alorg with the
extensive removal of more than. 130 trees in this -
project, it is possible that more animals,
including deer, unimpeded by customary
constraints and searching for a replacement food
source, will end up dying on Topanga Canyon
Bonlevard or causing ageidents, less than 100
feet away over a long stretch of the project area.

Also, there will be significant impacts on a
special bird for many birdwatchers, the Common
Nighthawl, a Nightjar and a relative of the
famous Whip-poor-will. The Rodeo Grounds i
the only place where T have scen this bird. I've
seen several in the evening there on more than
one oocasion. Some local birdwatchers who
haven't seen this park, have never seen. one.
Also, local parrot flocks which are pogsibly
despised as non-natives by some overzealous
menbers of State Parks and RCD staff, are
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cesidents or frequent visitors, relying presum ably
in part on fruit trees. These birdsare admired by
the general public, who should have a say i
these policies via a general planning process,
which has been denied them. This project could
eradicate them or drive them into more remote
arez. Many of our birds are naturalized exotics
and State Parks should make a scientific case
againgt their presence i this borderline
urban/nature park location before eradicating
them. (Please sce the film “The Wild Parrots of

Telegraph Hill).

f) MOST IMPORTANT SIGNIFTCANT
IMPACT — This project confliots with provisions
of an approved habitat conservation plan — the
Tnterim Management Plan for Lower Topanga
State Park. This plan forbids irreversible projects
at this stage and Favors a stabilizing approach
nntil & general plan can be completed to address
the property as a whole — balancing different
public use needs and ambitious stream and
lagoon restoration goals including this one.

Diseussion: This project also calls for discrete, but ultimately unlimited, use
of herbicides to kill weeds and non-natives attempting to be re-established in
the project area. There is no discussion of altcrnative methods though this
projeet ogours within a streambed and a wetland/riparian corridor, With
many of these unwanted plants still plentiful upstream, there could be an
anlirnited use and re-use of chomical herbicides, Herbicide use, rejected in
Topanga Capyon by Caltrans for roadwork, has been a huge Jocal
controversy and State Parks, a regource protecting agency has been more
resistant to change than even a public wotks operation Jike Caltrans.
Topangans in their own Watershed Management Plan attempt to disconrage
private herbicide use. State Parks’ policies favoring herbicides threatened to
undermine important local victories and to set precedents that will not serve

_the greater good of the environment.

Fil
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entified. And yet there s D0 discussion of the
storm cvents. Local residents describe how
against the hillside as it malkes a near
roject arca. This threatens to create
am — a potentially

6) Geology — No impacts are id
gevere erosion potential during
the creck changes course and bangs up
00-degree turn at the north end of the p
more landslides like those already Tocated upstre
significant impact.

7) Hazards and Hazardous Materials ~ An EIR st address how removal of
17,000 tons of lead contarni nated dirt spread over the length of the entire
project arca will be prevented from beings stirred up in the excavation
process. Will there be water exposed during excavation? If so how will these
chemicals be kept from entering cither the creek or groundwater. If
groundwater is to be pumped and used o control fugitive dust, how will lead
contaminated soil be prevented from being washed onto the ground?
Tt is not enough to say, in effect, “all regulations will be followed,” when. it
comes to safety voncerng of handling hazardous waste, How will a tiny
ageney, inexpeérienced in these matters, like the RCD, cnsure that truckloads
of hazardous waste materials reach their distant disposal facilities. A private
developer would be subject to fines and enforoement action if regulations are
not complied with. What measurcs are in place to ensure that State Parks
will enforce regulations and promised handling provedures? A. less rushed
projoct with a completed EIR would assure the public that these materials
are being handled propetly. In addition the MND fails to congider the

following:

b) Releasing contaminated dirt into Topanga Creek and to the
ooean just a litile ways downstream is only avoided in the MND
by existing regulations. This is an invisible contaminant being
stirred up in @ streambed. Are there oversight and responsc
procedures to ensure that these contaminants don’t end up 1n
the creck, the ocean or in the local soil ot beach?

