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Abstract

The Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve, located in the City of Los Angeles and partially within
unincorporated Los Angeles County, California, is bisected by and includes a channelized reach of
Ballona Creek. It is traversed by Culver, Jefferson, and Lincoln Boulevards. What once were more than
2,100-acres of marshes, mud flats, salt pans, and sand dunes currently provides approximately 153 acres
of wetland habitat, as well as 83 acres of non-wetland waters of the U.S. (including navigable waters of
the U.S.). All aquatic resources within the reserve are degraded. The California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) proposes a large-scale restoration that would entail enhancing and establishing native
coastal aquatic and upland habitats within the Ballona Reserve. The proposal is intended to return the
daily ebb and flow of tidal waters where practically feasible to achieve predominantly estuarine
conditions, maintain freshwater conditions, and enhance physical and biological functions within the
Ballona Reserve. To implement the proposal, CDFW is working with the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works-Flood Control District (LACFCD) to modify Los Angeles County
Drainage Area (LACDA) project features (Ballona Creek channel and levee system), a Federal flood
risk management project operated and maintained by LACFCD, within the Ballona Reserve.

This Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of three alternatives to restore
wetlands, other aquatic resources, and adjacent habitats within the reserve (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) and
a no Federal action/no project alternative (Alternative 4) that reflects conditions that would result
(including from sea level rise) if no Federal, state, or local discretionary approvals were authorized. To
varying extents, each of the restoration alternatives would enhance and create native coastal wetland,
other aquatic resources, and upland habitats; improve flood and storm water management in the
surrounding area; provide public access and visitor amenities; and modify infrastructure and utilities
within the reserve to support the restoration efforts. Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed
Action would be implemented within an approximately 483 acre area and would remove existing levees,
create a sinuous (i.e., non-linear) Ballona Creek channel with two primary meander-shaped bends,
restore contiguous tidal wetlands and other aquatic resources north of Culver Boulevard, and enhance
managed wetlands south of Culver Boulevard. Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek would
occur in an approximately 426 acre area. It would realign the channel in a manner similar to

Alternative 1, but would only restore full tidal wetlands in a portion of the area relative to Alternative 1.
Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow would occur in an approximately 163 acre area, but would not
remove existing levees (leaving the channel as-is). It would focus restoration efforts north of the channel
and west of Lincoln Boulevard. Alternative 4: No Federal Action/No Project would have no active
restoration or enhancement and would maintain existing activities and conditions.



Comment Deadline

Comments on this Draft EIS/EIR must be received no later than 5 p.m. on the 45th day following
publication of this Draft EIS/EIR. Send comments by email or mail to CDFW or the Corps via the
contact information provided above. Comments submitted to one agency will be reviewed by the other
agency as well, so comments need to be sent to one agency only.
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KEY DEFINITIONS AND ACRONYMS

The terms listed below are key to understanding this Draft EIS/EIR. This list supplements the
more robust list of key definitions and acronyms provided in the Glossary (Appendix J).

Abbreviation/Acronym

Definition

Ballona Reserve

Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve as described in Section 1.2.1 and shown in Figure ES-2.

Ballona Wetlands

The aquatic ecosystem in the vicinity of the Ballona Reserve, which once spanned more than
2,100 acres and supported a great diversity of aquatic resources from Playa del Rey to
Venice and inland to the Baldwin Hills, as discussed in Historical Ecology of the Ballona
Creek Watershed, Southern California Coastal Water Research Project Technical Report
No. 671" and Historical Wetlands of the Southern California Coast, An Atlas of U.S. Coast
Survey T-Sheets, 1851-1889.2

CDFW

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the CEQA lead agency for this EIS/EIR.

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

Corps

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the NEPA lead agency for this EIS/EIR.

EIR

Environmental Impact Report

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

Fiji Ditch

An excavated, unlined drainage channel that runs parallel to Fiji Way along the northern
boundary in the eastern portion of Area A within the Ballona Reserve. The eastern part of the
Fiji Ditch is located in the northwestern part of Area C. The Area A and Area C segments are
not connected.

LACDA

Los Angeles County Drainage Area. The LACDA project is a Federal flood risk management
project. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works maintains a portion of the
Ballona Creek channel by virtue of an easement and by statutory obligation as the non-
Federal sponsor of the LACDA project. Approval of the Project may include modifications to
LACDA project features within the Ballona Reserve by removing all or portions of the existing
levees and the concrete channel in favor of constructing new flood risk management levees,
restoring the wetland floodplain, constructing new water-control structures (such as culverts,
weirs, and tide gates, and access roads) and/or erosion protection features, modifications to
existing operations and maintenance requirements.

LACDPW

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. LACDPW “is responsible for the design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of roads, traffic signals, bridges, airports, sewers,
flood control, water supply, water quality, and water conservation facilities” within Los Angeles
County.3

LACFCD

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works-Los Angeles County Flood Control District.
The Los Angeles County Flood Control District owns and operates the levees within the
Ballona Reserve; planning and operational activities of the Flood Control District reside within
the LACDPW.# LACFCD, as defined herein, is the applicant pursuant to Section 14 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 as codified in 33 U.S.C. § 408 (commonly referred to as
“Section 408”).

1 Dark, Shawna; Stein, Eric D., et al., 2011. Historical Ecology of the Ballona Creek Watershed. Southern California
Coastal Water Research Project. Technical Report #671.

2 Grossinger, Robin, Stein, Eric, et al., 2011. Historical Wetlands of the Southern California Coast, An Atlas of US
Coast Survey T-Sheets, 1851-1889. [http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/So_Cal_T-sheet_Atlas_highres.pdf]

January 2011.

3 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2017. About Us. [http://dpw.lacounty.gov/landing/aboutUs.cfm]
Accessed February 23, 2017.
4 Los Angeles County Flood Control District, 2017. About the District. [https://dpw.lacounty.gov/lacfcd/] Accessed

February 23, 2017.
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Abbreviation/Acronym

Definition

navigable waters of the
u.s.

Navigable waters of the United States are generally defined as those waters that are subject
to the ebb and flow of the tide and/or are presently used, or have been used in the past, or
may be susceptible to use to transport interstate or foreign commerce. A determination of
navigability, once made, applies laterally over the entire surface of the waterbody, and is not
extinguished by later actions or events which impede or destroy navigable capacity. (33
C.F.R. §3294).

NEPA

National Environmental Policy Act

ocean waters

Ocean waters are the open seas lying seaward of the “baseline” from which the “territorial
seas” are measured. Generally, the “baseline” is the mean lower low water line (or low water
mark) along the coast or “closing lines” that are drawn on maps across river mouths and
openings of bays and that are depicted on official United States Nautical Charts.

For purposes of this EIS/EIR, the term Project with a capital “P” means restoration of the Ballona
Wetlands Ecological Reserve and incidental work necessitated by the proposed restoration
activities. Three different options for implementing the Project (i.e., restoring the Ballona

Project Reserve) are analyzed in this EIS/EIR: Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3. Under
Alternative 4, the No Federal Action/No Project Alternative, none of the proposed restoration
activities would occur.

SCC State Coastal Conservancy

SoCalGas Southern California Gas Company

SoCalGas Property

The seven potential natural gas well relocation sites on property owned by the Southern
California Gas Company as described in Section 1.2.1 and shown in Figure ES-2.

USEPA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USFWS

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

waters of the state

This term is defined in California Water Code Section 13050(e) as “any surface water or
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.” The term is broadly
construed to include all waters within the state’s boundaries, whether private or public,
including waters in both natural and artificial channels.

waters of the U.S.

The term as defined in the Corps’ regulations at 33 C.F.R §328.3 (in place prior to August 28,
2015), as modified by guidance in place prior to August 28, 2015.

wetland

The official definition of “wetland” differs among regulatory agencies, although all variations
involve these three elements:

¢ Wetland Hydrology: The presence of water at or above the soil surface for a sufficient
period of the year to significantly influence the plant types and soil chemistry.

¢ Hydric Soil: Soil that is wet long enough during the growing season to develop low-oxygen
conditions.

¢ Hydrophytic Plants: Plants adapted to saturated soil conditions.

The Corps and USEPA, for example, require that all three elements be present to define a
wetland. By comparison, the State considers the presence of any one of these three elements
to define a wetland. Unless otherwise clearly indicated, this EIS/EIR uses the Corps and
USEPA’s definition.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) are preparing a joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) for the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project proposed on approximately 566 acres,
the majority of which is held in fee by the State of California as part of the Ballona Wetlands
Ecological Reserve (Ballona Reserve), with the remaining incidental work to occur on
approximately 4 acres adjacent to the Ballona Reserve. The Project site is located in the western
portion of the City of Los Angeles and partially within an unincorporated area of the County of
Los Angeles, California.

This EIS/EIR has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 84321 et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations (40 C.F.R. Part 1500 et seq.), Executive Orders (e.g., Executive Order 11990,
Protection of Wetlands), Corps’ regulations (33 C.F.R. Parts 230, 320-332), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.), the State of California’s
CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000 et seq.), and other environmental laws. The
Corps is the NEPA lead agency and CDFW is the CEQA lead agency. This EIS/EIR has been
prepared by Environmental Science Associates on behalf of the lead agencies and has been
independently reviewed by Corps and CDFW staff. The scope of the document, methods of
analysis, and conclusions represent the independent judgment of the Corps and CDFW. Staff
members from the Corps, CDFW, and others who helped prepare this EIS/EIR are identified in
Chapter 5, List of Preparers and Contributors.

This EIS/EIR describes the affected resources and evaluates the potential environmental
consequences (whether beneficial effects or adverse impacts) to those resources as a result of the
design, implementation, and long-term maintenance of a wetland restoration project at the
Ballona Reserve and other ancillary work. In addition to tidal wetland restoration, the proposal
addresses upland and non-tidal wetland restoration, public access and visitor amenities, flood
risk and stormwater management infrastructure, natural gas and other utility modifications
necessitated by the proposed restoration work, and the potential disposal sites intended to receive
excavated/dredged materials generated from the proposed restoration activities.

For purposes of this EIS/EIR, the term Project with a capital “P” means restoration of the
Ballona Reserve and incidental work necessitated by the proposed restoration activities. Use of
the term “Project” does not in way indicate or imply the Corps’ endorsement of the Project.
Three different options for implementing the Project (i.e., restoring the Ballona Reserve) are
analyzed in this EIS/EIR: Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed Action, Alternative 2:
Restored Partial Sinuous Creek, and Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow. Under
Alternative 4: No Federal Action/No Project, none of the proposed restoration activities would

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ES-1 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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occur. Although this EIS/EIR refers to Alternative 1 as the “Proposed Action” for purposes of
NEPA, use of this term does not in any way indicate the lead agencies’ preference for
Alternative 1. As an informational document, an EIS/EIR does not recommend approval or
denial of any specific alternative. This EIS/EIR will be used to inform decision makers and the
public about the environmental consequences of each of the alternatives analyzed.

ES.1 Background and Project Overview

The Ballona Reserve is located in southern California, south of Marina del Rey and east of Playa
del Rey. It extends roughly from the Marina Freeway (State Route [SR] 90) to the east, the
Westchester bluffs to the south, Playa del Rey to the west, and Fiji Way to the north. See

Figure ES-1, Regional Location. CDFW manages and maintains primary ownership of the
Ballona Reserve, with a smaller interest owned by the California State Lands Commission
(CSLC). The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works-Flood Control District
(LACFCD) owns and operates the Ballona Creek channel and levee system, which are features
of the Federally-authorized Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA\) project.!

The wetlands ecosystem in the vicinity of the Ballona Reserve once supported a great diversity of
aquatic resources that stretched from Playa del Rey to Venice and inland to the Baldwin Hills
(Dark et al. 2011; Grossinger et al. 2011). As preliminarily delineated by Wetland Research
Associates (WRA) in 2011, the Ballona Reserve provides approximately 153 acres of potential
wetlands, as well as approximately 83 acres of potential non-wetland waters of the U.S.2 (see
Appendix D14, Ballona Creek Wetlands Ecological Reserve Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands
and Non-Wetland Waters), including a segment of Ballona Creek. Under Section 10 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 8§403; “Section 10”), navigable waters of the U.S. include all tidally-
influenced waters up to the mean high water mark (MHW) in their natural, unobstructed state. For
purposes of this analysis, the Corps has determined that the portion of the Project site that would
be subject to tidal influence without the presence of the levees (based on the current topography)
would be subject to the Corps’ Section 10 jurisdiction. This area is shown in Figure 1-1, Existing
Topography, Tidal Inundation, and Section 10 Waters.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has determined that all wetland
habitats within the Ballona Reserve are impaired (USEPA 2012). Furthermore, a portion of the
Ballona Reserve has been identified as “among the most degraded wetlands in California” using
standardized wetland condition protocols (Johnston, Medel, and Solek 2015).

The Ballona Reserve looks very different today than it did in the past. A once-meandering
Ballona Creek was cemented into a straight, concrete channel in the 1920s. Approximately 2.8 to
3.5 million cubic yards (cy) of dirt was dumped on top of the wetlands during the construction of

1 The Corps, in cooperation with the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, constructed the Ballona Creek channel
and levees within the Ballona Reserve as part of the LACDA project. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District
transferred operational activities to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. The Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works-Flood Control District (collectively, “LACFCD”) is the applicant for the Section 408 permit
that would be required to modify LACDA project features within the Ballona Reserve.

2 However, within the Project boundary, the site includes 151.7 acres of potential wetlands and 68.3 acres of potential
waters of the U.S. (see Table 2-1a in Chapter 2).
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Marina del Rey in the 1950s, transforming what had been wetlands abundant with fish and
waterfowl into upland and degraded wetlands. Non-native, invasive plants now crowd out native
plants and provide less support for native wildlife, including some listed species that continue to
occupy the Reserve. The Ballona Reserve is closed to the general public absent specific
authorization from CDFW. Some small scale education and restoration activities occur in one
area, little league baseball games are played in another area, illegal uses (such as trash dumping
and transient people’s encampments) occur throughout the Ballona Reserve, and LACFCD
undertakes operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and rehabilitation activities within the
Ballona Creek channel and levees for purposes of flood risk management.

Seeking to restore wetland habitat and functions within the Ballona Reserve, CDFW is proposing
a large-scale effort to restore, enhance, and establish native coastal wetland and upland habitats
within the Ballona Reserve; these efforts would require incidental work on adjacent property. To
implement the proposal, CDFW is working with the LACFCD to modify LACDA project
features (e.g., the Ballona Creek channel and levee system) within the Ballona Reserve. The
three main components of the Project are restoring wetlands and wetland functions within the
Ballona Reserve, restoring and improving public access to the Ballona Reserve, and maintaining
existing levels of flood risk management provided by the Ballona Creek channel and levee
system.

Natural gas storage wells and associated pipelines owned and operated by the Southern
California Gas Company (SoCalGas) are located within the Ballona Reserve. The active storage
wells that would be affected by the proposed restoration activities would be relocated to
SoCalGas’s property adjacent to the Ballona Reserve as part of the Project and, similarly, the
natural gas pipeline also would be relocated. The potential natural gas storage well relocation
sites (Sites 1 through 7, the “SoCalGas Property”) and the Ballona Reserve together constitute
the “Project site” for purposes of this EIS/EIR.

The Ballona Reserve portion of the Project site is divided into three main areas. Under existing
conditions, Area A is approximately 163 acres, Area B is approximately 329 acres (including the
Ballona Creek channel), and Area C is approximately 69 acres. Area B is further divided into
North Area B, East Area B, Southeast Area B, South Area B, and West Area B; and Area C is
further divided into North Area C and South Area C. See Figure ES-2, Project Site.

This Project is a major Federal action for which discretionary permits would be required from the
Corps for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Sections 10 and 14 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act, among other authorities. Corps approval also would be required to modify
the Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation plan (OMRR&R, Los
Angeles District, Corps of Engineers 1999) to reflect any approved changes to existing LACDA
project infrastructure within the Project site. See Table 1-1, Summary of Required Permits and
Approvals, for a summary of these and other permit requirements. The proposed activities also
would require discretionary approvals from state or local agencies for activities that could result in
a significant impact on the physical environment. Therefore, environmental review of the Project is
required under both NEPA and CEQA.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project ES-4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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ES.2 Formal Agency Involvement

ES.2.1 Project Proponents

CDFW manages and maintains primary ownership of the Ballona Reserve with a smaller interest
owned by the CSLC. LACFCD operates and maintains the Ballona Creek flood risk management
channel and levees (including the segments within the Ballona Reserve) for flood risk management
purposes. To modify lands within the Ballona Reserve as necessary to implement the Project,
CDFW applied for authorization from the Corps on June 1, 2012, to discharge dredged and fill
material into waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended

(33 U.S.C. 8§1344; “Section 404”) and for work or structures in or affecting navigable waters of the
U.S. under section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 8403; “Section 10”). The
LACFCD submitted a request pursuant to Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C.
8408, “Section 408”) on July 23, 2013 to alter or modify the LACDA project features.

CDFW is working with the LACFCD, California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), The Bay
Foundation, and the CSLC to revitalize and restore the Ballona Reserve. In 2004, the SCC
approved state bond funds to support planning and restoration efforts at the Ballona Reserve.
Each partner is committed to a collaborative process that can achieve what no single partner
could achieve on its own.

ES.2.2 Lead Agencies

NEPA and CEQA define roles for “lead agencies.” Under NEPA, the lead agency is the entity
that prepares or takes primary responsibility for preparing the NEPA document (40 CFR
§1508.16). Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency that has principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving the project (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15367). The Corps and CDFW
are the lead agencies under NEPA and CEQA, respectively, for this EIS/EIR. The Corps and
CDFW are preparing this joint EIS/EIR in the interest of efficiency and to avoid duplication of
effort. In their role as lead agencies, the Corps and CDFW are examining affected resources and
evaluating potential environmental consequences (both adverse impacts and beneficial effects)
that could result from implementing the restoration alternatives evaluated in this EIS/EIR.

ES.2.3 Cooperating Agencies

Under NEPA, agencies other than the NEPA lead agency that have jurisdiction by law or special
expertise with respect to the environmental effects anticipated from the Project may participate
in the NEPA process as cooperating agencies (40 CFR §81501.6, 1508.5). The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) participated in the development of the Draft EIS/EIR for the
Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project as a Cooperating Agency between January 5, 2015 and
February 1, 2017 (USFWS 2017).

ES.2.4 Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Under CEQA, public agencies other than the lead agency that have discretionary approval power
over a Project are “responsible agencies” (CEQA Guidelines 815381). For this Project,
responsible agencies include, but are not limited to, the Fish and Game Commission, State Water
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Resources Control Board, California Coastal Commission, and South Coast Air Quality
Management District. State agencies that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected
by a project that are held in trust for the people of the State of California are “trustee agencies”
under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15386). For this Project, the CSLC is a trustee agency. A list
of responsible and trustee agencies is provided in Table 1-1, Summary of Required Permits and
Approvals.

ES.3 Purpose and Need / Project Objectives
ES.3.1 Purpose and Need under NEPA

In accordance with CEQ regulations, an EIS’s Purpose and Need section “shall briefly specify
the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives
including the proposed action” (40 C.F.R. §1502.13).

The purposes, pursuant to NEPA, of the Project are to:

1.  Restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona Reserve, in part by increasing
tidal influence to achieve predominantly estuarine wetland conditions.

2. Ensure any alteration/modification to the LACDA project components within the Ballona
Reserve maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk management, which
in this section of Ballona Creek, includes ensuring there is no reduction to the conveyance
capacity of up to 68,000 cubic feet per second (cfs)3 and that LACDA project features
reduce flood risk to the surrounding communities and infrastructure for up to the 100 year
flood event.

In addition to defining the purpose of an applicant’s project pursuant to NEPA, the Corps must
evaluate the proposed discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. for its
compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). A
critical, initial part of evaluating this compliance is identifying the basic purpose of the
applicant’s proposal as well as the overall project purpose.

The basic project purpose comprises the fundamental, essential, or irreducible purpose of the
proposed action and is used by the Corps to determine whether an applicant’s project is water
dependent (i.e., whether it requires access or proximity to or siting within a special aquatic site to
fulfill its basic purpose). Where the activity associated with a discharge that is proposed for a
special aquatic site is not water dependent, practicable alternatives that do not involve special
aquatic sites are presumed to be available, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. The basic

3 The Ballona Creek channel was designed in the 1930s, and documentation for the original design capacity is limited.
LACFCD design drawings (1959) and as-builts (1963) for later work on the segment of the Ballona Creek channel
within the Ballona Reserve indicated a design discharge of 49,500 cfs. Documentation for other, subsequent projects
refers to a Standard Project Flood (SPF) flow of 46,000 cfs, which was first computed by the Corps in the 1950s
(USACE LA District 1979). The SPF figure was later revised to identify a future, unrestricted SPF of 68,000 cfs
(USACE LA District 1979). The authorized discharge will be confirmed by the Corps during the permitting process for
the Project, but would not be higher than 68,000 cfs.
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purpose of this Project is ecological restoration, which in the context of this Project is a water-
dependent activity, and so the rebuttable presumption does not apply. However, where a
discharge is proposed for a special aquatic site, all practicable alternatives to the proposed
discharge that do not involve a discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise.

The overall project purpose serves as the basis for the Corps’ Section 404(b)(1) alternatives
analysis and is determined by further defining the basic purpose in a manner that more
specifically describes the applicant’s goals for the project and that allows a reasonable range of
alternatives to be analyzed. For this EIS/EIR, the above-stated NEPA purpose is the same as the
overall project purpose.

The need for the Project under NEPA is to restore coastal aquatic resources to increase available
breeding and foraging habitat for wildlife while maintaining flood protection for surrounding
communities; and to provide public access for compatible recreational and educational
opportunities that are not currently available within the Ballona Reserve. A substantial portion of
California’s historic coastal aquatic resources has been lost. The Ballona Reserve aquatic
ecosystem is one of the last remaining opportunities for major coastal habitat restoration in

Los Angeles County. It is estimated that historically the Ballona Creek watershed supported a
great diversity of aquatic resources.

ES.3.2 CEQA Project Objectives

CEQA requires an EIR to include a “statement of objectives sought by the proposed project”
(CEQA Guidelines 815124). The statement of objectives assists the State lead agency in
developing a range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. CDFW'’s objectives in proposing this
Project are supported by the Science Advisory Committee# for the Project and by the public
stakeholder group members that participated in a day-long design charrette at the beginning of
the planning process.

The NEPA purpose and need and the CEQA Project objectives are aligned in their focus on
restoring wetland and other ecological functions within the Ballona Reserve and maintaining
existing levels of flood protection provided by the Ballona Creek flood risk management channel
and levee system. While the NEPA purpose and need and CEQA Project objectives are stated
differently, they are connected by the overarching Project purposes.

The CEQA objectives are as follows:

1. Restore, enhance, and create estuarine and associated habitats:

a)  That support a natural range of habitat formations and functions, including multiple
habitat types, in the Ballona Reserve, to create a regionally important wetland area;

4 The Science Advisory Committee is an interdisciplinary team of scientists that was assembled at the beginning of the
restoration planning process to ensure that the restoration plan was developed based on the best available science
(Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2017; Project Management Team 2005).
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b)  That are self-sustaining by allowing for adaptation to sea level rise, minimizing the
need for active management, and reducing impacts of human activities and invasive
species through the provision of large, contiguous areas of diverse intertidal wetland
habitats with wide transition and buffer areas;

c)  That sustain multiple levels of biodiversity associated with estuarine and associated
systems by strategically preserving, restoring, enhancing, and developing multiple
habitats (including a variety of wetland types and upland habitats) and incorporating
transitional and upland habitat connections to the wetlands to support recruitment and
the various life stages of a diverse native flora and fauna;

d)  That contribute to the biodiversity and health of the Ballona Reserve by providing for
the management of native upland habitat; and

2. Protect and respect cultural and sacred resources, to enable cultural use of the Ballona
Reserve by Native Americans and provide appropriate interpretive information about prior
human uses of the Ballona Reserve.

3. Establish natural processes and functions within the Ballona Reserve that support estuarine
and associated habitats through measures such as improving tidal circulation into the
wetlands to enlarge the amount of area that is tidally inundated, increasing tidal prism and
excursion, lowering residence time of water, ensuring a more natural salinity gradient, and
creating dynamic hydrologic interactions between the Ballona Creek channel, wetlands
within the Ballona Reserve, and the Santa Monica Bay.

4.  Develop and enhance wildlife dependent uses and secondary compatible on-site public
access for recreation and educational activities by:

a)  Providing a system of entries, gathering spaces, and walking trails with interpretation
and learning opportunities focused on the natural resources and cultural context of the
restored and enhanced native uplands habitat; and

b)  Providing new access for cyclists along the new levees.

5. Protect and avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties
and uses by maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management,
ensuring consistency with future implementation of regional plans, and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure.

6.  Provide oversight of the Ballona Reserve to accomplish management functions such as
ensuring public safety and resource protection while minimizing security and maintenance
costs by:

a)  Encouraging appropriate and legal public use throughout the Ballona Reserve through
a system of trails; signage; providing for safe traffic and parking; and deterring
dumping, camping, and other uses that are incompatible with the Ballona Reserve’s
habitat values.
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b)  Maintaining the existing on-site office and maintenance yard locations for CDFW
staff to accommodate increasing CDFW presence for management and monitoring
throughout the Ballona Reserve.

7. Ensure that alterations/modifications to LACDA project components do not adversely
impact the LACDA project by:

a)  Retaining the authorized conveyance capacity within the Ballona Creek Channel.

b)  Ensuring that structural changes to LACDA project features satisfy Corps and
LACFCD criteria for functional, operational, and maintenance purposes.

ES.4 Overview of Alternatives

The EIS/EIR describes and analyzes three alternatives that would, to various extents, implement
the Project, and one No Federal Action/No Project Alternative. Each of the alternatives is
described in detail in Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives.

ES.4.1 Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed Action

Alternative 1 proposes the Project as described in permit applications to the Corps. The Proposed
Action is intended to return the daily ebb and flow of tidal waters where practically feasible to
achieve predominantly estuarine conditions, enhance freshwater conditions, and enhance
physical and biological functions within the Ballona Reserve. Restoring wetland functions and
services would reestablish native wetland vegetation and provide important habitat for a variety
of wildlife species. A restored, high-functioning wetland also would benefit the adjacent marine
environment and enhance the quality of tidal waters.

Under Alternative 1, the existing armored levees on a portion of Ballona Creek would be removed,
Ballona Creek would be realigned to flow in a more natural meander-shaped pattern, and the land
north of Ballona Creek would be lowered to create a connected floodplain. Within the Ballona
Reserve, Alternative 1 would: establish 81.0 acres of new and enhance 105.8 acres of existing
native wetland waters of the U.S. (total wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced:

186.8 acres); and establish 38.7 acres of new and enhance 58.0 acres of existing non-wetland
waters of the U.S. (total non-wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced: 96.7 acres). New,
broadly-sloping, partially-earthen levees would surround the Ballona Reserve and protect
surrounding development from potential flooding from Ballona Creek. This alternative would
subject 31.4 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 0.2 acre to permanent loss of
function, and 30.2 acres to temporary impact; subject 5.2 acres of non-wetland waters of the

U.S. to permanent loss, 5.7 acres to permanent loss of function, and 25.0 acres to temporary
impact; and work within 58.3 acres of navigable waters of the U.S. (36.2 acres of temporary
impacts, 5.9 acres of permanent loss of function, and 16.2 acres of permanent loss of waters).
Between 2,290,000 and 2,420,000 cy of dredged or fill material would be repositioned on the
Project site as perimeter levees, transition zones, and upland restoration areas to allow Ballona
Creek to reconnect with its historic floodplain. Waters of the U.S. are shown in Figure 3.4-17.
Reconnecting the creek to West Area B and building a berm around the salt pan would allow the
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salt pan to be maintained up to 2.1 feet of sea level rise.> The berm and levee also would provide
space for the marsh to migrate upslope. In South and Southeast Area B, the larger tide range
proposed in Alternative 1 would maintain tidal salt marsh through 3.5 feet of sea level rise.6

New trails, two pedestrian/bike bridges, and bike paths would be created. The Ballona Reserve
would be open for recreational, educational, and other legal public uses during posted hours. A
new three-story parking structure along Fiji Way would be constructed within the existing parking
lot footprint, and improvements would be made to the existing dirt parking lot off Culver
Boulevard at Pershing Drive (the West Culver lot). Fill material generated by restoration-related
excavation would be redistributed primarily on-site in North Area C (up to 720,000 cy), with
additional material to be relocated to South Area C (up to 300,000 cy) and exported off-site (up to
110,000 cy). Restoration of the Ballona Reserve would not require closure of the baseball fields
and related parking in Area C, although use of the baseball fields could be disrupted during
restoration-related activities. SoCalGas-managed natural gas storage wells and associated pipelines
within the portion of the Ballona Reserve affected by Alternative 1 would be abandoned and/or
relocated to the SoCalGas Property.

Following restoration, portions of the reconfigured Ballona Creek channel would be located
closer to the boat slips located north of Area A; new water control structures (e.g., culverts and
tide gates) would be operated and maintained; and perimeter levees and flood berms would be
maintained (see Figure 2-41, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Operations and Maintenance; see also
Figure 2-42, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Operation and Maintenance). Operation and maintenance
activities would include: continuation (unchanged) of existing trash removal efforts at the
existing trash boom system (or trash net) between the Culver Boulevard and Lincoln Boulevard
bridges; regular visual inspections of culverts and other water control structures in their new
locations; repair and replacement of tide gates; sediment removal from the realigned Ballona
Creek channel and sediment basins (once every 50 years); sediment removal from the connector
channels between the water control structures and the Ballona Creek channel (potentially during
the first 10 years post-construction); and maintenance and repair of levees, access roads, fences,
paths, and other public access amenities (as needed) (Appendix B5, Preliminary Operations and
Maintenance Plan). Berms would be maintained along lower perimeter elevations of South and
Southeast Area B to maintain the existing level of flood risk protection (e.g., around the
SoCalGas facility and along Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard). Maintenance of the
berms would be focused on erosion protection primarily via the establishment and maintenance
of vegetation. CDFW would conduct the same nature and type of activities to operate and
maintain the non-LACDA project facilities within the Ballona Reserve, using the same types of
equipment and at the same intervals as the agency does under existing conditions. Such activities
would include, for example, inspecting and locking gates, repairing fences, controlling pests and
weeds, and removing trash and debris from the non-LACDA project areas within the Ballona
Reserve (Id.).

5 While the timing of sea level rise cannot be known with certainty at this time, it is anticipated that 2.1 feet of sea level
6 rise would occur between the years 2050 and 2070.
Ibid.
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ES.4.2 Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1, but a smaller length of the Ballona Creek channel levee
would be removed. Within the Ballona Reserve, Alternative 2 would: establish 83.1 acres of new
and enhance of 56.3 acres of existing native wetland waters of the U.S. (total wetland waters of the
U.S established or enhanced within the Ballona Reserve following the implementation of
Alternative 2: 139.4 acres); and establish 38.7 acres of new and enhance 15.3 acres of existing
non-wetland waters of the U.S. (total non-wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced
within the Ballona Reserve following the implementation of Alternative 2: 54.0 acres). This
alternative would subject 21.7 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 0.7 acres to
permanent loss of function, and 24.5 acres to temporary impacts; subject 1.8 acres of non-wetland
waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 5.5 acre to permanent loss of function, and 22.4 acres to
temporary impacts; and work within 36.1 acres of navigable waters of the U.S. (27.2 acres of
temporary impacts, 5.8 acres of permanent loss of function, and 3.1 acres of permanent loss of
waters). Between 2,120,000 and 2,180,000 cy of dredged or fill material would be repositioned on
the Project site as perimeter levees, transition zones, and upland restoration areas to allow Ballona
Creek to reconnect with its historic floodplain.

Under Alternative 2, some of the existing armored levees on the Ballona Creek channel adjacent
to the Ballona Reserve would be removed, and Ballona Creek would be realigned to flow in a
natural meander-shaped pattern as described in Alternative 1; however, the southern levee of the
Ballona Creek channel adjacent to West Area B would not be breached and the existing water
control structures would remain in place. Existing habitats in West Area B would be retained.
New partially-earthen levees would be built around the northern perimeter of Area A and along
the north side of Culver Boulevard in North Area B to protect surrounding development from
potential flooding of Ballona Creek. Fill material generated by restoration-related excavation
would be redistributed primarily on-site in East Area B (up to 340,000 cy), with additional
material to be relocated to North Area C (up to 500,000 cy), and South Area C (up to

540,000 cy); up to 10,000 cy would be exported off-site. Management of existing tide gates to
provide some acclimation to sea level rise in West Area B would be possible temporarily;
however, between 2030 and 2050, the salt pan would permanently flood or become mudflat
when water levels behind the gate increase by approximately 1 foot.

Public use and parking improvements would be the same as described for Alternative 1. The
baseball fields would be closed during restoration of the Ballona Reserve and reopening would
be contingent on various factors. SoCalGas-managed natural gas storage wells and associated
pipelines within the portion of the Ballona Reserve affected by Alternative 2 would be
abandoned and/or relocated to the SoCalGas Property.

Following restoration, portions of the reconfigured Ballona Creek channel would be located closer
to the boat slips located north of Area A of the Project site and new water control structures (e.g.,
culverts and tide gates) would be operated and maintained. Maintenance of Ballona Creek channel
and levees under Alternative 2 would be the same as described under Alternative 1 (Appendix B5,
Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Plan). Maintenance of water control structures under
Alternative 2 would be similar to the description under Alternative 1, but with the following
exceptions. Under Alternative 2, West Area B would not be improved. The existing West Area B
gates connecting West Area B to Ballona Creek would remain and would continue to be
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maintained as under the existing conditions (Id.). Maintenance of flood risk management berms
under Alternative 2 would be the same as described under Alternative 1. CDFW would conduct the
same nature and type of activities to operate and maintain the non-LACDA project facilities within
the Ballona Reserve, using the same types of equipment and at the same intervals as the agency
does under existing conditions. Such activities would include, for example, inspecting and locking
gates, repairing fences, controlling pests and weeds, and removing trash and debris from the non-
LACDA project areas within the Ballona Reserve (Id.).

ES.4.3 Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow

Restoration under Alternative 3 would be focused in Area A and Area C. Enhancement of Area B
habitats would consist exclusively of invasive nonnative plant removal and native plantings. The
existing armored levees on the Ballona Creek channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve would
remain intact. No levee breaching would occur. Instead, two new culvert water control structures
would be installed within the northern Ballona Creek channel levee to support restoration of tidal
circulation in Area A, but with an oxbow-shaped channel. Coastal wetland habitats similar to those
proposed in Alternative 1 would be restored within the marsh plain created between a new levee
along the northern perimeter of Area A and the existing Ballona Creek channel levee.

Within the Ballona Reserve, Alternative 3 would establish 48.0 acres of new native wetland
waters of the U.S. and enhance none of the existing wetland waters of the U.S. (total wetland
waters of the U.S established or enhanced: 48.0 acres); and establish 28.1 acres of new non-
wetland waters of the U.S. and enhance none of the existing non-wetland waters of the U.S.
(total non-wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced: 28.1 acres). This alternative would
subject 3.7 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, subject 3.5 acres of wetlands
and 0.5 acre of non-wetland waters of the U.S. to temporary impacts, and involve work within
0.5 acre of navigable waters of the U.S. (temporary impacts). Up to 190,000 cy of dredged or fill
material would be repositioned on the Project site as perimeter levees, transition zones, and upland
restoration areas to allow Ballona Creek to partially reconnect with a portion of its historic
floodplain and up to 1,230,000 cy of dredged or fill material would be exported from the Project
site. Management of tide gates in West Area B to provide some acclimation to sea level rise
would be possible temporarily; however, between 2070 and 2100, the tide gates would be
permanently closed to prevent flooding from sea-level rise, and the existing tidal wetland
habitats in West, South, and Southeast Area B would be cut off from the estuary. Once mean
lower low water (MLLW)7 reaches the height at which the tide gates close (3.4 feet [ft.] North
American vertical datum [NAVD 88]8), the site would no longer drain. At this point, the tide
gates would need to remain closed to prevent flooding of adjacent roads.

7 Mean lower low water (MLLW) is the average height of the lowest tide recorded at a tide station each day during a
recording period.

8  The North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD) is the vertical elevation control datum established for vertical
control surveying in the United States and accounts for the fact that mean sea level is not the same equipotential
surface at all tidal bench marks. NGVD 29 stands for National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, a system that was
used by surveyors and engineers for most of the 20th Century. It has been the basis for relating ground and flood
elevations, but it has been largely replaced by the more accurate North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88).
The Corps uses NGVD 29 in the context of this Project because the Ballona Creek channel and levee system were built
to that datum. This EIS/EIR uses NAVD 88 because it is more accurate and because it is the current national geodetic
vertical datum as of the drafting of the EIS/EIR.
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The trails, paths, and parking improvements described in Alternative 1 for Area A and Area C
also would occur under Alternative 3. Restoration of the Ballona Reserve under Alternative 3
would not require closure of the baseball fields, although use of the baseball fields could be
disrupted during restoration-related activities. One pedestrian/bike bridge would be constructed
over Lincoln Boulevard to provide access to Area C. SoCalGas-managed natural gas storage
wells and associated pipelines within the portion of the Ballona Reserve affected by
Alternative 3 would be abandoned and/or relocated to the SoCalGas Property.

Under Alternative 3, the Ballona Creek channel would not be reconfigured; therefore, all
channel-related operation and maintenance activities would be the same as under existing
conditions (see Figure 2-52, Alternative 3: Proposed Habitats; Appendix B5, Preliminary
Operations and Maintenance Plan). Maintenance of water control structures under Alternative 3
would be similar to the existing conditions, with the addition of two new banks of culverts and
gates connecting Area A to the Ballona Creek channel. The existing West Area B gates
connecting West Area B to Ballona Creek would remain and would continue to be operated and
maintained as under the existing conditions (1d.). Twelve new tide gates connecting the Ballona
Creek channel to Area A would be operated, maintained, and replaced at the same frequency as
described under Alternative 1. Alternative 3 does not include flood risk management berms and,
thus, no new or additional maintenance would be needed (ld.). CDFW would conduct the same
nature and type of activities to operate and maintain the non-LACDA project facilities within the
Ballona Reserve, using the same types of equipment and at the same intervals as the agency does
under existing conditions. Such activities would include, for example, inspecting and locking
gates, repairing fences, controlling pests and weeds, and removing trash and debris from the non-
LACDA project areas within the Ballona Reserve (1d.).

ES.4.4 Alternative 4: No Federal Action/No Project Alternative

Under Alternative 4, no Federal, state, or local approvals would be granted. No restoration would
take place except for the small-scale removal of invasive nonnative species by volunteers using
only hand tools. No modification to the Ballona Creek channel or the levee system would be
made. This alternative would not result in the permanent or temporary discharge of dredged or
fill material into potential waters of the U.S. No new wetland or upland habitats would be
established, but some existing habitats may be enhanced through continued volunteer efforts.

CDFW would continue to remove trash and debris, remove transient encampments, and monitor
and enforce other unauthorized or illegal activities. The LACFCD would continue to maintain
and operate existing LACDA project structures and facilities within the Ballona Reserve to
obtain the maximum flood protection benefits consistent with the OMRR&R and Federal
requirements (33 C.F.R. §208.10). Operation of these facilities would continue to involve
inspection, operation of field facilities such as gates and staff gages, the implementation of any
immediate maintenance or corrective action such as debris removal, and related reporting and
documentation. Excavation and dredging maintenance activities would occur as necessary to
remove accumulated sediment from the channel area. Maintenance of the LACDA project
facilities would continue to include routine repair and restoration activities as well as inspections
to detect hazardous or malfunctioning conditions (Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
1999). General maintenance of the Ballona channel and levee system would continue to ensure
that they are clear of debris, weeds, and wild growth and that they are not being restricted by the
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depositing of waste materials, building of unauthorized structures or other encroachments; the
capacity of the channel or floodway is not being reduced by the formation of shoals; and the
banks are not being damaged by rain or wave wash, and that no sloughing of banks has occurred;
riprap sections and deflection dikes and walls are in good condition. General levee maintenance
would continue to include, but not be limited to: removal of wild growth and drift deposits;
repair of damage caused by erosion or other forces; and proper attention to levee drains, drain
gates, revetment work and riprap, and access roads to and on levees (33 C.F.R. 8208.10(b)).
General drainage structure maintenance would continue to include, but not be limited to, the
implementation of measures necessary to assure that inlet and outlet channels are kept open and
that trash, drift, or debris is not allowed to accumulate near drainage structures; further, flap
gates and manually operated gates and valves on drainage structures would continue to be
examined, oiled, and trial operated at least once every 90 days (33 C.F.R. §208.10(d)).
Consistent with the OMRR&R, the following actions would continue to occur as necessary to
maintain landscaping for LACDA project structures and features: supplemental watering, foliage
pruning, root pruning, pest control (potentially including herbicides, insecticides, and
fungicides), weed abatement, and plant removal, replacement, and supplementation (Los Angeles
District, Corps of Engineers 1999). Hardscaping, including gravel and stone ground covers,
paving systems, signage and artwork, and removal of graffiti and vandalism also would continue
as needed (Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers 1999). Non-routine (emergency)
maintenance would occur consistent with the OMRR&R to insure the serviceability of LACDA
project structures and facilities in times of flood (Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
1999).

Management of existing tide gates to provide some acclimation to sea level rise would be
possible temporarily; however, between approximately 2070 and 2100, the tide gates would be
permanently closed to prevent flooding from sea-level rise, and the existing tidal wetland
habitats in West, South, and Southeast Area B would be cut off from the estuary. Once MLLW
reaches the height at which the tide gates close (3.4 ft NAVD 88), the site no longer would drain.
At this point, the tide gates would need to remain closed to prevent flooding. No changes would
be made to existing elevations within the Ballona Reserve; instead, existing armored levees
channelizing Ballona Creek would remain in place, and Ballona Creek would not reconnect with
its historic floodplain. Additionally, no new culverts would be created. No fill material would be
generated or require disposal. The Ballona Reserve would remain closed to the public except as
authorized by CDFW; no new visitor or recreational improvements or amenities would be
provided; no parking structure would be constructed or operated; and no improvements to
existing parking areas would be made. Existing agreements regarding use of the baseball fields
would not be affected under Alternative 4. SoCalGas would continue to manage wells and
pipelines within the Ballona Reserve and independently would pursue well and pipeline
abandonment and/or relocation outside the Ballona Reserve based on its priorities and as
required by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal
Resources.
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ES.5 Areas of Potential Controversy Known to the Lead
Agencies

Comments were received during the scoping process for the Project that followed the

August 2012 issuance of a Notice of Intent (NOI) under NEPA and Notice of Preparation (NOP)
under CEQA and included the joint public scoping meeting held on August 16, 2012.

Appendix A, Scoping Report, describes the scoping process for this Project, as well as the public
input received. Based on input received from agencies, members of the public and others,
general areas of controversy related to the Project include:

Aesthetics: Concerns related to the effects of berms in Area C, whether or how levees
would affect views of Santa Monica Bay and the wetlands. See Section 3.2, Aesthetics.

Air Resources: Concerns related to potential air quality impacts from vehicle emissions at
West Culver parking lot and, more generally, restoration-related air impacts. See
Section 3.3, Air Quality.

Biological Resources: General concerns related to potential impacts to wildlife (e.qg.,
mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, and insects) and vegetation (including special
status species, invasive nonnative species, and the proposed shift in habitat types). Other
comments related to biological resources impacts caused by underground gas storage
activities; increased recreational use and visitor access; habitat fragmentation; proposed
restoration and post-restoration activities; and changes to on-site elevations. Other concerns
related to impacts to the existing dunes and salt pan. See Section 3.4, Biological Resources.

Cultural Resources: Concerns related to a need for confidentiality related to on-site cultural
resources, a desire for consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission and
representatives of the Tongva, appropriate response in the event of a discovery of human
remains, and a preference for preservation in place rather than excavation of cultural,
historical, and religious resources. See Section 3.5, Cultural Resources.

Geology: Concerns related to the stability of Playa del Rey bluffs, the Lincoln Boulevard
fault, and risks associated with liquefaction, subsidence, earthquakes, and tsunamis were
noted. See Section 3.6, Geology, Seismicity, and Soils.

Hazards and Public Safety: Concerns related to the health and safety of neighbors during
restoration activities, migration of SoCalGas’s operations (e.g., relocation of existing
infrastructure), potential disturbance of contaminated soils, and methane gas release due to
subsidence. See Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Water Resources: Concerns related generally to water quality (including impacts to
waters listed as impaired under Clean Water Act Section 303(d) and risks of increased
sedimentation and trash), algae blooms, scour, flooding, sea level rise, freshwater-saltwater
interaction, and groundwater hydrology. Comments also requested information about
beneficial impacts of enhanced tidal flow, water quality, and hydrology. See Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality.

Noise: Concerns related to traffic noise on Culver Boulevard and potential Project
implementation-related vibration impacts on existing condominiums. See Section 3.10,
Noise.
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Recreation: Concerns related to potential effects associated with changes to existing use of
the levees and Ballona Creek channel by crew teams and other members of the public and
potential impacts of increased recreational use on wildlife species. Potential impacts to
species are analyzed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Potential impacts to recreation
are addressed in Section 3.11, Recreation.

Transportation and Traffic: Concerns related to neighborhood traffic, parking, and
pedestrian and bicycle access during Project implementation and, after restoration, use of
Culver Boulevard as a Tsunami Evacuation Route; and access to the restoration area for first
responders and vector control. See Section 3.12, Transportation/Traffic.

Alternatives: Comments suggest that various potential alternatives should be considered,
including a Ballona Ecosystem Education Project alternative, Friends of Ballona Wetlands
conceptual plan, a “no bulldozing” alternative where work would be done by volunteers, a
“go slow” alternative using exclusively hand tools, an “acquire rather than restore”
alternative, an “increased management only” alternative, a “return to 1800 alternative, a
“wildlife friendly” alternative, reduced scale alternatives, and increased scale alternatives.
See Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives.

ES.6 Issues to be Resolved

Issues to be resolved include choosing among the alternatives summarized in Section ES.4,
Overview of Alternatives, and whether and how to mitigate the potential impacts identified in
Section ES.7, Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

ES.7 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Alternative 1, summarizes
impacts, significance determinations, and mitigation measures by environmental parameter.
Impacts, significance determinations and, where appropriate, mitigation measures for the other
alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIS/EIR are described on a resource-by-resource basis in
Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences.

ES.8 Comparison of Alternatives

The analysis of adverse impacts and beneficial effects in this EIS/EIR allows agencies and
members of the public to consider the comparative merits among the alternatives and, thereby,
fosters informed decision making and public participation. Table ES-2, Summary of Habitat
Acreages by Alternative, presents the habitat acreages created and enhanced for each alternative
compared to existing conditions. Based on the analysis in Chapter 3, Environmental
Consequences, Table ES-3, Summary of Environmental Consequences, identifies the major
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative and summarizes the
similarities and differences among them. None of the alternatives would cause significant and
unavoidable adverse impacts. All impacts would be beneficial effects or, if adverse, would be
less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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TABLE ES-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Aesthetics
Impact 1-AE-1: Alternative 1 would not have Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Significant Significant
Impact 1-AE-2: Alternative 1 would not Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
substantially damage scenic resources, Significant Significant
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway.
Impact 1-AE-3: Alternative 1 would not Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
substantially degrade the existing visual Significant Significant
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.
Impact 1-AE-4: Alternative 1, if mitigated, Potentially Mitigation Measure AE-4a: Construction Lighting. Construction contractors shall ensure that all Less than
would not create a new source of substantial Significant temporary construction lighting shall be designed and installed to be fully shielded (full cutoff) and to Significant
light or glare that would adversely affect minimize glare and obtrusive light by limiting outdoor lighting that is misdirected, excessive, or
daytime or nighttime views in the area. unnecessary. Construction lighting shall be oriented away from nearby land use areas that are not

being affected by construction.

Mitigation Measure AE-4b: Lighting Plan. Prior to implementing any changes to the existing

parking areas, a lighting plan shall be developed and implemented that requires all exterior lighting to

be directed downward and focused away from adjacent sensitive uses and habitats to encourage

way-finding and provide security and safety for individuals walking to and from parking areas.
Air Quality
1-AQ-1a: Alternative 1’s construction-related Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
and post-restoration emissions would not Significant Significant
exceed the General Conformity applicability
rates.
1-AQ-1b: Alternative 1 would not conflict with Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
or obstruct implementation of SCAG’s Significant Significant
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide.
1-AQ-2: Alternative 1’s implementation-related Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s Significant Significant

maximum daily emissions thresholds during
construction years 2017, 2018, 2019, and
2023 or during the post-restoration phase.
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Executive Summary

Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Air Quality (cont.)

1-AQ-3: Alternative 1 would result in net Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
increases in PMz 5 PM4g, VOCs, and NO, Significant Significant
which are criteria pollutants or precursors to a

criteria pollutant for which the region is non-

attainment under applicable federal and/or

state ambient air quality standards; however,

these increases in emissions would not be

cumulatively considerable.

1-AQ-4a: Alternative 1 would not expose Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
sensitive receptors to substantial localized Significant Significant
concentrations of criteria air pollutants.

1-AQ-4b: Alternative 1 would not expose Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
sensitive receptors to substantial localized Significant Significant
concentrations of Toxic Air Contaminants.

1-AQ-5: The implementation of Alternative 1, Potentially Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Odor Management Plan. In order to reduce odors from the Less than
if not mitigated, could create objectionable Significant decomposition of organic materials during excavation and stockpiling activities, contractors shall Significant

odors that could affect a substantial number
of people.

submit and implement, for and upon CDFW approval, an odor management plan to limit hydrogen
sulfide levels to 10 parts per billion at the site perimeter. This concentration is below the state 1-hour
standard of 30 parts per billion. The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the CDFW and include
the following elements:

a)

Monitoring and recording of hydrogen sulfide at the perimeter of the Ballona Reserve to ensure
compliance and implementation of the plan. Monitoring shall occur periodically during the days
when fill in Area A is being removed. Monitoring shall occur along the perimeter with the closest
off-site receptors in addition to the perimeter that is most directly downwind from the removal
activities;

Procurement and local storage of an oxidizer that can be applied in liquid form to treat stock piles
of sediment or particularly odorous excavation areas; however, the use of such an oxidizer shall
be approved by the CDFW, in advance, to ensure that it would not be harmful to aquatic
organisms or cause long-term adverse effects in the aquatic environment (Ventana 2010); and

Posting of signage at entrances to the Ballona Reserve (including at the Fiji Way entrance to the
CDFW trailer, the Culver Boulevard entrance to the baseball fields, and the West Culver Parking
Lot) listing the contact information for odor complaints.
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Environmental Impact

Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Biological Resources

1-Bl0O-1a: Alternative 1 would have a
substantial adverse short-term impact either
directly or through habitat modifications, as
well as some long-term, permanent impacts,
on Essential Fish Habitat; however, following
the Phase 2 restoration effort, Alternative 1
would result in a long-term net beneficial
effect related to improved habitat quality.

Potentially
Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures WQ-1a-i (Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan) and WQ-1a-ii
(Sampling and Analysis Plan). [See below under Hydrology and Water Quality]

Less than
Significant

1-BIO-1b: Alternative 1 would, if not
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse
impact, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on rare and special-status
plants.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-i: Special-Status Plants. Known special-status plant populations shall
be flagged by a qualified biologist/botanist prior to the start of vegetation or ground-disturbing
activities, and shall be avoided to the extent feasible. Prior to any vegetation or ground disturbance,
a qualified biologist/botanist shall conduct rare plant surveys at the appropriate time of year to
determine whether special-status plant populations have established, expanded and/or migrated on-
site. If new individuals or populations are identified during the rare plant surveys, they shall be
flagged for avoidance to the extent feasible.

During site restoration, qualified biologists, or experienced contractors with supervision by a qualified
biologist, shall re-establish impacted species in restored habitat on site at a minimum ratio of 1:1
(number of plants established: number of plants impacted). Perennial species such as woolly
seablite shall be salvaged and transplanted wherever feasible. For both perennial and annual
species, seed shall be collected prior to restoration during the appropriate time of year
(August/September for woolly seablite and May/June for Lewis’ evening primrose). Seeds shall be
propagated in a local nursery and incorporated into seed mixes for suitable habitat types (transition
zone seed mix for woolly seablite and upland/dune seed mix for Lewis’ evening primrose).

Re-establishment and subsequent monitoring efforts for impacted special-status plant species shall
be implemented as described in the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan (Habitat Restoration
and Monitoring Plan), and in accordance with appropriate local, state, and Federal policies or
regulations. The Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan shall provide methodologies covering, but
not limited to, collection of seeds or other propagules, storage of salvaged materials, locations of
salvaging efforts, timing of salvaging efforts, monitoring of salvaged materials, success criteria, and
remedial actions, and include the mitigation requirements described in this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-ii: Biological Monitoring. A qualified biologist(s) approved by USFWS
and/or CDFW shall monitor restoration activities, such as ground and vegetation disturbance, for the
duration of the Project to ensure that disturbance of habitat and special-status species within and
adjacent to work areas is being avoided to the extent practicable. Attempts shall be made by the
biologist to salvage all native wildlife species of low mobility that may be killed or injured prior to and

Less than
Significant; Long-
term Benéeficial
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Executive Summary

Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
1-BIO-1b (cont.) during Project-related vegetation or ground disturbances. Salvaged species should be relocated to

adjacent suitable habitat not subject to site disturbances. Any non-native flora or fauna can be

abated by the biologist through any legal means available to CDFW. Additionally, ongoing monitoring

and reporting shall occur for the duration of the restoration activity to ensure implementation of best

management practices (BMPs).

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-iii: Noxious Weed Control Plan. A Noxious Weed Control Plan shall

be prepared by a qualified biologist for CDFW approval prior to the start of restoration. The plan shall

ensure that noxious weeds do not spread or otherwise prevent the establishment of native

vegetation. The plan shall also be implemented during all restoration-related activities, and shall

include, but not be limited to, the following: 1) control measures for selected invasive plant species

on the site (potentially including herbicide use), 2) Project-specific procedure for handling

noxious/invasive plants to prevent sprouting or regrowth, 3) Project-specific equipment cleaning

procedures, and 4) Project-specific transportation of vegetation debris off site. The Noxious Weed

Control Plan shall be reviewed during the WEAP training.
1-B10O-1c: Alternative 1 would, if not Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Control Plan). Significant
impact on El Segundo blue butterflies, both
directly and through habitat modifications.
1-BIO-1d: Alternative 1 would not result in a Less than No mitigation measures are required Less than
substantial adverse impact on monarch Significant Significant
butterflies both directly and through habitat
modifications.
1-BIO-1e: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Control Plan). Significant; Long-
impact either directly or through habitat term Beneficial
modifications, on salt marsh-associated
invertebrates (i.e., wandering skipper,
western S-banded tiger beetle, and western
tidal flat tiger beetle)
1-BIO-1f: Alternative 1 would, unless Less than Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Control Plan). Significant

impact, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on dune-associated special-
status invertebrates.
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)

1-BIO-1g: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1g-i. Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Significant; Long-
impact on silvery legless lizard, both directly Mitigation Measure BIO-1g-i: Pre- and Post-restoration Survey for Silvery Legless Lizard. Prior | term Beneficial
and through habitat modifications; however, to restoration in areas with suitable habitat for silvery legless lizard a qualified biologist shall conduct

following the Phase 2 restoration effort, focused legless lizard surveys. Any legless lizards captured shall be re-located to restored or

Alternative 1 would result in a beneficial effect preserved dune habitats. Focused surveys shall occur yearly for a period of 5 years following

related to improved habitat quality. restoration to monitor legless lizard populations within the dune habitats.

1-BIO-1h: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring). Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Significant
impact on San Bernardino ring-necked

shakes and would result in a less-than-

significant impact related to direct habitat

maodification for this species.

1-B1O-1i: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring), BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Plan), BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance), and BIO-1i-ii (Belding’'s Savannah Sparrow Significant; Long-

impact on Belding’s savannah sparrows, both
directly and through habitat modifications;
however, following the Phase 2 restoration
effort, Alternative 1 would result in a
substantial beneficial effect in the quality and
quantity of habitat for this species.

Breeding Habitat).

Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i: Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance. A qualified biologist shall
recommend approved limits of disturbance, including construction staging areas and access routes,
to minimize impacts to nesting habitat for birds and raptors. To ensure the avoidance of impacts to
native nesting avian species, the following measures shall be implemented pursuant to the MBTA
and California Fish and Game Code. and maintenance activities during operations within and
adjacent to avian nesting habitat shall be limited to the non-breeding season (September 1 —
December 31) to the extent feasible. If will occur during the avian nesting season (generally January
1 — August 31), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-nesting avian surveys within five days of the
initiation of to determine the presence or absence of active nests. If a lapse in work of 5 days or
longer occurs, another survey shall be conducted prior to work being reinitiated. Surveys shall
include any potential habitat, including trees, shrubs, and on the ground, or on nearby structures that
might be impacted by or maintenance activities that may cause nest destruction or abandonment,
such as vegetation or weed removal, earth work, and vector control actions.

If active nests are observed, a no-disturbance buffer marked with exclusion fencing will be
established and maintained until the qualified biologist determines that the nest has fledged or failed.
Fence stakes designed with bolt holes shall be plugged with bolts or other materials to avoid
entrapping birds. The initial no-disturbance buffer shall extend a minimum of 500 feet in all directions
for raptors and listed passerines and 300 feet in all directions for all other native passerines. A
reduced buffer may be implemented at the discretion of the biologist for non-listed passerines;
however, for raptors and listed passerines, the biologist will obtain approval from USFWS and/or
CDFW prior to allowing work to commence within the 500-foot buffer.
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Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
1-BIO-1i (cont.) Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall prepare a site-specific Nesting Bird Management Plan

for CDFW approval. The plan shall detail methodologies and definitions to enable a CDFW qualified
biologist to monitor and implement nest-specific buffers based on topography, vegetation, species,
and individual bird behavior. The plan shall be supported by a nest log, which tracks each nest and
its outcome, and shall be submitted to CDFW at the end of each work week for the duration of the
avian nesting season.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-ii: Belding’s Savannah Sparrow Breeding Habitat. Only after Area A
and/or South Area B meets the performance criteria outlined below may work be implemented in
Area B as part of Alternative 1, Phase 2. Restoration of the full tidal range in the western portion of
Area B (which would require extensive temporal loss and minor permanent loss of tidal marsh and
salt pan habitats, which are currently occupied by Belding’s savannah sparrow) shall not occur until it
has been demonstrated that the species is actively using restored tidal marsh and salt pan habitats
in Area A and/or South Area B and that the temporal and permanent loss of habitat in Area B will not
have negative impacts on the species. As with other special-status species, focused monitoring
efforts shall be implemented to ensure that populations of these species either remain at
prerestoration levels or increase in size, and appropriate management efforts shall be implemented if
populations of these species decline in size. The commencement of Phase 2 is dependent upon the
following criteria:

1. Suitable breeding habitat will be created at a minimum acreage of 2:1 (created: impacted).
Suitable habitat will consist of areas dominated by pickleweed with a hydrologic regime similar to
that currently present in West Area B, with similar slope, inundation, and soil salinity.

2. Percent cover of pickleweed will approximate areas of West Area B, at a minimum of 60% cover.

3. At least one nesting pair of Belding’s savannah sparrow will be documented in Area A prior to
implementation of work in West Area B. Due to rapid fluctuations in the population observed
on-site, the high site fidelity observed, and avoidance of any impacts to the majority of habitat in
Area B, one nesting pair will be indicative of the successful establishment of suitable habitat for

the species.
1-B10O-1j: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Mitigation Measure BIO-1j-i: Coastal California Gnatcatcher Avoidance. To avoid indirect Less than
mitigated, result in adverse impacts on Significant impacts of restoration on nesting coastal California gnatcatcher, work activities within 500 feet of Significant; Long-
coastal California gnatcatcher through coastal scrub vegetation shall be timed to avoid the season when nests may be active for this term Beneficial
temporary habitat modifications; further, species (March 15 to June 30). If avoidance of work activities within this time period is not feasible, a
following the Phase 2 restoration effort, focused survey for coastal California gnatcatchers shall be conducted in the season prior to initiation
Alternative 1 would result in a potential of work activities to determine their presence or absence within suitable habitat 500 feet of work
beneficial effect in the quality and quantity of limits. In accordance with the USFWS protocol for the coastal California gnatcatcher (USFWS 1997)
habitat for this species. focused surveys shall be conducted by a permitted biologist a minimum of: a) six (6) surveys at least

on week apart between March 15-June 30; or b) nine (9) surveys conducted at least two weeks apart
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Biological Resources (cont.)

1-BIO-1j (cont.)

between July 1 to March 14. The results shall be submitted in a report to the Corps, USFWS, and
CDFW. If occupied habitat and/or nesting individuals are determined to be present based on the
focused survey, measures to avoid take of coastal California gnatcatchers and active nests, such as
the creation of suitably-sized no-work buffers, shall be implemented prior to restoration activities.

Prior to construction or post-restoration maintenance activities during the breeding season, a
preconstruction clearance and nest survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist within 7 days
prior to work activities to determine the location of nests within 500 feet of work areas. Measures
such as erecting a temporary barrier with stacked hay bales shall be implemented to reduce the
amount of work noise and motion in proximity to active nests. If a nest is detected, work shall halt
within 500 feet of the nest, and the nest shall be monitored on a weekly basis by a qualified biologist
familiar with coastal California gnatcatchers, until he/she determines the nest is no longer active or
the young have fledged.

1-BIO-1k: Alternative 1 would, unless
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse
impact on least Bell’s vireo through temporary
habitat modifications; however, following the
Phase 2 restoration effort, Alternative 1 would
result in a substantial beneficial effect in the
quality and quantity of habitat for this species.

Potentially
Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring), BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control),
and BIO-1k (Least Bell’s Vireo Avoidance).

Mitigation Measure BIO-1k: Least Bell’s Vireo Avoidance. To avoid direct impacts of restoration
on occupied habitat or potentially suitable habitat for least Bell's vireos, all willow riparian habitat
shall be avoided. All aspects of Project design such as the establishment of tidal channels, and any
associated habitat disturbance including vegetation trimming or removal, shall avoid all willow habitat
in Southeast Area B.

To avoid indirect impacts of restoration on nesting least Bell’s vireos, work activities within 500 feet
of riparian vegetation shall be timed to avoid the season when nests may be active for this species
(March 15 to August 1). If avoidance of work activities within this time period is not feasible, a
focused survey for least Bell’'s vireos shall be conducted in the season prior to initiation of work
activities to determine their presence or absence within suitable habitat 500 feet of work limits. The
focused survey shall consist of eight site visits conducted 10 days apart during the period of April 10
to July 31 in compliance with the USFWS protocol. The results shall be submitted in a report to the
Corps, USFWS and CDFW. If occupied habitat and/or nesting individuals are determined to be
present based on the focused survey, measures to avoid take of least Bell's vireos and active nests
shall be implemented prior to restoration activities.

Prior to construction activities during the breeding season, a preconstruction clearance and nest
survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist within 7 days prior to work activities to determine
the location of nests within 500 feet of work areas. Measures such as erecting a temporary barrier
with stacked hay bales shall be implemented to reduce the amount of work noise and motion in
proximity to active nests. If a nest is detected, work shall halt within 500 feet of the nest, and the nest
shall be monitored on a weekly basis by a qualified biologist familiar with least Bell’s vireos, until
he/she determines the nest is no longer active or the young have fledged.

Less than
Significant; Long-
term Beneficial
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Executive Summary
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Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
1-BIO-1k (cont.) Post-restoration, willow habitat in Southeast Area B shall be monitored to ensure tidal habitats are

not adversely affecting the survival or health of the willow thickets. Monitoring requirements and

adaptive management actions for least Bell's vireos and occupied/suitable habitat for this species

during restoration and post-restoration shall be identified in the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring

Plan, including measures to prevent salinity-related impacts to willow thickets and ensure

persistence of this habitat.
1-B1O-1I: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring), BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control), Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant BIO-1I-i (Burrowing Owl Surveys), and BIO-1l-ii (Burrowing Owl Habitat Maintenance). Significant; Long-

impact on burrowing owl wintering habitat;
however, following the Phase 2 restoration
effort, Alternative 1 would provide suitable
foraging habitat and may potentially expand
foraging, wintering and potentially nesting
habitat for this species.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1I-i: Burrowing Owl Surveys. A qualified biologist shall conduct
wintering/breeding protocol burrowing owl surveys in accordance with CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation to determine whether or not owls are present within the Project site. If
burrowing owls are detected, a Burrowing Owl Management Plan will be prepared and approved by
CDFW prior to commencement of construction. The Burrowing Owl Management Plan will be based on
CDFW'’s 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation and address owl specific minimization and
avoidance measures, and measures to protect occupied habitat. The Burrowing Owl Management Plan
will include mitigation for impacted occupied burrows at no less than a 3:1 ratio by installation of artificial
burrows.

Prior to construction, pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the
commencement of work activities. A final survey prior to disturbance of a potential owl burrow shall be
conducted within 24 hours of disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted throughout suitable habitat in the
Ballona Reserve to detect wintering and breeding owls, if present. Destruction of unoccupied wintering
burrows is considered a temporary impact, and suitable wintering habitat shall be restored to pre-
Project or better conditions in upland areas. If an occupied burrow is impacted by Project activities,
mitigation for that impact shall be implemented in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Management
Plan as mentioned in the prior paragraph.

Within 24 hours of post-restoration activities involving ground or vegetation disturbance within suitable
burrowing owl habitat, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey to check for signs of burrowing owl. If
breeding or wintering owls are detected, burrowing owls and active burrows shall be avoided and the
protective buffers established in the Burrowing Owl Management Plan shall be implemented.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1l-ii: Burrowing Owl Habitat Maintenance. During post-restoration
phases, suitable breeding and wintering habitat for burrowing owl shall be maintained and detailed in
the O&M Plan and Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan. Measures and actions to maintain
suitable habitat for burrowing owl shall be in accordance with Mitigation Management Plan and
Vegetation Management Goals identified in the Staff Report for Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG
2012), and may include the following:

term Beneficial
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Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
1-BIO-1I (cont.) 1. Manage vegetation height and density (especially in immediate proximity to burrows). Suitable

vegetation structure varies across sites and vegetation types, but should generally be at the

average effective vegetation height of 4.7 cm and <13 cm average effective vegetation height.

2. Promote self-sustaining populations of host burrowers by limiting or prohibiting lethal rodent control

measures and by ensuring food availability for host burrowers through vegetation management.
1-BIO-1m: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance). Less than
mitigated, result in a limited adverse impact, Significant Significant
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on nesting raptors.
1-B1O-1n: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control), and BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Raptor Avoidance). Significant; Long-
impact on special-status upland birds; term Beneficial
however, following the Phase 2 restoration
effort, Alternative 1 would provide
comparable amounts of habitat and may
potentially expand foraging and nesting
habitat for these species resulting in an
overall net beneficial effect.
1-BIO-10: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial short-term Significant Raptor Avoidance). Significant
adverse impact on special-status shorebirds;
however, following Phase 2 restoration,
Alternative 1 would have a beneficial effect
on available breeding and foraging habitat for
shorebirds.
1-BIO-1p: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1i-i (Nesting Bird and Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Raptor Avoidance). Significant; Long-

impact on special-status marsh birds;
however, following the Phase 2 restoration
effort, Alternative 1 would expand the total
area of suitable breeding and foraging habitat
for marsh birds.
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Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)

1-BIO-1q: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Control Plan). Significant; Long-
impact, either directly or through habitat term Beneficial
modifications, on Southern California salt

marsh shrew and South Coast marsh vole;

however, following the Phase 2 restoration

effort, Alternative 1 would expand the total

area of suitable habitat for these species in

the Ballona Reserve.

1-B1O-1r: Alternative 1 WOUId, unless POtentia”y M|t|gat|0n Measure BIO-1r: Bat Avoidance. Less than
mitigated, result in a limited significant Significant Significant; Long-

adverse impact either directly or through

habitat modifications, on special-status bats.

Avoidance of Maternity Roosts. Work within potential bat roosting habitat shall avoid the maternity
roosting season (March 1 to July 31) to the extent feasible. If work must be conducted within the
maternity roosting season, prior to the start of work within or near trees, bridges or other structures
within the work area, a qualified bat biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey to determine if bats
are roosting within the Project work area. If bats are not roosting, no further mitigation is required.

If bats are roosting, all maternity roosts shall be avoided and an appropriate no-disturbance buffer shall
be established at the discretion of a qualified biologist, based on the sensitivity of the bat species. If
work within the buffer is deemed necessary, a qualified biologist shall monitor work activities to ensure
no disturbance to the roost(s).

For any palm tree scheduled to be removed as part of restoration, the following procedures shall be
applied before the tree is removed: 1) Trees shall be removed outside of the maternity roosting season
(prior to March 1 or after July 31); 2) Under the direction of a qualified bat biologist, select fronds would
be removed prior to dusk to modify the structure of the tree the day before the tree is scheduled to be
removed; and 3) Noise and vibrations (e.g., striking the base of the tree) shall be scheduled 15 minutes
prior to removal of the palm tree, during daylight hours.

Exclusion Outside of Maternity Roosting Season. If bats are determined by a qualified biologist to be
roosting within or near bridges and other structures within the work area, bats shall be humanely
evicted and excluded from those structures. The humane eviction/exclusion shall be conducted in the
fall (September or October) preceding work activities that could affect roosting bats. Exclusion in the fall
is recommended to avoid impacts to hibernating bats or a maternity roost (typically April through August
in southern California) when flightless young are present.

To protect roosting bats, a combination of acoustic surveys of habitat around structures, structure
inspection, and exit counts shall be used to survey the area that may be directly or indirectly impacted
by the Project. As bats may utilize dense tree canopies, snags, or bridges over creeks/water, these
habitat types should be specifically surveyed. Foraging areas should also be identified and specific
flight routes to those foraging areas as well. Bats shall be identified to the most specific taxonomic level
possible, and roosts shall be evaluated to determine their size and significance.

term Beneficial
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Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
1-BIO-1r (cont.) Bat surveys shall include: 1) the exact location of all roosting sites (location shall be adequately

described and drawn on a map); 2) the number of bats present at the time of visit (count or estimate);

3) each species of bat present shall be named (include how the species was identified); 4) the location,

amount, distribution and age of all bat droppings shall be described and pinpointed on a map; 5) the

type of roost; night roost (rest at night while out feeding) versus a day roost (maternity colony) must also

be clearly stated; and 6) All survey results, including field data sheets should be provided to CDFW.

During installation of humane eviction/exclusion devices, each crevice shall be inspected using

flashlights or fiber optic scopes for the presence of day-roosting bats. At crevices where the absence of

day-roosting bats is confirmed, the crevices immediately shall be sealed using materials such as foam

backer rod or pipe insulation secured with adhesive to prevent bats from entering and using the

crevices. At crevices where bats are visibly present or where absence cannot be confirmed, humane

eviction devices shall be installed that would allow the bats to exit the crevice but prevent them from

returning. The qualified biologist performing the humane eviction shall determine the exact type of

eviction device to be installed and exclusionary device used. The eviction device shall remain in place

for at least 14 days following installation to allow sufficient time for all the bats to vacate the crevice.

After the exclusionary period, the eviction device shall be removed and exclusion device installed. The

exclusion device shall remain in place for the duration of work activities, and shall be inspected weekly

by a qualified biologist. All aspects of the humane eviction/exclusion of bats shall be supervised directly

and monitored by a qualified biologist approved by CDFW. Following completion of activities that could

impact roosting bats, the exclusion devices shall be removed by the contractor (under supervision of

the qualified biologist) to allow bats to return to the roost crevices.
1-Bl0-2a: Alternative 1 would resultin a Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Less than
substantial increase in southern mud Significant Control Plan). Significant; Long-
intertidal habitat (i.e., mud-flat), which would term Beneficial
be a long-term beneficial effect, following
short-term adverse impacts to a portion of
existing on-site southern mud intertidal
habitat during site restoration.
1-B10-2b: Alternative 1 would resultin a Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Less than
substantial increase in southern coastal salt Significant Control Plan). Significant; Long-

marsh habitat, which would be a beneficial
effect, following short-term adverse impacts
to a portion of existing on-site southern
coastal salt marsh habitat during site
restoration.
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Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Biological Resources (cont.)
1-BIO-2c: Alternative 1 would result in an Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Less than
increase in coastal brackish marsh habitat, Significant Plan). Significant; Long-
which would be a beneficial effect, following term Beneficial
short-term adverse impacts during site
restoration.
1-BIO-2d: Alternative 1 would result in an Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Less than
increase in southern willow scrub habitat, Significant Plan). Significant; Long-
which would be a beneficial effect, following term Beneficial
short-term adverse impacts to a portion of
existing on-site southern willow scrub habitat
during site restoration.
1-Bl10O-2e: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1b-ii (Biological Monitoring) and BIO-1b-iii (Noxious Weed Control Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant Plan). Significant
impact on southern dune scrub habitat.
1-BIO-2f: Alternative 1 would not have a Less than No mitigation measures are required. Short term Less
substantial adverse impact on benthic Significant than Significant;
communities, with a long-term beneficial Long-term
effect related to increased habitat and habitat Beneficial
quality.
1-BIO-3a: Alternative 1 would result in an Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
increase in the amount and quality of Significant Significant; Long-
potential waters of the U.S. and waters of the term Beneficial
State, with short-term adverse impacts to a
portion of existing on-site waters, during site
restoration.
1-BIO-3b: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Mitigation Measure BIO-3b: Vector Management. A Vector Control Plan shall be developed in Less than
mitigated, result in a substantial adverse Significant consultation with the Los Angeles County West Vector & Vector-Borne Disease Control District to Significant
impact to human health relating to the ensure that there are not increases in vector-spread disease associated with restoration activities.
potential presence of disease vectors Integrated vector management, developed as part of the Vector Control Plan, shall combine ecological
associated with wetland habitats. management, monitoring, and limited biological and chemical control to control vectors on-site.

Nevertheless, the Vector Control Plan should include the use of Bactimos PT or another insecticide that

has BTl as an active ingredient. The Vector Control Plan also shall outline approved methods of control

for other vectors, including rodents, without the use of rodenticides with the potential for secondary kill.
1-BIO-4: Alternative 1 would not result in a Less than No mitigation is required Less than
significant impact on migratory wildlife Significant Significant; Long-

movement.

term Benéeficial
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Cultural Resources

1-CUL-1: Alternative 1 would, if not mitigated,
cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Archaeological Monitoring. A Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan
(CRMP) shall be developed and implemented for the Project. The CRMP also would be a component
of a Historical Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP), per Section 106 of the NHPA, should the PA or
MOA prepared for the project require an HPTP. A Secretary of the Interior Qualified archaeologist
shall be retained to oversee preparation of the CRMP/HPTP, construction monitoring, and preparation
of a final monitoring report. The qualified archaeologist shall develop the CRMP/HPTP based on Project
design plans, the results of the archaeological and geoarchaeological studies prepared for the Project
(Douglas et al. 2015; Lockwood 2015; Vader and Bever 2016), input from Native American
representatives, and any other relevant information. The CRMP/HPTP shall provide measures for
cultural resources construction worker sensitivity training; delineation of sensitive areas; archaeological
and Native American monitoring; assessment and treatment of unanticipated discovery of
archaeological resources and human remains; notification protocols; procedures for Native American
coordination and input; weekly, monthly, and final reporting; and curation of cultural materials recovered
during monitoring. The CRMP/HPHP shall be developed in coordination with CDFW, the Corps, and
appropriate Native American representatives.

The CRMP/HPHP shall specify the roles and responsibilities of involved parties, and also shall specify
the location, duration and timing of monitoring, which minimally shall occur in areas of high or moderate
sensitivity, and from the time of initial ground disturbance (which could include grading, vegetation
removal, brush clearance, excavation, and other activities) until a depth at which the potential to
encounter buried archaeological deposits is greatly reduced. These sensitive areas will include,
minimally, archaeological sites CA-LAN-54 and CA-LAN-3784H (including a suitable buffer of at least
100 feet), and areas identified as highly sensitive in the geoarchaeological study. These areas shall be
identified in maps to guide monitoring. The CRMP/HPTP shall outline procedures for determining
when/where monitoring may be reduced or discontinued in consultation among CDFW, the Corps (in
cases of an HPTP), qualified archaeologist, and appropriate Native American representatives.

The CRMP/HPTP shall stipulate that archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by an
archaeological monitor familiar with the types of resources that could be encountered and that the
archaeological monitor shall keep daily logs detailing the types of activities and soils observed, and any
discoveries. Monitors shall be empowered to halt and re-direct ground disturbing activities in the event
of a discovery until it has been assessed for significance and treatment implemented, if necessary. The
CRMP/HPTP shall state that avoidance or preservation in place shall be the preferred means of
mitigating impacts to historical resources and unique archaeological resources but will provide
procedures to follow should avoidance be infeasible (see Mitigation Measure CR-3).

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Native American Monitoring. CDFW shall retain a Native American
monitor who is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project site to carry out the monitoring as
required by the CRMP/HPTP in CR-1. The monitor shall also be empowered to halt and re-direct work
in the event of a discovery until it has been assessed for significance and treatment implemented, if
necessary. The provisions of the Native American monitoring plan will be included in the CRMP/HPTP.

Less than
Significant
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Cultural Resources (cont.)

1-CUL-1 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure CR-3: Treatment of Unanticipated Discoveries. The CRMP/HPTP developed
as part of Mitigation Measure CR-1 shall include protocols for the assessment and treatment of any
unanticipated discoveries of archaeological resources during Project implementation, including
procedures for assessing the significance of the resources according to the National Register and
California Register. To accomplish this, the unanticipated discoveries component of the CRMP/HPTP
will contain:

1. Aresearch design to be used to guide the evaluation of cultural resources, including a regional
cultural setting, appropriate regional research questions, and field methods for the testing and
evaluation of cultural resources.

2. Prescribed actions to be taken in the event that unanticipated cultural resources are discovered
during construction, or known resources are impacted in an unanticipated manner, consistent with
Mitigation Measure CR-1, including (but not limited to):

Notification procedures

Establishment of buffers for resources that will be avoided
Documentation of resources on DPR forms

Inspection of the resource(s) by a qualified archaeologist

® a0 o p

Evaluation of the resource for listing in the California Register and National Register, or as a
unique archaeological resource under CEQA, and as a contributor to the BLAD

f.  Monitoring of construction in the vicinity of the resource per Mitigation Measures CR-1 and
CR-2

3. Treatment protocols for significant cultural resources that cannot be avoided, to be developed in
consultation with CDFW, the Corps, the SHPO and appropriate Native American representatives,
may include but not be limited to:

a. Data recovery excavation, with preparation of an attendant data recovery plan
b. Surface artifact collection

c. Further site documentation, including photography, collection of oral histories, preparation of a
scholarly work, or some form of public awareness or interpretation

d. Special studies where sufficient data exists, including but not limited to radiocarbon dating,
residue analysis, sourcing and other materials analysis

e. Historical research, as appropriate, with the aim to target the recovery of important scientific or
other data contained in the portion of the significant resource to be impacted by the project

f. Areport documenting the methods and results of the treatment of the resource
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Cultural Resources (cont.)

1-CUL-1 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure CR-4: Compliance with Secretary of Interior's Standards. CDFW shall retain a
Secretary of the Interior qualified architectural historian to ensure compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards regarding the re-use of the Pacific Electric Railroad Bridge Abutments. The
architectural historian shall prepare a character-defining features memorandum that outlines the
characteristics of the bridge that convey its significance and that must be retained. In addition, the
architectural historian shall provide guidance on the types of bridge spans that would be consistent with
the Standards. The architectural historian shall review and approve the preliminary and final bridge
design plans to confirm that it conforms to the Standards. The architectural historian shall also monitor
construction of the new bridge span to ensure that the Project does not inadvertently damage or alter
the character-defining features of the bridge abutments. Further, post-restoration plans for maintenance
and repair of the bridge will need to be developed with input from an architectural historian and in
accordance with the Standards to ensure that post-restoration use of the bridge will not impact the
resource.

1-CUL-2: Alternative 1 would, if not mitigated,
cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.

Potentially
Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3.

Less than
Significant

1-CUL-3: Alternative 1 could, if not mitigated,
directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure CR-5: Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan. A Paleontological
Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) shall be prepared prior to the start of restoration. The
PRIMP shall be developed by a qualified paleontologist (defined as a paleontologist meeting the
SVP Standards). The PRIMP shall identify areas where depth of excavation will extend into areas
that are considered moderately to highly sensitive for paleontological resources, based on the final
grading plans. Paleontological resource requirements shall be incorporated as a note on the grading
plan cover sheet. The PRIMP shall include, but not be limited to:

1. During excavations in areas underlain by geologic units identified as having moderate to high
paleontological sensitivity per the SVP guidelines and likely to contain paleontologic resources, a
qualified vertebrate paleontologist, shall direct the paleontological monitoring. Areas of concern
include all previously undisturbed paleontologically sensitive sediments of the fossiliferous San
Pedro Sand (Qsp) and excavations beyond a depth of five feet into Quaternary alluvium (Qa). As
shown in Table 3.5-1, Quaternary alluvium (Qa) underlies most areas of the project. San Pedro
Sand (Qsp) underlies portions of South and Southeast Area B. Specific areas that will require
monitoring will be developed in the PRMP based on the most current design plans. If no
significant fossils are found, then, after an adequate amount of time, which the SVP (2010)
considers to be 50% of the monitoring duration, the frequency of monitoring may be adjusted at
the discretion of the qualified paleontologist.

Less than
Significant
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Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Cultural Resources (cont.)
1-CUL-3 (cont.) 2. Paleontological monitors shall be equipped to salvage fossils as unearthed to avoid construction

delays, collect necessary paleontological data, and to remove samples of sediments likely to
contain the remains of small fossil invertebrates and vertebrates. If it is determined by the
qualified paleontologist that appropriate sediments are present that may yield significant
microvertebrates, a test sample should be collected per the SVP (2010) guidelines. If
scientifically significant microvertebrates are recovered from the test sample, the PRIMP shall
direct the qualified paleontologist or paleontological monitor to collect and screen a standard
sample per the SVP (2010) guidelines. Monitors shall be empowered to temporarily halt or divert
equipment to allow removal of abundant or large specimens.

3. The PRIMP shall stipulate that the preparation of recovered specimens shall be conducted to a
point of identification and permanent preservation, including washing of sediments to recover
small invertebrates and vertebrates. Preparation and stabilization of all recovered fossils are
essential in order to fully mitigate adverse impacts to the resources.

4. The PRIMP shall specify that the identification and curation of specimens into an established
museum repository with permanent retrievable paleontologic storage. These procedures are
also essential steps in effective paleontological mitigation and CEQA compliance. The
paleontologist should have a written repository agreement in hand prior to the initiation of
mitigation activities. Mitigation of adverse impacts to significant paleontologic resources is not
complete until such curation into an established museum repository has been fully completed
and documented.

5. The PRIMP shall detail the preparation of a report of findings with an appended itemized
inventory of specimens. The report and inventory, when submitted to the appropriate Lead
Agency along with confirmation of the curation of recovered specimens into an established,
accredited museum repository, would signify completion of the PRIMP to mitigate impacts to
paleontologic resources. Included in the report will be recommendations for post-restoration
management protocols that might be necessary to reduce indirect impacts following project
completion. These could include management requirements for restricting access to significant
paleontological resources through a combination of law enforcement, protective enclosures, land
access restrictions, or other means. The final PRIMP shall be submitted to and approved by the
CDFW and the Corps prior to commencement of grading in the Ballona Reserve. The qualified
paleontologist also shall contribute to any construction worker cultural resources sensitivity
training, either in person or via a module provided to the qualified archaeologist.
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Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Cultural Resources (cont.)
1-CUL-4: Alternative 1 could, if not mitigated, Potentially Mitigation Measure CR-6: Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains are encountered, the Less than
disturb human remains, including those Significant construction contractor shall immediately halt work in the vicinity (within 100 feet) of the find, notify Significant
interred outside of formal cemeteries. CDFW and the Corps of the find, and unless CDFW decides to initiate contact, the construction

contractor shall contact the Los Angeles County Coroner in accordance with Public Resources Code

Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the County Coroner determines that

the remains are Native American, the NAHC will be notified in accordance with Health and Safety

Code Section 7050.5(c), and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641).

The NAHC will designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for the remains per Public Resources

Code Section 5097.98. Until the CDFW has conferred with the MLD and determined an appropriate

course of action for protection, avoidance, or removal and disposition of the remains, CDFW and the

Corps shall ensure that the immediate vicinity where the discovery occurred is not disturbed by

further activity, is adequately protected according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological

standards or practices, and that further activities take into account the possibility of multiple burials.
1-CUL-5: Implementation of Alternative 1, Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-4 Less than
unless mitigated, would result in the loss of a Significant Significant
property’s eligibility status under National
Register Criteria A-C.
1-CUL-6: The implementation of Alternative Potentially Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 Less than
1, unless mitigated, would result in the Significant Significant
destruction of a site eligible under National
Register Criterion D.
1-CUL-7: The implementation of Alternative 1 No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No Impact
would not result in a major modification of a
National Historic Landmark or a property
meeting the criteria of a National Historic
Landmark as defined in 36 CFR Part 65.
Geology, Seismicity, and Soils
1-GEO-1a: Alternative 1 would not expose Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
people or structures to potential substantial Significant Significant

adverse impacts, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
Draft EIS/EIR

ES-34

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Geology, Seismicity, and Soils (cont.)

1-GEO-1b: Alternative 1 would not expose
people or structures to potential substantial
adverse impacts, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving strong seismic
ground shaking.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Geotechnical Recommendations. As a condition of approval, CDFW
shall require that all the recommendations made in the July 1, 2013 Geotechnical Investigation Report
for the Ballona Restoration Project by Group Delta Consultants, including revisions in response to
Corps comments, are incorporated as part of Project designs. Recommendations that are applicable to
earthwork, site preparation, levee design, and foundation design that were prepared for the project shall
be incorporated in the Project. The final seismic considerations as well as recommendations for all
other identified geotechnical hazards (including but not limited to expansive soils) for the site shall be in
accordance with all current design requirements of the most recent California Building Code and any
current Corps’ standards. All recommendations and plans for all improvements proposed as part of the
project shall be submitted to and approved of by the County and the Corps prior to the commencement
of any ground breaking activities.

Less than
Significant

1-GEO-1c-i: Alternative 1’s levees and bridge
structures would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse
impacts, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving seismic-related ground
failure.

Potentially
Significant

Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Geotechnical Recommendations.

Less than
Significant

1-GEO-1c-ii: The proposed parking structure
would, if not mitigated, expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse
impacts, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving seismic-related ground
failure.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure GEO-1c: Geotechnical Investigation and Report. As a condition to allowing the
Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors to enter the reserve and construct the
parking structure, CDFW shall require that entity, prior to proceeding with such construction to:

1) Commission a site-specific, design level geotechnical investigation for the proposed parking
structure prepared by a registered geotechnical engineer. The investigation shall comply with all
applicable state and local building code requirements and:

a) Include an analysis of the expected ground motions at the site from known active faults using
methodologies in accordance with the California Building Code;

b) Determine and implement structural design requirements as prescribed by the most current
version of the California Building Code, including applicable County amendments, to ensure
that structures can withstand ground accelerations expected from known active faults;

c) Determine the final design parameters for walls, foundations, foundation slabs, utilities,
roadways, parking lots, sidewalks, and other surrounding related improvements in order to
comply with the most current version of the California Building Code;

2) Ensure that project plans and specifications for foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation
shall incorporate all of the recommendations contained in the site specific investigation.

3) Ensure that the project structural engineer shall review the site specific recommendations, provide
any additional necessary amendments to meet Building Code requirements, and incorporate all
applicable recommendations from the investigation in the structural design plans and shall ensure
that all structural plans for the project meet current California Building Code requirements.

Less than
Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Geology, Seismicity, and Soils (cont.)
1-GEO-1c-ii (cont.) 4) Ensure that the approval agency review all project plans for grading, foundations, structural,

infrastructure and all other relevant construction permits to ensure compliance with the applicable

geotechnical investigation and other applicable Code requirements.

5) If expansive soils are present, the technical investigation shall provide recommendations to either

remove or treat the expansive soils in accordance with current California Building Code

Requirements and any local County amendments.
1-GEO-1c-iii: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Geotechnical Recommendations. Less than
mitigated, expose people or structures to Significant Significant
potential substantial adverse impacts,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving liquefaction.
1-GEO-1d: Alternative 1 would not expose Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
people or structures to potential substantial Significant Significant
adverse impacts, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving seismically-induced
landslides.
1-GEO-2: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Geotechnical Recommendations. Less than
mitigated, be located on a geologic unit or soil Significant Significant
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project and, thereby,
potentially result in seepage/piping, slope
stability issues, or settlement.
1-GEO-3: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Geotechnical Recommendations and GEO1c: Geotechnical Less than
mitigated, be located on expansive soil and, Significant Investigation and Report. Significant
thereby, create substantial risks to life or
property.
1-GEO-4: Alternative 1 would, if not Potentially Mitigation Measure GEO-4: Corrosive Soil Testing. Any native or other fill soils that contact Less than
mitigated, be located on corrosive soils and, Significant concrete or metal foundation elements of structures constructed under the Project shall be tested for Significant

thereby, create substantial risks to life or
property.

corrosivity. Those soils, as determined by laboratory analysis and reviewed by a California licensed
geotechnical engineer, that exceed acceptable thresholds of corrosivity shall be managed in
accordance with recommendations of a qualified geotechnical engineer or corrosion engineer.
Engineering recommendations could include soil reconditioning through mixing with non-corrosive
soils, replacement of the corrosive soils in the vicinity of the foundation, or corrosion reducing
systems for exposed metal such as “sacrificial anodes.” In addition, the contractor shall use Type I
cement for all concrete and steel foundation work to further reduce the potential for degradation of
concrete through corrosion.
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Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1-GHG-1: Alternative 1 would not generate
GHG emissions, either directly indirectly, that
would have a significant impact on the
environment.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

1-GHG-2: Alternative 1 would not conflict with
an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions.

No Impact

No mitigation measures are required.

No Impact

Hazards and Hazards Materials

1-HAZ-1: Alternative 1 would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or
through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

1-HAZ-2: Alternative 1 could, unless
mitigated, create a significant hazard to the
public by potentially disturbing existing
contaminated soil or groundwater at the
Ballona Reserve.

Potentially
Significant

Implement Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-ii: Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)

Less than
Significant

1-HAZ-3: Alternative 1 would not emit
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or
proposed school.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

1-HAZ-4: Alternative 1 would be located on a
site that is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5; however,
it would not create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant
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Environmental Impact

Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Hazards and Hazards Materials (cont.)

1-HAZ-5: Alternative 1 would not be located

within an airport land use plan or, where such

a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles
of a public airport or public use airport, or
within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and
would the project result in a safety hazard for

people residing or working in the project area.

No Impact

No mitigation measures are required.

No Impact

1-HAZ-6: Alternative 1 includes four activities

that could affect but would not impair the
implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan by requiring
temporary road closures, traffic lane
restrictions, or interruptions for truck
crossings.

Potentially
Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a, Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan, and TRANS-1b
Restriction of Lane Closures.

Less than
Significant

1-HAZ-7: Alternative 1 would not expose
people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

Hydrology and Water Quality

1-WQ-1a: The excavation and grading
associated with restoration proposed under
Alternative 1 could expose and release
contaminated sediments resulting in water
quality impacts in Ballona Creek.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-i: Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP). A Monitoring
and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP) (Appendix F11 of the EIS/EIR) shall be prepared and
implemented. The MAMP shall provide a framework for the assessment of the Project and
watershed using the TMDL targets as assessment metrics. The MAMP shall use both Project
monitoring, the sediment and water quality data gathered from the TMDL monitoring conducted by
the Permittees (designated parties listed in the Ballona Creek and Ballona Creek Estuary TMDLs
who are under a state-wide or LARWQCB NPDES MS4 Stormwater Permit), and monitoring
conducted by the Corps in the Marina del Rey harbor entrance channel to determine if impairment
conditions exist and provide protocols for any further measures to meet TMDLs and dredging
requirements. The assessment of the effectiveness of the Project features and watershed measures
(conducted by the Permittees) shall be determined through comparisons to the Sediment Quality
Objectives (SQOs) and fish tissue targets. If the SQO analysis indicated an impaired or likely
impaired condition, then further source and delineation monitoring shall be conducted. Depending on
the source of the impairment, reparative measures shall be implemented by the Project proponents,

Less than
Significant
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Significance Significance after
Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
1-WQ-1a (cont.) Permittees, or in cooperation with parties as outlined in the MAMP framework to reduce the impacts

to sediment to below the SQOs and fish tissue targets. SQOs shall be the regulatory target used to
protect against negative biological impacts and are considered the performance standard to identify
negative impacts. In the event that sediment quality impairments are found to be a result of the
project, the sediment shall be excavated and disposed of off-site or buried beneath uncontaminated
material on-site. If sediment quality impairments in the Marina del Rey harbor entrance channel are
found to be a result of the project, CDFW shall coordinate with the Corps to develop a mutually
agreed upon course of action, which could include participating in reparative measures proportional
to the amount of increased impairment due to the project.

Additionally, the MAMP shall monitor and address any changes in sediment deposition in the
entrance of Marina del Rey after project implementation is complete. The plan shall use bathymetric
data collected by the Corps to determine if deposition has increased substantially after completion of
the project. In the event that substantial deposition is identified, CDFW shall coordinate with the
Corps to develop a mutually agreed upon course of action, which could include participating in
dredging proportional to the amount of increased deposition due to the project. Dredged material
shall be disposed of back in the marsh by spraying a slurry of sediment in a thin layer across the
marshplain or disposed of on- or off-site by other means in accordance with necessary permits or
other approvals. The MAMP would ensure that any increases to deposition would be monitored and
addressed in order to maintain boat access to the Marina consistent with historic dredging efforts.

The MAMP would also monitor water levels in South and Southeast Area B to determine operation of
the culverts in order to prevent flooding. Over time, flap gates would be installed on the culverts as
part of Alternative 1 to limit the flow into South and Southeast Area B. Initial modeling indicated that
adding a flap gate every 25 years would maintain the current level of flood protection, but the MAMP
would ensure that water levels were monitored so that flap gates could be added as needed to
maintain an acceptable level of flood risk.

Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-ii: Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP). A SAP shall be prepared and
implemented prior to commencement of restoration and construction activities to identify any levels
of constituents that may have been missed in previous sampling efforts. The results of the sediment
sampling shall determine which materials shall be used as wetland surfaces (highest quality), as
wetland foundation, or buried in the uplands (lowest quality) in accordance with the ER-Ls and ER-
Ms developed by Long et al. (1995). The SAP shall also include, without limitation:

a) In addition to the sampling and analysis of soil as identified in the SAP, soil and groundwater
samples shall also be collected from any excavations that encounter groundwater. The soil
samples shall be collected at or just below the static water level to sample soil that may have
been affected by contaminated groundwater migrating from offsite properties. Each soil sample
shall be labeled with a unique sample identification number, placed in to plastic bags in coolers
with ice packs, along with the appropriate chain of custody documentation, and delivered to the
analytical testing laboratory within the required testing method holding times.
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Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
1-WQ-1a (cont.) b) All soil samples collected for the analyses described below shall be collected into Teflon-lined
metal or plastic tubes and sealed to minimize the loss of volatile compounds. The groundwater
samples shall be collected into glass bottles with Teflon-lined lids and the appropriate
preservatives to seal in and preserve volatile compounds, if any. Each sample shall be labeled
with a unique sample identification number, placed in to plastic bags in coolers with ice packs,
along with the appropriate chain of custody documentation, and delivered to the analytical testing
laboratory within the required testing method holding times.
c) All soil and groundwater samples shall be analyzed for petroleum hydrocarbons using US EPA
Test Method 8015 or equivalent, including a silica gel cleanup (USEPA Test Method 3630C or
equivalent) to remove naturally occurring polar non-petroleum hydrocarbons that could interfere
with the analyses.
d) All soil and groundwater samples shall be analyzed for VOCs using USEPA Test Method 8260 or
equivalent (at a minimum, the test methods shall be capable of detecting PCE).
e) Following receipt of laboratory results of the chemical testing, soil or groundwater material that
exceeds the reuse screening levels, CHHSLs, or PRGs and cannot be reused on site shall be
transported by a DTSC-licensed hazardous waste hauler and disposed of at an offsite disposal
facility licensed to receive the contaminated soil and groundwater. Alternative disposal options,
such as onsite burial, shall be considered for soil and groundwater found not to contain
contaminates or having concentrations below the regulatory thresholds.
1-WQ-1b: Under Alternative 1, contaminated Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-i Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP). Less than
water and sediment from the watershed Significant Significant
could, unless mitigated, be transported into
the restored marsh resulting in areas of
accumulated contaminated sediments and
potential exceedance of water quality limits
set forth by the Ballona Creek TMDL.
1-WQ-1c: Under Alternative 1, water quality Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-ii Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP). Less than
degradation could occur at Los Angeles Significant Significant
(LA-2) or Newport Bay (LA-3) ocean disposal
sites due to placement of excavated Project
site sediments.
1-WQ-2: Alternative 1 would increase the Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
extent of tidal inundation and could increase Significant Significant

infiltration of salt water into the groundwater
table resulting in the inland advancement of
sea water intrusion.
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Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

1-WQ-3a: The realignment and restoration of Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-i, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP). Less than
Ballona Creek proposed under Alternative 1 Significant Significant
would result in erosion that could result in

localized and downstream siltation.

1-WQ-3b: Alternative 1’s proposed Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
connection of Ballona Creek to the marsh Significant Significant
would result in erosion but would not result in

significant loss of habitat and/or levee

destabilization.

1-WQ-3c: Alternative 1 would not alter the Less than No mitigation measures are required. L_ess_ _than
capacity or characteristics of the existing Significant Significant
storm drainage system such that there would

be a reduction in available drainage capacity.

1-WQ-4: Alternative 1’s proposed Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure WQ-1a-i, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (MAMP). Less than
realignment and restoration of Ballona Creek Significant Significant
could, unless mitigated, significantly increase

the risk of flooding.

1-WQ-5: Alternative 1 would not result in Less than No mitigation measures are required. Lgsg .than
inundation by a seiche or tsunami. Significant Significant
Noise

1-NOI-1: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Mitigation Measure NOI-1-i: The construction contractor(s) shall locate stationary noise sources as far Less than
mitigated, result in noise levels that are in Significant as possible from noise-sensitive uses, to the extent feasible, and ensure that they are muffled and Significant

excess of standards established by the
County of Los Angeles or City of Los
Angeles.

enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent
feasible.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-ii: All mobile off-road construction equipment operating at the Project site
shall be equipped with properly operating mufflers.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-iii: Restoration-phase activities shall, to the extent feasible, be scheduled
so as to avoid operating several pieces of heavy diesel-powered equipment simultaneously, which
causes high noise levels.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-iv: Temporary barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound
control curtains at least 8 feet in height shall be erected, to the extent feasible, around the perimeter
of the active work area to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding sensitive receptors
during noise-generating restoration activities.
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Noise (cont.)

1-NOI-1 (cont.)

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-v: Project-related noise levels at the property line of the multi-family
residential buildings located west of Area A and north of West Area B in the County of Los Angeles
shall undergo spot check monitoring with a sound level meter that meets the requirements identified
in Chapter 12.08 (Noise Control) of the County of Los Angeles Municipal Code to ensure that noise
levels from the Project’s implementation activities would not exceed 80 dBA at multi-family
residences during active work hours. Where noise levels exceeding 80 dBA are detected, the
construction contractor must be notified immediately and corrective actions must be implemented to
reduce the noise levels to below 80 dBA. These corrective actions may include, but are not limited
to, the erection of a noise barrier along the boundary of the Project site or the reduction in the
amount of construction equipment operating concurrently to meet the County’s noise standards for
mobile equipment.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-vi: All construction staging areas during site restoration activities shall be
located to maximize the distance between staging areas and occupied residential structures.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-vii: Two weeks prior to the commencement of restoration activities within
Area A; North, East, Southeast, South, or West Area B; North or South Area C; or the SoCalGas
Property, notification must be provided to all existing off-site residential uses located directly adjacent
to the active work area that discloses the general work schedule, including the various types of
activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the duration of the construction period.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-viii: Signs shall be posted at the Project site that include permitted work
days and hours, a contact number for the job site, and a contact number with the appropriate CDFW
enforcement officers.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-ix: All Project noise-generating activities occurring in Area A shall be
limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. from Monday through Saturday and prohibited on
Sundays or holidays as permitted under the County of Los Angeles Municipal Code, and all Project
noise-generating activities occurring in Areas B and C and on the SoCalGas Property shall be limited
to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. from Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6 p.m. on any
Saturday or national holiday, and prohibited on Sundays as permitted under the City of Los Angeles
Municipal Code, unless otherwise authorized or exempted under each of the respective municipal
codes.

1-NOI-2: Alternative 1 would, unless
mitigated, result in vibration levels that
exceed the County’s 0.01 in/sec perception
threshold at four locations, and so could
result in vibration and associated
groundborne noise-related human
annoyance.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure NOI-2: The operation of construction equipment at the Project site that generates
high levels of vibration, such as large bulldozers, loaded trucks, and drill rigs, shall be prohibited within
100 feet of existing residential structures in both the County of Los Angeles and City of Los Angeles
during restoration activities. Instead, small rubber-tired bulldozers, which generate vibration levels as
low as 0.003 in/sec at 25 feet, shall be used within these areas during site preparation, grading, and
excavation operations to ensure that vibration levels experienced at the off-site receptors would not be
perceptible.

Less than
Significant
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ALTERNATIVE 1

Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Noise (cont.)

1-NOI-3: Alternative 1 would not resultin a
substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity from post-
restoration activities.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

1-NOI-4: Alternative 1 would not result in a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity
from on-site restoration activities above levels
existing without the Project.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

1-NOI-5: Alternative 1 would not expose
people residing or working in the Project area
to excessive noise levels from a public airport
or public use airport.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

1-NOI-6: Alternative 1 would not locate the
Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip
where it would expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

Recreation

1-REC-1: Alternative 1 would not increase
the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities to the
extent that substantial physical deterioration
of the facilities would occur or be accelerated.

Less than
Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less than
Significant

Transportation and Traffic

1-TRANS-1a: Restoration-phase activities
associated with Alternative 1 would require
temporary lane and road closures, and would
increase traffic volumes at area intersections
during and following restoration.

Potentially
Significant

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a: Construction Traffic Management Plan. The construction
contractor(s) shall prepare a construction traffic management plan for each phase of the Project at the
time of final design, prior to commencement of construction. This Plan would address details related to
haul routes, dust control, noise control and City and County regulations. The construction management
plan ensures that the construction activities and workers follow the City regulations and provides details
of activities planned on-site. The Plan shall be developed on the basis of detailed design plans for the
approved project, and shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the elements listed below:

a) Develop circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts on local streets. Haul routes that
minimize truck traffic on local roadways and residential streets shall be used. As necessary,
warning lights, signage and/or flaggers shall be used to guide vehicles through the construction
work areas.

Less than
Significant
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Environmental Impact

Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Transportation and Traffic (cont.)

1-TRANS-1a (cont.)

b)

c)

Control and monitor construction vehicle movements by enforcing standard construction
specifications through periodic on-site inspections.

Install traffic control devices where traffic conditions warrant, as specified in the applicable
jurisdiction’s standards (e.g., the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Controls for Construction
and Maintenance Work Zones).

Schedule truck trips outside of peak morning and evening commute hours to minimize adverse
impacts on traffic flow (i.e., if agencies with jurisdiction over the affected roads identify highly
congested roadway segments during their review of the encroachment permit applications).

Post detour signs along affected roadways to notify motorists of alternative routes.

Perform construction that crosses on street and off street bikeways, sidewalks, and other
walkways in a manner that allows for safe access for bicyclists and pedestrians. Alternatively,
provide safe detours to reroute affected bicycle/pedestrian traffic.

At least two weeks prior to construction, post signage along all potentially affected roadways,
recreational trails, bicycle routes, and pedestrian pathways, to warn motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians of construction activities. The signs shall include information regarding the nature of
construction activities, duration, and detour routes. Signage shall be composed of or encased in

weatherproof material and posted in conspicuous locations for the duration of the closure period.

At the end of the closure period, the contractors shall retrieve all notice materials.

Construction activities shall be scheduled to minimize impacts during heavy recreational use
periods (e.g., weekends and holidays).

Implement a public information program to notify motorists, bicyclists, nearby residents, and
adjacent businesses of the impending construction activities (e.g., media coverage, email
notices, websites, etc.). Notices of the location(s) and timing of road closures shall be published
in local newspapers and on available websites to allow motorists to select alternative routes.

Store all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas.
Maintain alternate one-way traffic flow past the construction zones where possible.

Install detour signs to direct traffic to alternative routes around the closed road segment if
alternate one-way traffic flow cannot be maintained past the construction zone.

Limit lane closures during peak hours.

Restore roads and streets to normal operation by covering trenches with steel plates outside of
normal work hours or when work is not in progress.
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Transportation and Traffic (cont.)
1-TRANS-1a (cont.) 0) Comply with roadside safety protocols to reduce the risk of accidents. Provide “Road Work Ahead”

warning signs and speed control (including signs informing drivers of state legislated double fines
for speed infractions in a construction zone) to achieve required speed reductions for safe traffic
flow through the work zone. Train construction personnel to apply appropriate safety measures as
described in the traffic control and safety assurance plan.

p) Maintain access for emergency vehicles at all times. Coordinate with facility owners or
administrators of sensitive land uses such as police and fire stations, transit stations, hospitals, and
schools. Provide advance notification to local police, fire, and emergency service providers of the
timing, location, and duration of construction activities that could affect the movement of emergency
vehicles on area roadways.

q) Avoid truck trips through designated school zones during the school drop-off and pickup hours to
the extent feasible.

r) Provide flaggers in school areas at street crossings to manage traffic flow and maintain traffic safety
during the school drop-off and pickup hours on days when pipeline installation would occur in
designated school zones.

s) Coordinate with the local transit providers to enable temporary bus routes or bus stops relocations
within work zones as necessary. For example, access for Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Line 3 would
be maintained at all times through the construction zone on Lincoln Boulevard during bridge
construction.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1b: Restriction of Lane Closures. The construction traffic management
plan, prepared for Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a, shall stipulate that lane closures on Culver Boulevard
would be restricted to nighttime hours of 11:00 p.m. to 4:00 a.m.

1-TRANS-1b: Post-restoration activities Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
associated with Alternative 1, and increased Significant Significant
visitorship to the Ballona Reserve, would
increase traffic volumes on area roadways,
but would not result in a noticeable increase
in delays at off-site intersections.

1-TRANS-2: Post-restoration activities Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
associated with Alternative 1, and increased Significant Significant
visitorship to the Ballona Reserve, would
increase traffic volumes on area roadways,
but would not conflict with level of service
standards established by the County of Los
Angeles congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways.
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Significance Significance after
Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Transportation and Traffic (cont.)
1-TRANS-3: Alternative 1 would not result in No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No Impact
a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that would result in substantial
safety risks.
1-TRANS-4: Alternative 1 would not Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
substantially increase traffic hazards. Significant Significant
1-TRANS-5: Alternative 1 would, unless Potentially Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a, Construction Traffic Management Plan Less than
mitigated, result in inadequate emergency Significant Significant
access.
1-TRANS-6: Alternative 1 would not adversely Less than Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a, Construction Traffic Management Plan Less than
affect alternative transportation travel mode Significant Significant
(public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian).
Utilities and Service Systems
1-UTIL-1: Alternative 1 would not exceed Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
wastewater treatment requirements of the Significant Significant
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board.
1-UTIL-2: Alternative 1 would not result in the Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
construction of new water or wastewater Significant Significant
treatment facilities or in the expansion of
existing facilities.
1-UTIL-3: Alternative 1 would have sufficient Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
water supplies available to serve the Project Significant Significant
from existing entitlements and resources, and
new or expanded entitlements would not be
needed.
1-UTIL-4: Alternative 1 would be served by a Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to Significant Significant
accommodate the Project’s solid waste
disposal needs.
1-UTIL-5: Alternative 1 would comply with No Impact No mitigation measures are required. No Impact
federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.
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Significance

Significance after

Environmental Impact before Mitigation | Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

1-SE-1: Alternative 1 would not result in Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
significant adverse employment-related or Significant Significant
economic impacts, including on the

availability or affordability of housing.

1-SE-2: Alternative 1 would not result in Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
substantial social change affecting people or Significant Significant
communities.

1-EJ-1: Alternative 1 could, unless mitigated, Potentially Mitigation Measure EJ-1: Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2. Less than
result in disproportionately high and adverse Significant Significant
environmental impacts on a minority or low-

income population, i.e., Native American

groups, associated with restoration-related

impacts on cultural resources.

Energy Conservation

1-EC-1: Alternative 1 would result in the Less than No mitigation measures are required. Less than
consumption of energy, but would not cause Significant Significant
a significant adverse impact on local and

regional energy supplies or requirements.

Impact 1-EC-2: Restoration and post- Potentially Mitigation Measure EC-2a: The parking garage operator shall use appropriate lighting levels for safety Less than
restoration activities would, if mitigated, cause Significant (estimated to be 1-2 foot candles) and shall use energy-efficient fixtures (e.g., LED or other lighting that Significant

no adverse effect on local and regional energy
supplies or requirements for additional
capacity, would have a neutral effect on peak
and base period demands, would comply with
existing energy standards by directly
supporting and furthering efforts toward
achieving those standards, and would have no
adverse effect on energy resources.

provides efficiency comparable to or better than 55-watt induction lamps, which draw 58 watts per
fixture).

Mitigation Measure EC-2b: Parking garage operators shall turn off unneeded lights in the garage
during the daytime in areas where ambient light is sufficient. Lights in emergency exit pathways shall
remain on at all times for safety.

Mitigation Measure EC-2c: If fans are installed to disperse exhaust fumes in the parking garage, a
demand-control ventilation (DCV) system shall be installed rather than an “on/off’ system. The DCV
system shall continuously operate fans at less than 3% of the full-speed power draw and only increase
the air flow when prompted by a sensor.
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TABLE ES-2
SUMMARY OF HABITAT ACREAGES BY ALTERNATIVE
Restoration Alternatives without Fill Areas® Relocated Fill Areas?® Full Restoration Alternatives®
Clc_:))r(lldsittlircl)gr]ls Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 CE):dSittlirc])%s Hslﬁg I?Iﬂ s IC:)iTI'Slte ’S\li?ecl);ill-l CE)rigittlig%s Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Habitats Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 1 Phase 2

Open Water 40.3 48.5 51.7 48.4 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.3 48.5 51.7 48.4 45.0
Southern Mud Intertidal 8.8 15.2 13.5 15.4 11.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 15.2 13.5 15.4 11.2
Low Salt Marsh 0.0 11.3 15.4 11.4 24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.3 15.4 11.4 24
Mid Salt Marsh 0.0 58.2 84.4 64.2 28.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 58.2 84.4 64.2 28.8
High Salt Marsh 0.0 453 53.6 48.7 11.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 45.3 53.6 48.7 11.6
Muted Tidal Salt Marsh 18.2 14.4 1.5 144 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 14.4 1.5 14.4 125
Non-Tidal Salt Marsh 78.8 26.6 3.2 27.2 85.1 6.2 1.1 6.1 6.2 85.0 327 9.3 28.3 91.3
Non-Tidal Marsh 27.8 45 0.2 46 22.7 10.8 0.0 10.8 10.8 38.6 15.3 11.0 46 33.5
Coastal Brackish Marsh 6.1 11.7 11.6 11.7 8.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 6.4 11.7 11.6 11.7 9.0
Salt Pan 22.8 31.5 314 31.8 27.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.8 31.5 31.4 31.8 274
Transition Zone 0.0 21.8 28.0 23.7 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.8 28.0 23.7 9.9
Upland 200.8 1241 126.1 116.9 137.9 70.9 86.9 69.7 69.4 271.7 193.9 195.8 203.8 207.4
Stabilized Dune 7.3 7.0 6.9 7.0 7.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 9.3 7.0 6.9 7.0 8.9
Eucalyptus Grove 2.8 25 24 24 24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 25 24 24 24
Willow/Mulefat Thicket 134 11.5 8.4 8.4 9.1 0.5 34 35 0.5 13.8 15.1 11.9 11.8 9.6
Developed 38.8 31.9 27.6 29.8 44 1 9.0 8.2 9.5 10.5 477 414 371 38.0 54.6
Total Area 465.9 465.9 465.9 465.9 465.9 99.6 99.6 99.6 99.6 565.5 565.5 565.5 565.5 565.5
Total Area Available for Restoration” 385.4 385.4 385.4 385.4 385.4 472.7 472.7 472.7 472.7 472.7
Total Marsh and Salt Pan® (Degraded and Restored) 153.7 203.3 201.3 213.8 199.2 17.3 11 16.9 17.3 171.0 220.3 218.2 214.9 216.5
Total New Marsh and Salt Pan Created 63.6 71.8 72.8 46.3 63.6 71.8 72.8 46.3
Total Marsh and Salt Pan Enhanced 74.6 129.5 74.7 6.3 11 16.9 74.6 129.5 75.8 6.3
Total Marsh and Salt Pan Created or Enhanced 138.2 201.3 147.5 52.6 11 16.9 0.0 138.2 201.3 148.6 52.6

NOTES:
1 The Restoration Alternatives without Fill Areas includes Area A and North, West, South, and Southeast Area B.

The Relocated Fill Areas includes East Area B and North and South Area C.
To cover the possible range of fill placement impacts, this document analyzes Alternative 1 with the mid fill scenario, Alternative 2 with the high fill scenario, and Alternative 3 with the no fill scenario. However, a different combination of alternative and fill scenario could be chosen for the final project.

Total acreage minus Ballona Creek, willow/mulefat thicket in Southeast Area B, dunes in West Area B, eucalyptus grove in South Area B, and parking lots and other development. The restoration alternatives were designed to avoid these areas.
Total Marsh and Salt Pan includes low, mid, high, muted, and non-tidal salt marsh, non-tidal marsh, coastal brackish marsh, and salt pan.

a b~ wWwN
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Executive Summary

Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Restoration:

Mitigable short-term visual impacts from
earth moving equipment and materials,
stockpiled soil fill, visible dust plumes,
and debris. Distant views of the Pacific
Ocean from the Culver Boulevard Bridge
would also be altered temporarily while
restoration activities occur

Restoration:

Reduced impacts to scenic vista due to
less restoration-related construction
activities; fewer changes to topography.
Similar short-term impacts from earth
moving equipment and materials,
stockpiled soil fill, a potential for visible
dust plumes, and debris. Mitigable short-

Restoration:

Reduced impacts to scenic vista compared
to Alternatives 1 and 2 due to less
restoration-related construction activities.
Reduced short-term impacts from earth
moving equipment and materials, stockpiled
soil fill, a potential for visible dust plumes,
and debris. Mitigable short-term impacts

No Project-related changes to the site
would occur and thus no adverse
impacts on scenic vistas, scenic
resources, or the visual character and
quality of the area would occur and no
beneficial effects to aesthetic
resources would occur either.

Section_3.2, Post-restoration: term impacts from construction light. from construction light.
Aesthetics . , , Post-restoration: Post-restoration:
Mitigable impact from security/safety
lighting; increased visitors to the site, Fewer changes to scenic vistas as a Fewer changes to scenic vistas compared
including pedestrians and bicyclists result of the preservation of West Area B | to Alternatives 1 and 2. Similar mitigable
using the pathways, and diminished in its current state. Similar mitigable impact from security/safety lighting.
motorist views from portions of Culver impact from security/safety lighting;
Boulevard. Beneficial impact due to the | increased visitors to the site, including
establishment of more natural looking pedestrians and bicyclists using the
features and removal of trash and debris | pathways.
currently located on the site.
Restoration (Max Unmitigated): Overall reduced emissions for Overall reduced emissions for Restoration No Project-related emissions would
VOC=5.92 tons/yr: NOx=66.08 tons/yr: CRj;tg;?ggrtloaRﬁ fost restoration when Tr;ﬂﬂgcs: ;estoratlon when compared to Alt tongcgiﬁnerated. No impacts would
C0=36.58 tons/yr; PM10=14.87 tonsl/yr;
and PM2.5=4.62 tons/yr. Restoration (Max Unmitigated): Restoration (Max Unmitigated):
Localized Construction Emissions (Max | VOC=5.01 tons/yr; NOx=56.33 tons/yr; VOC=2.22 tons/yr; NOx=24.42 tons/yr;
Unmitigated): C0=31.27 tons/yr; PM10=14.38 tons/yr; | CO=13.26 tons/yr; PM10=14.38 tons/yr;
NOx=787.3 Ibs/day: CO=406.2 Ibs/day: and PM2.5=4.17 tonslyr. and PM2.5=2.10 tonsl/yr.
PM10=45.5 Ibs/day; and PM2.5= Localized Construction Emissions (Max | Localized Construction Emissions (Max
Section 3.3, 36.9 Ibs/day Unmitigated): Unmitigated):
Air Quality

Post-restoration (Max):

VOC=0.2 tons/yr; NOx=1.2 tons/yr;
CO0=2.9 tons/yr; PM10=0.6 tons/yr; and
PM2.5=0.2 tons/yr.