o)There is a school bus stop at the Malibu Feed Bin at the
Topanga (anyon and PCH interseetion. Fugitive lead dust
would be an environmental hazard to Topanga middle school

“and high school students who ride the bus. It also might be a
bus stop for Calicamp, carrying younger children,

8. Hydrology and Water Quality — EIR required to cxamine several potential
significant impacts not addressed ant/or not miti gated
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b)A signiticant am ount of groundwater will ’be pxm‘tpoq to
control dust on the project site, and the streambed itself 1s gomng to be
excavated to the point were & ubsurface water will purported run above
ground. There 1§ no data in the MIND 1o quantify the potonti al of these
impacts. Fifty trucks will be hosed down daily and a long newly
established service loop road will be kept moistened as weell as
stockpiles and the excavation site itself to reduce fugitive lead
contaminated dust. Fow runoff from these projects will avoid

spreading lead 1s not addressed.
¢)See above comment #6-Geology
f)Ses above comment #7 Hazards, intro paragraph

i) MOST IMPORTANT - This project could expose
people to risk of infury or death from flooding,
including flooding resulting from the failure of a levee
or dam, This should be address in an EIR and a parks
(ieneral Plan to ensure the safety of park visitors
during floods on this gite which have taken lives in the
past. _ ' ‘

The berm was initially established to protect pcople .
and property from flood danger which took the lives
of five people in Lower Topanga and Topanga in
1969. The hazards to fitture park visitors should
cortainly be addressed in an EIR before the berm itself
is removed. This represents a clearly significant
impact of removing the berm. (See also, Project
Background page T-4, for discussion of why the berm

was erected)
Also, it seems relevant fo consider that there have
been significant changes upstream that affect the
storm water flow in the Rodeo Grounds. This was not
a threat when the homes were built initially. That’s
why they were built there. The berm was built 1n

responge to increased threat from floodwaters.
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) Land Tse aﬁ.d Planning — The MND does naot address item 9b at all, even
though it clearly represents 8 significant impact requiring not only and BIR
but a General Plan for Lower Topanga State Park as well.

b) The MND falsifies the goals in the Lower Topanga
Canyon Tnteritn Management Plan which sets much more
modest goals and action items than sepresented by this
project. Tt s pecifically rejects starting on restoration
projoots of this scale. (See page 37 et al) Ag a result, this
project utterly Jacks public review and approval which 8
conferred by the Interim Plan. Creelc and lagoon
regtoration projects are only listed in the [niterim Plan as
study and planning items (See page 16, action 1h and
page 58). Nowhere does an action item anticipate moving
forward with implementation, of streambed or lagoon
restoration. -

Consultation of the Interim. Plan appears to have been an
afterthought, judging by its placement at the bottom of
the consulted publications Hst. From there, language i
the Interim Plan, specifically forbidding road removal
and restoration (See page 15, action 1f) as well as
postponement of creek and lagoon restoration unti la
‘peneral plan is completed, was ignored or oocasionally
distorted to accommodate this project proposal.

14. Recreation — Further delay to public use of this property — six years after
acquisition - represents a significant impact requiring and EIR and 4 General
Plan.,

a) Since this parkland was acquited to serve “park-
starved Los Angeles as a justification in Prop 12, it stand to
reason that failue to open it or to even create a comprehensive
General Plan for it creates added burdens on existing park
facilities. Creating a general plan should bave been State Parks
top priority after acquiring it. This project fusther delays not
only public use of that area, but the much needed planning

- process as well. It appears that State Parks is attempting 10
avoid creating a General Plan by moving forward on grant
driven projects beyond the scope of its Interim Plan.
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tend to dwarf this one, that is only testament to how

imassive those projects are. THis no excuse for minimizing
the impacts of this project + a 520,000 cubic feet
excavation, 2,000 trucks and at least 130 trees cut down -
proposed during an Interim period. The Interim Plan
requires only reversible projects and puts forth a general
priority of “stabilizing the epvironment” until a General
Plan with public input and revicw it place. '
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