Maximum daily construction-related NOx
emissions would exceed SCAQMD
General Conformity applicability rates.
Mitigation would significantly reduce NOx
emissions.

NOx=787.3 Ibs/day; CO=408.2 Ibs/day;
PM10=45.5 Ibs/day; and PM2.5=
36.9 Ibs/day

Post-restoration (Max):

VOC=0.3 tons/yr; NOx=1.9 tons/yr;
C0=3.3 tons/yr; PM10=0.6 tons/yr; and
PM2.5=0.2 tons/yr.

NOx=612.1 Ibs/day; CO=294.2 |bs/day;
PM10=37.0 Ibs/day; and PM2.5=
28.9 Ibs/day

Post-restoration (Max):

VOC=0.3 tons/yr; NOx=1.9 tons/yr;
CO0=3.3 tons/yr; PM10=0.6 tons/yr; and
PM2.5=0.3 tons/yr.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Localized significance thresholds would
be exceeded for NOx, PM10 and
PM2.5. Mitigation would significantly
reduce localized emissions.

Maximum daily construction-related
NOx emissions would exceed SCAQMD
General Conformity applicability rates.
Mitigation would significantly reduce

Maximum daily construction-related NOx
emissions would exceed SCAQMD
General Conformity applicability rates.
Mitigation would significantly reduce NOx

Section 3.3, v ogd
Air Quality NOx emissions. emissions.
(cont.) Localized significance thresholds would | Localized significance thresholds would be
be exceeded for NOx, PM10 and exceeded for NOx, PM10 and PM2.5.
PM2.5. Mitigation would significantly Mitigation would significantly reduce
reduce localized emissions. localized emissions.
Restoration: Restoration: Restoration: No Project-related changes to
Mitigable potential impacts to federally- | Mitigable potential impacts to federally- | Mitigable potential impacts to federally- mf’p:gg'tcvwﬁj‘i‘;;ﬁf would occur; no
listed El Segundo blue butterfly, listed El Segundo blue butterfly, listed El Segundo blue butterfly, California
California least tern, and least Bell’s California least tern, and least Bell’s least tern, and least Bell’s vireo.
vireo. vireo. Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
Mitigable adverse impacts and Mitigable adverse impacts and effects to special-status plant and wildlife
beneficial effects to special-status plant | beneficial effects to special-status plant | species.
and wildlife species. and wildlife species. Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
Mitigable adverse and beneficial Mitigable adverse impacts and effects to Salt Marsh-Associated
impacts to Salt Marsh-Associated beneficial effects to Salt Marsh- Invertebrates habitat:
Invertebrates habitat: Associated Invertebrates habitat:
e Permanent loss: 3.7 acres
Section 3.4, e Permanent loss: 31.4 acres e Permanent loss: 21.7 acres .
Biological o Net gain: 42.8 acres
Resources o Net gain: 153.4 acres e Net gain: 124.3 acres

Mitigable adverse and beneficial
impacts to dune-associated
Invertebrates habitat:

e Permanent loss: 2.4 acres

Mitigable impacts to silvery legless
lizard habitat:

e Permanent loss: 2.4 acres

Mitigable impacts to San Bernardino
ring-necked snake habitat:

e Permanent loss: 47.9 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to dune-associated
Invertebrates habitat:

e Permanent loss: 2.3 acres

Mitigable impacts to silvery legless
lizard habitat:

e Permanent loss: 2.3 acres

Mitigable impacts to San Bernardino
ring-necked snake habitat:

e Permanent loss: 44.1 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to dune-associated Invertebrates
habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0.4 acres

Mitigable impacts to silvery legless lizard
habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0.4 acres

Mitigable impacts to San Bernardino ring-
necked snake habitat:

e Permanent loss: 54.4

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project

Draft EIS/EIR

ES-52

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

TABLE ES-3 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Executive Summary

Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Section 3.4,
Biological
Resources
(cont.)

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to Belding’s savannah
sparrow habitat:

e Permanent loss: 28.1 acres
¢ Net gain: 69.6 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to least Bell's vireo
habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0.3 acre
e Net gain: 2.9 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to shorebird habitat:

e Permanent loss: 6.7 acres
o Net gain: 13.4 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to marsh bird habitat:

e Permanent loss: 31.4 acres
o Net gain: 38.6 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to Southern California
salt marsh shrew and South Coast
marsh vole habitat:

e Permanent loss: 31.4 acres
e Net gain: 73.3 acres

Mitigable restoration-phase adverse
impacts and beneficial long-term effects
to riparian and sensitive natural
communities including:

e Southern Mud Intertidal Habitat:
Permanent loss: 2.4 acres.

Net increase: 4.7 acres.

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to Belding’s savannah
sparrow habitat:

e Permanent loss: 9.5 acres
e Net gain: 72.7 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts to least Bell’'s
vireo habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0.3 acre
e Net gain: 2.9 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to shorebird habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0.5 acre
e Net gain: 15.6 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to marsh bird habitat:

e Permanent loss: 21.7 acres
e Net gain: 35.0 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to Southern California
salt marsh shrew and South Coast
marsh vole habitat:

e Permanent loss: 21.7 acres
¢ Net gain: 65.4 acres

Mitigable restoration-phase adverse
impacts and beneficial long-term effects
to riparian and sensitive natural
communities including:

e Southern Mud Intertidal Habitat:
Permanent loss: 0.3 acres.

Net increase: 6.6 acres.

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to Belding’s savannah sparrow
habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0 acre
¢ Net gain: 48 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts to least Bell's
vireo habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0 acre
¢ Net gain: 0 acre

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to shorebird habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0 acre
¢ Net gain: 7 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to marsh bird habitat:

e Permanent loss: 3.7 acres
¢ Net gain: 40.9 acres

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to Southern California salt marsh
shrew and South Coast marsh vole
habitat:

e Permanent loss: 0 acre
o Net gain: 2.4 acres

Mitigable restoration-phase adverse
impacts and beneficial long-term effects to
riparian and sensitive natural communities
including:

e Southern Mud Intertidal Habitat:
Permanent impact: 0 acres.

Net increase: 2.4 acres.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Section 3.4,
Biological
Resources
(cont.)

e Southern Coastal Salt Marsh:
Permanent loss:31.4 acres
Net increase: 61.0 acres

¢ Coastal Brackish Marsh
Permanent loss: 1.0 acre
Net increase: 5.2 acres

o Southern Willow Scrub:
Permanent loss of 0.3 acres
Net increase: 2.7 acres

e Southern Dune Scrub

Mitigable indirect impacts only. No
permanent habitat loss or increase.

e Benthic Communities

Mitigable direct and indirect impacts. No
permanent habitat loss or increase.

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to wetlands/waters of
the State and US:

e Permanent impacts: 42.5 acres
o Netincrease: 77.4 acres

Mitigable impacts to human health due
to disease vectors (i.e., mosquitos).

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to avian and aquatic
migratory wildlife corridors.

Post-restoration:

Limited adverse impacts and net
beneficial effects to special status
plants, invertebrates, essential fish
habitat, reptiles, birds, mammals.

e Southern Coastal Salt Marsh:
Permanent loss: 21.7 acres
Net increase: 63.7 acres

o Coastal Brackish Marsh
Permanent loss: 0.9 acre
Net increase: 5.3 acres

o Southern Willow Scrub:
Permanent loss of 0.3 acres
Net increase: 2.7 acres

e Southern Dune Scrub

Mitigable indirect impacts only. No
permanent habitat loss or increase.

e Benthic Communities

Mitigable direct and indirect impacts. No
permanent habitat loss or increase.

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to wetlands/waters of
the State and US:

e Permanent impacts: 29.7 acres
o Netincrease: 92.1 acres

Mitigable impacts to human health due
to disease vectors (i.e., mosquitos).

Mitigable adverse impacts and
beneficial effects to avian and aquatic
migratory wildlife corridors.

Post-restoration:

Limited adverse impacts and net
beneficial impacts to special status
plants, invertebrates, essential fish
habitat, reptiles, birds, mammals.

e Southern Coastal Salt Marsh:
Permanent loss: 3.7 acres
Net increase: 43.4 acres

o Coastal Brackish Marsh
Permanent loss: 0 acre
Net increase: 2.4 acres

o Southern Willow Scrub:
Permanent loss: 0 acres
Net increase: 0 acres

e Southern Dune Scrub
No impact

e Benthic Communities

No direct impacts, less than significant
indirect impacts

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to wetlands/waters of the State and
Us:

e Permanent impacts: 3.7 acres
e Netincrease: 72.4 acres

Mitigable impacts to human health due to
disease vectors (i.e., mosquitos).

Mitigable adverse impacts and beneficial
effects to avian and aquatic migratory
wildlife corridors.

Post-restoration:

Limited adverse impacts and net beneficial
impacts to special status plants,
invertebrates, essential fish habitat,
reptiles, birds, mammals.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Section 3.4,
Biological
Resources
(cont.)

Beneficial effects to riparian and
sensitive natural communities,
wetlands/waters of the U.S. and State,
and avian and aquatic migratory wildlife
corridors.

Limited impacts to human health
relating to the potential presence of
disease vectors (i.e., mosquitos).

Beneficial effects to riparian and
sensitive natural communities,
wetlands/waters of the U.S. and State,
and avian and aquatic migratory wildlife
corridors.

Limited impacts to human health
relating to the potential presence of
disease vectors (i.e., mosquitos).

Beneficial effects to riparian and sensitive
natural communities, wetlands/waters of
the U.S. and State, and avian and aquatic
migratory wildlife corridors.

Limited impacts to human health relating
to the potential presence of disease
vectors (i.e., mosquitos).

Section 3.5, Cultural

Mitigable potential impacts to four
historical resources including one
prehistoric archaeological district and
one prehistoric archaeological site with
known human burials.

Mitigable potential impacts to
paleontological resources

Impacts are reduced when compared to
Alternative 1 due to reduced area of
excavation.

Potential impacts to four historical
resources including one prehistoric
archaeological district and one
prehistoric archaeological site with

Impacts are reduced when compared to
Alternatives 1 and 2 due to reduced area
of excavation.

Potential impacts to four historical
resources including one prehistoric
archaeological district and one prehistoric
archaeological site with known human

No Project-related changes to
cultural resources would occur; no
impact would result.

Resources known human burials when compared burials when compared to Alternatives 1
to Alternative 1. and 2.
Due to reduced quantity of excavation, | Due to reduced quantity of excavation,
Alternative 2 has a reduced potential to | Alternative 3 has a reduced potential to
impact paleontological resources impact paleontological resources when
compared to Alternatives 1 and 2.
Mitigable hazard-related impacts Similar but slightly reduced impacts Similar but slightly reduced impacts when | No Project-related changes to
involving strong seismic ground when compared to Alternative 1 due to | compared to Alternatives 1 and 2 due to geology, seismicity, and soil
shaking, potential levee and bridge smaller levee construction footprint. smaller levee construction footprint and resources would occur; no impact
Section 3.6, structure failure, seismic ground failure, construction of only one bridge. would result.

Geology, Seismicity,
and Soils

liquefaction, unstable geologic unit or
soils.

Mitigable hazard-related impacts
involving strong seismic ground
shaking, potential levee and bridge
structure failure, seismic ground failure,
liquefaction, unstable geologic unit or
soils.

Mitigable hazard-related impacts involving
strong seismic ground shaking, potential
levee and bridge structure failure, seismic
ground failure, liquefaction, unstable
geologic unit or soils.

Section 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Restoration:

Direct and indirect GHG emissions
combined would be 25,252 MT CO.e.

Restoration:

Direct and indirect GHG emissions
combined would be 20,145 MT CO.e.

Restoration:

Direct and indirect GHG emissions
combined would be 15,583 MT CO.e.

No Project-related change in existing
GHG emissions generation or
sequestration would occur; no
impacts or effects would result.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Post-restoration:

Increased ability of the Ballona Reserve

Post-restoration:

Initially greater ability of the site to

Post-restoration:

Increased ability of the site to function as a

Section 3.7, to function as a carbon sink would function as a carbon sink than under carbon sink than under existing conditions,
Greenhouse Gas partially offset GHG emissions. Alternative 1, but with sea level rise although for a shorter period of time than
Emissions 135 MT CO ultimately less carbon sequestration than | would occur under Alternatives 1 and 2.
(cont.) 2€ per year under Alternative 1 and greater than 135 MT CO
under Alternative 3. 2€ per year
135 MT CO.e per year
Mitigable potential exposure to Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1. | Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1. No Project-related impacts involving
Section 3.8, contaminated soil and groundwater. hazards or hazardous materials

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Mitigable temporary road closures.

Mitigable potential exposure to
contaminated soil and groundwater.

Mitigable temporary road closures.

Mitigable potential exposure to
contaminated soil and groundwater.

Mitigable temporary road closures.

would occur; no impact would result.

Section 3.9,
Hydrology and
Water Quality

Mitigable water quality impacts due to
potential release of contaminated
sediments into Ballona Creek associated
wetlands.

Mitigable potential for erosion and
siltation.

Mitigable increased risk of flooding on
and off site

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1,
but with less potential for release of
contaminated sediments and
erosion/siltation.

Mitigable water quality impacts due to
potential release of contaminated
sediments into Ballona Creek associated
wetlands.

Mitigable potential for erosion and
siltation.

Mitigable increased risk of flooding on
and off site.

Reduced potential for release of
contaminated sediments, erosion/siltation

and flooding on and off site when compared

to Alternatives 1 and 2.

No Project-related changes to
existing water quality or hydrologic
conditions and phenomena would
occur; no impact would result.

Section 3.10, Noise

Restoration:

Exposure of sensitive receptors to
temporary noise levels in excess of
standards established by the County of
Los Angeles or City of Los Angeles.

Potential to result in vibration levels that
exceed the County’s 0.01 in/sec
perception threshold at four locations.

Restoration:

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2
would expose sensitive receptors to
temporary noise levels in excess of
standards established by the County of
Los Angeles or City of Los Angeles.

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 has
the potential to result in vibration levels
that exceed the County’s 0.01 in/sec
perception threshold at four locations.

Restoration:

Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, Alternative 3

would expose sensitive receptors to
temporary noise levels in excess of

standards established by the County of Los

Angeles or City of Los Angeles.

Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, Alternative 3

has the potential to result in vibration levels
that exceed the County’s 0.01 in/sec
perception threshold at four locations.

No Project-related changes to the
existing noise environment would
occur; no impact would result.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Section 3.10, Noise
(cont.)

Post-restoration:

No significant noise impacts would
occeur.

Post-restoration:

No significant noise impacts would
occeur.

Post-restoration:

No significant noise impacts would occur.

Restoration:

Temporary disruption of recreational
activities on site, rerouted bike paths.
No impacts warranting mitigation
identified.

Post-restoration:

Improved recreational facilities for some
public uses including bike paths and

Impacts would be similar to
Alternative 1.

Restoration:

Temporary disruption of recreational
activities on site, rerouted bike paths.
No impacts warranting mitigation
identified.

Post-restoration:

Impacts would be similar to Alternatives 1
and 2, but with fewer beneficial effects
post-restoration because only one
bicycle/pedestrian bridge would be
constructed instead of two.

Restoration:

Temporary disruption of recreational
activities on site, rerouted bike paths. No
impacts warranting mitigation identified.

No Project-related changes to
existing recreational resources would
occur; no impact would result.

Section 3.11, pedestrian trails. Improved fishing and ) _
Recreation aquatic recreational resources Improved recreational facilities for some | gy restoration:
associated with restored Ballona Creek public uses '“9'”"'“9 bike pe_ath_s and . -
channel. Following restoration, the pedes_trlan trall§. Improved fishing and Impr_oved re_creatlt_)nal f_acmtles for some
straightway within the Ballona Creek aquatl'c recreatlonal resources public uses mg:ludlng bike pgthg and
channel would be reduced to associated with _restored Bgllona Creek pede;trlan trall_s. Improved fishing an_d
approximately 1,372 meters and so not channel. FoIIqwmg restoration, the aquatlc recreational resources associated
long enough for competitions requiring straightway within the Ballona Creek with restqrgd Ballona' Reserve. No change
a 2,000 meter straight-away. channel would be reduced to to the existing potential for use of the
’ approximately 1,372 meters, which is Ballona Creek channel for rowing
not long enough for competitions competitions requiring a 2,000 meter
requiring a 2,000 meter straight-away. straight-away.
Restoration: Impacts would be the same as Impacts would be similar to Alternatives 1 | No Project-related changes to
Mitigable temporary lane and road Alternative 1. and 2. existing traffic/ transportation
closures. Restoration: Restoration: \?v%rlﬁg I?:SSU\II:.OUId oceur; no impact
Mitigable temporary impacts to Mitigable temporary lane and road Fewer temporary lane and road closures
emergency access. closures. than Alternatives 1 and 2.
Section 3.12, Mitigable temporary impacts to Santa Mitigable temporary impacts to No impacts to emergency access.

Transportation and
Traffic

Monica Big Blue Bus Line 3 and
Ballona Creek Bike Path.

Post-restoration:

Improved pedestrian trails and bike
paths.

emergency access.

Mitigable temporary impacts to Santa
Monica Big Blue Bus Line 3 and Ballona
Creek Bike Path.

Post-restoration:

Improved pedestrian trails and bike
paths.

Mitigable temporary impacts to Santa
Monica Big Blue Bus Line 3 and Ballona
Creek Bike Path.

Post-restoration:

Improved pedestrian trails and bike paths.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Section 3.13,
Utilities and Service
Systems

Restoration:

Approximately 346,480 gallons of
drinking water plus up to 4,033,000
gallons of water per acre per year for
irrigation.

Approximately 10,000 to 110,000 cy of
excavated soil and debris could be
exported from the site.

Post-restoration:
No impact on water consumption.

Increase in solid waste due to visitors
offset by a decrease in solid waste due
to a reduction in illegal dumping (less
than 200 Ibs per month).

Restoration:

Reduced water consumption relative to
Alternative 1.

Reduced solid waste (between 0
and10,000 cy of excavated/dredged soil
and debris)

Post-restoration:

Same as Alternative 1.

Restoration:

Reduced water consumption relative to
Alternative 1.

Increased solid waste (1,230,000 cy of
excavated/dredged soil).

Post-restoration:

Same as Alternative 1.

No impact to water consumption.

Continued off-site disposal of
approximately 1,000 Ibs. (0.5 ton) of
illegally dumped debris per month.

Section 3.14,
Socioeconomics

Restoration: Short-term employment of
120 workers drawn from local areas.
Employment of construction workers
would result in a minor positive
economic and employment beneficial
effect in the communities in which

workers reside and/or make purchases.

Permanent displacement of up to 10
transients estimated to be living in the
project area.

Post-restoration:

No impact on long-term employment,
economic growth, or housing
availability. Minor indirect beneficial
economic effects for businesses in the
communities surrounding the Project
site may occur as a result of increased
visitors.

Restoration: Same as Alternative 1.

Post-restoration: Same as Alternative 1.

Restoration: Same as Alternative 1.

Post-restoration: Same as Alternative 1.

No impact.
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Environmental
Resource Area

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Section 3.14,
Environmental
Justice

Restoration:

No direct impacts. Mitigable indirect air
quality impacts from emissions of ozone
precursors during restoration and
construction activities.

Post-restoration:

Restoration:

Reduced air quality impacts as a result

of less construction activities but

increased recreation impact due to the

closure of the baseball fields in South
Area C. All other impacts would be
similar to Alternative 1.

Restoration:

Reduced air quality impacts as a result of
less construction activities. All other
impacts would be similar to Alternative 1.

Post-restoration:

Same as Alternative 1.

No impact.

Section 5.4, Energy
Conservation

No impact. Post-restoration:
Same as Alternative 1.
Restoration: Restoration: Restoration: No Project-related changes to

Mitigable impacts involving the
consumption of gasoline, diesel, and
electricity

Post-restoration:

Consumption of gasoline, diesel, and
electricity would be similar to existing
conditions.

Mitigable impacts involving the
consumption of gasoline, diesel, and
electricity. However, less fuel and
electricity would be consumed when
compared to Alternative 1.

Post-restoration:

Consumption of gasoline, diesel, and
electricity would be similar to existing
conditions.

Mitigable impacts involving the
consumption of gasoline, diesel, and
electricity. However, less fuel and
electricity would be consumed when
compared to Alternatives 1 and 2.

Post-restoration:

Consumption of gasoline, diesel, and
electricity would be similar to existing
conditions.

existing energy consumption would
occur; no impact would result.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) are preparing a joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) for the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project proposed on 566 acres within the area
held in fee by the State of California that comprise the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve
(Ballona Reserve), as well as incidental work on approximately 4 acres adjacent to the Ballona
Reserve.

This EIS/EIR is being prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C 84321 et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations (40 C.F.R. Part 1500, et seq.), Executive Orders (e.g., Executive Order 11990,
Protection of Wetlands), Corps’ regulations (33 C.F.R. Parts 230, 320-332), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code §21000, et seq.), State of California’s
CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000, et seq.), and other environmental laws. The
Corps is the NEPA lead agency and CDFW is the CEQA lead agency. This EIS/EIR has been
prepared by Environmental Science Associates on behalf of the lead agencies and has been
independently reviewed by Corps and CDFW staff. The scope of the document, methods of
analysis, and conclusions represent the independent judgment of the Corps and CDFW. Staff
members from the Corps, CDFW, and others who helped prepare this EIS/EIR are identified in
Chapter 5, List of Preparers and Contributors.

This EIS/EIR describes the affected resources and evaluates the potential environmental
consequences (whether beneficial effects or adverse impacts) to those resources as a result of the
design, implementation, and long-term maintenance of a wetland restoration project at the
Ballona Reserve and other ancillary work. This EIS/EIR will be used to inform decision makers
and the public about the environmental effects of the Project.

1.1 Purpose and Need/Project Objectives

1.1.1 Statement of Purpose and Need under NEPA

In accordance with CEQ regulations, an EIS’s Purpose and Need section “shall briefly specify
the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives
including the proposed action” (40 C.F.R. §1502.13).

The purposes, pursuant to NEPA, of the Project are to:

1.  Restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona Reserve, in part by increasing
tidal influence to achieve predominantly estuarine wetland conditions.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1-1 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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2. Ensure any alteration/modification to the Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA)
project components within the Ballona Reserve maintain the authorized LACDA project
levels of flood risk management, which in this section of Ballona Creek, includes ensuring
there is no reduction to the conveyance capacity of up to 68,000 cubic feet per second
(cfs)? and that LACDA project features reduce flood risk to the surrounding communities
and infrastructure for up to the 100 year flood event.

In addition to defining the purpose of an applicant’s project pursuant to NEPA, the Corps must
evaluate the proposed discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. for its
compliance with the Clean Water Act section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). A
critical, initial part of evaluating this compliance is identifying the basic purpose of the
applicant’s project as well as the overall project purpose.

The basic project purpose comprises the fundamental, essential, or irreducible purpose of the
proposed action and is used by the Corps to determine whether an applicant’s project is water
dependent (i.e., whether it requires access or proximity to or siting within a special aquatic site to
fulfill its basic purpose). Where the activity associated with a discharge that is proposed for a
special aquatic site is not water dependent, practicable alternatives that do not involve special
aquatic sites are presumed to be available, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. The basic
purpose of the project is ecological restoration, which in the context of this project is a water-
dependent activity, and so the rebuttable presumption does not apply. However, where a
discharge is proposed for a special aquatic site, all practicable alternatives to the proposed
discharge that do not involve a discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise.

The overall project purpose serves as the basis for the Corps’ Section 404(b)(1) alternatives
analysis and is determined by further defining the basic purpose in a manner that more
specifically describes the applicant’s goals for the project and that allows a reasonable range of
alternatives to be analyzed. For this EIS/EIR, the above-stated NEPA purpose is the same as the
overall project purpose.

The need for the Project under NEPA is to restore coastal aquatic resources to increase available
breeding and foraging habitat for wildlife while maintaining flood protection for surrounding
communities; and to provide public access for compatible recreational and educational
opportunities that are not currently widely available within the Ballona Reserve. A substantial
portion of California’s historic coastal aquatic resources have been lost. The Ballona Reserve
aquatic ecosystem is one of the last remaining opportunities for major coastal habitat restoration
in Los Angeles County. It is estimated that historically the Ballona Creek watershed supported a
great diversity of aquatic resources.

9 The Ballona Creek channel was designed in the 1930s, and documentation for the original design capacity is limited.
LACFCD design drawings (1959) and as-builts (1963) for later work on the segment of the Ballona Creek channel
within the Ballona Reserve indicated a design discharge of 49,500 cfs. Documentation for other, subsequent projects
refers to a Standard Project Flood (SPF) flow of 46,000 cfs, which was first computed by the Corps in the 1950s
(USACE LA District 1979). The SPF figure was later revised to identify a future, unrestricted SPF of 68,000 cfs
(USACE LA District 1979). The authorized discharge will be confirmed by the Corps during the permitting process
for the Project, but would not be higher than 68,000 cfs.
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1.1.2 CEQA Project Objectives

CEQA requires an EIR to include a “statement of objectives sought by the project” (CEQA
Guidelines 815124). The statement of objectives assists the State lead agency in developing a
range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. CDFW’s objectives in proposing this Project are
supported by the Science Advisory Committeel0 for the Project and by the public stakeholder
group members that participated in a day-long design charrette at the beginning of the planning
process.

The NEPA purpose and need and the CEQA Project objectives are aligned in their focus on
restoring wetland and other ecological functions within the Ballona Reserve and maintaining
existing levels of flood risk management provided by the Ballona Creek flood risk management
channel and levee system. While the purpose and need and Project objectives are stated
differently, they are connected by the overarching Project purposes.

They CEQA objectives are as follows:

1. Restore, enhance, and create estuarine and associated habitats:

a)  That support a natural range of habitat formations and functions, including multiple
habitat types, in the Ballona Reserve, to create a regionally important wetland area;

b)  That are self-sustaining by allowing for adaptation to sea level rise, minimizing the
need for active management, and reducing impacts of human activities and invasive
species through the provision of large, contiguous areas of diverse intertidal wetland
habitats with wide transition and buffer areas;

c)  That sustain multiple levels of biodiversity associated with estuarine and associated
systems by strategically preserving, restoring, enhancing, and developing multiple
habitats (including a variety of wetland types and upland habitats) and incorporating
transitional and upland habitat connections to the wetlands to support recruitment and
the various life stages of a diverse native flora and fauna;

d)  That contribute to the biodiversity and health of the Ballona Reserve by providing for
the management of native upland habitat; and

2. Protect and respect cultural and sacred resources, to enable cultural use of the Ballona
Reserve by Native Americans and provide appropriate interpretive information about prior
human uses of the Ballona Reserve.

3. Establish natural processes and functions within the Ballona Reserve that support estuarine
and associated habitats through measures such as improving tidal circulation into the
wetlands to enlarge the amount of area that is tidally inundated, increasing tidal prism and
excursion, lowering residence time of water, ensuring a more natural salinity gradient, and

10 The Science Advisory Committee is an interdisciplinary team of scientists that was assembled at the beginning of the
restoration planning process to ensure that the restoration plan was developed based on the best available science
(Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2017; Project Management Team 2005).
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creating dynamic hydrologic interactions between the Ballona Creek channel, wetlands
within the Ballona Reserve, and the Santa Monica Bay.

4.  Develop and enhance wildlife dependent uses and secondary compatible on-site public
access for recreation and educational activities by:

a)  Providing a system of walking trails with interpretation and learning opportunities
focused on the natural resources and cultural context of the restored and enhanced
native uplands habitat; and

b)  Providing new access for cyclists along the new levees.

5. Protect and avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties
and uses by maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management,
ensuring consistency with future implementation of regional plans, and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure.

6.  Provide oversight of the Ballona Reserve to accomplish management functions such as
ensuring public safety and resource protection while minimizing security and maintenance
costs by:

a)  Encouraging appropriate and legal public use throughout the Ballona Reserve through
a system of trails signage; providing for safe traffic and parking; and deterring
dumping, camping, and other uses that are incompatible with the Ballona Reserve’s
habitat values; and

b)  Maintaining the existing on-site office and maintenance yard locations for CDFW
staff to accommodate increasing CDFW presence for management and monitoring
throughout the Ballona Reserve.

7. Ensure that alterations/modifications to LACDA project components do not adversely
impact the LACDA project by:

a)  Retaining the authorized conveyance capacity within the Ballona Creek Channel; and.

b)  Ensuring that structural changes to LACDA project features satisfy Corps and Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works-Flood Control District (LACFCD)11
criteria for functional, operational, and maintenance purposes.

11 The Los Angeles County Flood Control District is empowered by the Los Angeles County Flood Control Act of 1915
to provide flood protection and other services within its boundaries. LACFCD is the applicant with respect to the
LACDA project facility components of the Proposed Action (Alternative 1). See Section 2.2.1.7, Operation and
Maintenance Activities, and Appendix B5, Preliminary Operation and Maintenance Plan, for information about these
responsibilities.
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1.2 Overview of the Project

1.2.1 Location of the Project Site

The Project site includes the Ballona Reserve and seven potential natural gas storage well
relocation sites (Sites 1 through 7) proposed within the SoCalGas Property located adjacent to
the Ballona Reserve. See Figure ES-1, Regional Location, and Figure ES-2, Project Site.

The Ballona Reserve is located in southern California, south of Marina del Rey and east of

Playa del Rey. It extends roughly from the Marina Freeway (State Route [SR] 90) to the east, the
Westchester bluffs to the south, Playa del Rey to the west, and Fiji Way to the north. It is primarily
located in the western portion of the City of Los Angeles and partially within unincorporated Los
Angeles County, approximately 1.5 miles west of the San Diego Freeway (Interstate [I] 405) and
approximately 0.25 mile southeast of Santa Monica Bay. The Ballona Reserve is bisected by and
includes a channelized reach of Ballona Creek, and it is traversed by Culver Boulevard, Jefferson
Boulevard, and Lincoln Boulevard. For purposes of this analysis, the Ballona Reserve is divided
into Area A, Area B, and Area C. Each Area is described briefly below:

Ballona Creek runs through the center of the Ballona Reserve in a northeast to southwest direction
within a concrete-sided, soft bottom channel. It has channel bed invert elevations ranging from
elevation -2 to -8 feet North American Vertical Datum (NAVD 88)12 and is bordered on both sides
by flood protection levees with elevations sloping from approximately elevation 20 feet NAVD 88
at Culver Boulevard down to approximately elevation 15 feet NAVD 88 at the western boundary of
the Ballona Reserve. The conveyance capacity of Ballona Creek is up to 68,000 cubic feet per
second (cfs). The Corps constructed the Ballona Creek flood risk management channel (Ballona
Creek channel) in 1937 and retains oversight and jurisdiction over the LACDA project, a Federal
flood risk management project. The LACFCD operates and maintains the Ballona Creek channel
and levee system by virtue of an easement and by statutory obligation as the non-Federal sponsor of
the LACDA project. The State of California owns fee title to the Ballona Creek channel from the
SR 90 Bridge downstream to the northwestern edge of Area B. Management responsibility for State
of California lands within the Ballona Reserve was transferred to CDFW prior to the initiation of
this EIS/EIR.

Area A is approximately 156 acres and lies in the northwestern portion of the Ballona Reserve
north of Ballona Creek, west of Lincoln Boulevard, and south and east of Fiji Way. Area A is in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. Fill was placed in Area A in the early 1930s and the 1960s
during the excavations of Ballona Creek and the development of Marina del Rey, respectively.
Area A is undeveloped, with the exception of parking areas along the western boundary, a gas
company access road on the western end, and a drainage channel along the northern boundary.

12 The North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD) is the vertical elevation control datum established for vertical
control surveying in the United States and accounts for the fact that mean sea level is not the same equipotential
surface at all tidal bench marks. NGVD 29 stands for National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, a system that was
used by surveyors and engineers for most of the 20th Century. It has been the basis for relating ground and flood
elevations, but it has been largely replaced by the more accurate North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88).
The Corps uses NGVD 29 in the context of this Project because the Ballona Creek channel and levee system were built
to that datum. This EIS/EIR uses NAVD 88 because it is more accurate and because it is the current national geodetic
vertical datum as of the drafting of the EIS/EIR.
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The existing Ballona Creek levees run along the southern edge of Area A. An excavated, unlined
drainage channel known as the “Fiji Ditch” runs parallel to Fiji Way along the northern boundary
in the eastern portion of Area A. Runoff into the Fiji Ditch flows from North Area C and enters
Area A when the water is high enough to top the catchment at Lincoln Boulevard. The Area A
portion of the Fiji Ditch is tidally influenced from Marina del Rey.

Area B is approximately 335 acres. It is located in the southern portion of the Ballona Reserve,
south of Ballona Creek Channel and west of Lincoln Boulevard. The State of California owns

60 acres in the southeast portion of the Ballona Reserve, including a freshwater marsh (the
“Freshwater Marsh”). The Freshwater Marsh is a treatment wetland and compensatory mitigation
project, constructed as part of the Playa Vista development and would not be affected as part of
the Project. The remaining land owned by the State Lands Commission is leased to and managed
by CDFW as part of the Ballona Reserve, and is a part of the Project site. Both Culver Boulevard
and Jefferson Boulevard cross through Area B. Area B is located in the City of Los Angeles
community planning area of Playa del Rey and is bordered by the Westchester Bluffs. As shown
in Figure ES-2, Area B is divided into several subareas: East Area B, West Area B, North

Area B, South Area B, and Southeast Area B.

Area C consists of approximately 69 acres located in the northeastern portion of the Ballona
Reserve, north of Ballona Creek and east of Lincoln Boulevard. It is located in unincorporated
Los Angeles County. SR 90 borders the northeastern edge of Area C. The area is bisected in an
east-west direction by Culver Boulevard. Area C contains fill from the construction of the
Ballona Creek channel and developments such as Marina del Rey, the Pacific Electric Railroad,
the raising of Culver Boulevard, and SR 90. Culver Boulevard divides Area C into North Area C
and South Area C. The SR-90 and on-ramp embankment to the northeast of Area C are not part
of the Ballona Reserve or the Project site.

SoCalGas owns in fee, occupies, and operates the Playa del Rey Storage Facility, which is a
natural gas storage system located at 8141 Gulana Avenue, Los Angeles (SoCalGas 2008). The
storage field enables SoCalGas to store natural gas when demand is low and withdraw natural
gas for delivery when demand is high. Natural gas is stored within a depleted oil reservoir at a
depth of approximately 6,100 feet below ground surface. The surface operations include the
injection and extraction of natural gas, using monitoring wells and associated pipelines within
the Ballona Reserve and on SoCalGas’s property located adjacent to and south of Area B (see
Figure ES-2, Project Site). Figure 2-31, Area A: Gas Well Decommissioning, shows the locations
of the existing wells and pipelines in Area A. Figure 2-30, South/Southeast Area B: Gas Well
Decommissioning, and Figure 2-32, West and East Area B: Gas Well Decommissioning, show
the locations of the existing wells and pipelines in Area B. Existing wells that would not be
affected by the Project would remain in place pending further action at some point in the future
by SoCalGas pursuant to its existing operation, maintenance, and abandonment schedule.

The SoCalGas Property consists of Sites 1 through 7, which range between 0.19 and 0.99 acre in
size and represent potential future locations for SoCalGas wells to be relocated from the Ballona
Reserve as part of the project. The combined acreage of the seven sites is approximately 4 acres.
The sites are in two main areas: the upper portion, which includes the office building and other
uses, and the lower portion, which borders the Ballona Reserve and includes various wells and
other uses. The upper portion is approximately 135 to 140 feet above mean sea level (MSL), and
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the lower portion is approximately 15 to 30 feet above MSL. Each of the seven sites is described
briefly below:

1.  Site 1, located in the East Bone Yard, is located in the upper facility on the bluff above the
Ballona Reserve. This area is vacant of permanent structures and stores miscellaneous
SoCalGas materials. The area is not paved and is mostly covered in gravel.

2.  Site 2, located in the Upper Side Plant, also is located in the upper facility. This area has
several SoCalGas structures and is mostly paved.

3. Site 3, located in the Western Plant, is located in the lower facility between the Ballona
Reserve and Cabora Drive. Site 3 is vacant of permanent structures and appears to be
mostly paved. Large trash bins are found here.

4.  Site 4, located in the West Area, is located in the lower facility between the Ballona
Reserve and Cabora Drive. Site 4 is at the western edge of the SoCalGas Property. A good
portion of this area is undeveloped, with no permanent structures.

5. Site 5, located in the Central Plant area, is located in the lower facility between the Ballona
Reserve and Cabora Drive. This area is partially undeveloped. There appears to be storage
containers and other miscellaneous structures here.

6. Site 6, located in the Eastern Plant area, is located in the lower facility between the Ballona
Reserve and Cabora Drive. The area is partially undeveloped and features an undeveloped
vegetated slope and a gravel road.

7.  Site 7, located in the Eastern Field, is located in the lower facility between the Ballona
Reserve and Cabora Drive. This area is adjacent to Site 6 and contains similar features.

1.2.2 The Project: Restoration of the Ballona Reserve

The California State Legislature provided for the establishment of ecological reserves, like the
Ballona Reserve, to further a policy of protecting threatened or endangered native plants,
wildlife, or aquatic organisms or specialized habitat types, both terrestrial and non-marine
aquatic, or large heterogeneous natural gene pools for the future use of mankind (Fish & Game
Code §1580).

The wetlands ecosystem in the vicinity of the Ballona Reserve once spanned more than 2,100 acres
and supported a great diversity of wetland types that stretched from Playa del Rey to Venice and
inland to the Baldwin Hills (Dark et al, 2011; LACDPW, 2013). As preliminarily delineated by
Wetland Research Associates (WRA) in 2011, the 577-acre Ballona Reserve now provides
approximately 153 acres of potential wetlands, as well as approximately 83 acres of potential
non-wetland waters of the U.S. (see Appendix D14), including the Ballona Creek channel. Under
section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. §403; “Section 10”), navigable waters of the
U.S. include all tidally-influenced waters up to the mean high water mark (MHW) in its natural,
unobstructed state. For purposes of this analysis, the Corps has determined that the portion of the
project site that would be subject to tidal influence without the presence of the levees (based on

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1.7 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
California Department of Fish and Wildlife - Draft EIS/EIR



1. Introduction Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

the current topography) would be subject to the Corps’ Section 10 jurisdiction. This area is
shown in Figure 1-1, Existing Topography, Tidal Inundation, and Section 10 Waters.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has determined that all wetland
habitats within the Ballona Reserve are impaired (USEPA 2012). Furthermore, a portion of the
Ballona Reserve has been identified as “among the most degraded wetlands in California” using
standardized wetland condition protocols (Johnston, Medel, and Solek 2015). Invasive nonnative
plants now crowd out native plants and provide little support to local wildlife. The Ballona
Reserve is closed to the general public absent specific authorization from CDFW. Some small
scale education and restoration activities occur in one area, little league baseball games are
played in another area, illegal uses (such as trash dumping and transient people’s encampments)
occur throughout the Ballona Reserve, and LACFCD undertakes Operation, Maintenance,
Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R, Corps 2009) activities within the Ballona
Creek channel and levees for purposes of flood risk management.

CDFW proposes a large-scale restoration of the Ballona Reserve that would entail restoring,
enhancing, and establishing native coastal wetland and upland habitats within the Ballona
Reserve. CDFW applied for authorization from the Corps to discharge dredged or fill material
into water of the U.S. pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §1344;
“Section 404”) and for work or structures in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S. under
Section 10. To implement the proposal, CDFW is working with Los Angeles County to modify
LACDA project features (Ballona Creek channel and levee system). LACFCD submitted a
request pursuant to section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 8408; “Section 408”) to
alter or modify LACDA project features.13

From a biological and ecological perspective, CDFW considers restoration of the Ballona Reserve
a unique project, unlike any other project in California whether such project is for development or
restoration purposes. Foremost among the reasons this Project is unique is the fact that CDFW is
not only the project proponent, but also the State’s trustee for fish and wildlife resources with
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and
habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species. Additionally, CDFW
has jurisdiction over the Ballona Reserve, the California Fish and Game Commission designated
the area an ecological reserve, and CDFW is responsible for administering regulations that apply to
ecological reserves. And perhaps more importantly, CDFW is responsible for managing the
Ballona Reserve and the native wildlife and habitats that the Legislature intended to be protected
by ecological reserves. In addition to the unique role that CDFW has with regards to the Project,
the Project itself is unlike the vast majority of projects that are analyzed under CEQA. Included
among the Project’s objectives is the desire to restore, enhance, and create estuarine and associated
habitats as well as establish natural processes and functions within the Ballona Reserve that
support such estuarine and associated habitats. Not only would implementation of the Project
restore estuarine habitats, but the Project would pro-actively protect such habitat against sea level
rise as compared to no project. And so it is against this backdrop of unique circumstances that
CDFW conducted its analysis of effects that are presented in this EIR.

13 This EIS/EIR refers to Alternative 1 as the “Proposed Action” for purposes of NEPA as that is the project for which
CDFW and LACFCD have requested Corps approval.
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This EIS/EIR refers to the proposed large scale restoration and incidental work necessitated by
the proposed restoration activities as the “Project.” The EIS/EIR describes and analyzes three
alternatives that would, to various extents, implement the Project, and one No Federal Action/
No Project Alternative. The restoration alternatives were designed by the Lead Agencies with
input from the public and scientific advisory committees that would advance the California State
Legislature’s policy described above and meet the purpose, need, and objectives of the Project.
Use of the term “Project” does not in way indicate or imply the Lead Agencies’ endorsement of
any particular alternative. In fact, the Corps is neither a proponent nor opponent of the Project.
And although this EIS/EIR refers to Alternative 1 as the “Proposed Action” for purposes of
NEPA, use of this term does not in any way indicate the Lead Agencies’ preference for
Alternative 1. As an informational document, an EIS/EIR does not recommend approval or
denial of any specific alternative. Each of the alternatives is summarized below and described in
detail in Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives.

1.2.2.1 Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is intended to return the daily ebb and flow of tidal waters where
practically feasible to achieve predominantly estuarine conditions, enhance freshwater
conditions, and enhance physical and biological functions within the Ballona Reserve. Restoring
wetland functions and services would reestablish native wetland vegetation and provide
important habitat for a variety of wildlife species. A restored, high-functioning wetland also
would benefit the adjacent marine environment and enhance the quality of tidal waters.

The Proposed Action would:

1. Establish 81.0 acres of new and enhance 105.8 acres of existing native wetland waters of
the U.S. (total wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced: 186.8 acres);

2. Establish 38.7 acres of new and enhance 58.0 acres of existing non-wetland waters of the
U.S. (total non-wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced: 96.7 acres);

3. Subject 31.4 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 0.2 acre to permanent
loss of function, and 30.2 acres to temporary impacts;

4. Subject 5.2 acres of non-wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 5.7 acres to
permanent loss of function, and 25.0 acres to temporary impact;

5. Work within 58.3 acres of navigable waters of the U.S. (16.2 acres of permanent loss of
waters, 5.9 acres of permanent loss of function, and 36.2 acres of temporary impacts);

6. Reposition between 2,290,000 and 2,420,000 cy of dredged or fill material on the project
site as perimeter levees, transition zones, and upland restoration areas to allow Ballona
Creek to reconnect with its historic floodplain; and

7. Export from the site between 10,000 and 110,000 cy of excavated soil via trucks for
disposal at local landfills, via barge to the Port of Los Angeles or Port of Long Beach for
transfer to trucks for upland disposal at local landfills, or via barge to an off-shore disposal
location, potentially including the Los Angeles ocean disposal site approximately 30 miles
(26 nautical miles) away from the Ballona Reserve off the coast from San Pedro (LA-2) or
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the Newport Bay ocean disposal site approximately 55 miles (48 nautical miles) away from
the Ballona Reserve off the coast from Newport Beach (LA-3) in the Pacific Ocean. Both of
the potential off-shore disposal sites have been designated by the USEPA pursuant to
Section 102 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act. No offshore disposal
would be authorized without prior sediment testing and suitability approval by the agencies
with permitting authority over dredging and disposal activities.

The Proposed Action includes the following restoration-related components:

1.  Removing approximately 9,800 feet of existing Ballona Creek levees;
2.  Realigning Ballona Creek to a “meander-shaped” channel configuration;

3. Restoring, enhancing, and establishing estuarine aquatic and associated upland habitats
connected to the realigned Ballona Creek;

4.  Improving tidal circulation into the site and implementing other modifications to create
dynamic interactions between the Ballona Creek channel, aquatic resources within the
Ballona Reserve, and the Santa Monica Bay and thereby support estuarine and associated
habitats within the Ballona Reserve;

5. Modifying existing infrastructure and utilities as necessary to implement restoration
activities, potentially including the abandonment or relocation of SoCalGas wells and
pipelines; and

8.  Implementing long-term post-restoration activities, as needed, including inspections,
repairs, clean-ups, vegetation maintenance, and related activities.

Proposed flood risk management-related components of Alternative 1 would enhance existing
levels of flood risk management for Culver Boulevard and the developed areas to the south and
restore tidal influence to Area A and Area B. Work would occur over several years with excavation
in Area A and placement of fill in Area B, Area C, and/or in off-site location(s). The type and
nature of the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) activities, including the types of equipment
used to implement them, the “continuous” nature of O&M work for the LACDA project
facilities, and the proposed intervals of scheduled maintenance activities for the LACDA and
non-LACDA project facilities would be substantially similar to the O&M work that presently
occurs within the Ballona Reserve. See Section 2.2.1.7, Operation and Maintenance Activities;
see also Appendix B5, Preliminary Operation and Maintenance Plan, for additional details. Flood
risk management activities would include the proposed modification of existing LACDA project
infrastructure within the Ballona Reserve by:

1. Constructing new engineered levees set back from the existing Ballona Creek channel in
Area A (6,300 feet) and along Culver Boulevard (8,000 feet);

2. Realigning the existing Ballona Creek channel with more natural meander-shape through
the Project reach; and

3. Installing, operating, and maintaining new hydraulic structures (potentially including
culverts with self-regulating tide gates or similar structures) to allow for controlled tidal
exchange from the Ballona Creek channel to Area B South and East.
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4.  Implementing:

a.

Earthwork, including fills, cuts, and slopes as well as levee and embankment
replacements, relocations, and removals;

Concrete work, including removal of concrete Ballona Creek channel side slopes and
replacement and attendant removal of integral parts of diversion works, side drain
structures, and public utilities; as well as construction of two new bridges for soil
transport during the restoration phase and for bicycle and pedestrian use during the
post-restoration phase (one bridge would be constructed over Lincoln Boulevard, the
other over Culver Boulevard);

Stonework, including all grouted or ungrouted stone for facings and revetments as
well as sand and gravel beddings and filters;

Subdrain system work, including open systems with outlets into the channel, and
pipeless gravel drains behind channel walls with weep holes;

Side drain and related gate work;

Fencing work, including wall safety fencing, safety fencing at ends of channels,
covered channel barricades, spillway safety barricades, public utility safety
barricades, access gates, and chain barricades;

Bridge and (potentially) related bridge abutment work, including freeway, highway,
street, railroad, pedestrian, public utility, gaging station, and diversion works bridges;
and

Bituminous surfacing, including surfaced berm roadways, surfaced berm-access
ramps, and surfaced side drain entrances.

Public access-related improvements would include:

1.  Realigning existing trails atop constructed levees and creating new trails with interpretive
and learning opportunities focused on the natural resources and cultural context of the
restored and enhanced native uplands habitat;

2. Constructing two bike and pedestrian bridges to provide access to North Area C (over
Culver Boulevard) and Area B (over the Ballona Creek).

3. Constructing, operating, and maintaining a new three-story parking structure within the
existing parking footprint in Area A and improving existing West Culver Parking Lot in the
southwest corner of West Area B and the surface lot that would be next to the proposed
three-story parking structure;

4.  Encouraging appropriate and legal public use throughout the Ballona Reserve by enhancing
public safety.

Following restoration, the reconfigured Ballona Creek channel would meander closer to the boat
slips located north of Area A; new water control structures (e.g., culverts and tide gates) would
be operated and maintained; and perimeter levees and flood berms would be maintained (see
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Figure 2-41, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Operations and Maintenance; see also Figure 2-42,
Alternative 1, Phase 2: Operation and Maintenance). Operation and maintenance activities would
include: continuation (unchanged) of existing trash removal efforts at the existing trash boom
system (or trash net) between the Culver Boulevard and Lincoln Boulevard bridges; regular
visual inspections of culverts and other water control structures in their new locations;
replacement of tide gates on the existing schedule (i.e., every approximately 10 years); sediment
removal from the realigned Ballona Creek channel and sediment basins (once every 50 years);
sediment removal from the connector channels between the water control structures and the
Ballona Creek channel (potentially during the first 10 years post-construction); and maintenance
and repair of levees, access roads, fences, paths, and other public access amenities (as needed)
(Appendix B5, Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Plan). Berms would be maintained
along lower perimeter elevations of South and Southeast Area B to maintain the existing level of
flood risk protection (e.g., around the SoCalGas facility and along Culver Boulevard and
Jefferson Boulevard). Maintenance of the berms would be focused on erosion protection
primarily via the establishment and maintenance of vegetation. CDFW would conduct the same
nature and type of activities to operate and maintain the non-LACDA project facilities within the
Ballona Reserve, using the same types of equipment and at the same intervals as the agency does
under existing conditions. Such activities would include, for example, inspecting and locking
gates, repairing fences, controlling pests and weeds, and removing trash and debris from the non-
LACDA project areas within the Ballona Reserve (Id.).

1.2.2.2 Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek

Alternative 2, Restored Partial Sinuous Creek, is similar to Alternative 1, but a smaller length of
the Ballona Creek channel would be breached. Under Alternative 2, the existing armored levees
on the Ballona Creek channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve next to Area A and North Area B
would be removed, and Ballona Creek would be realigned to flow along a more meander-shaped
alignment as described in Alternative 1; however, the southern levee of the Ballona Creek
channel running along a portion of the northern edge of West Area B would not be breached, and
the existing water control structures (1a and 1b) would remain in place, as indicated by the black
(developed) levee and purple water control structures in Figure 2-43. (By comparison, Figure 2-1,
Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats, shows the same area without the levee and water
control structures). Existing habitats in West Area B would be retained. New partially-earthen
levees would be built around the northern perimeter of Area A and along the north side of Culver
Boulevard in North Area B to protect surrounding development from potential flooding of
Ballona Creek. Management of existing tide gates to provide some acclimation to sea level rise
in West Area B would be possible temporarily; however, between 2030 and 2050, the salt pan
and adjacent salt marsh habitats would permanently flood. In South and Southeast Area B, the
larger tide range proposed in Alternative 2 would maintain tidal salt marsh through 2070.

Alternative 2 would:
1. Establish 83.1 acres of new and enhance of 56.3 acres of existing native wetland waters of

the U.S. (total wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced within the Ballona
Reserve following the implementation of Alternative 2: 139.4 acres);
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2. Establish 38.7 acres of new and enhance 15.3 acres of existing non-wetland waters of the
U.S. (total non-wetland waters of the U.S established or enhanced within the Ballona
Reserve following the implementation of Alternative 2: 54.0 acres);

3. Subject 31.7 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 0.7 acre to permanent
loss of function, and 24.5 acres to temporary impacts;

4. Subject 1.8 acres of non-wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss, 5.5 acres to
permanent loss of function, and 22.4 acres to temporary impacts;

5. Work within 36.1 acres of navigable waters of the U.S. (3.1 acres of permanent loss of
waters, 5.8 acres of permanent loss of function, and 27.2 acres of temporary impacts);

6. Reposition between 2,120,000 and 2,180,000 cy of dredged or fill material on the project
site as perimeter levees, transition zones, and upland restoration areas to allow Ballona
Creek to reconnect with its historic floodplain; and

7. Export from the site up to 10,000 cy of material via any of the ways discussed in the
context of Alternative 1.

Proposed flood risk management-related components of Alternative 2 would enhance existing
levels of flood risk management for Culver Boulevard and the developed areas to the south. The
type and nature of the O&M activities, including the types of equipment used to implement
them, the “continuous” nature of O&M work for the LACDA project facilities, and the proposed
intervals of scheduled maintenance activities for the LACDA and non-LACDA project facilities
would be substantially similar to the O&M work that presently occurs within the Ballona
Reserve. See Appendix B5 for details. Flood risk management activities would include the
proposed modification of existing LACDA project infrastructure within the Ballona Reserve by:

1.  Removing existing armored levees along Area A (3,800 feet) and North Area B (4,000
feet);

2. Installing new partially-earthen perimeter levees in Area A (6,300 feet) and along the North
side of Culver Boulevard (4,800 feet);

3. Installing new water-control structures in South Area B; and

4.  Constructing a Culver Boulevard stormwater detention wetland.
Public access-related improvements would be the same as for Alternative 1.

Following restoration, the reconfigured Ballona Creek channel would meander closer to the boat
slips located north of Area A of the Project site and new water control structures (e.g., culverts
and tide gates) would be operated and maintained (see Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Proposed Habitats). Maintenance of Ballona Creek channel and levees under Alternative 2 would
be the same as described under Alternative 1 (Appendix B5, Preliminary Operations and
Maintenance Plan). Maintenance of water control structures under Alternative 2 would be similar
to the description under Alternative 1, but with the following exceptions. Under Alternative 2,
West Area B would not be improved. The existing West Area B gates connecting West Area B to
Ballona Creek would remain and would continue to be maintained as under the existing
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conditions (1d.). Maintenance of flood risk management berms under Alternative 2 would be the
same as described under Alternative 1. CDFW would conduct the same nature and type of
activities to operate and maintain the non-LACDA project facilities within the Ballona Reserve,
using the same types of equipment and at the same intervals as the agency does under existing
conditions. Such activities would include, for example, inspecting and locking gates, repairing
fences, controlling pests and weeds, and removing trash and debris from the non-LACDA project
areas within the Ballona Reserve (1d.).

1.2.2.3 Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow

Restoration under Alternative 3, Levee Culverts and Oxbow, would be focused in Area A and
Area C. No new tidal influence would occur in Area B, where the enhancement of habitats would
consist exclusively of invasive nonnative plant removal and native plantings. The existing
armored levees on the Ballona Creek channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve would remain
intact. No levee breaching would occur. Instead, two new culvert water control structures would
be installed within the northern Ballona Creek channel levee to support restoration of tidal
circulation in Area A, but with an oxbow-shaped channel. Coastal wetland habitats similar to
those proposed in Alternative 1 would be restored within the marsh plain created between a new
levee along the northern perimeter of Area A and the existing Ballona Creek channel levee.

Alternative 3 would:

1.  Establish 48.0 acres of new native wetland waters of the U.S. and enhance none of the
existing wetland waters of the U.S. (total wetland waters of the U.S established or
enhanced: 48.0 acres);

2.  Establish 28.1 acres of new non-wetland waters of the U.S. and enhance none of the
existing non-wetland waters of the U.S. (total non-wetland waters of the U.S established or
enhanced: 28.1 acres);

3. Subject 3.7 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. to permanent loss and 3.5 acres to
temporary impacts;

4. Subject 0.5 acre of non-wetland waters of the U.S. to temporary impacts;
5. Work within 0.5 acre of navigable waters of the U.S. (temporary impacts);

6. Reposition 190,000 cy of dredged or fill material within the Ballona Reserve as perimeter
levees, transition zones, and upland restoration areas to allow Ballona Creek to reconnect with
its historic floodplain; and

7. Export 1,230,000 cy of dredged or fill material from the Project site via any of the ways
discussed in the context of Alternative 1.

Proposed flood risk management-related components of Alternative 3 would enhance existing
levels of flood risk management for Culver Boulevard and the developed areas to the south. The
type and nature of the O&M activities, including the types of equipment used to implement
them, the “continuous” nature of O&M work for the LACDA project facilities, and the proposed
intervals of scheduled maintenance activities for the LACDA and non-LACDA project facilities
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would be substantially similar to the O&M work that presently occurs within the Ballona
Reserve. See Appendix B5 for details. Flood risk management activities would include the
proposed modification of existing LACDA project infrastructure within the Ballona Reserve by:

1. Installing a new perimeter levee in Area A (6,300 feet);
2. Installing two new water-control structures (i.e., tide gates) along Area A; and

3. Constructing a Culver Boulevard stormwater detention wetland.

Public access-related improvements would be the same as Alternative 1 except that one (1) new
pedestrian bridge would be installed rather than two (2). In addition, a new three-story parking
structure would be constructed in Area A under this Alternative.

Under Alternative 3, the Ballona Creek channel would not be reconfigured; therefore all channel-
related operation and maintenance activities would be the same as under existing conditions (see
Figure 2-52, Alternative 3: Proposed Habitats; Appendix B5, Preliminary Operations and
Maintenance Plan). Maintenance of water control structures under Alternative 3 would be similar
to the existing conditions, with the addition of two new banks of culverts and gates connecting
Area A to the Ballona Creek channel. The existing West Area B gates connecting West Area B
to Ballona Creek would remain and would continue to be operated and maintained as under the
existing conditions (Id.). Twelve new tide gates connecting the Ballona Creek channel to Area A
would be operated, maintained, and replaced at the same frequency as described under
Alternative 1. Alternative 3 does not include flood risk management berms and, thus, no new or
additional maintenance would be needed (Id.). CDFW would conduct the same nature and type
of activities to operate and maintain the non-LACDA project facilities within the Ballona
Reserve, using the same types of equipment and at the same intervals as the agency does under
existing conditions. Such activities would include, for example, inspecting and locking gates,
repairing fences, controlling pests and weeds, and removing trash and debris from the non-
LACDA project areas within the Ballona Reserve (ld.).

1.2.2.4 Alternative 4. No Federal Action/No Project

Under Alternative 4, no Federal, state, or local approvals would be granted. No restoration would
take place except for the small-scale removal of invasive nonnative species by volunteers using
only hand tools. No modification to the Ballona Creek channel or the levee system would be
made. This alternative would not result in the permanent or temporary discharge of dredged or
fill material into potential waters of the U.S. No new wetland or upland habitats would be
established, but existing habitats would be enhanced through continued volunteer efforts.

CDFW would continue to remove trash and debris, remove transient encampments, and monitor
and enforce other unauthorized or illegal activities. The LACFCD would continue to maintain
and operate existing LACDA project structures and facilities within the Ballona Reserve to
obtain the maximum flood protection benefits consistent with the OMRR&R and federal
requirements (33 C.F.R. §208.10). Operation of these facilities would continue to involve
inspection, operation of field facilities such as gates and staff gages, the implementation of any
immediate maintenance or corrective action such as debris removal, and related reporting and
documentation. Excavation and dredging maintenance activities would occur as necessary to
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remove accumulated sediment from the channel area. Maintenance of the LACDA project
facilities would continue to include routine repair and restoration activities as well as inspections
to detect hazardous or malfunctioning conditions (Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
1999). General maintenance of the Ballona channel and levee system would continue to ensure
that they are clear of debris, weeds, and wild growth and that they are not being restricted by the
depositing of waste materials, building of unauthorized structures or other encroachments; the
capacity of the channel or floodway is not being reduced by the formation of shoals; and the
banks are not being damaged by rain or wave wash, and that no sloughing of banks has occurred;
riprap sections and deflection dikes and walls are in good condition. General levee maintenance
would continue to include, but not be limited to: removal of wild growth and drift deposits;
repair of damage caused by erosion or other forces; and proper attention to levee drains, drain
gates, revetment work and riprap, and access roads to and on levees (33 C.F.R. 8208.10(b)).
General drainage structure maintenance would continue to include, but not be limited to the
implementation of measures necessary to assure that inlet and outlet channels are kept open and
that trash, drift, or debris is not allowed to accumulate near drainage structures; further, flap
gates and manually operated gates and valves on drainage structures would continue to be
examined, oiled, and trial operated at least once every 90 days (33 C.F.R. §208.10(d)).
Consistent with the OMRR&R the following actions would continue to occur as necessary to
maintain landscaping for LACDA project structures and features: supplemental watering, foliage
pruning, root pruning, pest control (potentially including herbicides, insecticides, and
fungicides), weed abatement, and plant removal, replacement, and supplementation (Los Angeles
District, Corps of Engineers 1999). Hardscaping, including gravel and stone ground covers,
paving systems, signage and artwork, and removal of graffiti and vandalism also would continue
as needed (Corps 1999). Non-routine (emergency) maintenance would occur consistent with the
OMRR&R to insure the serviceability of LACDA project structures and facilities in times of
flood (Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers 1999).

Management of existing tide gates to provide some acclimation to sea level rise would be
possible temporarily; however, between approximately 2070 and 2100, the tide gates would be
permanently closed to prevent flooding from sea-level rise, and the existing tidal wetland
habitats in West, South, and Southeast Area B would be cut off from the estuary. Once MLLW
reaches the height at which the tide gates close (3.4 feet NAVD 88), the site no longer would
drain. At this point, the tide gates would need to remain closed to prevent flooding. No changes
would be made to existing elevations within the Ballona Reserve; instead, existing armored
levees channelizing Ballona Creek would remain in place, and Ballona Creek would not
reconnect with its historic floodplain. Additionally, no new culverts would be created. No fill
material would be generated or require disposal. The Ballona Reserve would remain closed to
the public except as authorized by CDFW,; no new visitor or recreational improvements or
amenities would be provided; no parking structure would be constructed or operated; and no
improvements to existing parking areas would be made. Existing agreements regarding use of the
baseball fields would not be affected under Alternative 4. SoCalGas would continue to manage
wells and pipelines within the Ballona Reserve and independently would pursue well and
pipeline abandonment and/or relocation outside the Ballona Reserve based on its priorities and as
required by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal
Resources.
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1.3 Purpose of an EIS/EIR
1.3.1 NEPA

NEPA was enacted by Congress in 1969. It requires Federal agency decision-makers to
document and consider the environmental consequences of their actions or decisions on the
quality of the human environment. In enacting NEPA, Congress intended to ensure that
environmental information would be available to public officials and citizens before decisions
would be made and before actions would be taken. It further intended that NEPA would help
public officials make decisions based on an understanding of the environmental consequences
and take action to protect, restore, and enhance the environment.

When a Federal agency determines that a Federal action associated with a project could result in
significant environmental effects, an EIS is prepared, which must provide full and fair discussion
of anticipated significant environmental impacts. The EIS informs decision makers and the
public of the reasonable alternatives to avoid or minimize significant impacts or enhance the
quality of the human environment. An EIS is not only a disclosure document but also a decision
making aid that is used by Federal officials in conjunction with other relevant material to make
decisions regarding a proposed project.

1.3.2 CEQA

CEQA was enacted by the California legislature in 1970 and requires public agency decision
makers to consider the environmental effects of their actions. When a state or local agency
determines that a proposed project has the potential to significantly affect the environment, an EIR
is prepared. CDFW, as the lead agency under CEQA, has determined that the Project may result in
a significant impact on the environment, and an EIR must be prepared. The purpose of an EIR is to
identify for public agencies and the public in general the significant effects of a proposed project
on the environment, to identify feasible alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in
which those significant effects can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. A public agency must mitigate
or avoid significant environmental impacts of projects it carries out or approves whenever feasible.
In instances where significant impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated, the project may nonetheless
be carried out or approved if the approving agency finds that economic, legal, social, technological,
or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable significant environmental effects. Like an EIS, an EIR
is both a disclosure document and a decision-making tool.

1.4 Lead, Cooperating, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies

1.4.1 Lead Agencies

NEPA and CEQA define roles for “lead agencies.” Under NEPA, the lead agency is that entity
that prepares or takes primary responsibility for preparing the NEPA document (40 C.F.R.
81508.16). Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency that has principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving the project (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15367). The Corps and CDFW
are the NEPA and CEQA, respectively, lead agencies for this EIS/EIR. The Corps and CDFW
are preparing this joint EIS/EIR in the interest of efficiency and to avoid duplication of effort. In
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their role as lead agencies, the Corps and CDFW are examining affected resources and
evaluating potential environmental consequences (both adverse impacts and beneficial effects)
that could result from implementing the restoration alternatives evaluated in this EIS/EIR.

1.4.2 Cooperating Agencies

Under NEPA, agencies other than the NEPA lead agency that have jurisdiction by law or special
expertise with respect to the environmental effects anticipated from the Project may participate
in the NEPA process as cooperating agencies (40 C.F.R. 88 1501.6, 1508.5). The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) initially participated in the development of the Draft
EIS/EIR as a cooperating agency; however, the agency withdrew from this role by letter dated
January 23, 2017

1.4.3 Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Under CEQA, public agencies other than the lead agency that have discretionary approval power
over a project are “responsible agencies” (CEQA Guidelines §15381). For this Project,
responsible agencies include, but are not limited to, the Fish and Game Commission, State Water
Resources Control Board, California Coastal Commission, and South Coast Air Quality
Management District. State agencies that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected
by a project that are held in trust for the people of the State of California are “trustee agencies”
under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 815386). For this Project, CSLC is a trustee agency.
Responsible and trustee agencies are listed in Table 1-1, Summary of Required Permits and
Approvals.

1.5 Scope and Content of the Draft EIS/EIR

The analyses contained in this EIS/EIR were conducted based on professional judgment
regarding the nature of the Project, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Corps’ standard
NEPA practices, and comments received during the notice of preparation/notice of intent
(NOP/NOI) review process.

The following issues have been determined to be potentially significant and, therefore, are
evaluated in this EIS/EIR:

1. Aesthetics 8. Hydrology and Water Quality
2. Air Quality 9. Noise

3. Biological resources 10. Recreation

4. Cultural Resources 11. Transportation and Traffic

5. Geology, Seismicity, and Soils 12. Utilities and Service Systems
6. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 13. Socioeconomics

7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 14. Environmental Justice
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These issues are discussed and analyzed by resource area in Chapter 3. Mitigation measures to
reduce potential significant impacts to a less than significant level are proposed whenever
feasible.

1.5.1 NEPA Scope of Analysis

As discussed in Section 1.1.1, the Project site includes the Ballona Reserve and seven potential
natural gas storage well relocation sites (Sites 1 through 7) proposed within the SoCalGas
Property located adjacent to the Ballona Reserve. See Figure ES-1, Regional Location, and
Figure ES-2, Project Site.

As part of the NEPA process, the Corps is responsible for establishing the NEPA scope of
analysis pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Parts 230 and 325, Appendix B, which states:

...the [Corps] district engineer should establish the scope of the NEPA document to
address the impacts of the specific activity regarding the Department of the Army (DA)
permit and those portions of the entire project over which the district engineer has
sufficient control and responsibility to warrant Federal review.

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C.1344) and
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C.403), any entity seeking to conduct
dredge and fill activities in waters of the U.S. and for work and (or) structures in or affecting
navigable waters of the U.S. must obtain a DA permit from the Corps. CDFW has submitted an
application seeking dredge and fill activities in waters/navigable waters of the U.S. to construct
new levees, form new tidal channels, modify existing tidal channels, re-contour areas to enhance
tidal flow, and to create elevations conducive to establishing wetland habitat as part of
Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed Action. Pursuant to Section 103 of the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. 81413), any entity
seeking to transport dredged material for the purpose of disposal in ocean waters is required to
obtain a DA permit. As discussed in Chapter 2, ocean disposal could result from any of the
restoration alternatives.

Pursuant to Section 408, any entity seeking to alter, occupy or use any Federally-authorized civil
works project under Corps jurisdiction must submit a Section 408 request. LACFCD in
coordination with CDFW has submitted a Section 408 request to the Corps that proposes to
realign Ballona Creek and associated levees to create a natural meander-shaped channel. New
levees would be constructed at the perimeter of the Ballona Reserve restoring tidal influence to
Areas A, B and C, while reducing flood risk to Culver Boulevard and developed areas to the
south. The work would occur over several years with excavation and placement of fill beginning
initially in Area A and Area B.

The Corps’ NEPA scope of analysis encompasses 566 acres within the Ballona Reserve, as depicted
in Figures ES-1 and ES-2. This portion of the Project site has been divided into three principal
areas. The majority of the Ballona Reserve site is owned by the CDFW, with a smaller interest
owned by the California State Lands Commission, which also owns the Freshwater Marsh adjacent
the Ballona Reserve’s southeast portion. The State Lands Commission and CDFW have agreed
that CDFW manages all the lands in the Ballona Reserve portion of the Project site.
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1.5.2 CEQA Scope of Analysis

CEQA informs CDFW’s consideration of permit decisions and other discretionary approvals.
CEQA applies to all discretionary projects proposed to be conducted or approved by a California
public agency, including projects proposed by the lead agency, which are subject to the same
level of review as private projects requiring agency approval (CDFW 2015).

The purposes of CEQA include: disclosing to the public the potential significant environmental
effects of a project; preventing or minimizing damage to the environment through development
of project alternatives, mitigation measures, and mitigation monitoring; enhancing public
participation in the environmental review process; and improving interagency coordination
through early consultations, scoping meetings, notices of preparation, and State Clearinghouse
review. Consistent with these purposes, this EIS/EIR considers the potential environmental
consequences (both adverse impacts and beneficial effects) that could result from implementing
the restoration alternatives evaluated in this EIS/EIR.

1.5.3 Agency and Public Input

The scope of analysis and content of this EIS/EIR were established to ensure that the comments
received from regulatory agencies and the public during the NOP/NOI review process would be
addressed.

The following is a timeline of the public involvement and the NEPA/CEQA notices that have
occurred:

1. July 25, 2012. The NOI was published in the Federal Register by the Corps (77 Fed.
Reg. 43575), posted on its website, and mailed or emailed to agencies, organizations, and
individuals.

July 27, 2012. CDFW issued a NOP under CEQA.
August 16, 2012. The Corps and CDFW conducted a joint scoping meeting.
October 23, 2012. The comment period for the NOI and NOP ended.

o~ DN

January 29, 2013. CDFW issued a revised NOP concerning a proposed visitor education
center (the visitor education center proposal was suspended and as a result is not included
in this EIS/EIR).

6. March 30, 2013. The comment period on the revised NOP ended.

Comments received during the NOI/NOP process were incorporated into a scoping report, which
is included in Appendix A.
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1.6 Intended Uses of this EIS/EIR

This EIS/EIR is intended to inform Federal, state, and local decision-makers and members of the
public about the potential environmental impacts of the restoration alternatives. Federal, state,
and local decision-makers are identified in Table 1-1, Summary of Required Permits and
Approvals, which also identifies the permits and other authorizations that are anticipated to be
required by these decision-makers for implementation of the Project. Not all permits or approvals
identified are applicable to each alternative. The environmental effects of compliance with all
applicable permit requirements are analyzed as part of the Project throughout this EIS/EIR.

1.6.1 Corps’ Use

Pursuant to NEPA, this EIS/EIR fulfills the Corps’ responsibility to document a reasonable range
of alternatives, and provide full and fair discussion of anticipated significant environmental
impacts within the Corps’ NEPA scope of analysis.

The Corps would utilize contents of this document in its permit evaluation processes under
Section 404, Section 10, and Section 408. The Corps’ jurisdiction under each of these permitting
schemes in the context of the Proposed Action is summarized below. The Corps’ permit evaluation
process also incorporates factors indicated in 33 C.F.R. §320.4 — public interest review: effects on
wetlands; fish and wildlife; water quality; historic, cultural, scenic, and recreational values;
consideration of private ownership; effects on coastal zones; and other Federal, state, or local
requirements.

Pursuant to its authority under Section 404, the Corps would use this document to evaluate the
impact on waters of the U.S. resulting from the Proposed Action’s discharge of dredged or fill
material (33 U.S.C. §1344). For purposes of analysis, this EIS/EIR assumes without deciding that
the portion of the project site within the Ballona Reserve is subject to the Corps’ Section 404
jurisdiction and that the portion of the project site within the SoCalGas Property is not. Therefore,
all of the proposed dredge and fill activities that would be implemented within the Ballona Reserve
(including, for example, construction of new levees, formation of new tidal channels, modification
of existing tidal channels, re-contouring areas to enhance tidal flow, and creating elevations
conducive to establishing wetland and other aquatic habitat) would require Section 404
authorization.

Pursuant to its authority under Section 10, the Corps would use this document to evaluate the
impact of the Proposed Action on navigable waters of the U.S., including construction of any
structure in or over any such waters, the excavating from or depositing of material in such waters,
or the accomplishment of any other work affecting the course, location, condition, or capacity of
such waters (33 U.S.C. 8403). Navigable waters of the U.S. generally are defined as those waters
that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and/or are presently used, or have been used in the
past, or may be susceptible to use to transport interstate or foreign commerce. A determination of
navigability, once made, applies laterally over the entire surface of the waterbody, and is not
extinguished by later actions or events that impede or destroy navigable capacity (33 CFRC.F.R.
8329.4). For purposes of analysis, this EIS/EIR assumes without deciding that the portion of the
project site that would be subject to tidal influence without the presence of the Ballona levees
(based on the current topography of the site) is subject to the Corps’ Section 10 jurisdiction. This
area is shown in Figure 1-1, Existing Topography and Tidal Inundation.
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TABLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS
Permits and Other
Agency Requirements Jurisdiction/Purpose/Applicant

Federal Agencies

United States Army
Corps of Engineers
(Corps)

NEPA Record of Decision

Lead agency under NEPA responsible for preparing the EIS
and issuing a Record of Decision.

Clean Water Act (CWA) §404
permit

Discharge of dredged or fill material into to waters of the
U.S.(33 U.S.C. §1344).

CDFW proposes dredge and fill activities in waters of the U.S.
to construct the Project’'s new levees, form new tidal channels,
modify existing tidal channels, re-contour areas to enhance tidal
flow, and create elevations conducive to establishing wetland
and other aquatic habitat.

Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA)
§408 permit

Alteration or permanent occupation or use of any sea wall,
bulkhead, jetty, dike, levee, wharf, pier, or other work built by
the United States (33 U.S.C §408), which includes alterations
or modifications to the LACDA project.

LACFCD is the applicant for the Section 408 permit and will
continue to be responsible for operation and maintenance of
LACDA project features within the Ballona Reserve.

RHA §10 permit

Construction of any structure in or over any navigable waters of
the U.S., the excavating from or depositing of material in such
waters, or the accomplishment of any other work affecting the
course, location, condition, or capacity of such waters

(33 U.S.C. §403).

CDFW proposes to construct one or two bridges over navigable
waters of the U.S., excavate material from such waters if/as
needed for operation and maintenance purposes, and accomplish
other work affecting the course, location, condition, or capacity
of such waters.

Marine Protection, Research,
and Sanctuaries Act §103
permit

Transport of dredged material for the purpose of disposal in
ocean waters at an ocean disposal site designated by the
USEPA (33 U.S.C. §1 413).

CDFW and LACFCD propose to dispose of excavated fill from
the Project site, potentially including offshore disposal at the
USEPA designated ocean disposal site LA-2 off San Pedro or
LA-3 off Newport Beach. If ocean disposal is determined to be
necessary to address excess fill material, a Section 103 permit
application quantifying the volume of material proposed for off-
site disposal and a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) would be
filed for consideration by the Corps in consultation with the Los
Angeles Regional Contaminated Sediments Task Force (CSTF)
and the Southern California Dredged Material Management
Team (SC-DMMT). See, SC-DMMT January 2015 meeting
minutes. "4

14 Meeting minutes can be obtained from the Corps Los Angeles District website at: http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/
Missions/Regulatory/ProjectsPrograms.aspx
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency

Permits and Other
Requirements

Jurisdiction/Purpose/Applicant

Federal Agencies (cont.)

United States Army
Corps of Engineers
(Corps) (cont.)

Operation, Maintenance,
Repair, Replacement and
Rehabilitation (OMRR&R)
plan

Corps approval would be required to modify the OMRR&R by
replacing/updating data sheet BA-A-2 to reflect approved
changes to existing LACDA infrastructure.

United States Fish and
Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

Federal Endangered Species
Act (FESA) §7 consultation

Consultation with Federal action agencies (such as the Corps) for
Federal actions that may affect threatened and endangered
species listed under the FESA (16 USC §1531 et seq.).

Federal Emergency
Management Agency
(FEMA)

Flood Protection Act §206

Approval of Letter of Map Revision.

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
Fisheries Office of
Habitat Conservation

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and
Management Act

Consultation to identify and describe adverse fishing impacts

for essential fish habitat (EFH). The Corps will coordinate with
the NOAA and provide information to further the conservation
and enhancement of EFH.

United States Coast
Guard (USCG)

General Bridge Act (33 U.S.C
525)

While an individual Coast Guard bridge permit is not required
for the pedestrian bridge over Ballona Creek, the Corps is
required to notify the USCG office at least 30 days prior to
construction so that the USCG can provide the appropriate
notification to mariners. The Corps must complete and return a
Completion Report Information form which includes as built
drawings, navigational clearance measurements, and a
photograph of the bridge when construction of the bridge is
completed. (USCG 2016)

State Agencies

California
Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW)

CEQA certification of
EIR and findings of
overriding consideration
if one or more
significant unavoidable
impacts is identified.

Lead agency under CEQA responsible for preparing
and certifying the EIR. Also selects the alternative
to be implemented in the Ballona Reserve.

Fish and Game
Commission

14 Cal. Code Regs. §630 et
seq.

Regulation of visitor use within the Ballona Reserve.

California Coastal
Commission

Coastal Zone Management
Act (CZMA) (16 U.S.C §1451
et seq.) federal consistency
review

Pursuant to section 307(c)(3) of the CZMA, after final approval by
the Secretary of Commerce of a state’s management program,
any applicant for a required federal license or permit to conduct
an activity, in or outside of the coastal zone, affecting land or
water use or natural resource of the coastal zone of that state
shall provide in the application to the licensing or permitting
agency a certification that the proposed activity complies with the
enforceable policies of the state’s approved program and that
such activity will be conducted in a manner consistent with the
program. At the same time, the applicant shall furnish to the state
a copy of the certification, with all necessary information or data.
No license or permit shall be granted by the Federal agency until
the state has concurred with the applicant’s certification or until,
by the state’s failure to act, the concurrence is conclusively

presumed. 16 U.S.C. §1456.
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS
Permits and Other
Agency Requirements Jurisdiction/Purpose/Applicant

State Agencies (cont.)

California Coastal
Commission (cont.)

California Coastal Act
(Pub. Res. Code Div. 20,
830000 et seq.) coastal
development permit

The use of land and water in the coastal zone.
Development activities, which are broadly defined by the
Coastal Act to include (among others) construction of
buildings, divisions of land, and activities that change
the intensity of use of land or public access to coastal
waters, generally require a coastal permit.

California Department of
Conservation — Division of
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources (DOGGR)

California Statutes and
Regulations for Conservation
of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal
Resources (State of California
2015)

Permit to abandon and drill replacement wells. Before an
operator can drill a new well in California, the operator must file
necessary forms, submit an indemnity, and receive division
approval, Similarly, prior to plugging and abandoning a well under
the Division’s jurisdiction, an operator must submit a Notice to
Intention to Abandon / Re-Abandon Well (OG 108).

Callifornia State Lands
Commission (CSLC)

Public Resources Code §6001
et seq. permit

The CSLC has oversight responsibility for tidal and submerged
lands legislatively granted in trust to local jurisdictions, including
the freshwater marsh located in Area B of the Ballona Reserve
(which is not part of the Project) and a 24-acre property that it
leases to CDFW to manage as part of the Ballona Reserve.
CSLC approval may be required for new construction,
reconstruction, or modification of improvements on lands under
the jurisdiction of the CSLC.

State Water Resources
Control Board

National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System
(NPDES)— Construction
General Permit and
Implementation of a Project-
specific SWPPP

Required for projects with 1 acre or more of land disturbance and
potential impacts to waters of the U.S. or waters of the State.

State Office of Historic
Preservation (SHPO)

National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) (54 U.S.C.
§100101 et seq.) Section 106
consultation

NHPA §106 requires Federal agencies (such as Corps) to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic
properties, i.e., properties that are included in the National
Register of Historic Places or that meet the criteria for the
National Register. If an undertaking could affect an historic
property, then consultation with the appropriate State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) is required.

Local Agencies

South Coast Air
Quality Management
District (SCAQMD)

Permit to Construct

Restoration-related air emissions

Regional Water Quality
Control Board,

Los Angeles Region
(RWQCB)

CWA §401 water quality
certification

Certification or waiver that proposed discharges into navigable
waters are consistent with state water quality standards.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act waste discharge
requirements (WDRs) (Water
Code §13260 et seq.)

Regulation of the discharge of waste to Waters of the State. All
parties proposing to discharge waste that could affect Waters of
the State must file a report of waste discharge (ROWD) with the
appropriate RWQCB. The RWQCB will respond to the ROWD
by issuing WDRs in a public hearing, or by waiving WDRs (with
or without conditions) for that proposed discharge.

Sediment TMDL

Project compliance with the Sediment TMDL is regulated by the
RWQCB.
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency

Permits and Other
Requirements

Jurisdiction/Purpose/Applicant

Local Agencies (cont.)

Los Angeles County
Floodplain Management
Division

Conditional Letter of Map
Revision

Determination of effects upon the hydrologic or hydraulic
characteristics of a flooding source and the resulting modification
of the existing floodway.

Los Angeles County
Department of Beaches
and Harbors (LACDBH)

Right of Entry Permit

Required if restoration activity or staging requires access through
or use of County property. LACDBH is responsible for enhancing
public access to and enjoyment of County-owned and operated
beaches, including Marina del Rey. LACDBH operates parking
lots in the Ballona Reserve. The Project proposes to convert one
of these parking lots into a three-story parking structure.

City of Los Angeles
Department of Public
Works

Public Works “B” Permit
(construction and
encroachment permit with
traffic control plan)

Required for any construction within, under, or over city roadways
including bridges, retaining walls, sewer, and storm drains.

City of Los Angeles
Building and Safety
Department, City of Los
Angeles Fire Department

Building and Grading Permits

Permitting authority for building and grading permits (Building and
Safety Department); review and submittal of recommendations
regarding building permit (Fire Department).

City of Los Angeles
Bureau of Engineering

Storm Drain Connection
Permits

Permitting authority for storm drain connections, permit for
discharges of stormwater, and permits for water discharges to the
wastewater collection system.

Los Angeles Department
of Water and Power

Water service

Approval of new potable and recycled water service connections.

Local Landfill

Approval to accept
nonhazardous solid waste

Approval to accept clean soil that will be exported off site for
disposal.

The Corps also would use this document to evaluate the impact of the Proposed Action on the
potential for flooding and safety pursuant to Section 408, which authorizes the Secretary of the
Army, on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers of the Corps, to authorize the alteration
or occupation or use of a Corps civil works project (including the Ballona Creek channel, levees,
and other components of the LACDA project facilities within the Ballona Reserve) if the
Secretary determines that the activity will not be injurious to the public interest and will not
impair the usefulness of the project.

The alternatives evaluated in this document and the analysis of environmental impacts also fulfill
the Corps’ responsibility to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act 404(b)(1) Guidelines.
For activities involving Section 404 discharges, the Corps is required to ensure that its permit
decision is in compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act. The Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines state that no discharge of dredged or fill material will be permitted if there
is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have a less significant impact on
the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant environmental
consequences (40 C.F.R. §230.10(a)). A Section 404(b)(1) evaluation typically includes the
following types of analyses:
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1.  Factual determinations (e.g., on substrate; currents, circulation, and drainage patterns;
suspended particulates and turbidity; water quality; mixing zone; habitat for fish and other
aquatic organisms; wildlife habitat; endangered or threatened species; and biological
availability of possible contaminants in dredged or fill material).

2. Findings of compliance or noncompliance with the restrictions on discharge, including
evaluation of the availability of practicable alternatives that would have a less significant
impact on the aquatic ecosystem, and findings of compliance with a variety of state and
federal regulations.

3. ldentification of practical steps taken to minimize potential significant impacts of the
discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

4. A conclusion about the compliance of the Proposed Action with the Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines.

1.6.2 CDFW Use

CDFW is the state’s trustee for fish and wildlife resources and has jurisdiction over
approximately 90% of the Ballona Reserve (the State Lands Commission has jurisdiction over
the remainder as described below). In 2003 and 2004, CDFW acquired the Ballona Reserve
through a mix of purchase, donation and transfer. Because of its land ownership and its primary
responsibility for authorizing the project, CDFW is acting as the state lead agency under CEQA.
CDFW also may lead the implementation of the Project upon approval of an alternative.

This EIS/EIR will be used by CDFW in making a decision with regard to restoration and post-
restoration activities within the Ballona Reserve and by other permitting agencies to inform their
consideration of permit applications and other actions required to implement the Project.
CDFW’s certification of the EIR, notice of completion, findings of fact, and statement of
overriding considerations (if necessary) will document CDFW'’s decision as to the adequacy of
the EIR and inform subsequent decisions by CDFW whether to approve and construct the
Project.

1.7 Organization of the Draft EIS/EIR
This EIS/EIR is organized as follows:

Executive Summary, provides a summary of the background and overview of the Project,
briefly describes the alternatives evaluated in the EIS/EIR, identifies potentially significant
adverse effects of the alternatives, and recommends mitigation measures. The Executive
Summary also identifies areas of controversy known to the Corps and CDFW, as lead
agencies, and discusses issues to be resolved concerning the Project.

Chapter 1 - Introduction, provides an overview of the Project, its location, and key
components; describes the purpose and need and objectives for the Project; identifies
cooperating, responsible, and trustee agencies; and summarizes the intended uses of the
document as well as its scope and content.
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Chapter 2 — Description of Alternatives, describes the alternatives considered in this
EIS/EIR and discusses the potential alternatives that initially were considered but then not
carried forward for more detailed consideration.

Chapter 3 —Environmental Consequences, describes each of the components of the
technical sections of the EIS/EIR, explains terms used in the analysis of potential impacts
and the approach to the analysis of cumulative effects, and then proceeds on a resource by
resource basis to: provide information on existing conditions; analyze potential direct and
indirect impacts of the alternatives; recommend feasible mitigation measures that could
avoid, substantially lessen, or minimize potential significant impacts of the alternatives;
discuss the significance of potential impacts following the implementation of
recommended mitigation measures (i.e., the “residual impacts” that would remain after
mitigation measures have been implemented, including significant unavoidable impacts);
and then evaluate potential cumulative effects

Chapter 4 — Other Considerations, analyzes potential growth-inducing impacts of the
alternatives; potential significant irreversible changes or irretrievable commitments of
resources; Project impacts in the context of short-term uses versus long-term productivity;
and consistency with Federal Executive Orders.

Chapter 5 — List of Preparers and Contributors, lists the agency preparers and
contributors to this EIS/EIR.

Appendices, contain Project-specific technical reports and other information that
supplements or supports the analyses in the body of the EIS/EIR.

1.8 Key Principles Guiding Preparation of This EIS/EIR

1.8.1 Emphasis on Significant Effects

This EIS/EIR focuses on the significant environmental effects of the alternatives analyzed in
detail in Chapter 3, and their relevance to the decision-making process. The following sections
describe the general framework for analysis under NEPA and CEQA. These summaries are not
meant to capture the legal nuances that have developed through the passage and amendment of
various statutes and regulations, and from corresponding judicial decisions; rather, the
summaries are meant to communicate a general understanding of these two acts.

NEPA requires the lead Federal agency to rely on a “scientific and analytical basis for the
comparison of alternatives” (40 C.F.R. 81502.16) in making its decisions. Commonly, in
California, when preparing a joint document, the lead Federal agency will use the CEQA
significance thresholds as the standard or basis for determining a project’s impacts in terms of
context and intensity, unless otherwise noted (certain instances are noted in this document).

“Environmental impacts,” as defined by CEQA, include physical effects on the environment. In
this document, the term is used synonymously with the term “environmental effects” under
NEPA. The State CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs §15360) define the environment as
follows:
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The physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of
historic or aesthetic significance.

This definition does not include strictly economic impacts (e.g., changes in property values) or
social impacts (e.g., a particular group of persons moving into an area). The State CEQA
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15131[a]) state that “economic or social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” However, economic or social effects are
relevant to physical effects in two situations. In the first, according to CEQA Guidelines

Section 15131(a): ““An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
project through anticipated economic or social changes...to physical changes caused in turn by the
economic or social changes.” In other words, if an economic or social impact leads to a physical
impact, this ultimate physical impact would be evaluated in the EIR. In the second instance,
according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b): “Economic or social effects of a project may be
used to determine the significance of physical changes caused by the project.”

As with economic or social impacts, psychological impacts are outside the definition of the term
“environmental.” While not specifically discussed in the CEQA Guidelines, the exclusion of
psychological impacts was specifically affirmed in the National Parks and Conservation
Association v. County of Riverside (1999) 71 Cal. App. 4th 1341 and 1364

In view of these legal precedents, CDFW is not required to treat economic, social, or
psychological impacts as significant environmental impacts absent a related physical effect on
the environment. Therefore, such impacts are discussed only to the extent necessary to determine
the significance of the physical impacts of the alternatives analyzed in detail in Chapter 3.

1.8.2 Forecasting

In this EIS/EIR, the Corps and CDFW have made their best efforts to predict and evaluate the
reasonable, foreseeable, direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of the
alternatives. NEPA and CEQA do not require the Corps and CDFW to engage in speculation
about impacts that are not reasonably foreseeable (CEQA Guidelines 8815144, 15145). Neither
NEPA nor CEQA requires a worst-case analysis when confronted with incomplete or unavailable
information (40 C.F.R. §1502.22). NEPA requires disclosure if information is lacking for
analysis. In such instances, where information is lacking, NEPA does not require obtaining such
information if the costs to obtain the information are exorbitant or the means to obtain such
information are not known. Rather, NEPA requires in Section 1502.22(b):

1.  Astatement that such information is incomplete or unavailable;

2. A statement of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to evaluating the
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment;

3. Asummary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environments; and

4.  The agency’s evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research
methods generally acceptable in the scientific community.
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1.8.3 Reliance on Environmental Thresholds and Substantial
Evidence

The identification of impacts as significant or less than significant is one of the important
functions of an EIS/EIR. While impacts determined to be less than significant need only be
acknowledged as such, an EIR must identify mitigation measures for any impact identified as
significant. The Corps has adopted the CEQA thresholds to meet its NEPA responsibilities for
this EIS/EIR, unless otherwise noted in particular sections of this document for the NEPA
analysis. In preparing this document, the Corps and CDFW have based their conclusions about
the significance of environmental impacts on identifiable thresholds and have supported these
conclusions with substantial scientific evidence.

1.8.4 Disagreement among Experts

During preparation of the EIS/EIR, it is possible that evidence that might raise disagreements
will be presented during the public review of the EIS/EIR. Such disagreements will be noted and
will be considered by the decision-makers during the public hearing process. However, to be
adequate under NEPA and CEQA, the EIS/EIR need not resolve all such disagreements.

In accordance with the provisions of the CEQA Guidelines, conflicting evidence and expert
opinions on an issue concerning the environmental impacts of the various restoration alternatives —
when CDFW is aware of these controversies — has been identified in this EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIR
has summarized the conflicting opinions and has included sufficient information to allow the
public and decision-makers to take intelligent account of the environmental consequences of their
actions.

In rendering a decision on a project where a disagreement exists among experts, the decision-
makers are not obligated to select the most conservative, environmentally protective or liberal
viewpoint. Decision-makers might give more weight to the views of one expert than to those of
another and need not resolve a dispute among the experts. In their proceedings, the decision-
makers must consider the comments received and address any objections, but need not follow
said comments or objections so long as the decision-makers state the basis for their decision and
the decision is supported by substantial evidence.

1.8.5 NEPA and CEQA Baselines

1.8.5.1 NEPA Baseline

The NEPA baseline is not bound by statute to a “flat” or “no growth” scenario. Therefore, the
NEPA baseline may project construction and operational impacts that do not require Federal
action or approval. Normally, any ultimate permit decision would focus on the type, nature, and
duration of direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental consequences (whether adverse
impacts or beneficial effects) as determined to be within the scope of analysis. Significance of
impacts associated with each alternative is determined by comparing each alternative to the
NEPA baseline (i.e., the incremental impact).
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1.8.5.2 CEQA Baseline

Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of a proposed project that exists at the time the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) is published. The conditions that existed at the time the NOP was circulated
for review (July 2012) are described in the Affected Environment sections of Chapter 3, unless
updated baseline information was determined to be more appropriate; in that case, the
Methodology section of the technical resource discussion describes the deviation from a baseline
year of July 2012 and describes why it was a more appropriate approximation of existing
conditions. Whatever year is selected, the CEQA baseline represents the environmental setting at
a fixed point in time, with no anticipated project growth over time. The CEQA baseline
environmental conditions constitute the physical conditions by which the CEQA lead agency
compares project-related impacts to determine whether an impact is significant.

The CEQA baseline differs from the No Project Alternative, in that the No Project Alternative
considers the existing conditions at the time the NOP was published, as well as what would
reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved based
on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.

1.8.6 Mitigation Measures

NEPA requires the identification of potentially adverse effects and appropriate mitigation
measures to avoid or minimize such effects (40 C.F.R. 81502.14(f)). Mitigation measures are
identified for adverse impacts that cannot be avoided or minimized adequately through project
design. As described in the CEQ regulations and 2011 guidance titled, “Appropriate Use of
Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate Use of Mitigated Findings of No
Significant Impact” (CEQ 2011), Federal agencies can use mitigation to reduce environmental
impacts in several ways. Mitigation includes avoiding, reducing, minimizing, rectifying, and/or
compensating for an impact (40 C.F.R. §1508.20).

According to Section 15126.4(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, each significant impact identified in
an EIR must include a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that would avoid or
substantially reduce the significant environmental effect. To reduce significant effects, mitigation
measures must avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, or compensate for a given impact of
the Project. Mitigation measures must satisfy certain requirements to be considered adequate.
Mitigation should be specific and enforceable, define feasible actions that would demonstrably
improve significant environmental conditions, and allow monitoring of their implementation.
Mitigation measures that merely require further studies or consultation with regulatory agencies
and are not tied to a specific action that would directly reduce impacts, or that defer mitigation
until some future time, are not adequate.

Effective mitigation measures clearly explain objectives and indicate how a given measure
should be implemented, who is responsible for its implementation, and where and when the
mitigation would occur. Mitigation measures must be enforceable, meaning that the lead agency
must ensure that the measures would be imposed through appropriate permit conditions,
agreements, or other legally binding instruments.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1-31 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
California Department of Fish and Wildlife - Draft EIS/EIR



1. Introduction Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

Section 15041 of the CEQA Guidelines grants public agencies the authority to require feasible
changes (mitigation) that would substantially lessen or avoid a significant effect on the
environment associated with activities involved in a project. Public agencies, however, do not
have unlimited authority to impose mitigation. A public agency might exercise only those
express or implied powers provided by law; CEQA does not grant an agency new powers
independent of the powers granted to the agency by other laws. However, where another law
grants discretionary powers to a public agency, CEQA authorizes use of those discretionary
powers to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment when it is feasible to do so
(CEQA Guidelines §15040).

In addition to limitations imposed by CEQA, the U.S. Constitution limits the authority of
regulatory agencies. The Constitution limits the authority of a public agency to impose
conditions to those situations where a clear and direct connection (“nexus,” in legal terms) exists
between a project impact and the mitigation measure. Finally, a proportional balance must exist
between the impact caused by the project and the mitigation measure imposed upon the project
applicant. A project applicant cannot be forced to pay more than its fair share of the mitigation,
which should be roughly proportional to the impact(s) caused by the project.

For impacts identified in Sections 3.2 through Section 3.14 of this EIS/EIR, mitigation measures
have been developed to avoid, minimize, rectify, or reduce potential significant adverse
environmental effects that would be implemented during or following restoration. The analysis
considers the Project’s potential environmental impacts after the implementation of all
recommended mitigation measures and regulatory requirements of Federal, state, and local
agencies. A Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program (MMRCP) would be
prepared by CDFW if the Project is approved to ensure the effective implementation of the
mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Because these mitigation measures
are derived from a variety of sources, they also may be required by agencies other than CDFW
and their implementation would be enforced by those other agencies. Whatever mitigation
measures the Corps adopts would be set forth in the ROD.

1.8.7 Requirements to Evaluate Alternatives
According to NEPA and CEQA regulations, the alternatives section of an EIS/EIR is required to:
1. rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives;

2. include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction or congressional mandate of the
lead agency, if applicable;

3. include No Federal Action (NEPA) and No Project (CEQA) alternative;

4.  develop substantial treatment of each alternative, including the proposed action, so that
reviewers could evaluate their comparative merits;

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 1-32 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR 1. Introduction
September 2017

5. identify the “agency’s preferred alternative”15 (NEPA);

6. include appropriate mitigation measures (when not already part of the proposed action or
alternatives); and

7. present the alternatives that were eliminated from detailed study and briefly discuss the
reason(s) for elimination.

NEPA (40 C.F.R. 81502.14(a)) and the CEQA Guidelines §15126.6) require that an EIS and an
EIR, respectively, describe a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed project, or to the
location of a proposed project that could feasibly meet most of the basic objectives of the project
but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental effects. Chapters 2 and 3
of this Draft EIS/EIR describe and analyze, respectively, potential alternatives to the project
described in CDFW'’s application materials (i.e., Alternative 1).

Alternatives for an EIS and EIR usually take the form of No Federal Action (no Federal permit),
No Project (no state or local discretionary permits), and one or more alternatives that could
reduce one or more of the potential significant effects, including by reducing the project size, via
a different project design, or one or more suitable alternative project sites (40 C.F.R.
81502.14(c)). The range of alternatives discussed in an EIS and EIR need not be beyond a
reasonable range (40 C.F.R. 81502.14(a); CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)), and an EIR is further
governed by the “rule of reason” that requires the identification of only those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice between the alternatives and a proposed project. An EIS
and an EIR need not consider an alternative that would be infeasible. CEQA Guidelines
815126.6 explains that the evaluation of project alternative feasibility can consider “site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans
or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” The EIS/EIR is not required to
evaluate an alternative whose effects could not be reasonably identified, or whose
implementation is remote, speculative, or would not achieve the basic purposes of the project.

With regard to CWA, section 404(b)(1) guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230) prohibit the Corps from
issuing a permit unless it is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA).
The Corps must also assure that the project is not contrary to the public’s interest. The factors that
influence whether an alternative is available and practicable include cost, logistics, technology, and
the ability of the alternative to meet the overall project purpose. The CWA section 404 (b)(1)
guidelines primarily focus on impacts to waters of the U.S. The following must be satisfied in
order for the Corps to determine that proposed discharges of dredged or fill material is in
compliance with section 404(b)(1):

1.  Alternative Analysis (40 C.F.R. 8230.10(a)): Except as provided under 8404(b)(2), no
discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to
the proposed discharge that would have less significant impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so

15 The “agency's preferred alternative” is the alternative that the federal agency believes would fulfill its statutory
mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, environmental, technical, and other factors. See
Question 4a of the CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act
Regulations (46 Fed. Reg. 18026).
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long as the alternative does not have other significant environmental consequences. If an
alternative is otherwise a practicable alternative, an area not presently owned by the
applicant, which could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded, or managed in order to
fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed activity may be considered;

2. Environmental Restrictions/Violation of Law (40 C.F.R. §230.10(b)): No discharge of
dredged or fill material shall be permitted if it: (1) causes or contributes to violations of
State water quality standards; (2) violates any applicable toxic effluent standard or
prohibition; (3) jeopardizes the continued existence of species listed as endangered or
threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), or results in likelihood of the
destruction or adverse modification of a habitat which is determined to be critical habitat
under the ESA,; and (4) violates any requirement imposed by the Secretary of Commerce to
protect any marine sanctuary designated under Title I11 of the Marine Protection, Research,
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972;

3. No Significant Degradation (40 C.F.R. §230.10(c)): Except as provided under 8404(b)(2),
no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted which will cause or contribute to
significant degradation of waters of the U.S.; and

4.  Minimize Adverse Effects (40 C.F.R. 8230.10(d)): Except as provided under 8404(b)(2),
no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted unless appropriate and
practicable steps have been taken which will minimize potential adverse impacts of the
discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

1.9 Public Comment on the Draft EIS/EIR

This Draft EIS/EIR is being circulated to Federal, state, and local agencies and to interested individuals who
may wish to review and comment on the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis. Written comments may be
submitted to the lead agencies during the 45-day public review period that began upon publication of the
Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register by the USEPA. Written comments submitted
electronically must be received by 5 p.m. on the 45th day following issuance of the NOA. Because of
different administrative processes, CDFW will make the Draft EIS/EIR available for public review prior to
the NOA, but the comment deadline will still occur at 5 p.m. on the 45th day following issuance of the
NOA. Comments sent by mail must be postmarked on or before the close of the comment period.
Comments received after the deadline may not receive a formal response in the Final EIS/EIR.

Written comments on this Draft EIS/EIR will be accepted via regular mail or e-mail to either of
the parties identified below, and in person at a public meeting to be noticed under separate cover.
Comments may be mailed:

Daniel P. Swenson, D. Env. Chief, LA & San Bernardino Counties Section
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division, Los Angeles District

Mailing Address: 915 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 930
Los Angeles, California 90017-3401

E-mail: daniel.p.swenson@usace.army.mil
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Richard Brody, CDFW

Mailing Address: c/o ESA (jas)
550 Kearney Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, California, 94108

E-mail: BWERcomments@wildlife.ca.gov

The Draft EIS/EIR, appendices, and all documents referenced in the Draft EIS/EIR are available
for public review during normal working hours at the following locations:

California State Coastal Conservancy, 1330 Broadway, 13th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612-2530

Los Angeles Public Library, Playa Vista Branch, 6400 Playa Vista Drive, Los Angeles, CA
90094

County of Los Angeles Public Library, Lloyd Taber-Marina del Rey, 4533 Admiralty Way
Marina del Rey, CA 90292

Los Angeles Public Library, Westchester-Loyola Village Branch, 7114 W Manchester Ave,
Los Angeles, CA 90045

In addition to printed copies of the Draft EIS/EIR, electronic versions are also available. Due to
the size of the document, the electronic versions have been prepared as a series of PDF files to
facilitate downloading and printing. Interested parties may request a CD from the Corps or
CDFW that contains the EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR also is available in its entirety on the
Project website at www.ballonarestoration.org or on the Corps website at
http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/ProjectsPrograms.aspx.

Electronic copies of this document have been formatted to make reading it electronically easier.
The electronic version is “clickable,” which means where there is a reference to a figure, large
table, or appendix, that resource can be quickly retrieved by clicking blue text. This allows
readers to easily scan through the main document or click for more information on topics that
interest them. The table of contents at the front of this document is also clickable, allowing ease
of navigation through the document.

The lead agencies will review all substantive comments received during the review period and
provide written responses in a Final EIS/EIR. The Final EIS/EIR will be made available to the
public and will provide a basis for decision-making by permitting authorities.
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CHAPTER 2

Description of Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 describes the restoration proposed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) and the alterations/modifications to the Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA)
project proposed by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works-Los Angeles County
Flood Control District (LACFCD)26 in their application materials (Alternative 1), two other
restoration alternatives (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3), and a no Federal action/no project
alternative (Alternative 4). Chapter 2 also describes the method used to develop and evaluate the
alternatives that were carried forward for detailed analysis, and briefly describes the alternatives
that were considered but not carried forward.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) action is to make a decision on the permit
application submitted by CDFW to restore the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve (Ballona
Reserve) and the request to alter/modify LACDA project facilities proposed by LACFCD as
described in Alternative 1. The Corps is neither an opponent nor a proponent of the proposal.
Decision options available to the Corps are to issue the permit, issue the permit with
modifications or conditions, or deny the permit.

Alternative 1 is described in Section 2.2.2, Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed
Action. Alternative 2 is described in Section 2.2.3, Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous
Creek. Alternative 3 is described in Section 2.2.4, Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow.
Alternative 4 is described in Section 2.2.5, Alternative 4: No Federal Action/No Project.

2.1.1 NEPA and Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Requirements
for the Evaluation of Alternatives

In addition to meeting the requirements of NEPA, the alternatives analysis provides the basis for
the Corps to make specific findings under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The Corps’ NEPA
regulations state that a Corps-prepared EIS involving a Department of the Army permit

16 The Los Angeles County Flood Control Act of 1915 established the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and
empowered it to provide flood protection, water conservation, recreation and aesthetic enhancement within its
boundaries. In 1984, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District entered into an operational agreement with the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District and Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works collectively are referred to in this EIS/EIR as “LACFCD.” LACFCD is the
applicant with respect to the LACDA project facility components of the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and would be
responsible for its operation and maintenance.
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application should be thorough enough to use for both the public interest review and the CWA
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines promulgated by USEPA (40 C.F.R. Part 230 and 33 C.F.R.

Part 325, Appendix B, Section 9b[5][A]). Thus, the alternatives evaluation for this EIS/EIR must
comply with both NEPA and Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for alternatives analysis. NEPA and
the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines use different criteria for the types of alternatives that should be
considered. NEPA considers “reasonable” alternatives, while the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
consider “practicable” alternatives. Both sets of considerations are discussed below.

2.1.1.1 Overview of NEPA's “Reasonableness” Considerations and
Other NEPA Requirements

NEPA’s Reasonableness Factors

The alternatives analysis is the heart of an EIS, and Federal agencies must rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. “Reasonable” alternatives are those that are
practical or feasible from a technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather
than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant (46 Fed. Reg. 18026, Question 2a).
The purpose of analyzing reasonable alternatives is to allow their comparative merits to be
considered by agency decision makers and the public (40 C.F.R. §1502.14). The range of
potential reasonable alternatives may include alternative sites, project configurations, project
sizes, and technologies. Reasonable alternatives do not include those that are remote or
speculative or that do not achieve the project purpose and need or cause unnecessary
environmental harm. The “no action” alternative, which maintains existing conditions and
practices on a project site, must be included among the alternatives analyzed. In this EIS/EIR, the
no Federal Action alternative is Alternative 4.

Factors considered in the reasonableness determination in this EIS/EIR include the following:

1.  Whether a potential alternative is too remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective; and
2. Whether it accomplishes the purpose of the proposed action.

3. Whether a potential alternative would cause unnecessary environmental harm.

Alternatives Not Carried Forward for Detailed Review

For alternatives that were eliminated from detailed study, NEPA requires agencies to briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated (40 CFR §1502.14). This EIS/EIR discusses
alternatives that were not carried forward for more detailed review in Section 2.3.

No Action Alternative

CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require consideration of a “no action alternative”

(40 C.F.R. 81502.14d). In accordance with the Corps’ NEPA regulations, the no action
alternative is one that results in no construction requiring a Corps permit. Under Alternative 4,
the No Federal Action/No Project Alternative, no Federal, state, or local approvals would be
granted. No wetlands restoration would take place except for the small-scale removal of invasive
species by volunteers using only hand tools. Alternative 4 would not result in the permanent or
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temporary discharge of fill material into waters of the U.S. or non-wetland waters of the U.S. or
result in work or structures in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S.17” There would be no
change to LACDA project facilities within the Ballona Reserve. Existing habitats would be
enhanced through continued volunteer efforts.

2.1.1.2 Overview of Section 404(b)(1) Guideline’s “Practicability”
Considerations and Other Requirements

Section 404(b)(1)’'s Practicability Considerations

Under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, “practicable” alternatives are those that are available
and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics
in light of overall project purposes (40 C.F.R. 88230.10(a), 230.3(q)). If it is an otherwise
practicable alternative, an area not presently owned by the applicant, which could reasonably be
obtained, used, expanded, or managed in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed
activity, may be considered (40 C.F.R. §230.10(a)(2)).

The practicability considerations evaluated in this EIS/EIR include the following:

1. Overall Project Purpose: Section 1.2, Purpose and Need, explains the overall project
purpose, which is to restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona Reserve,
in part by increasing tidal influence to achieve predominantly estuarine wetland conditions;
ensure any alteration/modification to the LACDA project components within the Ballona
Reserve maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk management, which in
this section of Ballona Creek, includes ensuring there is no reduction to the conveyance
capacity of up to 68,000 cubic feet per second (cfs)1é and that LACDA project features
reduce flood risk to the surrounding communities and infrastructure for up to the 100-year
flood event. If the alternative does not meet the overall project purpose, it will be
eliminated.

2.  Cost: The cost must be reasonable for a tidal habitat restoration project. “The mere fact that
an alternative may cost somewhat more does not necessarily mean it is not practicable”
(45 Fed. Reg. 85336). For comparison, estimated costs of other tidal habitat restoration
projects in California are provided in Appendix B9, Restoration Projects Cost Comparison.

17" Navigable waters of the U.S. generally are defined as those waters that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide
and/or are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible to use to transport interstate or foreign
commerce. A determination of navigability, once made, applies laterally over the entire surface of the waterbody, and
is not extinguished by later actions or events which impede or destroy navigable capacity. (33 C.F.R. §329.4). The
term is used to define the Corps’ jurisdictional authority (33 C.F.R. §329.1). Navigable waters of the U.S. include all
tidally-influenced waters up to the mean high water mark (MHW) in its natural, unobstructed state. For purposes of
this analysis, the Corps has determined that approximately 120 acres of the Project site would be subject to tidal
influence without the presence of the levees (based on the current topography) and therefore is subject to the Corps’
Section 10 jurisdiction. This area is shown in Figure 1-1, Existing Topography and Tidal Inundation.

18 The Ballona Creek channel was designed in the 1930s, and documentation for the original design capacity is limited.
LACFCD design drawings (1959) and as-builts (1963) for later work on the segment of the Ballona Creek channel
within the Ballona Reserve indicated a design discharge of 49,500 cfs. Documentation for other, subsequent projects
refers to a Standard Project Flood (SPF) flow of 46,000 cfs, which was first computed by the Corps in the 1950s
(USACE LA District 1979). The SPF figure was later revised to identify a future, unrestricted SPF of 68,000 cfs
(USACE LA District 1979). The authorized discharge will be confirmed by the Corps during the permitting process
for the Project, but would not be higher than 68,000 cfs.
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3. Logistics: The evaluated alternative must be possible to implement, operate, and maintain.
If the alternative would not be possible to implement, operate, and maintain, the alternative
will be eliminated.

4.  Existing Technology: The evaluated alternative must be possible to construct using existing
technology. If the alternative would not be possible to construct using existing technology,
the alternative will be eliminated.

The purpose of considering practicable alternatives is to provide a basis for the Corps to identify
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) consistent with the

Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines’ prohibition on discharges of dredge or fill material into waters of
the U.S. if there is a “practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less
impact on the aquatic ecosystem, provided that the alternative does not have other significant
environmental consequences” (40 C.F.R. 8230.10(a)). See Figure 2-2a, Corps Jurisdiction under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, On-Site versus Off-Site Waters of the U.S.

The thrust of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines is that applicants should design projects to meet the
overall project purpose while avoiding impacts on aquatic environments. This approach is
emphasized in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the USEPA and the Department of
the Army concerning the determination of mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (EPA 1990), as modified by the Corps and USEPA Final Mitigation Rule promulgated
at 33 C.F.R. Parts 325, 332; 40 C.F.R. Part 230). The MOA articulates the Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines’ “sequencing” protocol as first, avoiding impacts; second, minimizing impacts; and
third, providing practicable compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts and no overall net
loss of functions and services. (As explained in Section 1.8.6, Mitigation Measures, the Corps is
not considering compensatory mitigation in this EIS/EIR because the proposed restoration Project
would not result in a net loss in aquatic resource functions or services.) Federal Executive Order
No. 11988 also requires the Corps to consider alternatives that would avoid, if practicable, adverse
impacts and incompatible development in an area subject to flooding by a 1% percent annual
chance of exceedance flood event.™ If avoidance is not practicable, the agency should design the
action to minimize such impacts.

Regulation of Discharges into Special Aquatic Sites, such as Wetlands

The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines establish two presumptions for projects that propose a
discharge into a special aquatic site, such as wetlands. First, it is presumed that there are
practicable alternatives to non-water-dependent projects, “unless clearly demonstrated
otherwise” (40 C.F.R. 8230.10(a)(3)). Second, “where a discharge is proposed for a special
aquatic site, all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not involve a
discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise” (40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(3)).

19 Ppresident Obama’s January 30, 2015, Executive Order (E.O.) No. 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk
Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, amended
E.O. No. 11988. The amendments, however, do not affect E.O. No 11988’s requirement that federal agencies consider
alternatives that would avoid, if practicable, adverse impacts and incompatible development in an area subject to
flooding by a 1% percent annual chance of exceedance flood event. (U.S. Department of Homeland Security 2015).
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The basic project purpose comprises the fundamental, essential, or irreducible purpose of the
proposed project, and is used by the Corps to determine whether the activity associated with a
discharge is water dependent (i.e., requires access or proximity to or siting within the special
aquatic site to fulfill its basic purpose). Establishment of the basic project purpose is necessary
only when the proposed activity would discharge dredged or fill material in to a special aquatic
site (e.g., wetlands, mudflats). The “basic project purpose” is aquatic ecosystem restoration.
Although the Proposed Action does discharge fill material in a special aquatic site (wetlands),
the basic project purpose is water dependent, therefore the rebuttable presumption that
practicable alternatives that do not involve special aquatic sites are presumed to be available,
unless clearly demonstrated otherwise, does not apply. In addition, where a discharge is proposed
for a special aquatic site, all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not
involve a discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. Because all action alternatives result
in discharges to special aquatic sites due to the nature of the Project, there are no practicable
alternatives that do not involve a discharge into a special aquatic site. Therefore, this rebuttable
presumption does not apply.

General Prohibition of the Discharge of Fill Materials into Waters of the U.S.

Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines [40 CFR §230.10(a)] also generally prohibits the discharge of fill
materials into jurisdictional waters under the following conditions:

1. If there is a practicable, less damaging alternative;

2.  Ifdischarges jeopardize the continued existence of species listed as endangered or
threatened (impacts to listed species are analyzed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources);

3. Ifthe discharge violates water quality standards (impacts to water quality are analyzed in
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality);

4.  If discharges will cause or contribute to significant degradation of Waters of the United
States (as noted, water quality impacts are analyzed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality); or

5.  If appropriate and practicable steps have not been taken to minimize potential adverse
impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

Summary of NEPA and Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Considerations

CDFW and LACFCD have submitted applications for approvals and other authorizations that
would be necessary to implement restoration as described in Alternative 1, which is the Proposed
Action in this EIS/EIR for purposes of NEPA. As described in Table 1-1, Summary of Required
Permits and Approvals, CWA Section 404 authorization would be required in connection with the
proposed dredge and fill activities in waters of the U.S. to construct new levees, form new tidal
channels, modify existing tidal channels, re-contour areas to enhance tidal flow, and create
elevations conducive to establishing wetland and other aquatic habitat (see Figure 2-2b,
Alternative 1 Impacts to Section 404 Waters of the U.S.; Figure 2-2c, Alternative 2 Impacts to
Section 404 Waters of the U.S.; and Figure 2-2d, Alternative 3 Impacts to Waters of the U.S.).
Construction of any structure in or over any navigable waters of the U.S., the excavating from or
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depositing of material in such waters, or the accomplishment of any other work affecting the
course, location, condition, or capacity of such waters would require Corps authorization pursuant
to Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 (see Figure 2-2e, Alternative 1 Impacts to Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act; Figure 2-2f, Alternative 2 Impacts to Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act; and Figure 2-2g, Alternative 3 Impacts to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act).

LACFCD submitted a Section 408 request to modify LACDA project structures within the Ballona
Reserve such as the concrete-lined channel, levees, groins, and riprap. As described in Table 1-1,
Summary of Required Permits and Approvals, Corps approval also would be required to modify
the Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R Manual, Corps
1999) plan to reflect approved changes to existing LACDA infrastructure.

CDFW proposes to dispose of excavated fill from the Project site, potentially including offshore
disposal at the USEPA designated ocean disposal site LA-2 off San Pedro or LA-3 off Newport
Beach. If ocean disposal is determined to be necessary to address excess fill material, a Marine
Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act Section 103 permit application quantifying the volume of
material proposed for off-site disposal and a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) would be filed for
consideration by the Corps in consultation with the Los Angeles Regional Contaminated
Sediments Task Force (CSTF) and the Southern California Dredged Material Management Team
(SC-DMMT).

Cost estimates for Alternative 1 are preliminary, based on the conceptual design and assumptions
that initially were reported in a 2008 feasibility study for the project (Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Commission et al. 2008) as supplemented and updated in December 2016, including to
reflect preliminary costs associated with mobilization, site preparation, the construction of
structures (including the Lincoln Boulevard Bridge and the Culver Boulevard Bridge), installation
of irrigation, planting maintenance, and monitoring. All costs will be refined as the conceptual
design is further developed. Within the approximately 566 acre Project site, Alternative 1 would
result in the restoration of 186.8 acres of established or enhanced wetland waters of the U.S. and
96.7 acres of established or enhanced non-wetland waters of the U.S. (see Table 2-1a, Summary of
Restoration of and Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3). The total
estimated cost of restoring the Ballona Reserve as described under Alternative 1 is approximately
$182,822,316; the estimated cost per restored acre is approximately $908,208.

Pursuant to the NEPA reasonableness considerations and, Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
practicability considerations (see Section 2.1.1.3, Screening Criteria for Alternatives to the
Proposed Action), this EIS/EIR considers two restoration alternatives to the Proposed Action:
Alternative 2 is described in Section 2.2.3, Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek;
Alternative 3 is described in Section 2.2.4, Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow. A No
Federal Action/No Project Alternative (Alternative 4) also is considered. A summary of impacts
to Corps jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act and alterations/modifications to Corps structures and facilities under Section 14 of
the Rivers and Harbors Act under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 is provided in Table 2-1a.
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TABLE 2-1a

2. Description of Alternatives

SUMMARY OF RESTORATION OF AND IMPACTS TO CORPS JURISDICTIONAL WATERS UNDER
ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3 (units are in acres)

CWA Section 404 Existing Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Habitat Wetlands ‘ Waters | Wetlands | Waters | Wetlands | Waters | Wetlands | Waters
Established 81.0 38.7 83.1 38.7 48.0 28.1
Enhanced 105.8 58.0 56.3 15.3 0 0
Unaltered' 151.7 ‘ 68.3 0 0 43.8 41.6 141.1 55.5
Total established or 186.8 96.7 139.4 54.0 48.0 28.1
enhanced
Impacts?

Temporary impacts 30.2 25.0 24.5 22.4 3.5 0.5
Permangnt loss of 02 57 07 55 0 0
function
Perma?ent loss of 314 52 217 18 37 0
waters
Net Change
(established minus
permanently lost and 49.6 27.8 60.7 314 44.3 28.1
loss of function)®

R&H Section 10 Existing Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Temporary impacts 36.2 27.2 0.5
Perm_anent loss of 59 58 0
function
Permanent loss of 16.2 3.1 0
waters
Unaltered! 119.9 61.6 83.8 119.4
Total permanent 29 1 8.9 0

impacts

Amount of fill to be
relocated on site

between 2,290,000
and 2,420,000 cy
(Table 2-8)

between 2,120,000
and 2,180,000 cy
(Table 2-24)

190,000 cy (Table 2-
28)

R&H Section 14
(Section 408)

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Impacts to Corps
structures and facilities

Removal of existing
levees, building new
levees, and creating a
new channel system

Removal of existing
levees, building new
levees, and creating a
new channel system.

Addition of culverts to
existing levees

Comparative Costs

Total estimated cost

$182,822,316

$144,765,227

$135,443,230

Estimated cost per
restored acre

$908,208

$974,194

$2,574,966

NOTES:

1 Existing, to remain untouched.
Potential impacts to biological resources, including Corps jurisdictional areas are discussed in Chapter 3.4.
Permanent loss of aquatic resource functions due to conversion of substrate type (for example, from earthen to armored).

2
3
4 Conversion to uplands.
5

Does not include enhanced habitat
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2.1.2 CEQA Requirements for the Evaluation of Alternatives

The range of alternatives under CEQA is governed by the rule of reason. CEQA Guidelines
815126.6 states that an EIR must describe a “range of reasonable alternatives” to the project or
its location, which would feasibly attain most of the project objectives while avoiding or
substantially lessening the significant impacts of a project, and evaluate the merits of each
alternative relative to the project as proposed. An EIR must consider a reasonable range of
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. The EIR also
should identify any alternatives that were considered but rejected as infeasible and briefly
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination.

Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from further detailed consideration
inan EIR are:

1. Whether the alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives. Section 1.1.2,
CEQA Project Objectives identifies the seven objectives of Alternative 1, which, in
summary, include to: restore, enhance, and create estuarine and associated habitats; protect
and respect cultural and sacred resources; establish natural processes and functions within
the Ballona Reserve that support estuarine and associated habitats; develop and enhance
wildlife dependent uses and secondary compatible on-site public access for recreation and
educational activities; protect and avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities,
adjacent properties and uses by maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water
management, ensuring consistency with future implementation of regional plans, and
limiting the need for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; provide
oversight of the Ballona Reserve to accomplish management functions; and ensure that
alterations/modifications to LACDA project components do not adversely impact the
LACDA project. Of these, CDFW has determined the following to be the “most basic”
project objectives: restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated
habitats; protection and avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities,
adjacent properties and uses by maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water
management and limiting the need for significant modification to regionally important
infrastructure; and not adversely impacting the LACDA project.

2. Whether it would be “feasible,” where feasible means capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (Pub. Res. Code §21061.1; CEQA
Guidelines 8815126.6, 15364). Any alternative determined to be infeasible was not carried
forward for more detailed review.

3. Whether it would be able to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of
the project as proposed;

4. Whether its implementation is remote or speculative.

CEQA also makes clear that an EIR must include “sufficient information about each alternative
to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project” (CEQA Guidelines
815126.6(d)). This EIS/EIR considers two restoration alternatives to Alternative 1 (i.e., the
restoration proposal described in the permit applications to the Corps). Alternative 2 is described
in Section 2.2.3, Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek; Alternative 3 is described in
Section 2.2.4, Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow. An EIR must include a “No Project”

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2.8 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR 2. Description of Alternatives
September 2017

alternative. The description of each alternative must be sufficient to allow meaningful evaluation
and comparison with a project. The lead agency also must identify the environmentally superior
alternative, which CDFW does in this EIS/EIR in Section 4.4, Environmentally Superior
Alternative.

2.1.3 Screening Criteria for Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Federal requirements for the evaluation of alternatives are described in Section 2.1.1. Consistent
with those requirements, each of the alternatives considered in the environmental review process
documented in this EIS/EIR was evaluated relative to NEPA’s reasonableness factors and
Section 404’s practicability considerations. State requirements for the evaluation of alternatives
under CEQA are described in Section 2.1.2. Those factors also have been evaluated. To account
for overlap among the requirements, the following screening criteria have been applied to each
of the alternatives considered in this EIS/EIR:

Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective)?
Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project?
Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)?
Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1°s significant impacts?
Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Se he oo o

These screening criteria are discussed in Section 2.1.1.4 for the alternatives to the Proposed
Action that have been carried forward for more detailed review. These screening criteria also are
discussed in Section 2.3 for the potential alternatives that were considered but not carried
forward because they did not satisfy one or more of the criteria.

2.1.4 Evaluation of Alternatives to the Proposed Action

TABLE 2-1b
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES RELATIVE TO SCREENING CRITERIA

Screening Criteria Alternative 2 | Alternative 3
a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective)? Yes Yes
b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose? Yes Yes
c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative1? Yes Yes
d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project? Yes Yes
e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)? Yes Yes
f.  Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology? Yes Yes
g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1? No No
h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1’s significant Y
impacts? es Yes
i.  Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA? Yes Yes
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2.9 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Draft EIS/EIR



2. Description of Alternatives Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek

a. Is Alternative 2 reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

Alternative 2 would not be too remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective. CDFW and
LACFCD would proceed to permit and implement Alternative 2 if it were selected. Sufficient
details are available to allow for meaningful evaluation of this restoration option, the
implementation of which would be possible, sensible, and realistic. The alternative would be
reasonable.

b. Would Alternative 2 meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Yes, Alternative 2 would satisfy the purpose and need and overall project purpose. It would
improve the functional uplift of habitats through restoration and enhancement, establish diverse
tidal habitat for wildlife species, restore natural flow in tidal habitat, and facilitate restoration of a
wide variety of habitats that are currently absent or of limited distribution within the Greater Los
Angeles Area. Further, Alternative 2 would ensure that modification to existing LACDA project
components within the Ballona Reserve would maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of
flood risk management and continue to reduce flood risk to the surrounding communities and
infrastructure for up to the 100 year flood event. More specifically, Alternative 2 would restore
contiguous tidal wetlands in Area A and North Area B, realign Ballona Creek, enhance managed
wetlands in South Area B, maintain existing managed wetlands in West Area B, and restore upland
habitat in East Area B, North Area A and South Area C. Under Alternative 2, invasive plant
species would be removed from the Ballona Reserve and Area A and North Area B tidal wetland
would be restored, managed wetland enhancement would be provided in South/Southeast Area B,
and upland habitat would be restored in East Area B, North Area C, and South Area C.
Furthermore, Alternative 2 has been designed and would be implemented so as to at least
maintain existing flood protection to the existing developed areas surrounding the Ballona
Reserve. Alternative 2 would provide the same flood protection as Alternative 1: existing
armored levees along Area A and North Area B would be removed, new partially-earthen
perimeter levees would be installed in Area A and along the North side of Culver Boulevard,
new water-control structures would be installed in South Area B, and a new Culver Boulevard
stormwater detention wetland would be constructed.

c. Would Alternative 2 meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

Yes, Alternative 2 would meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1. It would result in the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats in the amounts shown
in Table 2-1a, Summary of Restoration of and Impacts to Corps Jurisdictional Waters Under
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Alternative 2 would include the installation of two new permanent
bridges for public access, but would not result in significant modification to existing, regionally
important infrastructure. Further, Alternative 2 would not adversely impact the LACDA project.

d. Would Alternative 2 be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

Alternative 2 is considered to be practicable in terms of costs. Cost estimates for Alternative 2
are preliminary, based on the conceptual design and assumptions initially reported in a 2008
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feasibility study for the Project (Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission et al. 2008) as
supplemented and updated in December 2016 to reflect preliminary costs associated with
mobilization, site preparation, the construction of structures (including the Lincoln Boulevard
Bridge and the Culver Boulevard Bridge), installation of irrigation, planting maintenance, and
monitoring (Appendix B9, Restoration Projects Cost Comparison). All costs will be refined as
the conceptual design is further developed. Within the approximately 566 acre Project site,
Alternative 2 would result in the restoration of 139.4 acres of established or enhanced wetland
waters of the U.S. and 54.0 acres of established or enhanced non-wetland waters of the U.S. (see
Table 2-1a, Summary of Restoration of and Impacts to Corps Jurisdictional Waters Under
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3). The total estimated cost of restoring the Ballona Reserve as described
under Alternative 2 is approximately $144,765,227; the estimated cost per restored acre is
approximately $974,197.

e. Would Alternative 2 be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)?

Yes, Alternative 2 would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain. No governmental
or other impediments would preclude its implementation. The project area is within the
ownership or control of the parties necessary to restore, construct, operate, maintain, and monitor
the proposed work within the Ballona Reserve and within the SoCalGas Property.

f. Would Alternative 2 be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Yes, Alternative 2 is considered to be practicable in terms of existing technology. Alternative 2
would not require use of technologies that are not available — all proposed work could be
accomplished using a combination of common vehicles, equipment, tools, and methods.

g. Would Alternative 2 be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

No, Alternative 2 would not be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1. To the
contrary, Alternative 2 would result in a comparable level of impacts as Phase 1 of Alternative 1
and none of the impacts that would be associated with Phase 2 of Alternative 1.

h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

Alternative 2 would substantially lessen adverse impacts of Alternative 1 relating to Aesthetics
(specifically regarding impacts to scenic vistas due to Alternative 2’s reduction in restoration-
related construction activities and fewer changes to topography), Air Quality (reduced emissions
during restoration and post-restoration phases for Alternative 2), Biological Resources

(18.6 acres less permanent loss of Belding’s savannah sparrow habitat and nearly twice as much
net gain compared to Alternative 1), Cultural Resources (due to reduced area of excavation for
Alternative 2), and Utilities and Service Systems (due to Alternative 2’s reduced water
consumption and reduced generation of solid waste during restoration).

i. Would Alternative 2 be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Yes, Alternative 2 would be feasible. The ecosystem restoration, flood risk and stormwater
management, public access, and infrastructure and utility modification proposed under
Alternative 2 could be accomplished successfully within a reasonable period of time, taking into
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account the legal, economic, technological, and environmental factors discussed as elements of
practicability, as well as social factors.

Summary of Screening Criteria Determinations

Alternative 2 is reasonable and practicable for purposes of the NEPA and Section 404(b)(1)
analyses. CDFW further has determined that Alternative 2 would meet most of the basic project
objectives, would be feasible, and would not result in new or more significant environmental
impacts as compared to Alternative 1.

Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow

a. Is Alternative 3 reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

Alternative 3 would not be too remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective. CDFW and
LACFCD would proceed to permit and implement Alternative 3 if it were selected. Sufficient
details are available to allow for meaningful evaluation of this restoration option, the
implementation of which would be possible, sensible, and realistic if smaller in scale than
proposed in Alternative 1. Alternative 3 would be reasonable.

b. Would Alternative 3 meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Yes, Alternative 3 would satisfy the purpose and need and overall project purpose. It would
increase the functional uplift of habitats through restoration and enhancement, establish diverse
tidal habitat for wildlife species, restore natural flow in tidal habitat, and facilitate restoration of
habitats that are currently absent or of limited distribution within the Greater Los Angeles Area.
Alternative 3 would restore tidal wetland in Area A with new Ballona Creek water-control
structures, which would benefit species and habitats and improve wetland function within the
Ballona Reserve and the adjacent marine environment by enhancing the quality of tidal waters.
Alternative 3 would maintain existing managed wetlands in Area B and South Area C.
Alternative 3 has been designed and would be implemented so as to at least maintain existing
flood protection to the existing developed areas surrounding the Ballona Reserve. Under
Alternative 3, a new perimeter levee would be installed in Area A, new water-control structures
(i.e., tide gates) would be installed along Area A, and a Culver Boulevard stormwater detention
wetland would be constructed.

Alternative 3 would not “maximize” the functional uplift of habitats relative to Alternative 1
because its limitation of restoration activities to Area A would not restore or enhance tidal
habitat in Area B or Area C. Alternative 3 also would not maximize the acreage of tidal
restoration or the mitigation of impacts of sea level rise.

c. Would Alternative 3 meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

Yes, Alternative 3 would meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1. It would result in the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats in the amounts shown
in Table 2-1a, Summary of Restoration of and Impacts to Corps Jurisdictional Waters Under
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Alternative 3 would include the installation of one bridge for public
access, and would not result in significant modification to existing, regionally important
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infrastructure. Further, Alternative 3 would not adversely impact LACDA project infrastructure
within the Ballona Reserve.

d. Would Alternative 3 be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

Yes, based on a preliminary analysis, Alternative 3 may be marginally practicable in terms of
cost and so was carried forward for full analysis. The cost estimate for Alternative 3 is
preliminary, based on the conceptual design and assumptions initially reported in the 2008
feasibility study for the Project (Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission et al. 2008) as
supplemented and updated in December 2016, including to reflect preliminary costs associated
with mobilization, site preparation, the construction of structures (including the Lincoln
Boulevard Bridge), installation of irrigation, planting maintenance, and monitoring

(Appendix B9, Restoration Projects Cost Comparison). All costs would be refined as the
conceptual design is further developed. Within the approximately 566 acre Project site,
Alternative 3 would result in the restoration of 48.0 acres of established or enhanced wetland
waters of the U.S. and 28.1 acres of established or enhanced non-wetland waters of the U.S. (see
Table 2-1a, Summary of Restoration of and Impacts to Corps Jurisdictional Waters Under
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3). The total estimated cost of restoring the Ballona Reserve as described
under Alternative 3 is approximately $135,443,230; the estimated cost per restored acre is
approximately $2,574,966

e. Would Alternative 3 be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)?

Yes, Alternative 3 would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain. No governmental
or other impediments would preclude its implementation. The project site is within the
ownership or control of the parties necessary to restore, construct, operate, maintain, and monitor
the proposed work within the Ballona Reserve and within the SoCalGas Property.

f. Would Alternative 3 be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Yes, Alternative 3 is considered to be practicable in terms of existing technology. Alternative 3
would not require use of technologies that are not available — all proposed work could be
accomplished using a combination of common vehicles, equipment, tools, and methods.

g. Would Alternative 3 be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

Alternative 3 would not be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1. Alternative 3
would have a substantially smaller project footprint than Alternative 1 with the intention, in part,
of avoiding disturbance of existing habitat in Area B. Restoration under Alternative 3 would be
focused in Area A and Area C only. Area B would not be actively restored using mechanized
means, although small-scale control of invasive plant species by hand-tools and the planting and
seeding of native species could occur. In Alternative 3, existing armored levees on the Ballona
Creek channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve would remain intact. The southern Ballona Creek
channel levee would remain unchanged from its current condition. Because less restoration and
other work would occur, less disturbance (and so reduced disturbance-related impacts) would
result; however, the reduced level of restoration also means that fewer restoration benefits would
accrue under Alternative3 relative to Alternative 1.
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h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

Alternative 3 would substantially lessen adverse impacts of Alternative 1 relating to Aesthetics
(due to the overall reduction in restoration activities within the Ballona Reserve), Air Quality
(reduced emissions during restoration and post-restoration phases for Alternative 3), and
Biological Resources (e.g., reduced impacts to salt marsh-associated invertebrates habitat
compared to Alternative 1: permanent loss of 3.7 acres for Alternative 3 compared to 31.4 acres
for Alternative 1, and no permanent loss of shorebird habitat compared to Alternative 1’s
permanent loss of 6.7 acres).

i. Would Alternative 3 be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Yes, Alternative 3 would be feasible. The ecosystem restoration, flood risk and stormwater
management, public access, and infrastructure and utility modification proposed under
Alternative 3 could be accomplished successfully within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account the legal, economic, technological, and environmental factors discussed as elements of
practicability, as well as social factors.

Summary of Screening Criteria Determinations

Alternative 3 may be marginally practicable in terms of cost and otherwise is reasonable and
practicable for purposes of the NEPA and Section 404(b)(1) analyses; accordingly, Alternative 3
has been carried forward for full analysis. CDFW further has determined that Alternative 3
would meet most of the basic project objectives, would be feasible, and would not result in new
or more significant environmental impacts as compared to Alternative 1.

2.2 Description of Alternatives Evaluated in Detalil

2.2.1 Overview of Common Project Features

The description of each of the action alternatives is broken down into the following elements:
ecosystem restoration, flood risk and stormwater management, public access and visitor
facilities, infrastructure and utility modification, implementation and restoration process,
monitoring and adaptive management, and operations and maintenance (the post-restoration
phase). An overview of each of these elements is provided below (Sections 2.2.1.1 through
2.2.1.7). Table 2-1c, Summary of Alternatives, summarizes the Project elements included in each
alternative. More specific details for each alternative are provided in the sections that follow.
Alternatives considered, but not carried forward for consideration in this document are described
further below in Section 2.3, Potential Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for
More Detailed Consideration.
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TABLE 2-1c
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

2. Description of Alternatives

Alternative Summary

Ecosystem Restoration

Flood Risk and Stormwater
Management

Public Access and Visitor Amenities

Infrastructure and Utility
Modifications

Implementation and Restoration Process

Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Propo:

sed Action

Restore contiguous tidal wetlands north
of Culver Boulevard and enhance
managed wetlands south of Culver
Boulevard (South Area B).

Phased Restoration:
e Phase 1 (Interim Restoration):

— Area A and North Area B tidal wetland
restoration and Ballona Creek realignment

— South/Southeast Area B managed wetland
enhancement

— East Area B (western portion), North Area C,
and South Area C (eastern portion) upland
habitat restoration

e Phase 2 (Final Restoration): West Area B tidal
restoration

Remove existing armored levees
along Area A and North and West
Area B

Install new partially-earthen
perimeter levees in Area A, along
the North side of Culver
Boulevard, and in North and West
Area B

Install new water-control
structures in South Area B

Construct Culver Boulevard
stormwater detention wetland

Construct levee trail and bike paths

Add gateway entrances with art/education
installations

Construct new three-story parking structure,
improve existing West Culver Parking Lot

Install two new permanent bridges for public
access

Gas well abandonment and
replacement with phasing

Gas pipeline relocation
(Phase 1)

Removal of abandoned sewer
pipe

e Large-scale grading:

— Up to approximately 2,440,000 cubic yards (cy)
of on-site soil excavation, transport, and
placement (fill for levees and uplands)

— Fill will be stockpiled in East Area B and the
Culver levee (Phase 1)

— 10,000 — 110,000 cy of off-site soil export

Install two new bridges for temporary soil
transport/public access, which will later become
permanent bridges for public access

Remove existing levees and realign Ballona
Creek

Revegetation

Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek

Restore contiguous tidal wetlands in
Area A and North Area B, maintain
existing managed wetland in West
Area B, and enhance managed
wetlands in South Area B.

Restoration:

e Area A and North Area B tidal wetland
restoration and Ballona Creek realignment

e South/Southeast Area B managed wetland
enhancement

e East Area B, North Area C, and South Area C
upland habitat restoration

Remove existing armored levees
along Area A and North Area B

Install new partially-earthen
perimeter levees in Area A and
along the North side of Culver
Boulevard

Install new water-control
structures in South Area B

Construct Culver Boulevard
stormwater detention wetland

Construct levee trail and bike paths

Add gateway entrances with art/education
installations

Construct new three-story parking structure,
improve existing West Culver Parking Lot

Install two new permanent bridges for public
access

Gas well abandonment and
replacement

Gas pipeline relocation

Removal of abandoned sewer
pipe

Large-scale grading:

— 2,130,000 cy of on-site soil excavation,
transport, and placement (fill for levees and
uplands)

— 10,000 cy of off-site soil export

Install two new bridges for temporary soil
transport/public access, which will later become
permanent bridges for public access

Remove existing levees, except in West Area B,
realign Ballona Creek

Revegetation

Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow

Restore tidal wetlands in Area A and
maintain existing Area B managed
wetlands.

Restoration:

e Area A tidal wetland restoration with new Ballona
Creek water-control structures

Install new Area A perimeter levee

Install new Area A water-control
structures (i.e., tide gates) along
area A

Construct Culver Boulevard
stormwater detention wetland

Construct levee trail and bike paths

Add gateway entrances with art/education
installations

Construct new three-story parking structure,
improve existing West Culver Parking Lot

Install one new bridge for public access

Gas well abandonment and
replacement

Removal of abandoned sewer
pipe

Large-scale grading:

— 1,420,000 cy of on-site soil excavation,
transport, and placement

— 1,230,000 cy of off-site soil export

Install one new bridge for temporary soil
transport/public access, which will later become
permanent bridges for public access

Install new water-control structures in existing
Area A levee (i.e., north Ballona Creek levee)

Revegetation
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Alternative Summary

Ecosystem Restoration

Flood Risk and Stormwater
Management

Public Access and Visitor Amenities

Infrastructure and Utility
Modifications

Implementation and Restoration Process

Alternative 4: No Federal Action/No Project

No actions requiring federal, state, or
local discretionary approval would be
allowed.

No change.

Existing management and community volunteer
restoration efforts would continue.

Ongoing influence of sea level rise would
substantially impact tidal wetlands and related
habitats over time

Invasive species would continue to invade the
Project site and degradation that has been

documented for the past six years would continue.

No change to existing levees or
other infrastructure would occur.

No culverts would be created, and
no new levee armoring would
occur.

No change

No new visitor or recreational amenities would
be provided

Existing public access restrictions would
continue

No parking structure would be built, and no
improvements to existing parking areas would
be made.

No change.

SoCalGas would continue to
manage wells and pipelines
within the Ballona Reserve and
independently would pursue well
and pipeline abandonment
and/or relocation based on the
utility’s priorities.

No increase in waters of the U.S. would occur

CDFW would continue to remove trash and
debris, remove homeless encampments, and
monitor and enforce other unauthorized or illegal
activities.

Management of existing tide gates would
continue until their permanent closure is
necessitated, e.g., by the impacts of sea level
rise.

Removal of invasive vegetation species by
volunteers using hand tools could continue (no
heavy equipment currently is used on site for the
purposes of restoration).
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2.2.1.1 Ecosystem Restoration

Ecosystem restoration includes native wetland and upland habitat restoration and enhancement.
“Restoration” means the manipulation of the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of a
site with the goal of returning natural or historic functions to a former or degraded resource;
restoration may be divided into two categories: re-establishment and rehabilitation (33 C.F.R.
8332.2).

As defined in the Corps’ regulations ( 33 C.F.R. §332.2), “re-establishment” returns
natural/historic functions to a former aquatic resource and results in a gain in aquatic resource
area and functions, while “rehabilitation” improves aquatic resource functions without a gain in
aquatic resource area. Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 propose to restore tidal
wetland in Area A. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 also propose to restore tidal wetland in North
Area B. This restoration could occur, for example, through the excavation of ruderal areas to an
appropriate elevation followed by native plantings.

As further defined in the Corps’ regulations (33 C.F.R. §332.2), “Enhancement means the
manipulation of the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of an aquatic resource to
heighten, intensify, or improve a specific resource function(s). Enhancement results in the gain
of selected aquatic resource function(s), but may also lead to a decline in other aquatic resource
function(s). Enhancement does not result in a gain in aquatic resource area” (33 C.F.R. 8332.2).
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 propose managed wetland enhancement?0 in South/Southeast
Area B with water control structures (i.e., culverts with tide gates) to manage water levels and
flows. This enhancement could include, for example, the return of tidal flow to an isolated salt
marsh to create a dynamic tidal habitat supporting a greater diversity of native salt marsh plants
and animals over time.

Habitat types that would be rehabilitated, re-established or enhanced within the Ballona Reserve
include subtidal, intertidal, tidal wetland, brackish marsh, salt pan, dune, annual grassland,
transitional, upland scrub, and riparian scrub. Restored habitat distribution and acreages vary by
alternative.

Potential disturbances to sensitive habitats and species would be reduced through effective
design of public access areas and predator management. The success of restoration efforts would
be measured based on established performance criteria focusing on the abundance and diversity
of native vegetation and the plants and wildlife that use the Ballona Reserve (see Section 2.2.6,
Monitoring and Adaptive Management).

2.2.1.2 Flood Risk and Stormwater Management

The flood risk and stormwater management elements of the action alternatives would allow for
habitat restoration while maintaining or improving existing flood risk and stormwater
management. Flood risk and stormwater management may include modifications to LACDA
project structures within the Ballona Reserve by removing all or portions of the existing levees

20 “Managed wetland” is used to refer to wetland areas where water control structures (e.g., culverts with tide
gates) are used to manage water levels and flows.
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and the concrete-lined channel in favor of constructing new flood risk management levees,
restoring the wetland floodplain, constructing new water-control structures (such as culverts,
weirs, and tide gates, and associated access roads and/or erosion protection features),
modifications to existing operations and maintenance requirements.

The existing LACDA project structures and facilities are continuously maintained in such a
manner and operated at such times and for such periods as necessary to obtain the maximum
flood protection benefits (33 C.F.R. §208.10). The LACFCD currently operates and maintains
these structures and facilities within the Ballona Reserve consistent with the Corps’ OMRR&R
Manual for the LACDA project (Corps 1999, as amended). New tide gates (two self-regulating
and one flap gate) were installed connecting West Area B to Ballona Creek in 2003. The LACFCD
currently operates and maintains these structures consistent with the Corps> OMRR&R Manual
for Ballona Creek Flood Control Channel Culver Modifications (Corps 2003).

As discussed in Part IV of the OMRR&R Manual for the LACDA project, “operation” includes
all uses of the flood control system to collect and convey stormwater runoff in accordance with
Federal flood control regulations (Corps 1999). There are four phases of flood operation: pre-
stormflow, initial stormflow, final stormflow, and post-stormflow. Each phase includes a patrol
procedure that involves inspection, operation of field facilities such as gates and staff gages, any
immediate maintenance or corrective action, and reporting/documentation considerations.
Consistent with the OMRR&R Manual, excavation and dredging maintenance activities occur as
necessary to remove accumulated sediment from the channel area.

As discussed in Part VV of the OMRR&R Manual for the LACDA project, “maintenance”
includes all activities associated with ensuring proper and continued functioning of LACDA
project structures and facilities, including repair and restoration procedures as well as inspection
to detect hazardous or malfunctioning conditions (Corps 1999). Routine maintenance of channels
and floodways is undertaken, among other regulatory reasons (33 C.F.R. 8208.10(g)), to be
certain that: the channel or floodway is clear of debris, weeds, and wild growth and is not being
restricted by the depositing of waste materials, building of unauthorized structures or other
encroachments; the capacity of the channel or floodway is not being reduced by the formation of
shoals; and the banks are not being damaged by rain or wave wash, and that no sloughing of
banks has occurred; riprap sections and deflection dikes and walls are in good condition. General
levee maintenance includes, but is not limited to: removal of wild growth and drift deposits;
repair of damage caused by erosion or other forces; and proper attention to levee drains, drain
gates, revetment work and riprap, and access roads to and on levees (33 C.F.R. 8208.10(b)).

General drainage structure maintenance includes, but is not limited to the implementation of
measures necessary to assure that inlet and outlet channels are kept open and that trash, drift, or
debris is not allowed to accumulate near drainage structures; further, flap gates and manually
operated gates and valves on drainage structures are to be examined, oiled, and trial operated at
least once every 90 days (33 C.F.R. 8208.10(d)). Consistent with the OMRR&R Manual for the
LACDA project the following actions occur as necessary to maintain landscaping for LACDA
project structures and features: supplemental watering, foliage pruning, root pruning, pest control
(potentially including herbicides, insecticides, and fungicides), weed abatement, and plant
removal, replacement, and supplementation (Corps 1999). Hardscaping, including gravel and
stone ground covers, paving systems, signage and artwork, and removal of graffiti and vandalism
also are allowable (Corps 1999). Non-routine (or emergency) maintenance also occurs consistent
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with the OMRR&R Manual to insure the serviceability of LACDA project structures and
facilities in times of flood (Corps 1999).

Appendix VI of the OMRR&R Manual for the LACDA project contains data sheets that provide
relevant information about significant features of specific reaches of the LACDA project,
including locations of gaging stations within the Ballona Reserve and vehicular access points to
the portion of the Ballona Creek channel and levee system within the Ballona Reserve. The
implementation of Alternative 1, 2, or 3 would require revisions to the OMRR&R Manual to
reflect changes made to the existing LACDA project structures and facilities within the Ballona
Reserve. No change to the existing OMRR&R Manual or its implementation would be required
for Alternative 4.

2.2.1.3 Public Access and Visitor Facilities

Potential public access improvements and visitor amenities may include new pedestrian trails
and bike paths, elevated pedestrian boardwalks, gateway entrances, educational features, viewing
platforms with overlooks, new and improved parking facilities, and, if external funding becomes
available and other factors are satisfied, potential replacement of baseball fields in Area C (as
analyzed in Alternative 2). These improvements would develop and enhance public access,
recreation, and interpretation opportunities within the Ballona Reserve. The public access and
visitor facilities described in this document have been identified for the purpose of assessing
potential environmental consequences and would be implemented, in full or in part, only if
funding became available.

2.2.1.4 Infrastructure and Utility Modification

Infrastructure and utility modifications include natural gas monitoring well and associated
pipeline abandonment and relocation, and sewer and water line removal and abandonment (as
required). These modifications would allow for increased connectivity of habitat restoration
within the Ballona Reserve, protection of existing utilities within the Ballona Reserve that are
not otherwise abandoned or relocated, and consideration of residential neighbors of the
SoCalGas Property, particularly in the vicinity of Potential Well Relocation Sites 4, 6 and 7.

2.2.1.5 Implementation and Restoration Process

Implementation would include grading and soil transport, levee lowering and breaching,
realignment of Ballona Creek, clearing and grubbing, revegetation, construction of flood risk and
stormwater management facilities, access roads/trails, and utility modifications. The description
of implementation for each alternative details how each alternative would be accomplished.

2.2.1.6 Monitoring and Adaptive Management

The complexity of a large-scale restoration—ecological and funding objectives, constraints, and
the presence of sensitive habitats and species—necessitates careful implementation of restoration
within a monitoring and adaptive management program. Restoration monitoring would evaluate
the biologic, hydrologic, and geomorphic performance of each restoration phase prior to the
commencement of further phases and actions.
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Adaptive management includes restoration phasing (e.g., restoration and enhancements that
increase Belding’s savannah sparrow nesting habitat prior to restoration modifications within
existing Belding’s habitat) and activities necessary to address the impacts of climate change, fire,
flood, other natural events, or changed site conditions.

2.2.1.7 Operation and Maintenance Activities

Operation and maintenance (O&M) activities could include adjustments to and maintenance of
water-control structures as-needed; monitoring and as-needed maintenance of restored habitat
and vegetation, levees, and Ballona Creek; and the continuation of other routine O&M activities
although such activities may be modified in terms of frequency, geography, or timing. The
description of O&M activities for each alternative identifies the activities that would occur after
Project implementation. A summary of these activities is provided further under the description
of each alternative, below, and a more detailed description of O&M activities is contained in the
Preliminary O&M Plan, provided in Appendix B5.

2.2.1.8 Project Design Features

CDFW has jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by the Project that are held in trust
for the people of the state of California, including fish and wildlife, designated rare or
endangered native plants, and the Ballona Reserve, which is administered by CDFW. Seeking to
restore wetland habitat and function within the Ballona Reserve and as described in more detail
in this Chapter 2, CDFW is proposing a large-scale effort to restore, enhance, and establish
native coastal wetland and upland habitats within the Ballona Reserve. Consistent with CDFW’s
jurisdiction over these special resources and with its mission of managing “California’s diverse
fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the habitats upon which they depend, for their ecological
values and for their use and enjoyment by the public” (CDFW 2015), meaningful, long-term
benefits are expected to accrue from the Project. Nonetheless, implementation of the Project
(including related ground disturbance) is expected to cause some adverse impacts relating to
hydrology and water quality.

During the project design process, CDFW, its partner agencies, and their consultants identified
project elements or design considerations that could avoid or offset some of the undesirable
impacts that may arise through project implementation. Accordingly, design features have been
incorporated into the Project to avoid or offset these anticipated potential adverse impacts and to
maximize anticipated environmental beneficial effects. These Project elements are identified as
Project Design Features (PDFs), have been incorporated into the Project, and are specified in
Table 2-2. Implementation of the PDFs would result in avoidance of actions or parts of actions;
limitation of the degree or magnitude of components of the Project or their implementation; repair,
rehabilitation, or restoration of the affected environment; or the reduction or elimination of
potential impacts over time (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15370). PDFs are not optional, so the
environmental analysis in Chapter 3 expects these PDFs, like other aspects of the Project, to be
implemented if the Project is approved. Nevertheless, the PDFs are included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (an initial draft of which is provided in Appendix B6) to help
the reader understand the various measures and design considerations that could avoid or reduce
any adverse environmental impacts that may arise from the Project to below a level of significance.
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TABLE 2-2

2. Description of Alternatives

PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3

Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Air Quality

Restoration-related construction
emissions of NOx could result in
an adverse impact on air quality.

AQ-1: Engine Standards for Off-Road Equipment. In order to
reduce the impact of NOx off-road equipment exhaust
emissions during construction, CDFW shall ensure that
restoration and construction contracts stipulate that all off-road
diesel-powered equipment used will be equipped with USEPA
Tier 4 or cleaner engines, except for specialized equipment in
which an USEPA Tier 4 engine is not available. In lieu of Tier 4
engines, Project equipment can incorporate retrofits such that
emissions reductions achieved equal that of the Tier 4 engines.
Tier 4 engines use advanced engine controls and sensors that
significantly reduce engine emissions on all four constituents
(NOx, hydrocarbons, CO, and PM). The use of Tier 4 engines
would reduce NOx emissions generated by off-road equipment.

The restoration/construction
contractor shall submit a

detailed list of the equipment

fleet that demonstrates
achievement of this design
feature to CDFW for
CDFW’s approval prior to

receiving Notice to Proceed.

Prior to receiving Notice to
Proceed.

Biological Resources

Restoration activity-related
impacts to protected wildlife and
vegetation species

BIO-1: Worker Environmental Awareness Program. A Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) shall be
implemented for work crews by qualified biologist(s) prior to the
commencement of restoration activities and prior to site access
by workers. Training materials and briefings shall include but
not be limited to, discussion of the Federal and state
Endangered Species Acts, the consequences of
noncompliance with Project permitting requirements,
identification and values of sensitive plant and wildlife species
and significant natural plant community habitats, fire protection
measures, hazardous substance spill prevention and
containment measures, a contact person in the event of the
discovery of dead or injured wildlife, and review of mitigation
requirements. Training materials and a course outline shall be
provided to the CDFW for review and approval at least 30 days
prior to the start of site restoration. Maps showing the location
of sensitive wildlife or populations of rare plants, exclusion
areas, or other construction limitations (i.e., limited operating
periods) shall be provided to the environmental monitors and
work crews prior to ground disturbance.

Implementation of a Worker
Environmental Awareness
Program (WEAP)

Training materials and
course outline to be
provided to CDFW for
review and approval at
least 30 days prior to the
start of site restoration.

Training of work crews to
occur prior to the
commencement of
restoration activities and
prior to site access by
workers

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

2-21

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
Draft EIS/EIR



2. Description of Alternatives

TABLE 2-2 (Continued)
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3

Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Impacts resulting from
restoration/construction-related
disturbance

BIO-2: Limit of Disturbance. Construction employees shall
strictly limit their activities, vehicle use, equipment use, and
placement of staged materials to the approved limits of
disturbance and shall utilize designated staging areas and
ingress/egress access routes. The work area(s) shall be the
minimal area necessary to complete the objectives of a given
phase of restoration and shall be specified in the site plans. The
limits of work areas shall be delineated using environmentally
sensitive area (ESA) fencing (e.g., high visibility orange
screen), and shall exclude sensitive habitats to the extent
feasible and exclude sensitive habitats that have not been
authorized or permitted for disturbance. The placement of
exclusionary fencing shall be supervised by a qualified
biologist, and shall be maintained until the completion of all
restoration activities and removed upon work completion.

Limit all activities to within
approved limits of
disturbance as specified in
the site plans and delineated
using environmentally
sensitive area fencing

Fencing to be installed
prior to commencement of
restoration/ construction
activities, to be maintained
until the completion of all
restoration activities, and
to be removed upon work
completion.

Potential impacts associated with
removal of vegetation and/or
other habitat

BIO-3: Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan. Prior to
implementation of restoration activities involving vegetation or
land disturbance, a Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan
shall be prepared by a contractor under the direction of CDFW,
for CDFW approval, and include the monitoring and adaptive
management provisions detailed in section 2.2.2.6, Alternative 1:
Monitoring and Adaptive Management, of Chapter 2,
Description of Alternatives. The Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan can be a single site-wide plan that addresses
every habitat type and species impacted by the Project, or
individual restoration plans can be developed based on
appropriate habitat types/species.

All ongoing and post-restoration activities (e.g., habitat
monitoring) shall comply with a corresponding approved Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan that should include applicable
mitigation measures from this EIS/EIR. However, for purposes
of assessing impacts in the EIS/EIR, the Habitat Restoration
and Monitoring Plan is considered a mechanism to implement
the standards and criteria detailed in Section 2.2.2.6 that will
ensure successful performance of restoration actions. Because
proper implementation of the Habitat Restoration and

Preparation of a Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring
Plan

To be developed prior to
implementation of
restoration activities
involving vegetation or
land disturbance, and to
be implemented
throughout the post-
restoration phase for the
specified timeframe
(initially anticipated to be
10 years)
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TABLE 2-2 (Continued)
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3

2. Description of Alternatives

Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Potential impacts associated with
removal of vegetation and/or
other habitat (cont.)

Monitoring Plan is exceedingly important to the success of
restoration efforts, this particular plan shall:

a)

Build directly from the guidance developed in the
Conceptual Plan (provided in Appendix B3), with
modifications as necessary.

Identify specific restoration actions (e.g., revegetation
requirements, removal of non-native plants) and monitoring
to be implemented during restoration and long-term habitat
management.

Include a timeline for the implementation of the monitoring
program based on the final plan for staging and
implementation. Although a monitoring period of 10 years is
recommended in the Conceptual Plan, the final length of the
monitoring period shall be based on the phasing to be
implemented during the restoration.

Include a work plan or schedule for long-term monitoring
after the site has achieved the performance goals outlined
in Section 2.2.2.6, the Conceptual Plan, and in the Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan.

Provide specific protocols for monitoring, including

sample design (e.g., number of replicates, locations for
sample points, transects, etc.), sampling methods to be
implemented, and statistical methods for analyzing the data.

Be designed as stated in the Conceptual Plan to evaluate
the progress toward achieving restoration goals and to
inform the need for adaptive management during the
lifespan of the restoration and include actions such as
maintenance, weeding, reseeding, or revegetation of native
species consistent with the adaptive management program
as described in Section 2.2.2.6. Performance goals for the
restoration shall not focus on specific acreages or specific
species, but shall focus broadly on habitat development,
species composition, and, ecosystem functions.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

2-23

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
Draft EIS/EIR



2. Description of Alternatives

TABLE 2-2 (Continued)
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3
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Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Potential impacts associated with
removal of vegetation and/or
other habitat (cont.)

A Post-restoration Management Plan (PMP) shall be included
as a chapter, appendix, or other part of the Habitat Restoration
and Monitoring Plan. The PMP shall establish procedures for
avoidance and minimization of adverse impacts to sensitive
biological resources during post-restoration operations and
maintenance activities, in order to further progress towards
meeting the standards and criteria detailed in section 2.2.2.6,
Alternative 1: Monitoring and Adaptive Management, of Chapter
2, Description of Alternatives consistent with the Habitat
Restoration and Monitoring Plan. The PMP shall:

a) Include details related to the installation and maintenance of
fencing or other type of demarcation along the edge of trails
to prevent off-trail activities.

b) If determined necessary, include details related to the
establishment and maintenance of a buffer zone between
the trail and upper edge of restored habitats.

¢) Include details related to the establishment of practices to
rapidly detect and limit any impacts into new or restored
habitat areas resulting from unauthorized access. This may
include systematic monitoring of the trail and contiguous
areas of the buffer zone for signs of damage or
encroachment beyond the fence. Any signs of damage or
encroachment would be remedied through a combination of
signage, public education, more frequent patrolling
(possibly including implementation of a volunteer patrol
program), limitation on access (e.g., daylight hours only and
seasonal closures) and, if necessary, more restrictive
fencing.

d) Clearly state adaptive management procedures including
evaluation methods and periods. The procedures shall
outline the processes necessary to implement any changes
to the PMP.
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TABLE 2-2 (Continued)
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3

Potential Environmental Impact Monitoring/Reporting
to be Avoided or Reduced Design Features Implementing Actions Requirements Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Impacts associated with the BlO-4 Water Pollution and Erosion Control Plan. To Development and submittal Submittal of the logbook to
degradation of water quality, demonstrate compliance with all required permits, the for approval to CDFW and CDFW for review within
including from erosion contractor shall develop and submit to the CDFW for RWQCB | RWQCB of an erosion 30 days following each

approval an erosion control plan that will prevent the control plan; maintenance of major storm event.

degradation of water quality arising from restoration activities, a logbook of all precipitation

and implement BMPs, as described below. Many commonly events and all instances of

employed BMPs can be found in the California Department of BMP implementation at all

Transportation’s (Caltrans’) Stormwater Quality Handbooks, soil-disturbance sites; and

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Water submittal of the logbook to

Pollution Control Program (WPCP) Preparation Manual CDFW for review within

(Caltrans 2007). These additional management practices, 30 days following each major

including their implementation and an evaluation of their storm event.

effectiveness, shall be detailed in the erosion control plan and
associated logbook and shall include, but not be limited to,
measures to minimize sedimentation such as a) the installation
of a 500-foot floating boom and turbidity curtain prior to the start
of construction, b) the removal of floating debris upstream of
the boom, c) use of sediment mats downstream of the work
area, d) use of geotextile roads/mats and e) gravel construction
entrances. Under the erosion control plan, the contractor shall
maintain a logbook of all precipitation events and all instances
of BMP implementation at all soil-disturbance sites, such as
restoration sites, staging areas, and surface water crossings.
The logbook shall contain the date and time of the precipitation
event, as well as the duration and intensity of the precipitation.
Additionally, the logbook shall record all BMPs that were
implemented prior to and/or following the precipitation, as well
as a narrative evaluation (and/or a non-narrative evaluation, as
required by the jurisdictional agency) of the erosion-prevention
effectiveness of those BMPs. The logbook shall be submitted to
CDFW for review within 30 days following each major storm
event. Site-specific characteristics shall determine the choice of
BMPs to be employed. The erosion control plan shall include a
proposed schedule for the implementation and maintenance of
erosion control measures and a description of the erosion
control practices, including appropriate design details and a
time schedule. The contractor shall consider the full range of
erosion control BMPs. The contractor also shall consider any
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PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3

Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Impacts associated with the
degradation of water quality,
including from erosion (cont.)

additional site-specific and seasonal conditions when selecting
and implementing appropriate BMPs. Management practices
shall be selected and implemented so as not to conflict with any
practices or prohibitions identified in this EIS/EIR Section 3.4,
Biological Resources.

Impacts to aquatic habitat
associated with temporary
disturbance or permanent loss

BIO-5 Avoid or Minimize Impacts to Aquatic Habitat. Temporary
disturbance to and permanent loss of all aquatic habitat (open
water, mudflats, marshes, salt pan) shall be avoided to the
maximum extent feasible. All temporary staging areas and
access roads, if necessary, shall be located away from aquatic
habitats to the extent practicable, and aquatic habitats abutting
impacted areas shall be clearly demarcated with
Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing to avoid inadvertent
disturbance during restoration activities. As detailed grading
plans are prepared, they shall be designed to avoid temporary
and permanent impacts to aquatic habitats to the extent
practicable.

Location of temporary
staging areas and access
roads away from aquatic
habitats to the extent
practicable; clear
demarcation of aquatic
habitats abutting impacted
areas with Environmentally
Sensitive Area fencing; and
design of grading to avoid
impacts to aquatic habitats
to the extent practicable.

During final design

Impacts associated with the
degradation of water quality

BIO-6 Culvert Installation Best Management Practices. Culvert
and tide gate replacement/installation shall occur in the dry
season when tidal slough flows are at a minimum and water
quality concerns are reduced. Excavations shall be designed to
limit negative effects on water quality to the maximum extent
practicable. If the tidal slough is flowing at a slow rate and
cannot be captured and diverted, filter structures shall be
installed downstream as needed to filter turbid discharge from
the worksite. If flow is sufficient to be intercepted, a small
diversion dam shall be built upstream and tidal slough flow shall
be piped around the work site and discharged into the tidal
slough below the work site. High flows that cannot be piped
around work sites shall be isolated from the work area with
berms. Any diversion of water shall be pursuant to a CDFW-
approved plan that would be included in the Habitat Restoration
and Monitoring Plan for controlling sediment (consistent with
SWPPP), conducting the diversion (to avoid substantial effects
on wildlife resources), and restoring the site to its prior condition
post replacement/installation.

Replacement/ installation of
tide gates only in the dry
season; limit excavations;
divert flows around work
sites; filter turbid discharge
from the worksite if needed;
and restoring the site to its
prior condition post
replacement/ installation.

During replacement/
installation of tide gates
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TABLE 2-2 (Continued)
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES INCORPORATED INTO THE BALLONA WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT FOR ALTERNATIVES 1, 2, AND 3

2. Description of Alternatives

Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Impacts associated with loss of
aquatic resource functions

BIO-7: Post-Restoration Functional Lift Assessments of Wetland
Waters of the U.S. and State. Upon completion of restoration
activities, the project shall demonstrate a no net loss of aquatic
resource functions and demonstrate a substantial increase in
wetland functions and values throughout the entire site. An
assessment of habitat functions, such as biotic structure and
hydrology, shall be conducted on at least an annual basis, using
methods approved by the Corps, RWQCB, and CCC such as the
California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM). Based on the
assessment, a discussion/analysis of functional lift for restored
habitats in comparison with baseline conditions shall be prepared
in the form of technical report. The results of the functional lift
assessments shall be submitted to the Corps, RWQCB, and CCC
on an annual basis as part of the Project’'s monitoring and
reporting program outlined in the Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan (Project Design Feature BIO-3).

Assess habitat functions
using approved methods;
document discussion/
analysis of functional lift for
restored habitats relative to
baseline conditions in the
form of technical report;
submit reports to the Corps,
RWQCB, and CCC annually

Annually following
completion of restoration
activities for the timeframe
specified in BIO-3.

Potential restoration/
construction-related impacts to
marine mammals and sea turtles

BIO-8: Biological Monitoring and Safety Zones to Protect
Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles

As a voluntary precaution to avoid direct impacts to marine
mammals and sea turtles in Ballona Creek during in-water
restoration or construction, a 320-foot (100 meter) safety zone
shall be maintained around in-water work areas. At the
discretion of the Resource Agencies, based on the findings of
initial biological monitoring, the size or configuration of the in-
water marine mammal safety zone may change.

e A qualified biological monitor will conduct daily surveys
before and during in-water activities in Ballona Creek to
inspect the work zone and adjacent waters for marine
mammals and sea turtles. Unless otherwise modified by the
Resource Agencies, biological monitoring of in-water work
will continue until all earth-moving work has been completed
within the Ballona Creek channel.

e Work activities shall be halted if a marine mammal or sea
turtle enters the 320-foot aquatic safety zone and resume
only after the animal has been gone from the area for a

Maintain a 320-foot

(100 meter) safety zone (or
other distance established
per Resource Agencies’
discretion) around in-water
work areas; conduct daily
surveys monitoring before
and during in-water activities
in Ballona Creek; halt work if
a marine mammal or sea
turtle enters the safety zone;
allow work to resume only
after the animal has been
gone from the area for a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Daily, before and during
in-water restoration or
construction activities,
until all earth-moving work
has been completed within
the Ballona Creek channel
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Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Biological Resources (cont.)

Potential restoration/
construction-related impacts to
marine mammals and sea turtles
(cont.)

minimum of 15 minutes. Unless the qualified biological
monitor deems otherwise, the safety zone would only apply
to marine and aquatic areas, and would not apply to
terrestrial work activities.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Erosion of wetlands during
restoration activities and after
could deliver sediment laden
runoff and associated
constituents to Ballona Creek.
Constituents associated with
these sediments could then settle
out into the channel and marsh at
concentrations that may result in
impairment based on Sediment
Quality Objectives for biological
resources/beneficial uses.

HWQ-1: A Stormwater Management Plan (Appendix B2) would
be implemented and include drainage control features such as
bio-swales, pre-treatment basins, armoring, and appropriate
surface materials for paths and other public access features.
These features are designed to capture and slow the flow of
surface water and drop the sediment load during and after
construction.

The Project would implement
a Stormwater Management
Plan prior to construction.
The plan would help prevent
contaminated sediment from
entering the marsh and
creek.

The Stormwater
Management Plan is

presented in Appendix B2.

Prior to construction

Realignment of the creek and
connection of the creek to the
wetlands could cause erosion in
the channel that could result in
downstream siltation.

HWQ-2: An armored sill would be constructed across the
channel from the Culver Boulevard Bridge to the Lincoln
Boulevard Bridge to limit scour at this location.

The Project would construct
the armored sill during
restoration activities

During construction.

Realignment of the creek and
connection of the creek to the
wetlands could cause erosion
that could result in loss of habitat
or levee destabilization.

HWQ-3: Four levels of erosion protection would be constructed
along the channel banks and levees as shown in Figures 2-16,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, and 2-
17, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan.
Level 1, which would include buried or surface armoring, would
be placed along the levees at the entrance to the site and at the
end of Area A along the Interim levee to protect against erosion
from the expansion and contraction of flood flows. The Culver
Boulevard levee in North Area B would be protected with

Level 2, or buried armoring. Most of the Area A levee would
have the lowest level of armoring, Level 4, since the sloped
marshplain would channel flows away from the levee. In

The Project would construct
the four levels of erosion
protection during restoration
activities.

During construction.
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Potential Environmental Impact
to be Avoided or Reduced

Design Features

Implementing Actions

Monitoring/Reporting
Requirements

Timing

Hydrology and Water Quality (co

nt.)

Realignment of the creek and
connection of the creek to the
wetlands could cause erosion
that could result in loss of habitat
or levee destabilization (cont.)

Phase 2, Level 1 armoring would be added to the West Area B
levee, where the flow would contract back into the channel. The
southern, more protected part of the levee would have Level 2
armoring, and the levee south of the salt pan would be Level 4
armoring.

Additional and larger culverts
from West and North Area B to
South and Southeast Area B
would increase the risk of

flooding behind Culver Boulevard.

HWQ-4: A berm would be constructed along Culver Boulevard,
a section of Jefferson Boulevard, and on the SoCalGas
Property in South and Southeast Area B to reduce the flood risk
in these areas.

The Project would construct
the berms during restoration
activities.

During construction.
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2.2.2 Alternative 1: Full Tidal Restoration/Proposed Action

This alternative would result in the permanent loss of 31.4 acres of wetland waters of the U.S.
and 5.2 acres of non-wetland waters of the U.S. There would be a loss of function to 0.2 acres of
wetland waters and 5.7 acres of non-wetland waters and temporary impacts to 30.2 acres of
wetland waters and 25.0 acres of non-wetland waters. Within the Ballona Reserve, 81.0 acres of
native wetland and 38.7 acres of new non-wetland waters would be established. An additional
105.8 acres of native wetland and 58.0 acres of non-wetland waters would be enhanced.

All restoration and post-restoration activities that would be implemented in the portion of the
Project site that would be subject to tidal influence without the presence of the levees (based on
the current topography and as shown in Figure 1-1, Existing Topography and Tidal Inundation)
would be subject to the Corps’ Section 10 jurisdiction over work or structures in or affecting
navigable waters of the U.S. Such activities would be implemented, generally speaking, in the
current footprint of the Ballona Creek channel, West Area B, and limited portions of the Fiji
Ditch (in Area A), South Area B, and Southeast Area B. Such activities would include, for
example, the inspection and service of flap gates and other water control structures, sediment
removal from Basin 14B, and water level monitoring in Ballona Creek.

In Alternative 1, the existing armored levees along the banks of the Ballona Creek channel
within the Ballona Reserve would be completely removed. Ballona Creek would be realigned to
flow in a more natural meander-shaped pattern, and the landscape grade in Area A would be
lowered to create a connected floodplain. Native wetland, transition zone, and upland habitats
would be established, restored, and enhanced throughout the site. See Figure 2-1, Alternative 1,
Phase 2: Proposed Habitats).

New partially-earthen levees would be built around the northern perimeter of Area A, along the
north side of Culver Boulevard in North and West Area B, and immediately east of the dune
habitat in West Area B. See Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan. The
new levees would be set back from the existing Ballona Creek channel to reconnect the proposed
realigned creek with its restored wetland floodplain, allowing a variety of coastal wetland
habitats to form within the floodplain. The levees would be broad and gently sloped away from
roadways and buildings, protecting development from the inundation of the restored Ballona
Creek wetland floodplain and providing upland and transitional habitat zones within the restored
Ballona Reserve.

New trails and bike paths constructed on top of the levees would ensure that visitors travel
through the Ballona Reserve in designated areas, and gateway entrances would be added to the
Ballona Reserve with educational and art installations. See Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Public Access Plan. A three-story parking structure would be constructed along Fiji Way for use
by the public, Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors (LACDBH), and CDFW
staff. The new structure would reduce the existing parking area footprint in that location by up to
approximately 0.8 acre and would provide a total of 302 parking spaces, an increase of 39 spaces
from the existing parking lot. Upgrades to the existing West Culver Parking Lot would include
improvements to drainage and installation of sidewalks.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 230 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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The existing SoCalGas natural gas monitoring wells would be decommissioned (i.e., capped and
abandoned in place in accordance with applicable law) within the Ballona Reserve and related
pipelines would be abandoned or modified to accommodate the proposed restoration activities.

Alternative 1 would occur in two phases:

1. Phase 1: Restoration of Area A, North Area B, and Area C, enhancement of the existing
managed wetlands in South/Southeast Area B, construction of new perimeter flood
protection levees and an interim levee along West Area B, and realignment of the Ballona
Creek channel. Phase 1 would only decommission the gas wells that are required for the
Phase 1 restoration. Other wells, including the wells in Area A and West Area B, would be
maintained until they are decommissioned in Phase 2.

2. Phase 2: Full tidal restoration of West Area B and new West Area B perimeter flood
protection levee. Remaining gas wells would be decommissioned and the well removal
areas restored during Phase 2.

Detailed descriptions of Alternative 1 key elements are provided below.

2.2.2.1 Alternative 1: Ecosystem Restoration

Alternative 1 would restore connectivity of Ballona Creek with a broader wetland floodplain
across the Ballona Reserve by removing the existing levees and creating a partially-earthen
sinuous channel with two meander-shaped bends, which would be fixed in certain locations to
protect adjacent infrastructure from erosion as discussed in the Ballona Creek Channel
Realignment section and the Erosion Control Features section in Section 2.2.2.2. Sub-tidal and
intertidal channels would extend from Ballona Creek into the vegetated tidal wetlands, providing
habitat diversity and tidal circulation as shown in Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed
Habitats. Material and debris from levee removal would be reused if appropriate or disposed off-
site. Refer to Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process, for more
detail on excavation that would take place during this Alternative.

In Area A, soil would be removed to restore tidal wetlands near the creek with gently sloping
transitional and upland habitats between the wetlands and a new levee to be constructed along Fiji
Way. Slight depressions in the transitional and upland areas would be created to form new salt
pans and seasonal wetlands. Tidal wetlands would also be restored in Area B between Ballona
Creek and upland habitats along the new Culver Boulevard and West Area B levees. In South
Area B, existing wetlands and non-wetland waters of the U.S. would be enhanced by removing
non-native, invasive plant species,? restoring native vegetation, creating new channels and salt
pans, and managing wetland hydrology via new water-control structures (e.g., culverts with tide
gates) in the Culver Boulevard levee. Brackish marsh would be established near the existing
Freshwater Marsh (shown in Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats) and also may

21 Jnvasive plants are those identified in the California Native Plant Society, Los Angeles — Santa Monica
Mountains Chapter handbook entitled Recommended List of Native Plants for Landscaping in the Santa Monica
Mountains (CNPS 1994); those species listed by the California Invasive Plant Council on any of its watch lists;
and those otherwise identified by CDFW or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Invasive, nonnative
plant species often are referred to as “weeds.”

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2.43 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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form along the upstream edge of Ballona Creek. The 1,730,000 cy of soil removed from Area A
would be used to construct the new levees and create restored uplands in North Area C and South
Area C. In North Area C, the Fiji Ditch22 would be realigned and restored with riparian habitat
along the new channel. The existing Fiji Ditch in Area A would be retained and enhanced through
non-structural bank restoration (e.g., replacement of invasive plant species with native plantings).
The existing habitats in East Area B would be enhanced through invasive plant species removal
and revegetation. Revegetation activities would include removing invasive plant species,
seeding/planting native plant species, and natural recruitment of native plant species in restored
tidal wetlands.

As described above, ecosystem restoration under Alternative 1 would occur in two phases, which
would be implemented using an adaptive management approach. After implementation of

Phase 1, restored habitats would be monitored and evaluated against performance goals, namely:
native vegetation establishment, improved hydrology, and sensitive species use, with Belding’s
savannah sparrow’s use as a proxy for success. This is discussed further in Section 2.2.2.6,
Alternative 1: Monitoring and Adaptive Management.

Restoration habitat targets and acreages by phase are presented in Table 2-3, Alternative 1 Post-
Restoration Habitats and Acreages.

Phase 1 Restoration

A fully connected Ballona Creek and wetland system would be restored across the Ballona Reserve
beginning west of the Culver Boulevard bridge and extending to the southwest (downstream)
property boundary (Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats). Existing levees would
be completely removed, and a more sinuous channel with two meander-shaped bends would be
created through the site. The proposed channel alignment would mimic natural channel forms and
support desired native habitats, vegetation, and wildlife species.

Restored Habitats (Alternative 1, Phase 1)

Area A

In Area A, soil that was deposited during the construction of Marina del Rey and Ballona Creek
would be removed to recreate marsh plain habitats near the creek then slope up through
transition zone and upland to a levee crest adjacent to Fiji Way inside the Ballona Reserve (for
dimensions and quantities, see the Grading and Hydrology (Alternative 1, Phase 1) section below
and Section 2.2.2.5). Slight depressions in the transition and upland areas would be created to
form salt pans and seasonal wetlands. Tidal channels also would be excavated to provide tidal
conveyance to the marsh and shorebird foraging habitats. The banks of the tidal channels and the
realigned Ballona Creek would provide unvegetated mudflat habitat, which would support
benthic invertebrates and foraging. Brackish marsh may form in Area A and North Area B near
where the Ballona Creek channel enters the restored area. The existing Fiji Ditch in Area A

22 The “Fiji Ditch” is an excavated, unlined draining channel that runs parallel to Fiji Way along the northern
boundary in the eastern portion of Area A. The Fiji Ditch flows from North Area C and enters Area A when the
water is high enough to top the catchment at Lincoln Boulevard.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2.44 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR : California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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ALTERNATIVE 1 POST REST-(I-DAI\?E}AI:I'II:OZNSHABITATS AND ACREAGES
o Phase 1 Phase 2
Existing
Habitat Type Conditions | Impacts | Area A | AreaB | AreaC | Total | Area A | AreaB | AreaC | Total
Aquatic and Wetlands
Aquatic* 40.3 24.6 111 37.4 0.0 48.5 11.4 40.4 0.0 51.7
Mudflat* 8.8 6.6 6.5 8.7 0.0 15.2 6.5 7.1 0.0 13.5
Tidal Salt Marsh n/a n/a’ 45.9 68.8 0.0 | 1147 53.0 | 100.4 0.0 | 1534
Low Marsh n/a n/a 3.6 7.7 0.0 11.3 35 11.9 0.0 15.4
Mid-Marsh n/a n/a 315 26.6 0.0 58.2 36.9 47.5 0.0 84.4
High Marsh n/a n/a 10.8 34.5 0.0 453 12.6 41.0 0.0 53.6
Muted Tidal Marsh 18.2 9.8 0.4 14.0 0.0 14.4 0.4 1.1 0.0 1.5
Non-Tidal Salt Marsh 85.0 37.5 2.3 30.4 0.0 32.7 2.3 7.0 0.0 9.3
Non-Tidal Marsh 38.6 26.3 0.0 15.3 0.0 15.3 0.0 11.0 0.0 11.0
Coastal Brackish 6.4 17 26 | 91| 00| 117 | 26 90| 00 | 116
Salt Pan 22.8 43 4.6 26.9 0.0 31.5 46 26.8 0.0 314
Willow/Mulefat Thicket 13.8 5.3 3.1 8.5 34 15.1 0.0 8.5 34 11.9
Uplands
Transition Zone n/a n/a 9.9 12.0 0.0 21.8 10.9 171 0.0 28.0
Stabilized Dune 9.3 4.8 0.0 7.0 0.0 7.0 0.0 6.9 0.0 6.9
Eucalyptus Grove 2.8 0.2 0.1 24 0.0 25 0.0 2.4 0.0 2.4
Upland** 271.9 215.1 61.1 741 56.3 | 193.9 57.3 79.8 56.3 | 195.8
Grassland*™* 19.4 15.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Coastal Sage Scrub 52.3 48.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Invasive 200.2 150.5 00| 00| 00 00| 00| 00 00| 00
Developed 47.7 n/a 8.9 20.4 8.9 414 7.4 17.6 8.9 371
Total 565.5 185.72 156.4 335.0 68.6 565.6 156.4 335.1 68.6 565.6
NOTES:

1 There is no fully tidal marsh under existing conditions, therefore there are no impacts.
All values provided in acres.

2 The total impact does not include disturbance of invasive monoculture since this would be a beneficial effect and not an adverse impact.

*

Denotes aquatic and mudflat habitats would be subject to regular post-construction maintenance consisting of approximately 3.8 acres.
Intended maintenance regime would include periodic sediment removal that would provide direct wildlife benefit during intervening

periods, and allow for improved circulation to reduce the potential for large long duration maintenance projects. See Appendix B5 for
additional details on activities and methods of maintenance to be conducted in these habitats.

*

*

Denotes upland habitats would be subject to regular maintenance. Actual acreage of upland habitats dedicated to maintenance will be

quantified after perimeter levee design has received approval. Maintenance in uplands is intended to meet multiple objectives, such as
providing wildlife habitat, flood protection, and fuel modification. Please see Appendix B5 for additional details on activities and methods of
maintenance to be conducted in these habitats.

SOURCE: ESA (2016).
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would be retained and enhanced. Non-native vegetation would be removed along the banks of
Fiji Ditch and the banks would be re-vegetated and stabilized with native plants (Figure 2-4,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats).

North Area B

In Area B, a partially-earthen levee would be built along Culver Boulevard and planted with
native upland habitat species that would slope down to marsh at Ballona Creek. An interim levee
(described in greater detail below in the Grading and Hydrology/North Area B section) would be
constructed between North and West Area B. (Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed
Habitats).

West Area B

West Area B would continue to be managed to maintain Belding’s savannah sparrow habitat,
until monitoring confirms that the species is using other areas of the site (i.e., before proceeding
with Phase 2).

South and Southeast Area B
Wetland enhancements in South and Southeast Area B would include:

1. Invasive vegetation removal and native vegetation restoration;

2. New water-control structures (e.g., culverts with tide gates) and modifications to existing
water-control structures (e.g., weir structures) including Freshwater Marsh structures (see
Grading and Hydrology/South and Southeast Area B section, below, for more details);

3. New tidal channels (to provide circulation, habitat, and barriers to predator access); and

4.  Berms that would allow for higher managed water levels around the wetland perimeter and
brackish marsh management in Southeast Area B.

The restoration of South and Southeast Area B would enhance passively managed muted tidal
marsh and brackish marsh. The enhanced wetlands in South and Southeast Area B could be
managed for a range of wetland habitats and would be managed adaptively within an adaptive
management plan (see Section 2.2.2.6). The range of habitats that South and Southeast Area B
could be managed for include:

1.  Muted managed tidal wetland habitat (intertidal, but without the highest tide water levels
due to limitation by tide gates, Figure 2-4);

2. Brackish marsh, primarily in Southeast Area B, supported by freshwater discharge from the
Freshwater Marsh (see Grading and Hydrology/South and Southeast Area B section for
more details);

3. Intermittently tidal wetland habitat with hydrologic characteristics similar to historic 1850s
wetland habitats at Ballona Wetlands, in which the water-control structures would close to
limit tidal circulation and create ponded/evaporative conditions;

4.  Salt pan habitat; and

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2.47 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
California Department of Fish and Wildlife - Draft EIS/EIR
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5. Future habitats: Options for future management of tide levels with projected sea level rise
to maintain and/or enhance habitat conditions with rising sea levels (e.g., adjusting tide
gates to limit high tide levels with sea level rise as analyzed in Appendix F9).

The Phase 1 restoration would improve habitat, including habitat for the Belding’s savannah
sparrow in South and Southeast Area B, by establishing habitat similar to West Area B through
the excavation of new tidal channels intended to establish more channel habitat for foraging,
restrict predator access, and improve the quality of the marsh vegetation in conjunction with
invasive species removal.

In South Area B, the tidal range would be managed to accommodate the existing eucalyptus
grove at the southern edge. Although non-native, the eucalyptus grove would be maintained for
monarch roosting and blue heron nesting/roosting habitat. Tidal channels in this area would be
restored to increase tidal flow into the wetlands, up to the elevation necessary to prevent salinity-
and hydrology-related impacts to the eucalyptus grove. Existing eucalyptus habitat and dune
habitat would be enhanced through removal of other non-native vegetation.

In the eastern-most portion of Southeast Area B, brackish marsh would be established by
increasing and managing the portion of the Freshwater Marsh outflow that flows into Southeast
Area B via new/modified water-control structures. A new berm and water control structure (i.e.,
wiers) between brackish marsh and managed tidal wetland to the west would allow for
management of freshwater retention within the brackish marsh and saline tidal flows to the
brackish marsh. These features would provide the ability to manage brackish marsh conditions
including inflow, retention, and outflow of freshwater and saline tidal flows.

East Area B

Excavated soil (50,000 — 80,000 cy) would be stockpiled in the western portion of East Area B in
Phase 1 for use in levee construction in Phase 2 as described below. The remaining habitat area
would be enhanced through invasive plant species removal and revegetation.

Area C

In North and South Area C, upland habitats would be restored and enhanced, with an emphasis
on coastal sage scrub and grassland habitat, with smaller areas of seasonal wetlands and a
restored Fiji Ditch channel riparian corridor within the upper portion of the Fiji Ditch in North
Area C.

Grading and Hydrology (Alternative 1, Phase 1)

Figure 2-5, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading Plan, shows the preliminary grading
plan for Phase 1 of Alternative 1. Figure 2-6, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levees Plan,
shows the levee plan with the locations of typical grading cross-sections shown in Figure 2-7,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Levee Sections. Figure 2-8, Alternative 1: Typical Channel Sections),
shows typical grading cross-sections for the channel. The grading and hydrology for Phase 1 of
Alternative 1 is described further below.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2.48 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR : California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Ballona Creek Channel Realignment

Channel depths would be similar to existing depths, ranging from approximately 2 to 8 feet below
mean lower low water (MLLW) (channel bed invert elevation of approximately -2 to -8 feet North
American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88)23). The restored channel would have a top width of
approximately 250 feet, which is similar to the existing channel. The channel banks would be
graded to slopes of approximately 5:1 H:V to provide mudflat and low marsh habitat. On the inside
of each meander-shaped bend, the channel bank would have a flatter slope to create a channel bar,
which is typical of natural tidal creek channels and provides habitat complexity. The existing
Ballona Creek channel would be filled between the created meander-shapes by placing four rock
dikes across the channel to form two enclosed areas for fill placement. Following construction, the
rock dikes would be left in place to help armor the channel meander-shaped bends (see Erosion
Control Features in Section 2.2.2.2).

Once constructed, the majority of the partially earthen channel meander-shaped bends would only
be partially confined to a rigid alignment. Some gradual channel migration and localized erosion
and sedimentation would occur. The overall channel location would be guided by the sloping
restored marsh plain and adjacent upland habitats. The channel alignment would be fixed only
where required to protect adjacent infrastructure (Figure 2-8 Alternative 1: Typical Channel
Sections; see the “Erosion Control Features” description and Figure 2-16, Alternative 1, Phase 1:
Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, and Figure 2-17, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Perimeter Levee
Armoring Plan, in Section 2.2.1.2, Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management). In
these locations, the restoration proposes some setback bank armoring (buried rock protection for
bank stabilization; see Figure 2-7, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Levee Sections, and Section 2.2.2.2,
Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management). The restored Ballona Creek banks and
floodplain would experience some level of periodic erosion and deposition, which are typical for
natural river and estuarine environments. The goal is to accommodate and support this level of
natural channel and floodplain dynamics, while protecting developed areas outside the Project
boundary. While these active processes may require periodic maintenance and adaptive
management (e.g., removal of any major channel blockages such as sediment or debris), they also
would benefit ecological processes such as natural disturbance regimes.

Area A

Phase 1 restoration within Area A would include construction of a perimeter levee along Fiji Way and
Lincoln Boulevard and excavation (total net excavation volume of approximately 1,370,000 to
1,400,000 cubic yards from Area A) down to the previously filled marsh plain elevations
(approximately 5 feet NAVD 88). Tidal channels would be excavated within the restored marsh
to convey tidal flows and provide foraging habitat. Slopes between the marsh and levee would be
graded to provide fringe salt pan and seasonal wetland habitats as well as upland and transition

23 The North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88) is the vertical elevation control datum established for
vertical control surveying in the United States and accounts for the fact that mean sea level is not the same
equipotential surface at all tidal bench marks. NGVD 29 stands for National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, a
system that was used by surveyors and engineers for most of the 20th Century. It has been the basis for relating
ground and flood elevations, but it has been largely replaced by the more accurate North American Vertical
Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88). The Corps uses NGVD 29 in the context of this Project because the Ballona Creek
channel and levee system were built to that datum. This EIS/EIR uses NAVD 88 because it is more accurate and
because it is the current national geodetic vertical datum as of the drafting of the EIS/EIR.
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habitat between uplands and wetlands. The excavated soil would be used to build the levees and
exported to other areas on site as described below.

Perimeter Levee

The upland perimeter around the restored wetlands would be raised and/or regraded to function as
a flood risk management levee, a modified LACDA project feature that would be operated and
maintained by LACFCD. This levee would replace the existing north Ballona Creek channel levee
and maintain or improve the existing level of flood risk protection for Fiji Way from Ballona Creek
flooding. This levee would separate the restored wetlands from the Fiji Ditch. The levee would be
constructed with a top width of 20 feet and would be approximately 6,300 feet long. The levee
would include a 12-foot-wide maintenance access road on the top that would serve the dual
purpose of providing a compatible public access trail.

Salt Pan and Seasonal Wetland Habitats

The restored slopes would be very broad (approximately 80:1 H:V to 100:1 H:V) and would vary
somewhat to create microtopography. Slight depressions would be created along the perimeter of
the high marsh and transition habitats to encourage the formation of salt pan and seasonal
wetland habitat. These perimeter salt pans will function differently than the historic and existing
salt pan habitat in West Area B. The historic salt pan habitat formed due to closure of the inlet
between the wetlands and ocean and resulting evaporative conditions. The existing remnant salt
pan habitat conditions include rain falling on the historically salty soils and evaporating, with a
small area receiving periodic tidal inundation (e.g., approximately 3 acres in the northeast arm
adjacent to the branch channel during king tides or once or twice per year). In contrast, the
proposed perimeter depressions in Area A would be inundated infrequently by high tides, pond,
and then evaporate, forming the salt pans. The topography will be graded to facilitate salt pan
formation, but the salt pans would form on their own through natural processes and adaptive
management may be used to encourage their development. Depressions also would be created
higher up in transition and upland habitat to restore seasonal wetland habitat. With future sea
level rise, restored seasonal wetland habitat may transition naturally to salt pan habitat as it is
inundated by higher tides.

Tidal Channels

New tidal channels would be excavated in Area A to restore sinuous and branching networks of
tidal channels through the wetlands. The largest channels would be up to 5 feet below the restored
marsh plain, or approximately 0.4 feet above MLLW (channel bed elevations of approximately

0.2 foot NAVD 88). The smaller channels would be intertidal and would drain at low tide. The
larger, subtidal channels (widest and deepest) would branch into smaller distributary channels, with
depths varying from approximately 2 to 4 feet below the restored marsh plain (channel bed
elevations of approximately 1.2 to 3.2 feet NAVD 88).

Soil Reuse and Disposal

Material excavated from Area A (approximately 1,730,000 cy of excavation) would be used to
construct new levees in Areas A and B (approximately 330,000 to 360,000 cy of fill in Area A
and 530,000 to 570,000 cy of fill in North Area B including stockpile for use in Phase 2), as well
as the transition zones, upland peninsula, and other features in Area B. Additional excavated
material would be reused on site to benefit the restoration and reduce the amount of surplus soil
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that would otherwise need to be disposed of off-site. Up to approximately 1.2 million cubic yards
of additional fill material may be available after construction of restoration elements in Areas A.

This material would be placed in upland restoration areas in Area C. Any surplus soil that is not
placed on site would be disposed of off-site. Refer to Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1:
Implementation and Restoration Process, for more detail on excavation that would take place
during this Alternative.

North Area B

Between the new Culver Boulevard levee and the south bank of the realigned Ballona Creek,
Alternative 1 proposes a gently sloping transition from upland habitats along the levee down to
vegetated marsh habitat and mudflat habitat along the restored Ballona Creek channel banks.
However, in Phase 1, the Culver Boulevard levee would have a steeper slope down to the
restored marsh to stockpile fill to be used in Phase 2.

Tidal wetlands would be restored between the new Culver Boulevard levee and the realigned
portion of Ballona Creek in North Area B, with a full tidal connection between the wetlands and
Ballona Creek (Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats). Existing elevations in
North Area B range from approximately 6 to 9 feet NAVD 88. North Area B would be graded to
create a marsh plain drainage basin between the realigned channel and the new levee, with
elevations from 4.5 to 6.5 feet NAVD 88. The marsh plain basin would slope towards a tidal
channel system that drains downstream to the outside bend of the Area B channel meander-
shape. The marsh plain basin and channel system would also convey Ballona Creek overbank
flows during storm events.

Culver Boulevard Levee

A new levee would be constructed north of Culver Boulevard to replace the existing south Ballona
Creek channel levee and reduce flood risk compared to the current risk for Culver Boulevard and
areas to the south (see discussion of existing flood risk in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality). The Culver Boulevard levee would extend from the Culver Boulevard Bridge along
Culver Boulevard to the Interim Levee (approximately 1,300 feet) (Figure 2-5, Alternative 1,
Phase 1: Preliminary Grading Plan). In Phase 2, the Culver Boulevard levee would be extended to
the south along Culver Boulevard and around West Area B (4,500 feet).

In Phase 1, the Culver Boulevard levee would initially be constructed with a top width of 120 feet
in order to stockpile fill from Area A for use in Phase 2 levee construction. The levee core would
have a top width of approximately 15 feet and a bottom width of 50 feet. In Phase 1, the Culver
Boulevard levee, including stockpiled fill, would have a slope of approximately 5:1 H:V down to
restored North Area B marsh at elevation 6.5 feet NAVD 88. The levee would be offset from
Culver Boulevard by 20 to 30 feet to allow for road drainage to the area between the road and the
levee and to avoid existing utilities along Culver Boulevard, which would remain in place.
Approximately 530,000 to 570,000 cubic yards of fill would be placed to construct the levee
including the stockpiled fill.

The levee crest elevation is expected to be approximately 20.5 feet NAVD 88, which would
include an allowance for sea level rise and improve the existing level of flood risk protection, as
described in greater detail below under Flood Risk and Stormwater Management. Sea level rise
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is discussed in greater detail in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.3,
Biological Resources, and Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems. The levee would include a
12-foot-wide maintenance access road and a public access trail on top (described further below).

Interim Levee

During Phase 1 of the ecosystem restoration, an Interim Levee (approximately 1,000 feet long)
would be constructed between the new Culver Boulevard levee and the existing Ballona Creek
channel levee along West Area B. The interim levee would have 5:1 H:V side slopes on the
Ballona Creek side. The levee would be constructed with a top width of 20 feet and would
include a 12-foot-wide maintenance access road and a public access trail on top.

Tidal Channels

New tidal channels would be excavated in North Area B between the new channel and the interim
levee to create sinuous and branching networks of tidal channels through the wetlands. The largest
channels (widest and deepest) would connect up to the culverts that connect to Southeast Area B
and would be up to 7 feet below the restored marsh plain, or approximately 1.8 feet below MLLW
(channel bed elevations of approximately -1.8 feet NAVD 88) (see Table 3-1 in the Preliminary
Design Report in Appendix B1 for all channel dimensions). The smaller channels throughout the
rest of the marsh would be intertidal and would drain at low tide. The larger channels would branch
into smaller distributary channels, with depths varying from approximately 2 to 4 feet below the
restored marsh plain (channel bed elevations of approximately 1.2 to 3.2 feet NAVD 88).

West Area B

West Area B wetlands would continue to be managed with the same self-regulated tide (SRT)
gates during Phase 1 as in baseline conditions.

South and Southeast Area B

The restoration of South and Southeast Area B would include construction of the three new water-
control structures described in the following section and modifications to the existing Freshwater
Marsh water-control structures to provide water sources directly from Ballona Creek and from the
Playa Vista Development Freshwater Marsh to create brackish marsh habitat. This enhancement
also would include grading to create tidal channels to enhance habitat conditions, salt pans, and
berms to allow for higher managed water levels and brackish marsh management.

Water-Control Structures

North Area B to Southeast Area B (Structure 3 in Figure 2-4). A new bank of multiple culverts
would be installed near the intersection of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard to provide
managed tidal flows directly from Ballona Creek into South and Southeast Area B (Figure 2-5,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading Plan). This connection would allow for enhanced
water level management in South and Southeast Area B independent of West Area B water
management, thereby allowing for continued management of existing habitats in West Area B. The
bank of multiple culverts (e.g., six 5-foot-diameter culverts) would be constructed with control
valves/gates such as slide and/or flap gates or SRT gates to manage flows and water levels. The
gated culverts and the perimeter berms would allow for a full range of tides (up to an elevation
acceptable for habitat and flood risk management including storm drainage), but would limit high
water levels in South and Southeast Area B during storm events in Ballona Creek. These culverts
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would allow tidal flows and stormwater to discharge from South/Southeast Area B to Ballona
Creek. Box culverts (i.e., rectangular culverts) would be placed within the roadways as there are
utilities that must be crossed that would be difficult to relocate. Before and after the roadway, the
conduits may transition to a series of pipes to allow installation of traditional flap gates.

Freshwater Marsh (Structures 5, 6, and 8 in Figure 2-4). The Playa Vista Development
Freshwater Marsh would be maintained and managed as it is under baseline conditions. Under
current operations, much of the Freshwater Marsh outflow discharges through the culvert to
Ballona Creek. The Freshwater Marsh existing water-control structures described below would
be adjusted and/or modified and a new water control structure (such as a culvert, weir, or tide
gate) would be installed between the Freshwater Marsh and Southeast Area B to allow for a
greater portion of the outflow to be conveyed into Southeast Area B to support brackish marsh.

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

In the south end of the Freshwater Marsh, the second existing structure, a culvert to Southeast Area B,
could be used for maintenance but currently is closed. This structure would be modified (e.g., by
installing a weir box and opening the structure) to allow for regular discharge into Southeast

Area B while maintaining water levels in the Freshwater Marsh that exist under current operations.

The third existing outlet structure is a weir that allows water to flow into Southeast Area B.
Under current operation, during storm events greater than the 1-year event,?* stormwater flows
over this overflow weir to Southeast Area B. This weir structure would not be modified.

Brackish Marsh (Structure 7 in Figure 2-4). An area of brackish marsh would be established
in Southeast Area B, adjacent to the existing Freshwater Marsh. Outflow from the Playa Vista
Development Freshwater Marsh would be routed into Southeast Area B to mix with enhanced
tidal flows and support the brackish marsh. A low berm (6.8 ft NAVD 88) would be constructed
to retain freshwater flows in this part of the marsh. The berm would have a top width of 5 ft,
slope to the marsh at 10:1 H:V on both sides, and require 350 cy of fill to construct. A new
culvert with weirs and gates would be installed in the Freshwater Marsh berm east of the existing
overflow weir to allow for more frequent discharge from the Freshwater Marsh to Southeast
Area B. The berm crest elevation would be 9 feet NAVD 88 and support marsh vegetation.

Gas Company Road (Structure 4 in Figure 2-4). The existing drainage culvert under the Gas
Company Road between South and Southeast Area B would be modified or replaced with a new
water control structure to allow for greater flows between the two areas and enhanced tidal flow
management. The new or modified structure would include gates and/or weirs to allow for
management flexibility (e.g., the ability to connect South Area B to either Southeast Area B or
West Area B).

24 A 1-year event could happen multiple times over a year.
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Culver Boulevard (Structure 2 in Figure 2-4). A weir would be added to the existing culverts
under Culver Boulevard between West Area B and South Area B to allow for management (e.g., to
allow for higher water levels in South Area B than in West Area B, while maintaining the existing
storm drainage from South/Southeast Area B to West Area B).

Tidal Channels

Sinuous and branching tidal channel networks would be created by excavating new channels to
provide circulation, subtidal and intertidal channel habitat (including potential Belding’s
savannah sparrow foraging habitat), and barriers to predator access. The largest channels would
be up to 7 feet below the restored marsh plain, or approximately 1.6 feet below MLLW (channel
bed elevations of approximately -1.8 feet NAVD 88). The larger channels would branch into
smaller channels, with depths varying from approximately 2 to 5 feet below the restored marsh
plain (channel bed elevations of approximately 0.2 to 3.2 feet NAVD 88). The smaller
distributary channels would be intertidal and would drain at low tide. Approximately, 9,400 cy
would be excavated to construct the channels in South and Southeast Area B. Channel layouts
for Alternative 1 are illustrated in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats.

Berms

Berms would be constructed to maintain protection of Culver Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard,
and SoCalGas from seasonally high tide levels and storm events. Soil excavated from the tidal
channels in South and Southeast Area B and/or soil from Area A would be used to construct the
berms (11,300 cy would be required). The berms would be offset from Culver and Jefferson
Boulevards by a 30 foot-wide bio-swale to allow for runoff from the road to drain into the area
between the road and the berm and to avoid existing utilities, including the underground high-
voltage power transmission line within the southern Culver Boulevard embankment, which
would remain in place.

The berm crest elevations would be set to 9 feet NAVD 88 to allow for higher managed water
levels while maintaining the existing level of inundation protection for Culver Boulevard and the
SoCalGas Property. The berms would be offset from Culver Boulevard and the SoCalGas
Property by 30 feet, with a top width of 8 feet, and side slopes of 5:1 H:V down to the marsh and
3:1 H:V on the opposite side.

Salt Pans

Portions of South and Southeast Area B would be graded and managed to encourage salt pan
formation (e.g., around the perimeter of the marsh, as shown in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1,
Phase 1: Proposed Habitats, or within the enhanced managed marsh). Shallow depressions
would be created that infrequently would inundate, pond, and evaporate water.

East Area B

Soil excavated to restore wetlands in Area A would be stockpiled temporarily in the western
portion of East Area B in Phase 1 for use in Phase 2 levee construction (Figure 2-9,
Alternative 1, Phase 1, East Area B:Proposed Grading). The proposed elevations in Phase 1
would range from approximately 12 feet NAVD 88 to 17 feet NAVD 88. Corresponding fill
heights would range from a few feet to approximately 9 feet above existing grade.
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North and South Area C

Soil excavated to restore wetlands in Area A would be used in North and South Area C to create
elevated areas of upland habitat (Figure 2-10, Alternative 1, North Area C:Proposed Grading,
High Fill (600,000 cy or 720,000 cy adjusted); Figure 2-11, Alternative 1, South Area C:
Proposed Grading, Low Fill). The adjusted fill volumes refer to the volume of fill that is
compacted down to the in-place volume of fill. Existing elevations in Area C range from
approximately 12 to 28 feet NAVD 88. Soil would be placed up to an elevation between 40

and 55 feet NAVD 88 (or a height of up to approximately 15 to 30 feet above existing grade).
The upland areas would be graded so that rainfall would flow into and support seasonal wetlands
and other upland habitats in Area C. Side slopes of the upland areas would vary from
approximately 3:1 H:V to 20:1 H:V, as depicted in Figure 2-10, Alternative 1, North

Area C:Proposed Grading, High Fill (600,000 cy or 720,000 cy adjusted), and Figure 2-11,
Alternative 1, South Area C:Proposed Grading, Low Fill.

The existing Fiji Ditch in North Area C would be realigned to capture all flows in North Area C
and restored to support riparian habitat. The existing channel functions as a storm drain ditch
which extends from Culver Boulevard to the Lincoln Boulevard storm drain system, with an
overflow culvert under Lincoln Boulevard to the Fiji Ditch in Area A. The restored Fiji Ditch
would include a riparian corridor sloping from 6 feet to 4 feet NAVD 88 and meander shape
between the higher elevation upland areas. The restored channel would continue to function as a
storm drain channel once restoration is complete. The transition from the upland area to the
riparian corridor would be a 10:1 H:V slope that is approximately 10 to 20 feet wide. The base of
the riparian corridor would vary from 70 to 120 feet wide, with an average width of
approximately 90 feet. Within the Fiji Ditch riparian corridor there would be a low flow channel
that would be 10 to 15 feet wide and 1 foot deep.

Revegetation of Graded and Disturbed Areas (Alternative 1, Phase 1)

Revegetation activities during Phase 1 restoration would include invasive-nonnative plant
species controls (primarily hand or mechanical removal) and the planting and seeding of native
vegetation. Invasive-nonnative plant species would be removed or treated according to the
protocols described in the Invasive Plant Material Treatment, provided in Section 2.2.2.5,
Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process. Approaches to establishing native
vegetation communities are described below. Additional details of implementing revegetation
procedures are described under the heading Revegetation of Graded and Disturbed Areas in
Section 2.2.2.5.

Low and Middle Marsh

Low and middle tidal marsh areas would be revegetated by natural recruitment to the maximum
extent possible. If natural recruitment is not feasible, then supplemental plantings or seedings
would be required. Planting also would be used to ensure adequate seed source and
establishment, and to stabilize areas susceptible to erosion. California cordgrass (Spartina
foliosa), the primary plant species of the low marsh, does not occur at the Ballona Reserve and
would need to be introduced from a nearby source, such as the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve,
Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve, or Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge. Irrigation for
low and middle tidal marsh areas would not be required because these areas would receive
regular tidal inundation.
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High Marsh and Transition Zone

High marsh and transition zone areas would be planted and seeded to establish target species in
this area of high competition from weeds and dry and often hyper-saline conditions. Depending
on rainfall and soil moisture levels, temporary above-ground irrigation may be used in the high
marsh or transition areas. If rainfall is below average or is considered inadequate to establish
high marsh and transition zone vegetation, or to improve plant survival or establishment, an
irrigation system consisting of a pressurized main line with hose bibs for manual watering or an
automated overhead spray system would be used. The irrigation system would be located above
the tidal zone to allow for plant establishment in this environment (more information about
irrigation is presented below and under the heading Water Sources for Restoration and
Irrigation). Within transition zone habitats, higher elevation areas of unvegetated habitats or salt
pan may develop and persist for some time before more complete vegetation colonization occurs
with progressive sea level rise.

Irrigation methods and estimated annual water usage for low, moderate, and high water usage
levels for each habitat type are shown in Table 2-4, Irrigation Methods and Water Use Estimates.

Brackish Marsh

Brackish marsh revegetation would include a combination of natural recruitment and/or active
planting and seeding to provide adequate diversity and seed source. Supplemental water would
be provided by a manual or automated irrigation system and/or a watering truck with hoses in
areas accessible by road, as discussed under Water Sources for Restoration and Irrigation in
Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process.

Seasonal Wetlands

The seasonal wetlands would be revegetated with a combination of planting and/or seeding.
Initial irrigation would be provided in dry years to help establish target species.

Supplemental water would be provided by a manual or automated irrigation system and/or a
watering truck with hoses in areas accessible by road, as discussed under Water Sources for

Restoration and Irrigation in Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration
Process.

Riparian Scrub and Woodland

Riparian scrub and woodland areas would be seeded and planted. Plantings would include
container plants and willow pole cuttings. Willow pole cuttings would be collected on-site, near
the Freshwater Marsh. A temporary drip or spray irrigation system would be installed for
container planting establishment in the first several growing seasons, depending on the size of
this habitat. Pole cuttings would not require supplemental irrigation because willows are able to
reach deeper into the soil profile where additional moisture is available along the capillary
fringe. Plantings showing signs of herbivory may require foliage protection cages to prevent
wildlife browsing that is detrimental to plant survivorship.
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TABLE 2-4
IRRIGATION METHODS AND WATER USE ESTIMATES
High Water Option Moderate Water Option Low Water Option
Water Use Water Use Water Use
Method Estimate Method Estimate Method Estimate
Habitat of (gallons per of (gallons per of (gallons per
Type Irrigation acre per year) Irrigation acre per year) | Irrigation | acre per year)
Low Marsh | None 0 None 0 None 0
Middle None 0 None 0 None 0
Marsh
. 630,900 for | Water Cannon Spray for
High Spray Irrigation High Marsh; | 3 Months for High Marsh; 3.28’400 for.
Marsh and ; High Marsh;
. System (10 630,900 for | Hand Watering for 3 None 0
Transition iy " 204,500 for
months) Transition Months for Transition b
Zone Transition Zone
Zone Zone
Brackish Water Truck Hand Watering for 3
Marsh for 3 Months 525,700 Months 328,400 None 0
Spray lIrrigation .
Seasonal | guiom (10 630,000 | Hand Watering for 3 204,500 None 0
Wetland Months
months)
Riparian Spray Irrigation . N
Scruband | System (12 1,084,600 3%";{;‘:;’;12‘;“ System 790,800 None 0
Woodland months)
Spray Irrigation L
Upland System (6 190,100 Drip Irrigation System (6 149,800 None 0
Scrub months)
months)
Spray Irrigation
Upland System (6 190,100 | None 0 None 0
Grassland
months)
Drip Irrigation Hand Watering for 3
Dunes System (6 149,800 82,100 None 0
Months
months)
Total Water Use 4,033,000 2,088,500

NOTE: Low and middle marsh areas do not require irrigation because natural tidal inundation is sufficient for plant establishment.

SOURCE: WRA, 2014. Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve Irrigation Water Use Estimate, October 3.

Upland Scrub and Grasslands
Upland scrub areas may be only seeded or revegetated with a combination of planting and

seeding. Depending on rainfall and soil moisture levels, an automated irrigation system may be
installed to provide supplemental water to the plantings for 6 months up to the first several
growing seasons if needed. Plantings showing signs of herbivory may require foliage protection
cages to prevent wildlife browsing that is detrimental to plant survivorship.

Dunes

Dunes may be only seeded or revegetated with a combination of planting and seeding. Irrigation
may not be needed if rainfall during the growing season is adequate. If rainfall is below average
or soil moisture is determined to be inadequate to establish dune vegetation, a drip irrigation
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system may be installed to provide supplemental water. In areas accessible by road, a watering
truck with hoses also may be used to provide manual supplemental irrigation. Plantings showing
signs of herbivory may require foliage protection cages to prevent wildlife browsing that is
detrimental to plant survivorship.

Phase 2 Restoration

In Phase 2, the existing West Area B managed wetland habitat would be restored to full tidal
wetland by breaching and lowering the remaining western portion of the south Ballona Creek
channel levee along West Area B (Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats).
Stockpiled fill from the Culver Boulevard levee and East Area B would be removed and used to
build the West Area B levee and a berm around the salt pan prior to breaching the existing levee.
A low perimeter berm would be built around the existing salt pan to enhance and preserve the
salt pan habitat for as long as sea level rise allows (i.e., around 2050). Refer to Section 2.2.2.6
for a discussion on sea level rise. The interim levee would be lowered and reconfigured to create
the berm and an upland peninsula extending from the Culver Boulevard levee between north and
West Area B. The Culver Boulevard levee slope would be regraded to create additional marsh
habitat (approximately 0.7 acres) after the stockpiled material is removed. Figure 2-12, Artistic
Rendering of West Area B Levee, shows an artistic rendering of the proposed habitat restoration
along the Area B levee. The western portion of East Area B would be regraded to establish
upland habitat. A new water control structure, consisting of a bank of culverts, would be installed
in the new West Area B levee between west and South Area B to maintain the culvert connection
under Culver Boulevard and allow for continued management of the South and Southeast Area B
managed wetlands.

Remaining gas wells would be decommissioned and the gas well area would be restored in
Phase 2. No ecosystem restoration would occur in other portions of Area A or in Area C under
Phase 2 of Alternative 1. Existing restoration efforts completed under Phase 1 would continue to
be monitored and managed toward established success criteria.

Restored Habitats (Alternative 1, Phase 2)

West Area B

A partially-earthen levee would be built along the perimeter of West Area B using soil stockpiled
in the Culver Boulevard levee and East Area B (see West Area B Levee description below in the
Grading and Hydrology section). The West Area B levee would provide upland habitat that
would slope down to marsh or salt pan.

A small perimeter berm would be constructed around the existing salt pan to preserve and enhance
the existing salt pan habitat (see Salt Pan Perimeter Berm description below in the Grading and
Hydrology section). The perimeter berm would be constructed at an elevation that would support
marsh habitat. Portions of the existing salt pan habitat contain ponded water when it rains,
providing salt pan habitat functions such as bird roosting; however, only a limited portion of the
existing salt pan receives periodic tidal inundation and evaporation, which also sustains and
supports salt pan functions. The new berm would be overtopped by monthly/seasonal spring high
tides, providing infrequent tidal inundation, ponding, and subsequent evaporation in the salt pan.
The berm therefore would enhance salt pan habitat functions and prevent the low elevation salt pan
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habitat from converting to marsh or mudflat habitats with restoration of West Area B to full tidal
inundation. After decommissioning the gas wells within the salt pan, the gas well pads and
access roads will be lowered to allow for additional salt pan habitat to develop.

New tidal channels would be excavated in West Area B to create a sinuous channel network
within the full tidal wetland area between the new West Area B levee and the salt pan berm. The
remaining south Ballona Creek channel levee along West Area B would then be lowered and
breached to restore West Area B to full tidal wetland.

After completion of the Phase 2 full tidal restoration, much of West Area B is expected to
convert to mudflat habitat over several decades if cordgrass is not planted and/or seeded (see
Section 2.2.2.6). West Area B is at low marsh elevations, so existing pickleweed may not persist;
however, the area would support cordgrass, but natural recruitment of native cordgrass is not
likely to occur at the restored site. Alternative 1 includes the option of selectively planting and/or
seeding native cordgrass in Phase 2 to encourage low marsh habitat development in this area.
The decision on whether cordgrass is seeded/planted would occur through the adaptive
management process.

North Area B, Upland Peninsula, East Area B, and South Area B

The Culver Boulevard levee would be regraded to remove stockpiled material and create gently
sloping transition and upland habitats between the marsh and levee, including dunes and a small
upland peninsula at the curve in the Culver Boulevard levee. An upland peninsula would be built
in roughly the same location as the interim levee and would provide upland habitats and high tide
refugia for wildlife (see Area B Upland Peninsula description in Grading and Hydrology section
below). The western portion of East Area B would be regraded to remove stockpiled material
and restored to upland and seasonal wetland habitat. South/Southeast Area B would continue to
be managed to achieve the habitat restoration objectives described in Phase 1.

Grading and Hydrology (Alternative 1, Phase 2)

Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan, shows the preliminary grading
plan for Phase 2 of Alternative 1. Figure 2-13, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Perimeter Levees Plan,
and Figure 2-14, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Levee Sections, show the levee plan with the locations
of typical grading cross-sections. The grading and hydrology for Phase 2 of Alternative 1 is
further described below.

West Area B

West Area B Levee

A new levee would be constructed north of Culver Boulevard to replace the existing south
Ballona Creek channel levee in West Area B and to provide flood risk protection for Culver
Boulevard and areas to the south and west. The West Area B levee would extend approximately
4,500 feet from the Culver levee at the upland peninsula, along Culver Boulevard, north of the
businesses at the west end of Culver Boulevard, and between the existing dunes and wetlands
along the western Project boundary (Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading
Plan). The levee would be offset from Culver Boulevard by 30 feet and include a 20 to 30 foot-
wide or more bio-swale to allow for runoff from the road to drain to the area between the road
and the levee and to avoid existing utilities along Culver Boulevard, which would remain in
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place. The levee top width would be 20 feet and the levee would include a 12-foot-wide access
road that would also be used to provide compatible public access trails (Figure 2-14,

Alternative 1, Phase 2: Levee Sections). The levee would be constructed using the soil excavated
from the Phase 1 stockpiles along the Culver levee slope and in East Area B.

The levee would be constructed with gradual levee slopes of approximately 20:1 H:V up to an
elevation of approximately 10 feet NAVD 88 to provide transition zone habitat between the
wetlands and the levee. Above this gentle transition zone slope, a steeper slope of approximately
10:1 H:V would be graded up to elevation 15 feet NAVD 88 with a 5:1 H:V slope up to the crest
of the new levee. The levee crest elevation is expected to vary from approximately 17.5 feet
NAVD 88 in the east to 16.0 feet NAVD 88 in the west, which would include an allowance for
sea level rise and improve the existing level of flood risk protection.

North of the businesses at the west end of Culver Boulevard, the West Area B levee would be
offset into the Ballona Reserve away from the property boundary to avoid the stormwater
detention and treatment wetland and access improvements implemented in Phase 1 (Figure 2-15,
Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Road; see Culver Boulevard Stormwater
Management description in Section 2.2.2.2, Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater
Management, and Maintenance Roads and Fire Access in Section 2.2.2.3, Alternative 1: Public
Access and Visitor Facilities).

At the northwest corner of Area B, the downstream end of the new West Area B levee would tie
in with the existing Ballona Creek channel levee.

Salt Pan Perimeter Berm and Restoration

A new berm would be constructed around the edge of the West Area B salt pan to limit the
inundation to the area. The berm would be constructed with a 20:1 H:V slope up to 7.5 feet
NAVD 88 to allow only the highest tides to overtop into the salt pan. The berm would be
designed so that during spring tides, tide water would shallowly flow over the crest of the berm
and/or sections of the berm that are slightly lower elevation overflow “spillways.” With the
adjacent topography generally around 4 feet NAVD 88, the berm would be approximately

3.5 feet high. The gas wells in the middle of the salt pan would be decommissioned and removed
during Phase 2. The raised well pads would be lowered to around 4 feet NAVD 88 to match the
surrounding elevations.

Tidal Channels

New tidal channels would be excavated in West Area B to create a sinuous channel network
within the full tidal wetland area between the new West Area B levee and the salt pan berm. The
largest channels would be up to 5.8 feet below the restored marsh plain, or approximately

1.6 feet below MLLW (channel bed elevations of approximately -1.8 feet NAVD 88). The larger
channels would branch into smaller distributary channels, with depths varying from
approximately 2 to 4 feet below the restored marsh plain (channel bed elevations of
approximately 1.2 to 3.2 feet NAVD 88). The smaller channels would be intertidal and would
drain at low tide.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 270 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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South Ballona Creek Channel Levee Breach

West Area B would be restored by removing the existing self-regulating tide gate, creating an
open tidal channel by breaching the existing Ballona Creek channel levee, and lowering the
Ballona Creek channel levee and the interim levee (Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Preliminary Grading Plan). The levee breach in West Area B would be approximately 100 feet
wide, with a channel invert elevation of approximately -3 feet NAVD 88 (depth of 2.8 feet below
MLLW). The existing levee would be lowered to create mid or high marsh (at an elevation
around mean higher high water). The Area B interim levee would be lowered by approximately
9.5 to 12 feet (from 20.5 feet NAVD 88 to between 8.5 and 11 feet NAVD 88) and reconfigured
to be the salt pan berm (8.5 feet NAVD 88 crest elevation) and an upland peninsula (11 feet
NAVD 88 crest elevation) as described below. A large portion of the pickleweed vegetation in
West Area B is at elevations that would support low marsh (cordgrass marsh vegetation) or
mudflat under full tidal conditions. These areas therefore would remain at existing grade and
vegetation communities would be allowed to naturally transition with no further manipulation to
raise or lower the marsh plain.

North Area B

Extra fill stockpiled in the Culver Boulevard levee (approximately 190,000 cubic yards) would
be removed to build the West Area B levee and the salt pan berm. The Phase 1 Culver Boulevard
levee would have a slope of approximately 5:1 H:V from 6.5 feet NAVD 88 up to the crests of
the new levee. In Phase 2, the slope would be reduced to 10:1 H:V from 6.5 feet NAVD 88 up to
15 feet NAVD 88 with the 5:1 H:V slope remaining above 15 feet NAVD 88. The Culver
Boulevard levee would initially be constructed with a top width of 120 feet in Phase 1, but this
would be reduced to 20 feet in Phase 2. The levee crest elevation is expected to be lowered from
20.5 to 18.5 feet NAVD 88, which would still include an allowance for sea level rise and
improve the existing level of flood risk protection. The crest elevations for the new proposed
levees around the perimeter of the restoration would be refined during the development of
detailed engineering drawings. The levee would include a 12-foot-wide maintenance access road
that would also be used to provide compatible public access trails on top.

East Area B

Fill stockpiled in East Area B (approximately 50,000 to 80,000 cubic yards) would also be
removed to build the West Area B levee and the salt pan berm. The upland restoration areas
would be graded so that rainfall would flow into and support seasonal wetlands and other upland
habitats.

Area B Upland Peninsula

The Area B interim levee would be reconfigured into an upland habitat peninsula extending from
the Culver Boulevard levee and transitioning into the salt pan berm, roughly in the same location
as the interim levee (Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan). The upland

habitat peninsula would:

1. Provide larger areas of upland habitats and high tide refuge for wildlife along the south side
of the Ballona Creek channel than without the peninsula (approximately 3.3 acres);
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2. Guide and reconverge Ballona Creek storm flows though the realigned Ballona Creek
channel back into the existing channel alignment downstream; and

3. Beneficially reuse soil excavated from the interim levee and the West Area B levee.

The top of the peninsula would be at an elevation of approximately 11 feet NAVD 88 and would
slope gently down to marsh habitats (at approximately 6.5 feet NAVD 88) at a slope of
approximately 20:1 H:V or less.

South and Southeast Area B Managed Wetland Enhancement

In Phase 2, new, larger culverts would be installed under Culver Boulevard, extending to reach
West Area B under the West Area B levee, to allow for the option of greater tidal flows between
West Area B and South Area B. New gates (e.g., self-regulating tide gates or similar structures)
could be added to the culverts to maintain management options for South and Southeast Area B.
The gated culverts and the perimeter berms would allow for a full range of typical tides, but
would limit high water levels in South and Southeast Area B during storm events in Ballona
Creek. The managed wetlands would continue to be managed to enhance habitat conditions,
including Belding’s savannah sparrow habitat.

Revegetation of Graded and Disturbed Areas (Alternative 1, Phase 2)

Revegetation activities during Phase 2 restoration would be similar to Phase 1 (e.g., for marsh,
transition zone, upland, and dune habitats), but on a smaller scale. Revegetation would include
controlling invasive-nonnative plant species and the planting and seeding of native vegetation.
Invasive-nonnative plant species would be removed or treated per the Invasive Plant Material
Treatment described in Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process.
Revegetation of disturbed areas would occur as described therein.

Alternative 1 includes the option to plant California cordgrass in West Area B low marsh habitat
as part of Phase 2. The decision on whether cordgrass is seeded/planted would occur through the
adaptive management process.

2.2.2.2 Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management

Under Alternative 1, the flood risk management levees would be realigned along Fiji Way in
Area A and along Culver Boulevard in West Area B. The levees that would be constructed under
Alternative 1 would be engineered to meet or exceed current flood risk management standards.

The restoration would create a wider channel and floodplain system to convey creek flows and
tides, allowing waters to spread out over the restored wetland floodplain within the Project site
(Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats). Ballona Creek flows would enter the
restoration at the upstream (northeast) end of the Project site from the existing Ballona Creek
channel. The existing channel upstream of the restoration is approximately 250 feet wide (width
of the potential flow area between the levees). Within the restoration area, the restored channel
also would be approximately 250 feet wide and the combined channel and wetland floodplain
system would expand this width to approximately 2,500 feet (0.5 mile) wide between the new
levees to the north in Area A and the south in Area B. At the downstream (southwest) end of the
restoration, flows in the restored channel/wetland system (approximately 0.3 mile or 1,800 feet
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in width) would converge and re-enter the existing channel and armored levee system and flow
downstream to the ocean. During major creek flood events, flow would expand to fill the entire
width of the restoration (i.e., the width of the restored/widened channel/wetland cross-section).
Compared to storm flows in the existing channel, storm flow velocities in the restored channel
and wetland areas would generally be lower due to the presence of vegetation and the wider
cross-section; however, the wider restored channel/wetland cross-section is expected to maintain
similar flow conveyance and maximum water surface elevations compared to baseline conditions
(ESA PWA 2013a).

Alternative 1 also would include new water-control structures to maintain and enhance existing
managed wetland in South/Southeast Area B. The new culverts would include gates to limit high
water. Berms also would be constructed along the low spots in Culver Boulevard and along the
SoCalGas property boundaries within the Ballona Reserve (Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Proposed Habitats).

The developed commercial area adjacent to the southeast corner of West Area B is at a low
elevation and has experienced flooding historically. A new stormwater basin would be created
north of these businesses to hold and treat stormwater flows in this area (Figure 2-15,
Stormwater Basins and Emergency and Bus Access Routes).

Flood Risk Management Features

The restoration and grading descriptions in Section 2.2.1.1, Alternative 1: Ecosystem
Restoration, describe how levee grading and water-control structures would support restoration
functions. The sections below detail the flood risk and stormwater management functions of
levees, water-control structures, drainage, and erosion control features of Alternative 1.

Area A

In Area A, construction of a new perimeter levee would maintain or improve the level of flood
risk protection provided by the existing Ballona Creek channel levee. Constructing the new
perimeter flood risk management levee would involve regrading, compacting, and raising the
existing higher-elevation upland perimeter and/or using appropriate material excavated from
elsewhere in Area A to meet Corps flood risk management levee criteria. On the west side of
Area A, the new perimeter flood risk management levee would start downstream at the end of
the existing jetty between Ballona Creek and Marina del Rey Harbor. The section of the existing
levee immediately upstream of the jetty would be raised. The new levee would extend from the
existing levee around the perimeter of Area A between the restored wetlands and Fiji Way, with
an offset between the levee and Fiji Way of 30 feet or more, which would include a bioswale.
The levee offset would accommodate existing parking lots and planned parking improvements
along Fiji Way and would avoid an existing natural gas monitoring well, Del Rey 17. The levee
would continue along the south side of Fiji Ditch between the Ditch and the wetlands. The Fiji
Ditch in Area A, currently open to the tides from Marina del Rey Harbor through culverts under
Fiji Way, would be maintained as is. On the east side of Area A, the levee would extend along
and approximately 30 feet away from Lincoln Boulevard and the Culver Boulevard Bridge to
include a bioswale, and tie into the existing Ballona Creek channel levee.
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In Area A the new proposed flood risk management levee would generally be located 800 to
1,200 feet from the realigned Ballona Creek channel (Figure 2-2, Alternative 1: Phase 2:
Preliminary Grading Plan). The levee would have a 10:1 H:V slope from the levee crest down to
the upland habitat zone at elevation 11 feet NAVD 88. Below 11 feet NAVD 88, upland and
transition zone habitats would slope down to the Area A restored tidal wetlands around elevation
5 feet NAVD 88 with a gradually varying flat transitional slope from 40:1 H:V to 150:1 H:V.
This wide flat slope would support dense wetland and transitional vegetation (i.e., salt marsh
vegetation and low shrubs, and perennial grasses), which is intended to protect the perimeter
levee from higher velocity flows in the main Ballona Creek channel and to allow for
transgression of habitats in response to sea level rise.

Area A is comprised of 15 to 25 feet of loosely consolidated dredge material from the excavation
of Marina del Rey that was placed on top of the historic Ballona marsh soils. Given the
unconsolidated existing materials, subgrade preparation along the levee alignment would include
removal of existing vegetation and over-excavation to a depth of 4 to 6 feet below grade,
including a keyway for levee construction. As described in more detail in the Project Design
Report (PDR) in Appendix B1, the use of buried rock or soil cement armoring would be limited
to locations where it is needed for levee protection. In Area A, these locations are likely at the
upstream limit of the site, where storm flows would expand across the site, and at the
downstream limit of Area A, where flows would reenter the creek during large events (see the
description of Erosion Control Features at the end of this section; see also, Figure 2-16,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, and Figure 2-17, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan.

The Project itself would act as a stormwater management feature for the Ballona Watershed.
Although not a stated objective of the Project, the restored wetlands would provide a stormwater
cleansing function that would help remove constituents of concern through bio-uptake (usage by
plants) and the re-establishment of a viable, sustainable, and natural ecological system.
Additionally, bio-swales would be installed throughout Area A at the toe of all slopes steeper than
10 to 1, and along the non-creek side of the levees. Bio-swales allow the collection of runoff from
the adjacent contributing slopes, bio-uptake of constituents in the runoff, and infiltration into the
soil of the minor flows collected. The Stormwater Management Plan prepared for the Project by
PSOMAS (Appendix B2) provides the locations and sizing of the bio-swales in Area A.

Area B

In Area B, Alternative 1 includes a new levee along Culver Boulevard (the Culver Boulevard
levee) and the perimeter of West Area B (the West Area B levee) to replace the existing south
Ballona Creek channel levee. The new levee would tie into the existing Ballona Creek channel
levee upstream and downstream of the restoration. New water-control structures would be
installed in the levee to provide managed tidal flows and storm drainage for South Area B. North
of the businesses at the west end of Culver Boulevard, the new levee would be offset from the
Ballona Reserve property boundary to allow for a stormwater detention and treatment wetland to
improve stormwater drainage and reduce the existing localized flooding that occurs at the west
end of Culver Boulevard. New berms would be constructed around portions of the perimeters of
the South and Southeast Area B enhanced managed wetlands to maintain or improve the existing
level of flood risk protection in these areas. The new levees, new water-control structures, Culver
Boulevard stormwater management, and new berms are discussed further in the following pages.
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Levees

Culver Boulevard Levee

The new Culver Boulevard levee would extend from the south end of the Culver Boulevard
Bridge, where it would tie in to the existing Ballona Creek channel levee, along Culver
Boulevard to West Area B (Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan). The
Culver Boulevard levee would include two distinct design sections:

1. A wide plateau at the upstream limit between Culver Boulevard and the old railroad
alignment. This wide section is intended to vary the widening of the restored Ballona Creek
floodplain to help even out the hydraulic drop of flood levels as flood flows enter the
Ballona Reserve.

2. A 20-foot top-width section along Culver Boulevard to the intersection with Jefferson
Boulevard. The continuation of this levee along Culver Boulevard and around the
perimeter of West Area B is referred to as the West Area B levee described below.

The levee core would be located adjacent to Culver Boulevard, and the wider sections would
support vegetated habitat closer to Ballona Creek (i.e., salt marsh vegetation, low shrubs, and
perennial grasses. Beyond the levee top, each section would incorporate an average slope of 5:1
H:V down to 15 feet NAVD 88 and 10:1 H:V down to 10 feet NAVD 88, with a flatter 20:1 H:V
transitional slope to the adjacent restored tidal wetlands.

In Area B, the subgrade generally is composed of historic marsh soils, which are relatively close
to groundwater. Levee subgrade preparation likely would include removal of existing vegetation
and over-excavation to a depth of 2 feet below grade. Along the levee core, over-excavation may
be extended down to 4 feet below grade to provide a keyway for levee construction.

Armoring, including either buried rock or soil cement as described under Erosion Control
Features below and in the PDR (Appendix B1), or possibly including reuse of the current
channel levee materials, would be utilized along sections of the levee where the levee would be
closer to the Ballona Creek channel and the potential risk of higher flow velocities and scour
potential are greater, while levee sections that are farther from the Ballona Creek channel may
not be armored. The intent is to bury armoring with soil and planted native vegetation (e.g.,
grasses, shrubs, and scrub) to provide habitat without affecting the integrity of the levee or
armoring (see the description of Erosion Control Features at the end of this section). Figures 2-7
and 2-14 show the proposed armoring in cross-section.

West Area B Levee

The continuation of the new Culver Boulevard levee around the perimeter of West Area B,
referred to as the West Area B levee, would run along the south and west side of West Area B
and tie in to the existing downstream segment of the south Ballona Creek levee. On the west side
of West Area B, the West Area B levee would be constructed through the existing wetlands,
avoiding the existing dune habitat.

The West Area B levee would have an average slope of 3:1 H:V along the existing dunes to the
west and a 5:1 H:V slope down to 15 feet NAVD 88, a 10:1 H:V slope down to 10 feet
NAVD 88, and a 20:1 H:V slope down to the existing wetlands to the east. Along the existing
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dunes, Alternative 1 would create additional dune habitat along the levee shoulder. Along the
wetland side of the levee, the transitional slope would vary to create a natural undulating
shoreline. A design section showing the topographic variation is presented in Figure 2-12,
Artistic Rendering of West Area B Levee.

Similar to the Culver Boulevard levee, the West Area B levee would be constructed on marsh
soils with high groundwater. In addition, the West Area B levee would cross existing channels in
several locations. Subgrade preparation would likely include removal of existing vegetation and
over-excavation to a depth of 2 feet below grade. Along the levee core, over-excavation may be
extended down to 2 to 4 feet below grade to provide a keyway for levee construction. New
water-control structures would be installed to maintain channel connections as described below.
Loose, unsuitable material would be over excavated and the area would be filled with compacted
fill.

West Area B would be primarily a backwater area during flood events, and erosion potential is
expected to be limited along most of the levee reach. Therefore, armoring may be limited to the
downstream levee segment (see Figure 2-16, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levee Armoring
Plan, Figure 2-17, Alternative 2: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, the “Erosion Control
Features” description at the end of this section, and the PDR in Appendix B1). The levee may
incorporate rock facing at the tie-in to the existing southern Ballona Creek channel levee,
transitioning to buried soil cement or rock protection of the levee core along the downstream end
of the levee reach.

Area B Interim Levee

As described in Section 2.2.1.1, Alternative 1: Ecosystem Restoration, Alternative 1 would be
phased with full tidal restoration of West Area B occurring in the final Phase 2 restoration.
During the interim Phase 1 restoration, an interim levee would connect the Culver Boulevard
levee to the existing southern Ballona Creek channel levee just north of the existing natural gas
monitoring well cluster in West Area B (Figure 2-5, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading
Plan). The interim levee would be constructed with steeper 5:1 H:V side slopes on the Ballona
Creek side. Subgrade preparation would be similar to the Culver Boulevard and West Area B
levees discussed above. The interim levee would incorporate buried rock or soil cement armoring
along much of its length (see Figure 2-16, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levee Armoring
Plan, and Figure 2-17, Alternative 2: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan). Rock facing may be used
at the tie-in with the southern Ballona Creek channel levee. Buried armor installed in Phase 1 on
the outboard side of the interim levee would be retained after the levee is lowered and
reconfigured into the salt pan berm and upland peninsula (in Phase 2) to protect the berm and
peninsula from erosion where Ballona Creek flows would converge back into the existing
channel alignment downstream.

Water-Control Structures

For the South and Southeast Area B managed wetland areas, new water-control structures would
be installed to allow for managed tidal flows and water levels, but would close during certain
storm events in Ballona Creek to limit high water levels in South and Southeast Area B. The
water-control structures would be designed to allow for a full range of tides (up to an elevation
acceptable for flood risk management and storm drainage); however, the structures would be

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2.84 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR 2. Description of Alternatives
September 2017

operated to passively manage tide levels to achieve habitat objectives (e.g., lower managed tide
levels for nesting habitat).

Culver Boulevard/West Area B Levee Water-Control Structures

Three new water-control structures would be installed in the new Culver Boulevard and West
Area B levees and across Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard:

1.  Southeast Area B water control structure: For the Southeast Area B managed wetland
restoration (Phase 1 restoration), a bank of culverts (e.g., four 5-foot diameter pipes) with
gates would be installed in the new Culver Boulevard levee and under the intersection of
Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard to create a new tidal connection between
Southeast Area B and North Area B (Culvert #3 in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1:
Proposed Habitats).

2. South Area B water control structure: Once West Area B is restored (Phase 2 restoration), a
bank of culverts (e.g., four 5-foot diameter pipes) with gates would be installed in the new
West Area B levee and under Culver Boulevard between South and West Area B to
maintain this connection. This structure is shown in the location of an existing channel
between West and South Area B (Culvert #2 in Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Proposed Habitats).

3. West Area B water control structure: For the West Area B restoration (Phase 2 restoration),
a culvert (e.g., one or more 5-foot diameter pipe) with gates would be installed in the West
Area B levee to connect the existing wetland behind the levee (adjacent to the dunes) with
the restored West Area B full tidal wetlands. This culvert is shown in the location of the
existing channel crossed by the levee (Culvert #1 in Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Proposed Habitats).

The South and Southeast Area B culverts would be sized to provide local storm drainage from
South/Southeast Area B to Ballona Creek and to provide tidal flows. The structures would likely
be box culverts within the roadways as there are utilities that must be crossed that would be
difficult to relocate (e.g., a City of Los Angeles 230 kV electrical line). Before and after the
roadway, the conduits would be transitioned to a series of pipes to allow installation of
traditional flap gates for protection against Ballona Creek flows, and to allow managed tidal
circulation.

Each of the two banks of culverts in the Culver Boulevard/West Area B levee would consist of
multiple culverts and gates (e.g., six 5-feet diameter culverts with gates). The gates would be
designed to close or limit inflow during certain storm events in Ballona Creek to limit high water
levels in South and Southeast Area B (e.g., self-regulating tide gates or gated culverts that
provide only limited inflow and the required outflow capacity).

In Phase 1, the existing drainage culverts under the Gas Company Road between South and
Southeast Area B (Culvert #4 in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats) would
be modified by expanding the culverts. Weirs would be added to the existing culverts under
Culver Boulevard in South Area B to allow higher tides in South and Southeast Area B without
increasing water levels in West Area B before Phase 2. The modified culverts would be used to
manage the connection between West, South, and Southeast Area B for wetland habitat
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management, stormwater management, and to maintain circulation while maintenance is
conducted on other water-control structures.

In Phase 2, the existing drainage culverts under Culver Boulevard between West and South

Area B (Culvert #2 in Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats) would be modified
by expanding the culverts. The weir from Phase 1 would be removed to allow more tidal flow
into South Area B. Gates could be added to allow management of water levels in South and
Southeast Area B.

Freshwater Marsh Water-Control Structures

The existing Freshwater Marsh is situated at the easterly edge of Area B, south of Jefferson
Boulevard. The Freshwater Marsh serves multiple functions including acting as the downstream
end of a stormwater conveyance system, providing attenuation of upstream storm flow volume
and flow rate, providing water quality treatment of urban inflow, and providing Freshwater
Marsh habitat.

Storm drainage from the Playa Vista area currently flows into the Freshwater Marsh and out to
Ballona Creek through a culvert with a drainage flap gate (Culvert #5 in Figure 2-4,

Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats). During periods of high flow in Ballona Creek, the
flap gate closes and stormwater drainage collects in the Freshwater Marsh. Currently, storm
flows greater than the 1-year storm event overflow from the Freshwater Marsh over the overflow
weir into Southeast Area B. This overflow was designed to prevent storm drainage from

(1) backing up into the Playa Vista riparian corridor and other inflow pipes to the Freshwater
Marsh and (2) flooding upstream areas that drain to the Freshwater Marsh.

The existing freshwater marsh function, habitat, and perimeter berm/levee between the
Freshwater Marsh and Southeast Area B would be maintained. The water-control structures
would be adjusted and/or modified to convey a greater portion of the Freshwater Marsh outflow
to the Southeast Area B managed marsh to support brackish marsh habitat, while continuing to
maintain the freshwater marsh functions. The water control structure adjustments/modifications
include:

1. The location of the existing overflow weir into the Brackish Marsh area would be
maintained (Culvert #6 in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats). A design
feature of the overflow weir is the ability to adjust the overflow elevation for adaptive
management in the long term. The overflow weir would be modified to raise the
overtopping elevation to provide appropriate flood risk management with sea level rise, and
to provide necessary storage volume for the overflows.

2. The existing outflow pipe to the Ballona channel would be maintained to allow for outflow
from the FWM (Culvert #5 in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats).
When the existing levee is removed and the new Culver levee is constructed (Phase 1), the
outlet of the Ballona Creek outflow pipe would be maintained as is and drain into a new
tidal channel in North Area B as shown in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed
Habitats, or would be moved back to the Culver levee or out to the realigned Ballona Creek
channel. The Ballona Creek outflow structure would be adjusted to reduce the amount of
outflow to Ballona Creek (i.e., by raising the elevation of the weir that controls discharge
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from the Freshwater Marsh to Ballona Creek), thereby allowing for a greater portion of the
Freshwater Marsh outflow to be conveyed to the Southeast Area B marsh.

3. There is also a small existing overflow pipe at the south end of the Freshwater Marsh that
has a valve structure currently closed (Culvert #8 in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1:
Proposed Habitats). These outflows would be maintained for minor non-storm flows, to
maintain circulation. This structure would be modified to facilitate outflow from the
Freshwater Marsh to the Southeast Area B marsh (e.g., by installing a weir).

In addition, a new water control structure would be installed in the existing Freshwater Marsh
berm to provide supplemental outflow from the Freshwater Marsh to the Southeast Area B marsh
(Culvert #7 in Figure 2-4, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Proposed Habitats).

Stormwater Management

With the construction of the proposed levees, tidal influence at the west end of Culver Boulevard
behind the levee would be eliminated (Figure 2-1, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Proposed Habitats)
and storage volume for the excess overflow drainage would be eliminated. Replacement
stormwater storage volume would be provided by creating a low area (retention basin) down to
approximately 4 feet NAVD 88 between the commercial properties and the proposed levee. This
storage basin would be sized to accommodate the overflow volume as well as the local area
drainage (Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes). This basin
would also function as a water quality treatment measure for a portion of the runoff from the
existing paved area of Culver Boulevard. Additionally, a pre-treatment basin would be
constructed to address the minor increase in pollutant load from the proposed paved emergency
and bus access road to be constructed in the Ballona Reserve immediately behind the commercial
properties, as shown in Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes.
Other areas of Culver Boulevard further east would drain to bio-swales between the road and
new levee to keep stormwater runoff away from the paved area, as well as to provide an
infiltration and treatment function for the roadway. There also would be drainage swales between
the roads and berms in South and Southeast Area B (described below) and pre-treatment basins
along the slope of the bluffs. Appendix B2 provides sizing and location of the bio-swales and
pre-treatment basins.

Berms

Berms would be constructed along lower perimeter elevations of South and Southeast Area B
and tied into areas of high ground to maintain the existing level of flood risk protection (e.g.,
around the SoCalGas facility and along Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard) (Figure 2-2,
Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan).

Area C

Fill material would be placed in North and South Area C and the site would be restored to upland
habitat. The existing Fiji Ditch in North Area C drains to the Lincoln Boulevard storm drain

system via an overflow culvert under Lincoln Boulevard to the Fiji Ditch in Area A. The existing
Fiji Ditch would be realigned and incorporated into a restored riparian corridor. The restored Fiji
Ditch would convey local drainage, support riparian habitat, and continue to drain to the Lincoln
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Boulevard storm drain system and the tidally influenced Fiji Ditch in Area A. Drainage from the
restored upland habitat plateaus would support seasonal wetlands within the restored Fiji Ditch.

Drainage for South Area C would be collected on site through a network of graded surface bio-
swales and channels and underground drainage conduits, and discharged into existing drainage
facilities in Culver Boulevard and at the Culver Boulevard/Lincoln Boulevard intersection. In
addition, some stormwater runoff from the eastern portion of South Area C would be directed to
the existing seasonal wetlands adjacent to the Marina Freeway (SR-90) on-ramp, enhancing the
native vegetation cover and biological function. In the northwest corner of North Area C, a
settling basin would be constructed within Fiji Ditch just before the culvert under Lincoln
Boulevard to remove sediment and contaminants from stormwater. Appendix B2, Stormwater
Management Plan, provides the sizing and location of the bio-swales and settling basin.

Erosion Control Features

Alternative 1 provides enhanced erosion protection by realigning the flood risk management
levees to the perimeter of Area A around the restored wetlands and restoring a wide vegetated
floodplain that gradually slopes from wetland to upland habitats along the new perimeter levees.
These broad slopes are expected to reduce storm flow depths and velocities near the new levees,
thereby reducing the potential for levee erosion. Flow in the restored Ballona Creek channel
would be guided by the sloping floodplain and upland peninsulas. Some gradual channel
migration and periodic localized bank erosion and sedimentation would be expected to occur as
is typical for natural river and estuary systems. The restoration would be designed so that (1) this
level of change would be acceptable for the habitat restoration and flood risk management and
(2) the channel would not require regular maintenance.

Portions of the side slopes of the realigned Ballona Creek consist of two types of armoring,
concrete and rock. The new flood risk management levees would be set back away from the
Ballona Creek channel. The additional space for flow provided by these setback levees and the
resulting reduction in flow velocities and shear stresses would provide opportunities to utilize
alternative measures for flood risk management, including those that would require less sidewall
hardening, such as buried rock armoring or heavy vegetation.

Consistent with the primary purpose of the Proposed Action to create and restore native habitats,
the Proposed Action design would limit the use of traditional armor (especially concrete) to a
minimum as described further in the PDR (Appendix B1). Where flow velocities and scour
potential are low, Alternative 1 would use vegetation to protect the levee slopes. Where the
potential risk of higher flow velocities and scour potential are greater, the levee core (consisting
of compacted and stabilized soil) would be protected with a protective cladding of either rock or
soil cement2> and covered by less compacted soils that allow planting and habitat establishment.
The typical levee cross-sections for Area B presented in Figure 2-7, Alternative 1, Phase 1:
Levee Sections, and Figure 2-14, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Levee Sections, illustrate this approach.
Along Area A, where the perimeter levee is set back from Ballona Creek by 800 to 1,200 feet,
the preferred armoring method would be to rely upon vegetation established on the flat,
vegetated transitional slopes (100:1 H:V sloping up to 40:1 H:V and 10:1 H:V).

25 Soil cement is a construction material, consisting of a mix of pulverized natural soil with a small amount of
portland cement and water and compacted to high density.
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Where higher flows do occur and scour potential is increased, levees would be protected by rock
armoring as described further in the PDR (Appendix B1). This armoring would be designed to
allow limited vegetation intrusion, similar to the rock facing currently in the channel. At existing
and proposed bridge locations, the levees would be protected by soil cement where applicable
and concrete surfacing where required.

Figure 2-16, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, and Figure 2-17,
Alternative 1, Phase 2: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, show levels of erosion protection based
on modeled velocities during extreme storm events and the relative risk of erosion. The four
levels of protection are:

1.  Level 1 - Buried and/or surface armoring is proposed for areas with the highest level of
erosion risk. These areas would be armored and are the most likely to include surface rock
revetment or possibly concrete channel lining. The armoring may be buried and
revegetated, but could be exposed during extreme storm events. If exposed, armored areas
would be allowed to revegetate through natural recruitment (i.e., reestablishment of
vegetation through natural processes rather than planting).

2. Level 2 - Buried armoring is proposed for areas that have reduced erosion likelihood due
to lower predicted velocities. However, the velocities are high enough to pose some erosion
risk and the consequences of erosion are relatively high. For example, the levee along
Culver Boulevard is included primarily because erosion impacting levee integrity may
affect the roadway. Soil cement or rock revetment armoring in these areas would be buried
and revegetated as it would be unlikely to be exposed during storm events.

3. Level 3— Unarmored vegetated channel banks are proposed for areas that have the
potential to erode but the consequences of erosion are considered low. For example,
erosion of the north bank of the new Ballona channel during a high flow event would be a
manifestation of natural processes in the restoration area, and could provide ecological
benefit with no damage to infrastructure.

4.  Level 4 — Earth levees with vegetation are proposed in areas that have low erosion
potential and low risk of damage to the Proposed Action. In the low risk areas within the
Ballona Reserve, vegetation and possibly turf reinforcement (where needed) would be used
for protection, as described further in the PDR (Appendix B1).

Buried or surface rock protection would be included in the locations shown in Figure 2-16,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, and Figure 2-17, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan, to protect against erosion. There would be approximately 4,200
ft of Level 1 armoring on each bank, which is a reduction of approximately 2,800 ft per bank for
existing conditions. These areas are described further in the PDR (Appendix B1) and include:

1.  Portions of the levees and channel banks downstream of the Lincoln and Culver Boulevard
Bridges where upstream flows enter the restored wetland area;

2. Portions of the levees, upland areas, and channel banks where flows from the realigned
Ballona Creek channel and the restored Area A and North Area B wetlands converge back
into the existing channel alignment downstream; and
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3. The downstream end of the West Area B levee where flows from the channel and West
Area B converge back into the existing channel alignment downstream of the restoration.

These erosion protection features are intended to guide Ballona Creek flows back into the
existing channel and reduce the potential for the realigned channel to meander too far north or
south.

In addition, as described in detail in the PDR (Appendix B1), an armored sill (570 feet down the
channel by 190 feet across the channel) would be constructed across the channel at the upstream
end of the restoration from the Culver Boulevard Bridge to the Lincoln Boulevard Bridge
(Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan). This sill would be located where
flows diverge from the existing confined channel upstream into the restored wetlands.

2.2.2.3 Alternative 1: Public Access and Visitor Facilities

The Project would develop and improve public access, recreation, and interpretative
opportunities within the Project site under Phase 1, as shown in Figure 2-18, Alternative 1,
Phase 1: Public Access Plan, and under Phase 2, as shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Public Access Plan. Alternative 1 includes construction of three monument signs into the
Ballona Reserve with iconic entry monuments and associated landscaping.

Public access to the Ballona Reserve would be organized into three Primary Entrances and a
series of smaller Secondary Entrances leading to the walking and biking trail (on levees) network
around and within the site. Public access would be designed to encourage people to enter and
experience the site. Kiosks will be used to provide necessary and interpretive information. The
entrance sequence for visitors arriving by vehicle at one of the three proposed parking areas
would follow an organized sequence. People would walk through a Primary or Secondary
Entrance gate into a receiving plaza (approximate size ranges from 600 square feet to

1,000 square feet) with interpretive and directional signage. From there they could travel along
any of the pedestrian trails, elevated boardwalks, and pedestrian/bicycle paths, stopping and
sitting at the overlooks and at any or all of five “Main Informational Sites” where they could
learn more about the wetlands habitats, animals, and the larger watershed system. At these areas
visitors also could interact with educational public art pieces. Each of five Main Informational
Sites would teach visitors about wetland and watershed structures and function, including but not
limited to: a migratory stop; nursery grounds; wildlife habitat; water filter; and flood buffer).

Visitors arriving on foot or bicycle would enter the site at one of 16 potential Secondary
Entrances, which would function more like trailheads and would be smaller in scale, compared to
the Primary Entrances. The final location and quantity of entrances are to be determined by
CDFW. Visitors arriving by bike may enter at the Primary or Secondary Entrances, or from the
Marvin Braude Bike Trail or Ballona Creek Bike Path.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2.90 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Primary and Secondary Entrances

Under Alternative 1, Primary Entrances would be constructed to open the site to the public and
provide access to pedestrian and bicycle trails. An entrance in Area A would be provided across
from Fisherman’s Village along Fiji Way. A second entrance would be in the southeast corner of
Area A where Culver Boulevard intersects the existing Ballona Creek Bike Trail on the north
side of the Ballona Creek channel. The final entrance would be at the West Culver Parking Lot in
the southwest corner of West Area B in Playa del Rey. The entrance across from Fisherman’s
Village along Fiji Way and the entrance at the West Culver Parking Lot would both have new or
improved parking, would provide access to the bicycle trails, and would provide seating and
bicycle parking. The entrance at the southeast corner of Area A would not have parking, but
would provide access to the bicycle trails and would provide seating and/or bicycle parking.

Each entrance would include a gate and plaza (approximate size ranges from 600 square feet to
1,000 square feet) for small group gathering, with a canopy or similar shade element. Directional
and interpretive signage at each entrance would help visitors position themselves within the
Ballona Reserve and learn about the habitats. All three of the Primary Entrances would comply
with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act, as amended (ADA) Standards for
Accessible Design relating to path of travel (Department of Justice 2010). A typical entrance is
shown in Figure 2-19, Typical Primary Entrance Visualization.

Sixteen Secondary Entrances also would be created to allow pedestrians and cyclists to access
trails in the Ballona Reserve from adjacent neighborhoods (Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2:
Public Access Plan). Secondary Entrances would consist of a small gate (securable and lockable
during Ballona Reserve closure) with informational and directional signage to help visitors
position themselves on the site. Some, but not all of these entrances are ADA accessible. The
entrances would only be closed to the public during flood or other events that could affect public
safety, during nighttime hours, or at the discretion of the Department.

Entrances to the Ballona Reserve would be open to the public from approximately sunrise to
sunset.

Parking

Area A

A new three-level parking structure would be built on the site of the existing LACDBH-operated
parking lot to consolidate parking at this location into a smaller footprint. Conceptual plans for
this parking structure are provided in Figure 2-20, New Beaches and Harbor’s Parking
Structure, and Figure 2-21, Habitat Restoration in Beaches and Harbor’s Parking Lot. Building
a structure to replace the existing parking lot would reduce the footprint of the original parking
area and increase the area available for reclamation as upland habitat in the Ballona Reserve by
up to approximately 0.8 acre. The structure would be accessed from a driveway off Fiji Way
with right-turn in, right-turn out access only.
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A total of 302 parking spaces would be included on the three floors of the parking structure,
including standard, compact, and ADA-accessible spaces, along with an area for motorcycle
parking. This is an increase of 39 parking spaces from the existing parking lot. A total of

20 spaces would be dedicated to LACDBH vehicles. An additional seven to nine spaces would
be provided for CDFW staff. Remaining spaces would be publically available paid parking
spaces using pay stations. The top deck of the structure would include parking and an
observation deck with signage, maps, and telescopes allowing views of the reconstructed
wetlands in Area A and beyond. Hours of operation for public use of the parking structure
would be from sunrise to sunset and would be limited in duration. Parking would be locked after
hours. Interior parking lot lighting would be installed to provide security and safety for
individuals using the parking facility. The design of the parking structure would minimize
ambient light spillover from the interior onto the constructed wetlands in Area A. Similarly,
exterior lighting would be directed away from adjacent, sensitive habitats. Focused exterior
lighting would be directed downward to encourage way-finding, and exterior ambient lighting
would be installed to provide security and safety for individuals walking to and from the parking
structure.

A CDFW office trailer, additional parking, and equipment storage would be located next to the
proposed parking structure, similar to existing conditions. The Project would not affect the
footprint or configuration of the sheriff-leased parking lot along Fiji Way (62 spaces).

Area B

The West Culver Parking Lot, currently a poorly-draining gravel lot that can accommodate
approximately 50 cars, would be paved and striped, the drainage would be improved, and
sidewalks would be installed. Approximately 43 parking places would be provided for daytime
use of the Reserve (Figure 2-22, New West Area B Parking Lot). Of these, two would be
dedicated to CDFW staff use. A separate school bus and emergency vehicle access would be
provided on Culver Boulevard just east of the intersection with Nicholson Street, as shown in
Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes, and there would be a
dedicated drop-off/pickup area for buses. This entrance to the Ballona Reserve would include
interpretive signs, shade structures, and seating. The West Culver Parking Lot also would be
graded to divert stormwater runoff to planted bio-swales before it enters the Ballona Reserve,
reducing associated vehicular pollutants from entering the Reserve.

New gates and fences would be installed on the perimeter of the West Culver Parking Lot, and
public parking would be available from dawn to dusk and would be limited in duration. Parking
would be gated and locked after hours. Exterior lighting would provide only enough illumination
for security purposes and would be focused away from adjacent, sensitive habitats and
residences?.
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Trails and Bridges

As shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan, approximately 19,000 linear
feet (approximately 3.6 miles) of combined pedestrian and Class I bicycle paths26 would be built
on the Ballona Reserve under Alternative 1. In Area A, a new combined pedestrian and bicycle
path would be constructed on the new perimeter levee, and approximately 0.75 mile of the
existing Ballona Creek Bike Path would be eliminated from its existing location along the
northern Ballona Creek channel. The new bike path would connect to and parallel the existing
Marvin Braude Bike Trail that currently follows Fiji Way, continues north along Admiralty Way,
and parallels Lincoln Boulevard to where it reconnects with the existing Ballona Creek Bike Path
at the Culver Boulevard Bridge. Access to North Area C would be provided by the newly
constructed bike and pedestrian bridge over Lincoln Boulevard and parallel to Culver Boulevard.
Access to South Area C would be provided via the existing Ballona Creek Bike Path, which will
be improved as a part of the Project up to the northern border of South Area C.

The new bike path would then cross Ballona Creek across the newly constructed bike and
pedestrian bridge that parallels Culver Boulevard as it crosses the channel. Once the new bike
path enters Area B, it splits into two newly constructed paths. One path would be constructed
upon the existing south Ballona Creek channel levee between Culver Boulevard and Lincoln
Boulevard and would provide a connection under the Lincoln Boulevard Bridge to an existing
bike path in Playa Vista. The second path would travel southwest along the newly constructed
Culver Boulevard levee and reconnect with the south Ballona Creek channel levee in West
Area B.

The bike path component of proposed new trails would be a Class I bicycle path, marked for
two-way traffic, at least 12 feet wide, and paved with a drivable surface. The bike path also
would serve to provide Ballona Reserve management, maintenance, and emergency access when
needed. The adjacent pedestrian path component would be 6 feet wide, constructed of stabilized
decomposed granite, and compliant with the requirements of the 2010 ADA Standards for
Accessible Design relating to path of travel (Department of Justice 2010). A planted buffer
approximately 2 feet wide would separate the bicycle and pedestrian traffic and be compatible or
removable for flood fighting (EM 1110-2-583). The combined pedestrian and bicycle paths
would be located on top of the new levees, providing views of the entire Ballona Reserve except
as shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan. Figure 2-23, Alternative 1:
Public Access Plan Detail; Figure 2-24, Typical Observation Deck; Figure 2-25, Typical
Elevated Pedestrian Boardwalk; Figure 2-26, Typical Trail at Levees’ Edge; and Figure 2-27,
Typical Pedestrian & Bike Trail, show typical trail sections.

26 Class | bicycle paths, also known as shared-use or multi-use paths, are paved paths used by cyclists, pedestrians,
and other non-motorized modes of travel. They are physically separated from vehicular traffic and can be
constructed in the roadway right-of-way or exclusive right-of-way. County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County
Bicycle Master Plan, October 2011.
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Pedestrian Trails and Elevated Boardwalks

Approximately 29,000 additional linear feet of pedestrian-only trails would be provided under
Alternative 1 (Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan). In addition, Alternative 1
would include construction of approximately 2,000 linear feet of elevated boardwalks to allow
visitors to walk adjacent to the wetlands and obtain closer habitat views. In general, pedestrian
trails would be 6 feet wide and constructed of stabilized decomposed granite, with native
planting on either side where planting is possible. Signage and resting points with seating would
be included along the trails. The boardwalks, which would be ADA compliant, would be 10 feet
wide and be constructed of wood floor surface, with guardrails on either side. Figure 2-24,
Typical Observation Deck; Figure 2-25, Typical Elevated Pedestrian Boardwalk; Figure 2-26,
Typical Trail at Levees’ Edge; and Figure 2-27, Typical Pedestrian & Bike Trail, show typical
trail and boardwalk sections.

Area A

As shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan, the pedestrian trails in

Area A generally would follow the perimeter levee but would be set off the levee tops toward the
wetland landscape, affording closer views of the habitat areas. In Phase 1, an additional
pedestrian trail loop would be built in Area A along the berms of the existing SoCalGas wells, as
shown in Figure 2-18, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Public Access Plan. Because this area would be
above the wetland grade, this trail would allow viewing vistas across the site. In addition,
approximately 2,000 linear feet of elevated boardwalks would be constructed in Area A to allow
visitors to walk adjacent to the wetlands to allow even closer views of Ballona Reserve habitats.
The boardwalk would cross Area A in an approximately east/west direction over the newly
restored marsh. By building an elevated boardwalk, visitors would be able to walk adjacent to
the wetlands and view wildlife without impacting habitats. Finally, a new pedestrian trail would
connect Area A to Area C via a new bridge over Lincoln Boulevard, as described below. In
addition, another pedestrian/bike bridge connecting Area A to East Area B would be constructed
over Ballona Creek.

Area B
The existing pedestrian trails in West Area B along the dunes would not be changed by the Project.

In Phase 1, a new bicycle and pedestrian trail would be built along the new Culver and interim
levees and the existing south Ballona Creek levee along West Area B, connecting to the existing
trails at the Pacific Avenue Bridge, as shown in Figure 2-18, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Public
Access Plan. This Area B trail would connect to Area A via a new bridge across Ballona Creek
near the Culver Boulevard Bridge.

In Phase 2, a new bicycle and pedestrian trail would be built along the new West Area B levee as
shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan, which would replace the

Phase 1 trail along the interim and existing south Ballona Creek levees. A pedestrian trail would
be set off of the levee tops toward the restored wetlands and would follow the wetland perimeter,
moving away from the levee road in some locations to provide better views of the wetland
landscape. The trail also would connect to the Area B upland peninsula allowing visitors further
access into the restored wetlands for wildlife viewing.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-106 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Area C

North Area C

As shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan, an approximately 3,800-
linear-foot pedestrian loop trail system would be incorporated into North Area C following
material placement and grading, with an approximately 1,400-linear-foot loop trail on the west
side of the improved Fiji Ditch riparian corridor and another 2,400-linear-foot loop trail on the
east side of the riparian corridor. Secondary entrances to the trails would be provided from
Culver Boulevard, Lincoln Boulevard, and the housing complex located immediately north of the
site. Trail placement would be designed to facilitate better views of the Ballona Reserve,
landscape and management, maintenance, and emergency access. The pedestrian trail in Area C
would connect to Area A via a new bridge across Lincoln Boulevard near the intersection with
Culver Boulevard.

South Area C

A pedestrian loop trail system would be incorporated into South Area C following material
placement and grading, as shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan.
Secondary entrances to the trail would be provided from the bike path along the Ballona Creek
levee and from Culver Boulevard near the baseball fields.

Bridges

A new bicycle and pedestrian bridge over Ballona Creek would be constructed adjacent to the
Culver Boulevard vehicular bridge between Area A and North Area B. This Culver Boulevard
Bridge would be 25 feet wide (including an 11 foot wide pedestrian path, 10 foot wide bicycle
path, and 2 foot wide shoulders) and approximately 400 feet long. The bridge would connect the
existing Ballona Creek Bike Path to the proposed Ballona Reserve pedestrian and bicycle path
system. An overlook would be provided, with information provided about the rerouting of
Ballona Creek. A new pedestrian bridge also would be provided over Lincoln Boulevard
connecting Area A with North Area C. This Lincoln Bridge would be 25 feet wide and
approximately 200 feet long. The bridges would serve two purposes: During restoration, the
bridges would allow movement of soil among Areas A, B, and C, reducing the need to use
surface streets such as Culver Boulevard and Lincoln Boulevard. After restoration is completed,
the bridges would allow visitors to cross Ballona Creek and Lincoln Boulevard using paths and
trails within Ballona Reserve.

Maintenance Roads and Fire Access

Maintenance routes would provide access to the Ballona Reserve for maintenance and emergency
vehicles and to access SoCalGas facilities within the Ballona Reserve, primarily using the levee-
top bicycle paths. Controlled access points to the levee-top paths would be provided for use by
Ballona Reserve management, maintenance, SoCalGas, and emergency vehicles only.

Improved access also would be constructed in West Area B behind the commercial businesses
along Culver Boulevard (Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes)
for emergency vehicles and bus access to the West Culver Parking Lot, as well as for public
access within designated daylight hours.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2.107 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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Interpretive Features and Sighage

Overlooks

Overlooks would be positioned along paths and trails to provide views and information about the
Ballona Reserve (see Figure 2-24, Typical Observation Deck). Overlooks would include
informational signage and, in some locations, directional signs. Benches to accommodate small
groups also would be included in some locations.

Gateways

Under Alternative 1, three monument signs would be constructed at critical street intersections to
identify the Ballona Reserve to passing vehicles, cyclists, or by pedestrians, through text, icon, or
a combination of both as shown in Figure 2-3, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Public Access Plan. The
monument signs would be approximately 12 feet in height or less, would be constructed of
natural materials, and surrounded by native landscaping. The first sign would be situated on the
southwest corner of the intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Fiji Way. The second sign would
be situated on the northwest corner of Culver Boulevard and SR-90 off ramp. The final sign
would be located on Culver Boulevard, north of Nicholson Street, within West Area B.

Educational Signage

Five (5) areas would be designated in Area A, West and North Area B, and South Area C to
provide visitors with opportunities to learn more about wetlands habitat, animals, and the larger
watershed system (Figure 2-29, Typical Key Moment Visualization). Educational art pieces may be
included.

2.2.2.4 Alternative 1: Infrastructure and Utility Modification

Modification of some existing infrastructure and utilities (including gas wells, sewer
infrastructure, and storm drainage within the Ballona Reserve) would be required for the Project.
Connections to exiting off-site water sources are discussed under Water Sources for Restoration
and Irrigation in Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process.
Alternative 1 would not modify existing public roads or power utilities.

Gas Well Decommissioning

Alternative 1 would decommission existing gas wells within the Ballona Reserve and abandon
or modify gas pipelines to accommodate the restoration. SoCalGas would implement well
abandonments and relocations. SoCalGas would replace certain monitoring wells before
abandoning them by drilling replacement wells within SoCalGas Property along the southern
bluff. SoCalGas would employ noise dampening controls during replacement well withdrawal
and workover activities including, for example, the use of sound blankets, acoustic wraps,
portable acoustic panels, and/or noise barriers. Other wells could be abandoned without
replacement. Phase 1, Alternative 1 would decommission only the gas wells that are required for
the Phase 1 restoration. All other wells, including the Area A wells and wells within the West
Area B salt pan, would be maintained until they are decommissioned in Phase 2. Once the

Area A wells are abandoned, this portion of Area A would be graded and restored. In addition, as
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2. Description of Alternatives

described above under Pedestrian Trails and Elevated Boardwalks, a pedestrian trail loop would
be built in Area A along the berms of the existing SoCalGas wells, as shown in Figure 2-18,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Public Access Plan.

Table 2-5, Prioritized Plan for Gas Well Decommissioning, summarizes gas well decommissioning
and pipeline modification activities by phase.

TABLE 2-5
PRIORITIZED PLAN FOR GAS WELL DECOMMISSIONING
Alt 1 Area A Area B
Modify pipeline serving Area A from proposed Culver
Boulevard levee to existing Creek crossing (e.g., replace
section of pipe at lower elevation to accommodate levee
construction and wetland restoration).
— Drill replacement well from main plant area to replace
@ Abandon inactive Area A pipeline. Del Rey 12 and plug and abandon Del Rey 12 to allow
£ for channel excavation.
[a
Modify the abandoned Del Rey 16 well as needed to
accommodate restorqtlon gr?dlng (e.g., re-abandon Relocate Line 1167 Pipeline In Southeast B Into The
or over-excavate). This well is assumed to be 5 feet Gas Companv Road
below grade and would require a pothole to locate pany ’
the well.
Drill replacement wells from main plant area to Drill replacement well from main plant area to replace
replace Del Rey 17, 18, and 19. Note that Del Rey Del Rev 9 and Vidor 18
~ | 18 is located off site at the end of Fiji Way. Y '
§ Plug and abandon Del Rey 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, and Plug and abandon Del Rey 4, 5, 9, 11 and Vidor 1, 2, 3,
T 19. 5,14, and 18.
Abandon active pipeline serving Del Rey 18 (from
Del Rey 18 to the Gas Company facility).

During construction, full-time all-weather access for heavy equipment (i.e., existing raised
unpaved access) would be maintained to the wells that remain.

Phase 1 Well Abandonment

In Phase 1, site excavation would be directed around the wells in Area A, creating sloping upland
transition habitat up to the wells.

Within Area B, Del Rey 12 would be abandoned to allow for the Phase 1 realignment of Ballona
Creek. The interim levee between the new Culver Boulevard levee and the existing southern
Ballona Creek channel levee along West Area B would be constructed to protect and avoid the
cluster of wells in West Area B, including Vidor 1, 2, and 3 and Del Rey 4, 5, and 9. Phase 1
restoration allows for these wells to be maintained as is.

Phase 2 Well Abandonment

In Phase 2, Vidor 1, 2, and 3 and Del Rey 4, 5, and 9 in West Area B would be abandoned as part
of the salt pan enhancement. Del Rey 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, and 19 would be abandoned in Area A
and the surrounding area would be graded and restored (Figure 2-2, Alternative 1, Phase 2:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Preliminary Grading Plan). However, as described above under Pedestrian Trails and Elevated
Boardwalks, a pedestrian trail loop would be built in Area A along any remaining berms of the
existing SoCalGas wells

Pipeline Protection and Relocation

In Phase 1, the section of the gas pipeline between the new Culver Boulevard levee and the
existing Ballona Creek crossing to Area A would be modified to allow Phase 1 levee
construction and wetland restoration (Figure 2-5, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading
Plan). This would be accomplished by replacing the lower elevation pipe section with a sleeved
pipe under the new Culver Boulevard levee, thereby eliminating the potential for differential
settlement of the pipeline.

In Southeast Area B, a 1,500 foot portion of the Line 1167 30-inch natural gas pipeline crossing
the wetland to Jefferson Boulevard would be excavated and removed from the wetlands and
relocated to within the adjacent paved Gas Company Road to allow for the establishment of new
tidal channels in Southeast Area B that would cross the existing pipeline alignment (Figure 2-5,
Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading Plan).Z

These relocations would be completed prior to grading within their respective areas. Other gas
pipelines to remain in place would be avoided by setting earthwork back by at least 15 feet.

Existing abandoned pipelines, when located within restoration areas, would be removed from the
restoration area and the sections remaining beyond the limits of proposed restoration earthwork
would be capped at both ends. One known abandoned pipeline traverses Area A and along the
north Ballona Creek levee.

Pipeline and well relocation plans are provided in Figure 2-30, South/Southeast Area B: Gas
Well Decommissioning; Figure 2-31, Area A:Gas Well Decommissioning; and Figure 2-32, West
and East Area B:Gas Well Decommissioning.

Sewer Infrastructure

Property boundary and easement maps show a 20-foot-wide sanitary sewer and storm drain
easement to the City of Los Angeles that generally runs north to south through Area A and
Area B west of the Gas Company Road. The City of Los Angeles provided information
indicating that there is an abandoned 36-inch reinforced concrete pipe within this easement

(S. Kharagani, City of LA, pers. comm.). The abandoned pipe would likely need to be removed
and capped where any excavation down to the pipe is planned for the restoration.

21 Alternatively, SoCalGas may choose to abandon the gas pipeline in place, which would entail excavation a
portion of the line, filling the pipeline with a slurry mixture, and capping the pipeline. However, this is not the
preferred method.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-112 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



{\ Restoration Project South/Southeast Area B: Gas Well Decommissioning

2-113


file://Sfo-file01/esapwa/Data/projects/_2012/D120367.00%20-%20Ballona/03%20Working%20Docs_Analysis/10_ADEIS-R/Figures/2_PD/Figure_2-30_SouthWellDecommissioning.pdf

{\ Restoration Project Area A: Gas Well Decommissioning

2-114


file://Sfo-file01/esapwa/Data/projects/_2012/D120367.00%20-%20Ballona/03%20Working%20Docs_Analysis/10_ADEIS-R/Figures/2_PD/Figure_2-31_AreaAWellDecommissioning.pdf

{\ Restoration Project West and East Area B: Gas Well Decommissioning

2-115


file://Sfo-file01/esapwa/Data/projects/_2012/D120367.00%20-%20Ballona/03%20Working%20Docs_Analysis/10_ADEIS-R/Figures/2_PD/Figure_2-32_WestBWellDecommissioning.pdf

2. Description of Alternatives Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

Roads and Storm Drainage

Existing public roads running through the Ballona Reserve (Culver Boulevard, Lincoln
Boulevard, and Jefferson Boulevard) would remain in place and would not be altered by the
Project. Signage would be added at the new bus and emergency access entrance off Culver
Boulevard to the West Culver Parking Lot indicating right turn in/right turn out only at Culver
Boulevard.

Alternative 1 provides a number of stormwater controls and improvements. These are described
in Section 2.2.1.2, Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management.

2.2.2.5 Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process
The following sections detail how Alternative 1 would be implemented.

Restoration Phasing and Sequencing

Implementation of Alternative 1 is anticipated to occur in two phases consisting of multiple
sequences beginning as soon as 2017.28 The sequences would be grouped into two primary
restoration periods, with the first lasting up to 5 years (e.g., 2017 to 2022) and the second
beginning as soon as 1.5 years after the first period is complete (e.g., as soon as 2023). No
restoration activities would occur between the two restoration periods to facilitate habitat
restoration and plant establishment. See Table 2-6, Alternative 1 Restoration Sequence Stages,
and Table 2-7, Alternative 1 Restoration Schedule. All restoration construction start dates are
estimated for purposes of this analysis. The actual restoration start dates would depend on the
permitting process and securing necessary funding.

Phase 1

In Phase 1, Area A site preparation would occur, including utility relocation, construction of
bridges across Ballona Creek and Lincoln Boulevard for soil transport, and clearing and
grubbing. Then soil would be excavated and used to build the Area A perimeter levee. Site
preparation of North Area B would occur, including utility relocation, clearing and grubbing, and
over-excavation along the levee alignment. Soil excavated from Area A would be transported to
Area B and used to construct the Culver Boulevard levee and the interim levee. North Area C
and South Area C would be cleared and grubbed and additional soil excavated from Area A
would be transported to these areas and placed and graded to form new upland areas. The
baseball fields may need to be closed during restoration. Soil for levee construction in Phase 2
would be stockpiled within the Culver and interim levees and East Area B.

For the South/Southeast Area B wetland enhancement, water-control structures would be
installed and modified, and wetland enhancements, including channel excavation, berm
construction, and invasive plant removal, would be completed.

28 The proposed construction start date may be adjusted in the Final EIS/EIR.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-116 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR

2. Description of Alternatives

September 2017
TABLE 2-6
ALTERNATIVE 1 RESTORATION SEQUENCE STAGES
Sequence Restoration Project

# Phase Area(s) Activity Description
Southeast Area B gas line 1167—remove and relocate existing gas

1 1 B ;
line to Gas Company Road

2 1 B South Area B enhancement — enhancement including channel
excavation
Area A gas line removal and Del Rey 16 well modification-- remove

3 1 A existing inactive gas line. This well is assumed to be 5 feet below
grade and would require a pothole to locate the well.
Pedestrian/bicycle bridge—relocate bicycle path under proposed

4 1 A&B bridge and construct pedestrian/bicycle bridge across channel with
connection to bicycle path under the bridge

5 1 A&C Lincoln Boulevard Bridge—build Lincoln Boulevard Bridge next to
Culver Boulevard Bridge to connect Area A to Area C

1 A Clear, grub, and stockpile before grading Area A
1 A Excavate Area A—excavation starts 70 feet north of levee

8 1 A Construct north levee—grading and construction of levee within Area A
with or without gas wells remaining
North Area B north gas line relocation and Del Rey 12 well

9 1 B abandonment and replacement—remove and relocate active gas lines
within sleeve;

10 1 B Clear and grub North Area B

11 1 B North Area B over-excavate and stockpile—excavate along Culver
Boulevard—Jefferson Boulevard to 70 feet south of levee

12 1 B Construct Culver Boulevard levee—grading and construction of levee

13 1 B Clear, grub, and stockpile before grading East Area B

14 1 B East Area B grading

15 1 C Clear and grub North and South Area C

16 1 A&C Area A grading and export to North and South Area C

17 1 C Finish grading for uplands in North and South Area C

18 1 B Area B box culverts—install two new culverts on Culver Boulevard and
Jefferson Boulevard and realignment of Freshwater Marsh outlet

19 1 A&B Area A and North Area B—excavate and breach existing levees

20 1 A&B Area A and North Area B—block and fill existing levees

21 1 A&B Area A and North Area B—remove existing levees
West Area B — construct fire access road, reconstruct Area B parking

22 1 B )
lot, and construct storage basin

23 1 A&B Construct bicycle path, pedestrian walk, and amenities along top of
levee

24 A Export soil from Area A to off-site landfill or ocean disposal site

25 2 B West Area B well abandonment and replacement

26 2 B Clear and grub West Area B levee alignment
Construct West Area B levee—excavate stockpiled material from

27 2 B Culver Boulevard levee and East Area B, grading and construction of
levee
West Area B fire access road—construct the fire access road. The

28 2 B portion of connecting Culver Boulevard to the levee top must be built
with Sequence 27

29 2 B West Area B channel grading
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TABLE 2-6 (Continued)
ALTERNATIVE 1 RESTORATION SEQUENCE STAGES

Sequence Restoration Project

# Phase Area(s) Activity Description
Extension of bicycle path along south levee to Playa del Rey—extend

30 2 B the bicycle path along the top of the south levee to Playa del Rey with
amenities

31 2 B West Area B excavate and breach existing levees—remove existing
levee at Ballona Creek and build levee on West Area B

32 2 B West Area B remove existing levees—remove existing levee at Ballona
Creek and build Levee on West Area B

33 A Area A gas line and well abandonment and replacement

34 A Area A grading and export to East Area B

35 2 B Finish grading for uplands—complete grading in East Area B and
construct optional bicycle path under Lincoln Boulevard Bridge

NOTE:

* Performed concurrently.

TABLE 2-7
ALTERNATIVE 1 RESTORATION SCHEDULE

Phase Start Date End Date
Phase 1—Interim Restoration: Area A, North Area B, January—November 2017 March—July 2022
South/Southeast Area B or later or later
Habitat Establishment, Monitoring & Adaptive April-August 2022 May—September 2023
Management—minimum of 1.5 years or later/longer or later/longer
Phase 2—Final Restoration: West Area B April-September 2023 January 2025-January 2026

or later or later

Once the new levees are in place, the channel meander shapes would be constructed. The new
channel meander shapes would be excavated behind the existing levees, the existing levees
would be breached to connect the new meanders to the existing Ballona Creek channel, and the
existing Ballona Creek channel segments between the meander-shaped bends then would be
blocked and filled. This sequence would maintain an open Ballona Creek channel throughout the
restoration process. The existing levee then would be removed.

Finally, the public access features, including new bicycle and pedestrian paths and the West
Area B fire access road and stormwater drainage improvements would be completed. The
proposed parking structure across from Fisherman’s Village along Fiji Way and parking
improvements in the West Culver Parking Lot are included in Phase 1, although the availability
of funding may affect the actual timing of restoration.

Phase 2

In Phase 2, the wells in West Area B would be abandoned and relocated. Clearing and grubbing
would occur along the alignment of the new West Area B levee and salt pan berm. The West
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Area B levee and salt pan berm would be constructed using the fill stockpiled in the Culver and
interim levees and East Area B. A water control structure would be installed to connect the existing
channel from West Area B to behind the dunes. A new water control structure would be installed
under Culver Boulevard, and would be extended to reach under the West Area B levee. Tidal
channels would be excavated in West Area B. The interim and south Ballona Creek levees would
be lowered, regraded into the upland peninsula and salt pan berm, and breached. The wells in

Area A would be abandoned and the area would be graded sloping down to marshplain.
Revegetation would occur on the levees, berm, peninsula, and East Area B.

Restoration Schedule

Table 2-7, Alternative 1 Restoration Schedule, shows the proposed restoration schedule for
Alternative 1.

Earthwork Quantity Estimates

Table 2-8, Alternative 1 Earthwork Soil Volume, summarizes overall earthwork quantity
estimates for Alternative 1. Levee dimensions would be refined during final design as needed to
meet Corps requirements, including Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 408
requirements for modifications to Corps-approved flood risk management systems. The final
volume of fill placement for levee construction would depend on the final design and the actual
conditions during restoration (e.g., the compatibility of excavated soils). Maximum potential fill
volumes are analyzed in this document; actual fill volumes may be less.

Between approximately 10,000 — 110,000 cubic yards of soil may need to be exported from the
site depending on final levee design, levee compaction, and final grading in North and South
Area C. Although quantities for cut and fill have been estimated for the preliminary design, exact
calculations of how much excess fill would be generated by the excavation of wetlands areas and
the removal of old fill soil will be determined in the final levee design process in cooperation
with LACFCD and the Corps.

Stockpiling and Excess Fill Placement

During Phase 1, soil excavated from Area A would be stockpiled within the Culver Boulevard
and Interim levees and East Area B fill in order to stockpile the soils for Phase 2 construction of
the West Area B levee as discussed in Section 2.2.2.1, Alternative 1. Ecosystem Restoration, and
shown in Figure 2-5, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Preliminary Grading Plan, and Figure 2-2,
Alternative 1, Phase 2: Preliminary Grading Plan. In Phase 1, soil not needed for levee
construction would be placed in upland areas (East Area B and North/South Area C) or exported
(see “Off-Site Soil Export” under “Methods” on the following pages). Additionally, material
from the existing channel levees would be stockpiled for use in channel armoring.
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ALTERNATIVE 1 EARTHWORK SOIL VOLUME

Estimated Earthwork Volumes (cubic yards)

Cut/Fill Balance

Phase Area Cut Fill Transport (Cut-Fill) Notes
1.190.000 to Excavation for wetland restoration
Area A 1,520,000 (330,000) to (350,000) 1 176 000 Placement for levee construction
T Transport to Area B and North Area C
Transport from Area A
(220,000) to Excavation for wetland restoration
North Area B 310,000 (530,000) to (570,000) (260,000) Placement for levee construction
Placement/stockpiling for Phase 2 levee construction
Transport from Area A
East Area B — (50,000) to (80,000) (50,000) to (80,000) Placement for upland restoration
Placement/stockpiling for Phase 2 levee construction
Phase 1
Transport from Area A
South/Southeast 10,000 (10,000) — Excavation for channel enhancements
Area B .
Placement for berm construction
North Area C 40,000 (760,000) (720,000) Transport from Area A .
Placement for upland restoration
South Area C — (300,000) (300,000) Transport from Area A .
Placement for upland restoration
Subtotal 2,090,000 (1('293&0882);0 10,000 — 110,000 | Potential for off-site export of 10,000 to 110,000 cubic yards
North Area B 190,000 — 190,000 Excavation of stockpiled soil for west Area B levee construction
East Area B 50,000 to 80,000 . 50,000 to 80,000 Excavation of stockpiled soil for west Area B levee construction
Transport to west Area B
Phase 2 - - -
West Area B 70,000 (310,000) to (340,000) (240,000) to Excavation for levee lowering/breaching and channel
(270,000) enhancements
Subtotal 310,000 to 340,000 (310,000) to (340,000) — On-site balance of cut and fill
2,400,000 to (2,290,000) to . o .
Total 2,430,000 (2,420,000) 10,000 - 110,000 Potential for off-site export of 10,000 to 110,000 cubic yards

NOTES: Fill placement volumes account for compaction of lower-density soil excavated from Area A when it is placed and compacted to a higher density in a fill placement area. Note that with projects that
have levee fill volumes of several hundred thousand cubic yards, slight changes in the degree of slope or the width of the levees could greatly affect the amount of excess soil that would be created.

SOURCE: ESA, 2014.
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Implementation Methods

Earthwork and Soil Transport

Much of the Project’s earthwork would be accomplished by traditional land-based equipment
(e.g., scrapers and excavators). Wetland restoration earthwork also would require some special
equipment and implementation methods, as high groundwater and weak soils can preclude use of
traditional land equipment. Specialized equipment and construction methods that may be needed,
along with more typical techniques, are described in Table 2-9, Equipment and Earthwork
Methods for Wetland Restoration. Additional detail is presented in Appendix B4, Construction
Equipment and Sequencing.

TABLE 2-9
EQUIPMENT AND EARTHWORK METHODS FOR WETLAND RESTORATION

Special Equipment and Methods for Wetland Restoration

Equipment Earthwork Methods

Smaller, lighter equipment with large surface area tires or treads that reduces bearing

Low ground pressure
pressure.

Mats Timber planks (thick) lashed together and moved by bucket-type equipment.

Track or wheel mounted excavator with a long arm and small bucket to allow extended

Long-reach excavator reach to over 40 feet.

Clamshell and dragline

Usually track mounted, can reach 60 feet or more.
crane

Amphibious excavator Can float, and can excavate in shallow standing water.

Excavates with rotating wheels that spray sediment across adjacent areas, resulting in a

Rotary ditcher narrow ditch. Typically pulled behind other equipment but can be self-propelled.

Cranes and excavators can be floated on barges for both transport and operation.

Floating equipment Equipment can be trucked in and assembled to work in land-locked water bodies.

Hydraulic dredge A water and sediment mixture can be excavated and pumped. Unlikely for Alternative 1.

More Common Construction Equipment

Grader

Truck

Loader

Backhoe

Generator Set

Drill Rig

Forklift

Soil transport would be accomplished using one or more of the methods identified in Table 2-10,
Soil Transport Options.
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TABLE 2-10
SOIL TRANSPORT OPTIONS
Transport Method Application
Scrapers and loaders Transport of materials within and between Areas A, B, and C

Transport of materials within and between Areas A, B, and C; off-

Haul and dump truck site transport of surplus excavated soils

Belt conveyor Transport of materials between Areas A, B, C, and onto barges
Track excavators and dozers, trucks or other low Areas below groundwater elevation (e.g., wetland channel
ground pressure equipment excavation)

Hydraulic dredge Areas below groundwater elevation

Alternative 1 would install permanent bridge crossings across Ballona Creek and across Lincoln
Boulevard for pedestrian and bicycle trail crossings (Figure 2-33, Potential Haul Routes). These
bridges would be used for transporting soil from Area A to Area B and North Area C during
restoration. Table 2-11, Soil Transport Methods between Areas A, B, and C, summarizes additional
methods for transporting soil between Areas A, B, and C that the restoration contractor could use
to cross Ballona Creek, including a temporary floating crossing or a ford (e.g., temporary fill in the
Ballona Creek channels with buried culverts to maintain conveyance).

TABLE 2-11
SOIL TRANSPORT METHODS BETWEEN AREAS A, B, AND C
Method Application
New Bridaes New Lincoln Boulevard Bridge at old railway alignment and new Ballona Creek bridge for transport
o form Area A to North Area C and Area B.
Barge / floating Straight between Areas A and B across Ballona Creek
crossing

Temporary ford | Straight between Areas A and B across Ballona Creek

Bridge Crossing Culver Boulevard between North and East Area B

Culvert Drainage culvert under Lincoln Boulevard at Fiji Ditch from Area A to North Area C

Existin Crossing Culver Boulevard between North and East Area B and between North and South Area C, or
roa dwagys Lincoln Boulevard from Area A to East Area B (return on Jefferson Boulevard, Lincoln Boulevard, and Fiji

Way); Fiji Way and crossing Lincoln Boulevard from Area A to North Area C

An additional option for transporting soil from Area A to North Area C could include a conveyor
system through the existing drainage culvert under Lincoln Boulevard at Fiji Ditch or using
existing roadways (e.g., along Fiji Way and crossing Lincoln Boulevard with traffic controls).
See Figure 2-34, Photos of Typical Conveyor Loading Equipment.

To transport soil to/from East Area B (i.e., to East Area B in Phase 1 to North Area B in Phase 2), a
bridge would be installed over Culver Boulevard between North and East Area B, or
trucks/scrapers would travel on existing roads with traffic controls (e.g., directly crossing Culver
Boulevard between North and East Area B, or traveling on Lincoln Boulevard from Area A to East
Area B, returning on Jefferson Boulevard, Lincoln Boulevard, and Fiji Way).

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2122 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Levee Lowering and Breaching

Levee lowering would involve a phased removal of earth to maximize the quantity that is moved
prior to breaching and to limit the risk of uncontrolled breaching. Figure 2-35, Photos of Typical
Levee Lowering Staging/Breaching, shows how this work typically is staged. In multiyear
restoration, the minimum section of earth levee to remain through the winter is specified. The
restoration contractor also would be required to sequence work to prevent site inundation, and
typically would do this by leaving a small raised area (e.g., a “check berm”) until final
earthwork. Final earthwork often consists of dozer operation to quickly remove the check berm
and side cast earth into the site. This last work may be timed for a neap tide (i.e., least difference
between low and high tides) and staged to maintain access and egress along portions of the levee.
This would facilitate phased lowering as portions of Alternative 1 would be completed.
Alternatively, the contractor could use steel sheet pile coffer dams along the levee to allow for
levee lowering during all tide levels.

Breaching also would be phased, similar to levee lowering. Breaching usually is accomplished
by two long-reach excavators working on the lowered levee on either side of the breach to be
excavated (Figure 2-35, Photos of Typical Levee Lowering Staging/Breeching). At first, earth
would be loaded to trucks and taken elsewhere. Once the levee section is reduced to the point of
incipient breaching at the next high tide, the operation usually shifts into a high production rate
mode with excavated material sidecast. Often, other excavators and low-ground pressure dozers
rehandle the sidecast earth and displace it farther away from the breach, thereby limiting the
height of the side cast and maximizing the excavation rate. The work continues until the breach
is excavated or the tides approach the levee surface. For larger breaches, multiple days or weeks
may be required, resulting in relatively high potential velocities. In this case, an internal and
potentially external earth berm (sometimes called a “donut” or “dredge lock) could be
constructed to limit the area of impact during restoration. Steel sheet pile coffer dams also may
be used to limit tidal inundation of breach excavations.

Ballona Channel Realignment

Alternative 1 includes a realignment of the Ballona Creek channel from a straight to a meander-
shaped form. This would be accomplished with the following restoration sequence: (1) the new
channel is excavated; (2) the new channel is breached; (3) the old channel is blocked on the
upstream and downstream ends, with flows bypassing to the new channel; and (4) the old
channel is filled between the blocked areas.

Blocking the channel would be accomplished in one (or a combination) of the following ways,
depending on final design, permitting requirements, and restoration efficiency:

1.  Rubble fill: A rock dike is constructed with floating equipment or *“over the top” from land;
the rock is graded to have a wide range of sizes, limiting contiguous voids and subsequent
sediment migration;

2. Sheet piling is placed; the plan form would be a linear wall with steel or concrete, or have a
cellular structure with steel;

3. Interlocking precast concrete gravity structures are used; and/or
4.  Temporary fabric and sheet structures such as water or soil filled fabric tubes or metal
frames and plastic sheets are used.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-126 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Filling the blocked channel would be accomplished in one (or a combination) of the following
ways, depending on final design and permitting requirements:

1.  Dumping of earth from the sides, and building out;
2. Hydraulic slurry of sands, with subsequent earth moving above water; and/or
3.  Land-based equipment in a dewatered condition.

Given that the material that would be excavated in Area A is primarily silty, use of hydraulic
dredge methods would not be the preferred approach, but may be necessary in certain areas.
Given that Ballona Creek is shallow and relatively calm water, use of temporary fabric and sheet
structures may be preferred. Dewatering of the fill area may be practical, and land based
equipment may be used.

Construction Period Levee Stability

Levee stability would be addressed by staged construction with geotechnical recommendations.
Levee construction often requires a phased construction to compensate for settlement and to
avoid overloading the subgrade and causing shear failure and mass movements. The increased
weight of an earth levee typically would result in consolidation of underlying soils and
settlement. The increased weight also would increase the shear stresses in the foundation soils,
and can cause shear failure and deformation, and compromise the levee construction.
Consequently, levee construction often requires a second construction phase one or more years
later to compensate for settlement. The risk of slope failure can be reduced and the rate of
construction increased by using flatter slopes. Conceptually, placing more material with a flatter
slope reduces the gradient in loading and the maximum shear stress in the underlying earth.

Off-Site Soil Export

In Alternative 1, up between approximately 10,000 - 110,000 cubic yards of excavated soil could
be exported from the site. There are three options for off-site soil export and disposal:

1. Export via trucks with disposal at local landfills, the most likely of which could include
Scholl Canyon Landfill in the City of Glendale, Calabasas Sanitary Landfill in the City of
Agoura, and/or the Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center in Lancaster;

2.  Export via barge to the Port of Los Angeles or Port of Long Beach, transfer to trucks for
upland disposal at local landfills; or

3. Export via barge to an off-shore disposal location, potentially including the Los Angeles
ocean disposal site approximately 30 miles (26 nautical miles) away from the Ballona
Reserve off the coast from San Pedro (LA-2) or the Newport Bay ocean disposal site
approximately 55 miles (48 nautical miles) away from the Ballona Reserve off the coast
from Newport Beach (LA-3), each of which is managed by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2-129 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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Clearing and Grubbing

Vegetation would be biologically monitored, cleared and grubbed prior to grading. Native plants
and seeds/cuttings may be salvaged and reused for revegetation of restored areas. Invasive-
nonnative plants would be stockpiled on site and treated (e.g., composted). The preferred
approach would be to bury nonnative plant material in upland fill areas at a depth below which
the nonnative vegetation or seedbank could reestablish.

Nonnative Plant Material Treatment

After grading, nonnative plants would be removed prior to and concurrent with revegetation to
ensure native habitat enhancement. Specifically, invasive-nonnative species populations
designated as High by Cal-IPC would be targeted for removal. If other invasive-nonnative plant
species listed as having a moderate or limited impact by the Cal-IPC are present, they would be
removed if, based on the CDFW’s review, they are negatively affecting habitat and/or restoration
efforts at the site.

Recommendations contained in the Cal-1IPC Weed Workers Handbook and website (2014) and at
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxiousDriver) would be
followed. Mechanical removal is the preferred method of removing invasive species;
accordingly, invasive plant species removal would occur using mechanical methods to the
maximum extent possible. This method of removal would be used in areas where the associated
ground disturbance would not adversely affect sensitive wildlife species. Plant materials that are
removed would be removed entirely and disposed of carefully, including stems and all root
fragments, to prevent regeneration or spread. In general, removal would be performed during the
late winter or early spring when soils are moist enough to remove entire plants without breaking
the roots. Invasive species would be removed before the species set seed. When this is not
feasible, seed heads would be removed from plants prior to removing the stems and roots. Seed
heads of invasive species would be placed in plastic trash bags and removed from the Project site
for proper disposal.

If mechanical or hand removal methods are tried and found to be ineffective after two years of
repeated treatment, or the problem is too widespread for hand removal to be practical, then
chemical controls would be implemented as described below. For some species, particularly
woody species or large-biomass species (e.g., pampas grass), mowers, chainsaws, or other
handheld equipment may be used if the eradication method would not adversely affect sensitive
wildlife species.

Invasive plant materials that are removed would be disposed of carefully to prevent regeneration
or spread. For plants that are not in seed, the material could be left on site to decompose. For any
plants with seed, they would be removed from the site in a manner that does not disperse seed (in
plastic bags for example) and disposed of at an off-site disposal area. As another form of
disposal, plant material would also be buried on-site (e.g., in Area C) with an adequate depth of
cover to not allow for invasive plant re-establishment.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-130 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR 2. Description of Alternatives
September 2017

Herbicides would be used in accordance with manufacturers’ application guidelines for specific
species when manual and mechanical removal methods are not effective, and may be used in
conjunction with physical removal methods for species that are known to be difficult to control.
The Project’s restoration contractor would prepare an herbicide treatment plan for each treated
invasive species, including such information as the type of herbicide to be used, application
rates, and timing of treatment. The herbicide treatment plan would be submitted to the Ballona
Reserve Manager for approval prior to herbicide application. Herbicides would be applied using
a localized spot-treatment method and applied in a manner that would eliminate or reduce drift
onto native plants. Herbicides would be applied to cut stumps for larger plants or large clumps of
herbaceous nonnative species that cannot effectively be removed. In all such cases, they would
be used only to the extent necessary to support native plant establishment and limit adverse
impacts to sensitive species and habitats. For sites within 100 feet of a wetland or stream,
herbicides approved by USEPA for use near wetlands and streams, such as the glyphosate-based
Rodeo® or the imazapyr-based Habitat®. Herbicides would not be used when rain is predicted
within 24 hours after application, and herbicide application would not resume again until

72 hours after rain. Herbicide rates would vary depending on the size of the plants treated.

During bird nesting season, appropriate measures would be taken to avoid disruption of bird
nests.

Revegetation of Graded and Disturbed Areas

The Ballona Wetlands Conceptual Habitat Restoration and Adaptive Management Plan
(Conceptual Plan) outlines revegetation design considerations and provides guidelines for
implementing the Project. The Conceptual Plan is provided as Appendix B3. Revegetation of
restored wetland areas may rely on natural recruitment, with targeted installation of salt marsh
vegetation. Transition zone and upland habitats would require active revegetation and could
require irrigation. The suitability of topsoil for target vegetation is an important consideration
and management of topsoil may be required, particularly for revegetated upland areas where soil
amendment or leaching of soil salinity may be needed.

Wetland and Transitional Areas

Low and middle tidal marsh areas would be revegetated by natural recruitment to the maximum
extent possible. Planting also would be used to ensure adequate seed source and to stabilize areas
susceptible to erosion. California cordgrass (Spartina foliosa), the primary plant species of the
low marsh, does not occur at the Ballona Reserve and so would need to be introduced from a
nearby source, such as the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, Upper Newport Bay Ecological
reserve, or Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge, if cordgrass is desired at the site. Irrigation for
low and middle tidal marsh areas would not be required because these areas would receive
regular tidal inundation.

High marsh and transition zone areas would be planted and seeded to establish target species in
this area of high competition from weeds and dry and often hyper-saline conditions. Depending
on rainfall and soil moisture levels, temporary irrigation may be used in the high marsh areas. If
rainfall is below average or is considered inadequate to establish high marsh and transition zone
vegetation, or to improve plant survival or establishment, an irrigation system consisting of a

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2-131 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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pressurized main line with hose bibs for manual watering or an automated overhead spray system
would be used. The irrigation system would be located above the tidal zone to allow for plant
establishment in this environment. Within transition zone habitats, higher elevation areas of
unvegetated habitats or salt pan may develop and persist for some time before more complete
vegetation colonization occurs with progressive sea level rise.

Brackish marsh revegetation would include a combination of natural recruitment and/or active
planting and seeding to provide adequate diversity and seed source. If necessary, supplemental
water would be provided by a manual or automated irrigation system and/or a watering truck
with hoses in areas accessible by road.

The seasonal wetlands would be revegetated with a combination of planting and/or seeding.
Initial irrigation would be provided in dry years to help establish target species. If necessary,
supplemental water would be provided by a manual or automated irrigation system and/or a
watering truck with hoses in areas accessible by road.

Upland Areas

Upland scrub areas are presently common in higher elevation areas within Areas A and C.
Upland scrub habitat areas are characterized by native shrub-dominated plant communities on
well-drained soils in upland areas. The most common shrub species defining the existing upland
scrub areas include coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis), big saltbush (Atriplex lentiformis), and
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica). These and other appropriate species for the site,
such as lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), and seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium),
would be included in a planting and seeding plan for appropriate areas following weed removal
activities.

Upland grassland habitat also would be established in appropriate locations following invasive
nonnative plant species removal. Target native grasslands species include California barley
(Hordeum brachyantherum ssp. californicum), purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra), and alkali
ryegrass (Elymus triticoides).

Proper soil preparation is important for successful plant establishment. Soil preparation includes
measures for providing proper drainage, nutrient and mycorrhizae content, and erosion control.
Plants installed in properly prepared soils would have better conditions for high survival and
growth rates. Although not currently recommended, soils in planting areas may be tested and
amended as necessary to provide optimal conditions for plant growth, should initial growth not
be successful. Typical soil amendments may include compost, mycorrhizae, and fertilizer.
Excess fertilizer application can favor the establishment of generalist non-native plant species
over locally adapted native plant species; however, a minimal amount of fertilizer may be
necessary to establish native plants if soil quality is found to be particularly poor and low in
nutrients. If found to be necessary, amendments would be tilled into the upper 8 to 12 inches of
soil.

Vegetation establishment would occur through a combination of natural recruitment, seeding,
and planting with native plant materials appropriate for each habitat type. A native seed mix may

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-132 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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be hydroseeded or installed by drill seeding or imprinting.?® Areas with no vehicular access may
be seeded manually. A hydromulch or rice straw mulch may be applied over the seed to suppress
weed growth and provide additional nutrients and organic matter. Seeds would be sourced from
on site, if feasible, or from other appropriate sites in the coastal areas of the Los Angeles and
southern California regions if they are not available on site. Potential sites for seed collection
could include, but are not limited to: EI Segundo Dunes Preserve, Malibu Lagoon State Beach,
Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve, Los Cerritos Wetland
Complex, Mugu Lagoon, and Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge. Seeds would be collected by
hand during the appropriate season for each species and would be propagated at a local native
plant nursery (e.g., Grow Native Nursery in Los Angeles or Natural Landscapes in Rancho Palos
Verdes).

Container plants also would be propagated from locally collected seed at a local native plant
nursery and may be installed following seed application. Container plantings would be composed
of species from target native habitat types. Mulch would be applied within the planting basins,
and foliage protection cages would be installed around plants susceptible to wildlife browsing.

A temporary drip or spray irrigation system may be installed to provide water to the plantings
during the establishment period following plant installation. Plants may be irrigated in the dry
season to help with establishment, increase survivorship and insure native habitat enhancement
and/or manual watering or Driwater® gel packs may be used to provide moisture to the plantings
to sustain good plant health. Irrigation could last for up to 5 years with the precise duration,
frequency, and amount of water used dependent upon annual precipitation, temperatures, and
vegetation type. After the plants are established, irrigation no longer would be required.
Irrigation water sources are described below.

Monitoring

All restored areas would be monitored for success in achieving approved vegetative performance
criteria for a minimum of 10 years. See the discussion of Performance Criteria below for
additional details. These areas would be maintained, weeded, and reseeded or replanted as
necessary to meet required performance criteria.

Water Sources for Restoration and Irrigation

Domestic Water Meters

Water meters can be installed by the utility providers from the existing domestic water mains
surrounding the Project boundary. These mains are relatively large for irrigation use and
available for new water meter services. Construction impacts would be limited to the one to two
days required for each meter and lateral installation. A meter could be installed anywhere along
either side of Fiji Way or Lincoln Boulevard. It is expected that up to a total of seven new meters
would be installed, to include one or two for Area A, two or three for Area B, and one or two for

29 Seed drilling is a process where a sowing device on the back of a tractor precisely positions seeds in the soil and then
covers them up. Seed imprinting is the process of rolling a site with a large waffle, sheep’s foot, or similar pattern
roller that leaves a dimpled pattern on the soil surface. This creates miniature microclimates where seeds can
germinate and thrive.
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Area C. Depending on placement of the meters and need for long term irrigation or potable
water, these meters could be converted to permanent use.

In addition to water meters installed by utility providers, there are existing fire hydrants on
Lincoln Boulevard and Fiji Way that can provide domestic water service to the Project site. A
temporary utility company provided meter would be attached onto one of the hydrant outlets for
access to potable water. Given the location of the adjacent hydrants on the side of the street
opposite the Project boundary, either a temporary pipeline crossing of the street or filling of
water trucks at the meter and transfer by vehicle would be required.

Recycled Water Meters

A meter service connection to the existing recycled water main could be provided near the
intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard. The quality of the recycled water
provided by the agency is intended for irrigation use and meets California Title 22 standards.
Because the public main does not extend outside the limits of this intersection to either the north
or west, the meter would likely be placed on the west side of Lincoln Boulevard, south of
Jefferson Boulevard adjacent to the Freshwater Marsh, and not adjacent to the restoration area.
At Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s discretion, the meter service line could be
routed diagonally through the intersection to locate the meter at the northwest corner of the
intersection, which would be adjacent to the Project area. From this location recycled water
could be provided directly for a portion of Area B and (via an on-site temporary distribution
pipeline system) to other areas within the Ballona Reserve as needed to support Project activities.
The distribution piping system would be routed across public streets by temporarily fastening
pipes near the soffit of existing storm drains crossing Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard
to provide water to the rest of Area B, and across and along the Ballona Creek to provide water
to Area A and South Area C. A further extension could be provided to North Area C through an
existing storm drain line under either Lincoln Boulevard or Culver Boulevard using piping
between 2-inches and 4-inches in diameter and a series of temporary storage tanks in each area
for consistent water volume availability. This also would allow pipeline and distribution point
location adjustments to be made during grading and sequencing operations so as not to disrupt
water availability. Agency provided water pressures (approximately 85 psi static pressure) would
be sufficient; no pumping would be required. Depending on the tolerance of the proposed plant
palette for the quality of recycled water available, the water service lifespan could be continued
during the plant establishment period. Both then and between major phases if desired, this piping
distribution system could be made long term through burial, and then abandoned in place when
no longer needed.

Gas Well Abandonment and Replacement

Site Preparation

Access Roads

Two inches of compacted 0.75-inch base rock would be used to bring the existing access roads to
the wells to 12 feet in width on the straight-aways and 20 feet in width at the corner of the turns,
and capable of supporting standard highway permitted trucks up to 80,000 pounds. These access
roads either will be removed and the area restored upon completion of the well abandonment
process or will be left in place to facilitate monitoring efforts pursuant to implementation of the
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ongoing operation and maintenance activities that occur pursuant to the existing OMRR&R
Manual for LACDA project facilities within the Ballona Reserve or for monitoring the
restoration areas.

Well Site Locations

Two inches of compacted 0.75-inch base rock would be used to create a work pad 120 feet by
170 feet centered at the wellhead. The work duration to create a work pad would require a
minimum of 5 working days per well.

Well Abandonment

Well abandonment would be undertaken after the access road and the well site location have
been prepared. The process of abandoning a well would include bringing in a workover rig to
remove downhole piping and setting cement plugs to isolate the producing zones. The wellhead
would then be removed and the well casing cut and capped approximately 5 feet below grade.
All concrete cellar material and piping would be removed. The well abandonment process would
take between 30 and 45 workdays to complete.

Each well site would need to be accessible to install soil gas monitoring probes and monitor for
gas leakage for 2 months following abandonment. If no gas leakage is detected during the
2-month period following abandonment, direct access to the well would no longer be required. If
gas leakage is detected, deeper probes would need to be installed and monitored for 6 months.
After it has been determined that there is no further gas leakage, the probes would be removed.
SoCalGas would continue to conduct well gas leakage surveys on each abandoned well every

6 months. In the case of the well subsequently being submerged under water, another means of
monitoring the well would be determined, such as checking for gas bubbles percolating in the
water above the abandoned well.

Drilling Replacement Gas Wells

The process of drilling a replacement gas well would involve moving in a large rig capable of
working 24 hours per day and having the necessary equipment to drill and install casing. The
drilling rig would be moved in on as many as 30 flatbed trucks and then assembled on location.
Prior to move in, a cellar first would be dug and shored using a cellar ring or concrete walls.
Then a conductor pipe would be installed in the ground and the drilling rig rigged up. The
drilling operation would involve directional drilling of a hole to the zone of interest. Once the
hole is drilled to the proper depth, casing would be installed and cemented in place. The drilling
rig would then be disassembled and moved out of the location. A smaller work-over rig would
then be needed to complete the well by installing tubing and other completion equipment. Each
replacement well would require between 35 and 50 work days to complete drilling. Any
replacement gas well would be drilled outside the Ballona Reserve.

Replacement Gas Well Completion Operations

A workover rig would be used to install the downhole tubing and associated monitoring
equipment following move out of the drilling rig. All surface piping including monitoring and
instrumentation would then be installed after the workover rig is moved out. Each replacement
well completion would require between 7 and 10 workdays to complete.
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Investigate and Remediate Contamination Investigation and Remediation Associated with
Gas Wells

During the abandonment, work-over, or drilling of gas wells at Playa del Rey, heavy petroleum
hydrocarbons (e.g., crude oil) may be present in near-surface soil. This represents incidental
contamination from normal oil field activities, such as spills of work-over fluid, small oil

spills or leaks. Before the wells are drilled and after well abandonment, SoCalGas and its
consultants would investigate potential oil contamination in near-surface soils (down to 15 feet
below ground surface). If significant amounts of petroleum are found, SoCalGas and its
contractor would remediate or remove the contamination for off-site disposal. Each investigation
would take up to 2 weeks to complete; remediation work at each site may continue for up to

2 months.

Line 1167 30-inch Natural Gas Pipeline Relocation

Relocation of Line 1167 would require excavation and shoring of approximately 2,500 linear feet
of new pipeline trench, followed by installation of approximately1,500 feet of new 30-inch,
Grade X-60 gas pipeline (Figure 2-30, South/Southeast Area B: Gas Well Decommissioning). All
new steel piping and fittings would be sand-blasted in the areas of bare steel and coated with a
pipeline coating material. Approximately 600 square feet of coal tar pipeline coating would be
removed from the existing pipeline to accommodate tie-in hot cuts. An approved industrial
hygienist and hazardous waste abatement contractor would remove and dispose of all coal tar
pipeline coating. Natural gas would be purged from within the abandoned 30-inch pipeline to be
left in place, and steel end plates would be welded onto all open ends of the abandoned pipeline.
All new pipeline excavations would be backfilled and compacted with a combination of native
soil, sand, and zero sack slurry. The existing Gas Company Road would be repaved and
widened, as necessary, to adequately cover the relocated 30-inch gas line. Line 1167 relocation
would take approximately 30 work days to complete.

2.2.2.6 Alternative 1: Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Monitoring Program

The monitoring program proposed as part of the Project would evaluate progress toward
achieving restoration goals and inform the need for adaptive management for a minimum of

10 years post-restoration. In general, the proposed restoration performance criteria do not focus
on specific acreages or specific species, but instead focus more broadly on habitat development,
species composition, and ecosystem function (Short et al. 2000; Zedler and Callaway 2000;
Thom et al. 2010). The proposed performance criteria could be revised based on improvements
in understanding of habitat development or species requirements, including lessons learned
during the early phases of the restoration or from other similar restoration projects being
conducted in the area.

In addition to being broad-based and adaptable, the proposed monitoring program would be in
place for at least 10 years, which will capture long-term trends in habitat development and use by
wildlife species (Zedler and Callaway 1999). A 10-year monitoring period was chosen for most
variables discussed in the Conceptual Plan (Appendix B3) to balance funding limitations with
the need to document long-term trends in habitat development. Although a 10-year monitoring
period is recommended, it is understood that some aspects of habitat development and function
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may not be evident within the first 10 years and, for such variables, it may be necessary to extend
the monitoring period by an additional decade or more.

The goal of monitoring would be to document trends in habitat development and assess progress
toward meeting restoration objectives. For cases in which the course of habitat development is
relatively uncertain or for monitoring parameters which may be highly variable, assessment of
performance relative to conditions in suitable reference habitats in the region would be utilized.
It should be understood that some level of uncertainty will always be present, and performance
criteria may require modification based on an improved understanding of habitat development,
ecosystem function, or species requirements. Furthermore, habitat development is an ongoing
process that is likely to extend well beyond the prescribed monitoring period. Some aspects of
the monitoring program would have a definitive end point (i.e., when performance criteria have
been reached). However, given the highly modified nature of the watershed supporting the
Ballona Reserve and the constraints imposed by the surrounding development, it is likely that
some level of monitoring and management may be required indefinitely for invasive nonnative
species or human disturbance, for example.

Monitoring would focus on the major biotic and abiotic factors that drive habitat development
and ecosystem function—in particular, those factors that can be manipulated and managed or
those parameters that can be used to gauge habitat development and ecosystem function
(Thom et al. 2010). Sampling procedures and analyses of monitoring results would be
implemented to appropriately reflect the level of accuracy achievable with each sampling
procedure and the sample size achievable for each monitoring parameter. The end result of the
monitoring program would be a simple, clear picture of habitat development at the Ballona
Reserve in terms that can be understood by scientists, regulators, and members of the public
alike.

Monitoring Parameters

The monitoring parameters in the monitoring program are based on: (1) the basic ecological
drivers of habitat or community development (or surrogate indicators), (2) the restoration
objectives for each habitat (e.g., use by wetland-associated birds), and (3) the variables which are
more easily manipulated for management purposes. The parameters chosen for each habitat
represent the minimum level of monitoring necessary to gain a basic understanding of the
development of biotic communities at the Ballona Reserve. Given sufficient funding, additional
monitoring parameters could be included in the monitoring program.

Special-Status Species

Special-status plant and wildlife species would be subject to focused monitoring efforts aimed at
identifying trends in abundances and habitat use and informing the need for active management
of the species or habitats in which they reside. To the extent feasible, monitoring of special-
status species would be conducted using established protocols and would be incorporated into
existing regional or state monitoring programs for these species. A separate monitoring plan
would be developed for many special-status species or groups of special-status species (e.g.
plants). Where possible, monitoring for special-status species would be integrated with regular
habitat monitoring; however, for some species it may be necessary to modify monitoring
protocols or to adjust the timing of monitoring events to coincide with important life stages of
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the species in question. All monitoring and management of special-status species would conform
to the policies and guidelines set by CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and/or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS).

Reporting

During the 10-year monitoring program, annual monitoring methods and summary results would
be detailed in a report to be prepared for CDFW and the Corps. The annual monitoring report
would present an analysis and discussion of the data collected over the previous year and, when
possible, would incorporate data and trends from previous years to create a complete picture of
post-restoration habitat development. The analysis presented would be rigorous and detailed:;
however, the report would be written such that it could be understood by all parties involved in
the restoration, whether they be technical experts or members of the general public.

In addition to the annual report, or following the 10-year formal monitoring program, brief
monitoring memoranda may be produced and provided to agencies or partners for issues
requiring rapid management decisions such as newly documented populations of invasive
species, areas of severe erosion, or signs of human disturbance in sensitive habitats.

Performance Criteria

Performance criteria developed for the proposed monitoring program are based on the primary
ecological drivers of habitat development and function (e.g., frequency of tidal inundation for
salt pan habitat), the characteristic expression of such ecological drivers (e.g., lack of vegetation
for salt pan habitat), and the primary values of the habitat (e.g., bird foraging in salt pan habitat).
In some cases, performance criteria are based on a more easily monitored surrogate for one or
more of these factors. For example, the use of mud-flat habitat for foraging by wading bird
species should be correlated with the development of a benthic invertebrate community and may
serve as a reasonable surrogate for monitoring benthic invertebrates.

The use of performance criteria relative to conditions at reference sites may provide some ability
to overcome uncertainties related to habitat development, of which there are many, and to
account for stochastic events which may affect plant and animal communities and ecosystem
function at a regional scale. Initial performance criteria for restored native habitats are provided
in Table 2-12, Tidal Marsh Performance Criteria, through Table 2-20, Upland Scrub and
Grassland Performance Criteria.
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TABLE 2-12
TIDAL MARSH PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year

Performance Criteria

Vegetation and Invasive Plants

Years 1-3

A.

Canopy cover of native salt marsh species will increase in each of the first three years to a minimum of
35% cover by the end of Year 3.

. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual

grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.

Years 4—-7

. Canopy cover of native salt marsh species will increase to a minimum of 50% cover by the end of

Year 7.

. Vegetation will include a minimum of five native plant species, although one or two native species may

dominate.

. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual

grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.

Years 8-10

. Canopy cover of native salt marsh species will increase to a minimum of 75% cover by the end of

Year 10.

. Vegetation will include a minimum of five native plant species present in the habitat area, although one

or two native species may dominate.

. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual

grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.

Birds

Years 1-3

. A variety of tidal-marsh associated bird species will be observed foraging in the restored tidal marsh,

although the species richness and abundance of birds may be lower than observed prior to the
restoration. The species richness and abundance of tidal-marsh associated birds will not fall below 50%
of pre-restoration levels after Year 1. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-
restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data.

Years 4—7

. Species richness and abundance of tidal marsh-associated birds may reach pre-restoration levels

during this time and may increase. The species richness and abundance of tidal marsh-associated birds
will not fall below 75% of pre-restoration levels after Year 7. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey
data.

. Birds will be observed both foraging and demonstrating territorial behavior within the restored tidal

marsh habitat.

Years 8-10

. Species richness and abundance of tidal marsh-associated birds may be greater than pre-restoration

levels by the end of Year 10; however, annual increases may slow relative to increases observed in
Years 4—7. The species richness and abundance of tidal marsh-associated birds will not fall below pre-
restoration levels within Year 10. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-
restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data.

. Birds will be observed both foraging and demonstrating territorial behavior within the restored tidal

marsh habitat.

. Successful breeding will be documented for at least one (Beldings savannah sparrow) tidal marsh-

associated bird species.
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TABLE 2-13
TIDAL CHANNEL PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year

Performance Criteria

Morphology

All
Applicable
Years

A. Ballona Creek channel cross-section will be within predetermined maintenance limits for providing
flood risk protection.

B. Channel bed elevations will provide unobstructed drainage at water-control structures (i.e., channel
sedimentation will not inhibit water control structure operations) channel network (i.e., planform extent
and sinuosity) will be within design parameters based on reference wetlands.

Years 1-3

Channels would adjust through scour and deposition along anticipated trajectories that support target
habitats and functions including tidal exchange (e.g., tidal flows would reshape constructed channel
banks).

Years 47

The initial rate of channel adjustment would be reduced and continuing on a trajectory towards dynamic
equilibrium with tidal flows.

Years 8-10

Channel would reach a dynamic equilibrium with tidal flows, with adjustments occurring in response to
sea level rise and storm events.

Fish

Years 1-3

A. Relative species richness and abundance of fish will each be within or approaching pre-restoration
levels within surveyed areas. The species richness and abundance of fish will not fall below 75% of
pre-restoration levels after Year 3. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-
restoration levels will take into account seasonal prior survey data for multiple years if available.

B. No major fish die-offs of wetland-dependent species will occur in greater numbers than baseline die-
offs pre-restoration.

Years 47

A. Relative species richness and abundance of fish will reach approximately pre-restoration levels during
this time. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into
account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data if available.

B. Native species richness and abundance of fish will not decrease continually across three or more
consecutive years, when evaluated across the entire year.

C. No major fish die-offs of wetland-dependent species will occur in greater numbers than baseline die-
offs pre-restoration.

Years 8-10

A. Relative species richness and abundance of fish will each meet or exceed pre-restoration levels
during Year 10. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will
take into account multiple years of prior survey data if available.

B. Native species richness and abundance of fish will not decrease continually across three or more
consecutive years, when evaluated across the entire year.

C. No major fish die-offs of wetland-dependent species will occur in greater numbers than baseline die-
offs pre-restoration.

Water Quality

Dissolved oxygen levels will remain within healthy levels for fish and other aquatic organisms; levels will

$II Applicable not drop below 2 parts per million for more than 24 consecutive hours or more than 5% of the total
ears number of readings across a year within primary channels.
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TABLE 2-14
MUDFLAT PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
Monitoring
Year Performance Criteria

Macroinverte

brates?

Years 1-3

A. Macroinvertebrate order richness will be near pre-restoration levels within three years following restoration

of tidal activity and will not fall below 75% of pre-restoration levels after Year 3. Due to natural inter-annual
variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior
survey data if available.

. Macroinvertebrate abundance or biomass (by order) will not decrease consistently (evaluated annually)

during the first three years following restoration of tidal activity.

Years 4-7

. Macroinvertebrate order richness will reach approximately pre-restoration levels during this time. Due to

natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple
years of prior survey data if available.

. Macroinvertebrate abundance or biomass (by order) will reach approximately pre-restoration levels during

this time. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into
account multiple years of prior survey data if available.

Years 8-10

. Macroinvertebrate order diversity will meet or exceed pre-restoration levels during Year 10. Due to natural

inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of
prior survey data if available.

. Macroinvertebrate abundance or biomass (by order) will meet or exceed pre-restoration levels during Year

10. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account
multiple years of prior survey data if available.

Birds

Years 1-3

. A variety of wading and other mudflat-associated bird species will be observed foraging in mudflat habitat,

although species richness may be lower than observed prior to the restoration. The species richness will
not fall below 50% of pre-restoration levels after Year 1. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data if
available.

. The abundance of wading and other mudflat-associated bird species will show a steady increase in

conjunction with the development of the macroinvertebrate community.

Years 4—-7

. The species richness of wading and other mudflat-associated birds observed foraging in mudflat habitat

will reach approximately pre-restoration levels during this time. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data if
available.

. The abundance of wading and other mudflat-associated bird species observed foraging in mudflat habitat

will reach approximately pre-restoration levels during this time. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of prior survey data if available.

Years 8-10

. The species richness of wading and other mudflat-associated birds observed foraging in mudflat habitat

will meet or exceed pre-restoration levels by the end of Year 10. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data if
available.

. The abundance of wading and other mudflat-associated bird species will meet or exceed pre-restoration

levels during Year 10. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will
take into account multiple years of prior survey data if available.

NOTE:

@ Based on sampling of macroinvertebrates greater than 0.1 inch (3 millimeters) in size.
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TABLE 2-15
BRACKISH MARSH PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year

Performance Criteria

Vegetation and Invasive Plants

A. Canopy cover of native brackish marsh species will be a minimum of 35% cover by the end of Year 3.

Years 1-3 | B Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.
A. Canopy cover of native brackish marsh species to be a minimum of 50% cover by the end of Year 7, and
will show signs of natural recruitment.
Years 4—7
B. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.
A. Canopy cover of native brackish marsh species to be a minimum of 70% cover by the end of Year 10.
Years 8-10 | g, Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.
TABLE 2-16
SEASONAL WETLAND PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
Monitoring
Year Performance Criteria
Hydrology
Al During years of normal or greater rainfall, the majority of seasonal wetlands will be inundated for at least two
Aoplicable consecutive weeks during the rainy season; these will generally be the same pools each year. The
Yggrs remaining seasonal wetlands will have soils that are saturated within 12 inches of the surface for at least two

consecutive weeks during the rainy season; these will generally be the same pools each year.

Vegetation and Invasive Plants

A. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual

Al grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.
Applicable o ) ) ) )
Years B. The majority of plant cover, both native and nonnative, will be composed of wetland-adapted species
listed as facultative (“FAC”) or wetter on the National Wetland Plant List.
TABLE 2-17
SALT PAN PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
Monitoring

Year

Performance Criteria

Hydrology and Salinity

All
Applicable
Years

A. Inundation frequency will range from monthly to seasonally.
B. Inundation depths will range from 0 to 12 inches to support shorebird use.
C. Water will pond, evaporate, and precipitate salt from tidal waters.

D. Soil salinity will be on a trajectory to exceed soil salinity in adjacent tidal marsh areas.

Vegetation and Invasive Plants

Years 1-5

A. A majority of the area originally designed as salt pan habitat will remain unvegetated (<15% canopy
cover). Plants that establish during the early years may require physical removal; however, new plants
will be prevented from becoming established as salinities rise.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 5% cover in any year.
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TABLE 2-17 (Continued)
SALT PAN PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
Monitoring
Year Performance Criteria

Vegetation and Invasive Plants (cont.)

Years 6-10

A. A majority of the area originally designed as salt pan habitat will remain unvegetated (<5% canopy cover).
Plants that became established during the early years will no longer be present within the salt pan habitat,
and new plants will not become established.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 5% cover in any year.

Birds

Years 1-3

A variety of bird species will be observed foraging in the salt pan habitat, although the species richness and
abundance of birds may be lower than observed prior to the restoration. The species richness and abundance
of birds will not fall below 50% of pre-restoration levels after Year 1. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of prior seasonal survey data if
available.

Years 4—7

Species richness and abundance of birds observed using salt pan habitat will reach approximately pre-
restoration levels during this time and will increase in most years. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the
determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of seasonal prior survey data if
available.

Years 8-10

Species richness and abundance of birds observed using salt pan habitat will each meet or be greater than
pre-restoration levels during Year 10; however, annual increases may slow relative to increases observed in
Years 4—7. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into
account multiple years of prior seasonal survey data if available.

TABLE 2-18
RIPARIAN HABITAT PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year

Performance Criteria

Vegetation and Invasive Plants

Years 1-3

A. Canopy cover of riparian-associated species (outside of areas occupied by eucalyptus trees) will increase
in each of the first three years to a minimum of 35% cover by the end of Year 3. Areas not occupied by
eucalyptus trees will show signs of natural vegetation recruitment or will be planted with appropriate
native species.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species rated as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of eucalyptus
trees and annual grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year. The eucalyptus population will not be
allowed to expand beyond the baseline population size as measured by the number of trees.

Years 4—7

A. Canopy cover of riparian-associated species (outside of areas occupied by eucalyptus trees) will increase
to a minimum of 65% cover by the end of Year 7, and will show signs of significant natural recruitment.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of the
eucalyptus trees and annual grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year. The eucalyptus population
will not be allowed to expand beyond the baseline population size as measured by the number of trees.

Years 8-10

A. Canopy cover of riparian-associated species (outside of areas occupied by eucalyptus trees) will increase
to a minimum of 80% cover by the end of Year 10.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of the
eucalyptus trees and annual grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year. The eucalyptus population
will not be allowed to expand beyond the baseline population size as measured by the number of trees.
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TABLE 2-19
DUNE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year

Performance Criteria

Vegetation an

d Invasive Plants

Years 1-3

A. Total plant cover may increase to be similar to that of other stabilized dunes in the region (25% to 75%
canopy cover) within the first three years. Approximately 25% of the dunes may remain unvegetated.

B. The species richness of native dune-associated plant species will be similar to that of other stabilized
dunes in the region.

C. Existing populations of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of
nonnative annual grasses, will be significantly reduced during the early years of the restoration and will
not exceed 10% canopy cover. Newly developed populations will not be allowed to become established.

Years 4—7

A. Total plant cover will be similar to that of other stabilized dunes in the region (25% to 75% canopy cover).
Approximately 25% of the dunes may remain unvegetated.

B. The species richness of native dune-associated plant species will be similar to or greater than that of
other stabilized dunes in the region.

C. Existing populations of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of
nonnative annual grasses, will be significantly reduced during the early years of the restoration and will
not exceed 10% canopy cover. Newly developed populations will not be allowed to become established.

Years 8-10

A. Total plant cover will be similar to that of other stabilized dunes in the region (25% to 75% canopy cover).

B. The species richness of native dune-associated plant species will be similar to or greater than that of
other stabilized dunes in the region.

C. All populations of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of nonnative
annual grasses, will be significantly reduced during the early years of the restoration and will not exceed
10% canopy cover. Newly developed populations will not be allowed to become established.

TABLE 2-20
UPLAND SCRUB AND GRASSLAND PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year

Performance Criteria

Vegetation an

d Invasive Plants

Years 1-3

A. Native canopy cover will be a minimum of 30% cover by the Year 3 surveys.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.

Years 4-7

A. Canopy cover will increase to a minimum of 50% cover by the end of Year 7, and will show signs of
significant natural recruitment.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.

Years 8-10

A. Canopy cover will increase to a minimum of 65% cover by the end of Year 10.

B. Canopy cover of invasive species listed as “High” or “Moderate” by the Cal-IPC, exclusive of annual
grasses, will not exceed 10% cover in any year.

Birds

Years 1-3

A. A variety of bird species will be observed foraging in the restored uplands, although the species richness
and abundance of birds may be lower than observed prior to the restoration. The species richness and
abundance of birds will not fall below 50% of pre-restoration levels after Year 1. Due to natural inter-
annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into account multiple years of prior
survey data if available.
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TABLE 2-20 (Continued)
UPLAND SCRUB AND GRASSLAND PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Monitoring
Year Performance Criteria

Birds (cont.)

A. Species richness and abundance of birds will reach approximately pre-restoration levels and will not
decrease with each successive year. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-
Years 4-7 restoration levels will take into account multiple years of prior survey data if available.

B. Birds will be observed both foraging and demonstrating territorial behavior within the restored upland
habitat.

A. Species richness and abundance of birds will each be at or greater than pre-restoration levels by the end
of Year 10. Due to natural inter-annual variation, the determination of pre-restoration levels will take into
Years 8-10 account multiple years of prior survey data if available.

B. Birds will be observed both foraging and demonstrating territorial behavior within the restored upland
habitat.

Adaptive Management

Successful adaptive management would require initial monitoring to identify and correct any
problems in the restoration design. Consistent with the U.S. Department of Interior Technical
Guide for Adaptive Management (2009), an adaptive management plan would be prepared prior
to project implementation (and based on Appendix B3) to track restoration success relative to
performance criteria and determine when criteria have been met and the restoration would
proceed to its next phase. Namely, targeted invasive plant species would be removed; native
vegetation would be successfully filling in areas that formerly consisted of weedy, nonnative
species; hydrology would be improved over baseline conditions; and sensitive species would
begin inhabiting the restored/ enhanced areas.

Triggers for any remedial adaptive management actions would be based on significant deviation
from or a lack of progress toward achieving the performance criteria outlined for each
monitoring parameter coupled with an evaluation of the trajectories of habitat development or
directions of change. For many aspects of biotic community development, it may take several
years for trends to become apparent, and changes in management should allow for sufficient time
for trends to become apparent. If it is determined that progress toward performance criteria is not
measurable or that the habitat appears to be progressing toward an alternative state, an evaluation
of the causes involved and the trend toward meeting performance criteria would be undertaken to
determine whether intervention or mid-course corrections are warranted.

In some cases, habitat development would be on track to meet long-term performance criteria
and no actions would be warranted—in these cases, it would be appropriate to modify the
performance criteria based on new developments in the understanding of the development of
biotic communities. In other cases, it may be determined that additional monitoring parameters
are necessary to determine the cause of poor performance. Once the causes of poor performance
are identified, appropriate changes in management would be investigated and implemented. Any
modifications implemented as a result of this process would be subject to quantitative monitoring
and analysis specifically designed to evaluate the effectiveness of such modifications or changes
in management.
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Sea Level Rise

The Ballona Reserve is expected to be affected by future sea level rise due to climate change.
According to the Project’s Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulics Report (see Appendix F7),
this sea level rise would be expected to gradually convert the restored habitats to lower elevation
habitats through transgression (e.g., from vegetated wetland to mudflat or from mudflat to
subtidal habitats). Figure 2-36, Habitat Evolution with Sea Level Rise: Restored Habitats);
Figure 2-37, Habitat Evolution with Sea Level Rise: 2030 Projection (9 in of Sea Level Rise);
Figure 2-38, Habitat Evolution with Sea Level Rise: 2050 Projection (19 in of Sea Level Rise);
Figure 2-39, Habitat Evolution with Sea Level Rise: 2070 Projection (32 in of Sea Level Rise);
and Figure 2-40, Habitat Evolution with Sea Level Rise: 2100 Projection (59 in of Sea Level
Rise), show the expected progression of the habitats through Year 2100. Additional information
and sea level rise figures for Alternative 4 are contained in the Ballona Wetlands Inundation
Memo, contained in Appendix B7.

Phase 1 Implementation

An adaptive management plan for the Area B managed wetland restoration would be
implemented to incrementally test, monitor, and refine wetland habitat management. Different
seasonal water management regimes (e.g., different seasonal managed high tide levels and
Freshwater Marsh outflows to Southeast Area B) would be tested within the adaptive
management plan in South and Southeast Area B. Vegetation and predator management
approaches also would be tested (see Conceptual Plan, Appendix B3).

Vegetation cover spot monitoring would be conducted twice each year in areas across the site
that previously consisted of monocultures of weeds until it is determined that native vegetation is
sufficiently dense to allow for efficient ground-based monitoring—this level should be between
15 percent and 20 percent cover. During the Phase 1 restoration in South and Southeast Area B,
the primary concern is that invasive plant species do not colonize the area after such plants have
been removed, particularly where large stands of pampas grass have been removed. Furthermore,
it is critical that seeded native species become established to prohibit future invasions by
invasive plant species. Vegetation monitoring also would be used to assess functional
gain/improvement in existing, non-tidal marsh vegetation in terms of growth and vigor.

In addition to vegetation monitoring, bird monitoring of the Phase 1 restoration area would be
important to assess species-specific use by the Belding’s savannah sparrow. This monitoring
would follow established protocols approved by CDFW.

Restored habitats throughout the site would be monitored and evaluated against performance
goals identified in the Conceptual Plan (Appendix B3). Namely, targeted invasive plant species
would be removed, native vegetation would be successfully filling in areas that formerly
consisted of weedy species, hydrology would be improved over baseline conditions, and
sensitive species would be using the site. Belding’s savannah sparrow’s use of the site for nesting
would be a proxy to determine successful habitat creation in Area A prior to full tidal restoration
of West Area B in Phase 2.
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Phase 2 Implementation

Monitoring and adaptive management of the final restoration would follow the specifics outlined
in detail in the Conceptual Plan (Appendix B3). It would include a variety of monitoring and
adaptive management criteria for each habitat type as previously described.

2.2.2.7 Alternative 1: Operation and Maintenance

The intent of the Project is to restore a wetland and creek habitat and flood risk management
system that is sustained by natural processes and requires minimal O&M activities. A new long-
term O&M Agreement between LACFCD and CDFW would need to be established identifying all
new O&M responsibilities that address: (1) habitat and vegetation; (2) trash removal; (3) the newly
modified channel and levees; (4) water-control structures; (5) parking facilities; (6) the baseball
fields; (7) SoCalGas Property; and (8) other ongoing and routine maintenance. A Preliminary
Operation and Maintenance Plan, including allocation of responsibilities between LACFCD and
CDFW, is provided in Appendix B5. See Figure 2-41, Alternative 1, Phase 1: Operations and
Maintenance, and Figure 2-42, Alternative 1, Phase 2: Operations and Maintenance. See also
Table 2-21, Other Current and Ongoing Routine Operation and Maintenance Activities.

For purposes of this EIS/EIR, the portion of the Project site within the Ballona Reserve is
assumed to be subject to the Corps’ Section 404 jurisdiction over the discharge of dredged or fill
material into to waters of the U.S. Therefore, all of the O&M activities described in

Section 2.2.1.7, Operation and Maintenance Activities, and Appendix B5, Preliminary Operation
and Maintenance Plan, that would include dredge and fill activities within the Ballona Reserve
would require Section 404 authorization, unless the associated discharges are exempt or
excluded from permitting requirements. Section 404 authorization could be required, for
example, for the repair of water control structures and levees, formation of new tidal channels,
modification of existing tidal channels, re-contouring areas to enhance tidal flow, and creating
elevations conducive to establishing wetland and other aquatic habitat.

Further, for purposes of this EIS/EIR, the portion of the Project site that would be subject to tidal
influence without the presence of the levees (based on the current topography and as shown in
Figure 1-1, Existing Topography and Tidal Inundation) is assumed to be subject to the Corps’
Section 10 jurisdiction. Work or structures in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S. would occur
or be located within the current footprint of the Ballona Creek channel, West Area B, and limited
portions of the Fiji Ditch (in Area A), South Area B, and Southeast Area B. O&M activities in
these areas would include, for example, dredging, maintenance, repair, and/or replacement of flap
gates and other water control structures, and sediment removal from Basin 14B.

O&M activities that would not require authorization under either Section 404 or 10 would
include all of the activities described in Appendix B5, Preliminary Operation and Maintenance
Plan, that do not result in dredge or fill and that would not take place within, above, or below
navigable waters of the U.S. (i.e., outside the area shown in blue on Figure 1-1, Existing
Topography and Tidal Inundation). Such activities include, for example, habitat restoration
monitoring and maintenance, maintenance of public accessways such as trails, litter removal,
erosion protection in upland habitat restoration areas such as the upland fill in Area C North and
Area B, invasive species management including vegetation monitoring, and monitoring canopy
cover and determining habitat suitability for monarch butterfly.
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Habitats and Vegetation

Portions of the restored site would be planted (e.g., upland, transition zone, high marsh, and low
marsh), while other marsh areas may rely on natural recruitment of salt marsh vegetation (e.g.,
mid marsh). The Conceptual Plan (Appendix B3) identifies maintenance activities that would
likely be required to support establishment of restored habitats. VVegetation maintenance,
irrigation, and weeding may be required for certain habitats, such as for transition and upland
habitat plantings. Removal of invasive species would occur on site in perpetuity through the
combination of a volunteer program and long-term management of the site using methods similar
to those used during implementation.

Trash Removal Efforts

LACFCD operates and maintains an existing trash net across the Ballona Creek channel between
the Culver and Lincoln Boulevard Bridges, which catches trash carried downstream by Ballona
Creek flows, primarily during storm events. LACFCD inspects the trash net weekly and removes
trash from the net as necessary. The restoration allows for continued O&M of the existing trash
net. No changes to trash net O&M are anticipated. Trash removal would occur as needed within
the restored wetlands for some trash that is not caught upstream at the existing trash net.

Ballona Creek Flood Risk Management Channel

LACFCD currently performs maintenance of the existing flood risk management channel. The
channels and levees have not been modified since 1936, when the levees were constructed
(Corps 2009, Data Sheet B-A-2). LACFCD currently is preparing permit applications for the
removal of sediment from the Ballona Creek channel upstream of the proposed restoration, from
about the Lincoln Boulevard Bridge to the SR-90, to lower the channel invert and improve
drainage for storm drains along the channel (D. Sharp, LACFCD, pers. comm.).

Existing maintenance activities for Ballona Creek channel are expected to continue with the restored
Ballona Creek channel. A monitoring and as-needed maintenance program would be developed for
the new sinuous channel. The level of channel erosion and deposition during storm flow events is
anticipated to be acceptable for the restoration and flood risk management. The channel would be
inspected annually and after significant storm events (i.e., 10-year event or greater). The channel
cross-section would be monitored to confirm that the cross-section and flood performance is within
the predetermined maintenance limit. Any major debris or blockage of the channel that may
negatively affect flood risk protection or restoration performance would need to be removed;
however, this is not anticipated.

For purposes of estimating potential maintenance requirements and evaluating potential impacts
related to sedimentation, up to 4 feet of uniform deposition along the new channel alignment
would be allowed before channel maintenance would be required. This amount of sedimentation is
estimated to take at least 50 years to accumulate in the channel and would require removal of
approximately 125,000 CY of material. If this channel maintenance threshold were reached,
LACFCD would perform the required maintenance using floating mechanical or hydraulic dredge
equipment. Dredge equipment would be transported to the site by truck or barge via Marina del
Rey Harbor or the Ballona Creek channel to the Pacific Avenue Bridge. Dredge equipment would
be assembled in the channel. The channel would be dredged to the design dimensions of the
channel. Dredged material either would be beneficially used within the wetlands (e.qg., to raise
sub-tidal and intertidal mudflat areas and create additional vegetated wetland habitat) or would be
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disposed of off-site. Land and marine-based off-haul options would be similar to options described
for the construction of Alternative 1, although soil excavation and disposal volumes for
maintenance activities would be less than construction volumes. Any off-haul activities for
maintenance therefore would have a shorter duration than for construction activities. Sediment
testing would be performed prior to channel maintenance and any soil requiring special
management measures would be handled and disposed of according to regulations.

In locations where armoring would be installed to limit erosion, the scour protection would be
inspected and maintained as-needed. In the event that buried armoring was exposed after a storm,
natural processes would be allowed to revegetate those areas (e.g. vegetation recruitment in
remaining soils, encouraging deposition) and no maintenance would be required to re-bury the
armoring.

Perimeter Levees and Interior Berms

The levees and interior berms would require limited maintenance, e.g., inspection annually and
after significant storm events (i.e., 10-year event or greater). The levees also would require
periodic repaving of the bicycle path and walking trail, replacement or repair of installed fencing,
replacement or repair of any overlook or educational equipment placed along the walking trail,
trash collection and graffiti removal, and any other vandalism repair. Minor erosion prevention
measures may be needed for both the levees and berms, periodically. The perimeter levees and
berms would mainly be maintained by the LACFCD. It is anticipated that responsibility for
O&M activities would be allocated between LACFCD and CDFW as indicated in AppendixB5,
Preliminary Operation and Maintenance Plan.

Water-Control Structures

The existing West Area B self-regulating tide gate is operated and maintained by LACFCD
(USACE 1999). LACFCD inspects and maintains the tide gate, including removal of
debris/obstructions from the gate. The gates are checked on a weekly basis. Obstruction removal
typically occurs twice per year, or as needed. The gates are inspected and serviced annually.
O&M of the existing tide gates would continue until the structure is removed and the levee is
breached in Phase 2.

For new water-control structures, tide gates and weirs would need regular inspection and annual
maintenance to ensure proper operation, similar to current O&M for the West Area B structure.
Gates and weirs may be adjusted seasonally for habitat management. Obstructions would be
removed when necessary. If sedimentation in the channel limits the functionality of the water-
control structures, a low ground pressure excavator would be used to remove material for the
site. A temporary access route, 35-feet wide, would be created using mats to provide equipment
access. LACFCD would continue to inspect and maintain both the existing and new water-
control structures.

Stormwater Management Features

Maintenance of bio-swales is expected to be limited to non-native vegetation removal. Non-
native plant removal would include work with hand tools such as shovels, rakes, hatchets, wheel
barrows, and small trucks for hauling of equipment and spoils. It is expected that these efforts
would occur once a year for the lifespan of the Project.
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Maintenance of pre-treatment basins would include non-native vegetation removal, minor
structural repair, and sediment removal. Non-native vegetation removal would utilize the same
equipment, methods, and frequency as the bio-swales. Minor structural repair could include
repair of storm drain pipes, headwalls, and berms associated with the stormwater management
features. The pre-treatment retention/detention basins are designed to capture stormwater runoff
from upstream tributary areas and allow the silts and other debris carried by the runoff to settle
within the basins prior to infiltration and/or discharge into the Ballona wetlands. This “storage”
must be maintained for proper functioning. A discussion of the sediment removal for each basin
is presented in Appendix B5, Preliminary Operation and Maintenance Plan.

Parking Lots

Hours of operation for public use of the West Culver Parking Lot and the existing parking lot
and new parking structure in Area A would be open from approximately dawn to dusk with
parking for a limited duration. Parking areas would be locked after hours. The West Culver
Parking Lot currently is unlocked, and CDFW and the City of Los Angeles Police Department
periodically check for vehicles that are parked overnight. This lot would be locked after dusk as
part of future operations.

Vector Control

Vector control activities do not occur within the portion of Ballona Creek that lies within the
Project site, and there have been no known vector control practices within the Ballona Reserve
over the last several years due to drought conditions. However, vector control practices do occur
within the Freshwater Marsh adjacent to East Area B and Southeast Area B. In previous years,
the Los Angeles County Vector West Control District (LACVWCD) has applied larvicides in
South Area B, and likely other wet areas of the Ballona Reserve. The restored and enhanced tidal
wetlands would be designed to provide daily tidal flushing to support tidal wetland functions,
which would also discourage vector breeding; however, it is possible that vector control within
certain areas of the restored wetland complexes may need to increase in frequency and/or
amount. In the past, LACVWD conducted vector control activities without prior consultation
with CDFW. It is CDFW’s intent that future vector control activities within the Ballona Reserve
would be coordinated between LACWVCD and CDFW.

SoCalGas Property

Operation and maintenance activities on the SoCalGas Property would include routine
maintenance and inspect; gas well inspections; pipeline and plant hydrostatistic testing; and
leakage surveys. Routine maintenance and inspection would typically be performed during
daylight hours during the week. Gas well inspections would occur on a weekly basis.
Hydrostatistic testing of field pipelines and the plant would occur every two to seven years,
depending on the involved agencies, pipe condition, and location. Leakage surveys would be
performed on active wells on a monthly basis, on abandoned wells on a semi-annual basis, and
on pipelines once a year.

Other Current and Ongoing routine O&M Activities

Table 2-21, Other Current and Ongoing Routine Operation and Maintenance Activities, lists
other routine current and ongoing O&M activities that would continue in Alternative 1.
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TABLE 2-21
OTHER CURRENT AND ONGOING ROUTINE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Ongoing O&M Activities O&M Activity Frequency Responsibility Notes

To be performed at existing and new gate

Inspect and lock gates Daily LACFCD/CDFW -
locations.

To be performed as needed for existing
Monthly or as needed LACFCD/CDFW | and new fence and gate locations will be
operated by on-site Ballona Reserve staff.

Maintenance and repair of
fence and gates

To be performed as needed for existing

Trail maintenance Weekly or as needed LACFCD/CDFW .
and new trails.

Bicycle path maintenance Weekly LACFCD We'ekly sweeping and less frequent
maintenance of path surface.

Access road maintenance Approximately every 5 years LACFCD Pavement management and resurfacing.

SOURCE: P. Holland, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. 2014. Personal Communication.

Current and Ongoing Law Enforcement Activities

Transient encampments have been encountered in the Ballona Reserve over time. Typically these
encampments are identified by CDFW and are removed by local law enforcement. Once
restoration is complete, it is possible that the homeless could try to establish these encampments
once again in the Ballona Reserve. If this should occur, CDFW will address these ongoing illegal
activities as they have in the past.

2.2.3 Alternative 2: Restored Partial Sinuous Creek

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1, but with a slightly smaller footprint. In Alternative 2,
existing armored levees on the Ballona Creek channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve would be
removed and Ballona Creek would be realigned to flow in a natural meander-shaped pattern as
described in Alternative 1; however, the southern levee of the Ballona Creek channel adjacent to
West Area B would not be breached, and the existing water-control structures would remain. As a
result, this alternative restores a mix of fully tidal wetlands and managed wetlands in the Ballona
Reserve while retaining existing habitats in West Area B (Figure 2-43, Alternative 2: Proposed
Habitats). Alternative 2 would include the first restoration phase described in Alternative 1, but not
the second and final restoration phase and without the stockpiled fill along the Culver Boulevard
levee and East Area B in the first phase of Alternative 1.

New partially-earthen levees would be built around the northern perimeter of Area A and along
the north side of Culver Boulevard in North Area B as shown in Figure 2-44, Alternative 2:
Preliminary Grading Plan. The interim levee identified in Alternative 1 would become the new
location for the final North/West Area B levee in Alternative 2. The levees would be broad and
gently sloped away from roadways and buildings, protecting development from potential
flooding of Ballona Creek, and providing upland and transitional habitat zones. The new levees
would be set back from Ballona Creek to reconnect the creek with its floodplain, allowing
wetland habitat to form within the floodplain.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2158 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



{\ Restoration Project Alternative 2: Proposed Habitats

2-159


file://Sfo-file01/esapwa/Data/projects/_2012/D120367.00%20-%20Ballona/03%20Working%20Docs_Analysis/10_ADEIS-R/Figures/2_PD/Figure_2-43_Alt2Habitats.pdf

2. Description of Alternatives Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

As with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would provide new trails and bicycle paths that would
encourage appropriate use by visitors, and gateway entrances with educational and art installations
as shown in Figure 2-45, Alternative 2: Public Access Plan. However, Alternative 2 would differ
from Alternative 1 in that the trail would go along the North/West Area B levee (as in Phase 1 of
Alternative 1) instead of going around the perimeter of West Area B and the baseball fields in
Area C would be replaced (if external funding becomes available for this purpose and other factors
are met) at a higher elevation following the placement of fill in that location.

Alternative 2 balances functioning tidal habitat creation with interim impacts to sensitive species
habitats. While implementation of Alternative 2 would restore less full tidal wetland in the
Ballona Reserve as compared to Alternative 1, it would eliminate the need to reestablish State-
listed endangered Belding’s savannah sparrow habitat prior to potential losses of such habitat
during implementation of the second phase. Alternative 2 would maintain West Area B in its
present managed tidal state.

In addition, the existing SoCalGas wells would be decommissioned within the Ballona Reserve
and pipelines would be abandoned or modified, as needed, to accommodate the proposed
restoration activities.

This alternative would result in the permanent loss of 21.7 acres of wetland waters of the U.S.
and 1.8 acres of non-wetland waters of the U.S. There would be a loss of function to 0.7 acre of
wetland waters and 5.5 acres of non-wetland waters and a temporary impact to 24.5 acres of
wetland waters and 22.4 acres of non-wetland waters. Within the Ballona Reserve, 83.1 acres of
native wetland and 38.7 acres of new non-wetland waters would be established. An additional
56.3 acres of native wetland and 15.3 acres of non-wetland waters would be enhanced. With
respect to the Corps’ Section 10 jurisdiction, all work and structures that would occur in the blue
area shown in Figure 1-1, Existing Topography and Tidal Inundation, would occur in or affect
navigable waters of the U.S. Such activities would include, for example, dredging and service of
flap gates and other water control structures. Under Alternative 2, West Area B would not be
improved; therefore, reduced impacts to navigable waters relative to Alternative 1 would result.

2.2.3.1 Alternative 2: Ecosystem Restoration

Alternative 2 would restore a fully connected Ballona Creek channel and wetland system across
most of the site by removing the existing levees, and creating a sinuous channel with two meander-
shaped bends (Figure 2-43, Alternative 2: Proposed Habitats). The proposed channel alignment
would mimic natural channel forms and support desired native habitats, vegetation, and wildlife
species. The proposed channel alignment also intentionally avoids cultural resource areas identified
by archaeological studies and/or Tongva tribal representatives, as in Alternative 1.

Subtidal and intertidal channels would extend from Ballona Creek into the vegetated tidal
wetlands, providing habitat diversity and tidal circulation (Figure 2-43, Alternative 2: Proposed
Habitats). In Area A, soil would be removed to restore tidal wetlands near the creek with gently
sloping transitional and upland habitats between the wetlands and a new levee constructed along
Fiji Way. Slight depressions in the transitional and upland areas would be created to form new salt
pans and seasonal wetlands. Tidal wetlands also would be restored in North Area B between
Ballona Creek and upland habitats along a new Culver Boulevard levee. In South and Southeast
Area B, the existing wetlands would be enhanced by removing invasive plant species, restoring
native vegetation, creating new channels and salt pans, and managing wetland hydrology via new
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water-control structures in the Culver Boulevard levee. Brackish marsh would be established near
the existing Freshwater Marsh and also may form along the upstream edge of Ballona Creek. Soil
removed from Area A would be placed to construct the new levees and create restored uplands in
East Area B, North Area C, and South Area C. In North Area C, the Fiji Ditch would be realigned
and restored with riparian habitat along the new channel. The existing Fiji Ditch in Area A would
be retained and enhanced. Nonnative vegetation would be removed along the banks of Fiji Ditch,
targeting invasive species removal, and the banks would be revegetated and stabilized with native

plants.

Ecosystem restoration activities in Alternative 2 would include removing invasive plant species;
seeding/planting native plant species; as well as natural recruitment of native plant species in
restored tidal wetlands similar to Alternative 1.

Restoration habitat targets and acreages by phase are presented in Table 2-22, Alternative 2
Restored Habitats and Acreages.

TABLE 2-22

ALTERNATIVE 2 POST-RESTORATION HABITATS AND ACREAGES'

Alternative 2

Existing
Habitat Type Conditions Impacts Area A Area B Area C Total

Aquatic and Wetlands
Aquatic 40.3 245 11.5 37.0 0.0 48.4
Mudflat 8.8 4.5 6.5 9.0 0.0 15.4
Tidal Salt Marsh n/a n/a’ 53.0 71.2 0.0 124.3

Low Marsh n/a n/a 3.5 7.9 0.0 1.4

Mid-Marsh n/a n/a 36.9 27.2 0.0 64.2

High Marsh n/a n/a 12.6 36.1 0.0 48.7
Muted Tidal Marsh 18.2 3.0 0.4 14.0 0.0 14.4
Non-Tidal Salt Marsh 85.0 25.8 23 25.9 0.0 28.3
Non-Tidal Marsh 38.6 24.9 0.0 4.6 0.0 46
Coastal Brackish Marsh 6.4 1.7 2.6 9.1 0.0 11.7
Salt Pan 22.8 0.5 4.6 27.2 0.0 31.8
Willow/Mulefat Thicket 13.8 4.8 0.0 8.4 34 11.8
Uplands
Transition Zone n/a n/a 10.8 12.9 0.0 23.7
Stabilized Dune 9.3 1.9 0.0 7.0 0.0 7.0
Eucalyptus Grove 2.8 0.2 0.0 24 0.0 24
Upland 271.9 238.9 57.4 85.5 58.5 203.8

Grassland 19.4 16.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Coastal Sage Scrub 52.3 48.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Invasive monoculture 200.2 174.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Developed 47.7 n/a 7.2 20.9 6.7 38.0
Total 565.5 156.52 156.4 335.1 68.6 565.6

NOTE:

1 There is no fully tidal marsh under existing conditions, therefore there are no impacts.
2 All values provided in acres.

3 The total impact does not include disturbance of invasive monoculture since this would be a beneficial effects and not an adverse impact.

SOURCE: ESA 2016.
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Restored Habitats (Alternative 2)

The restored habitats in Alternative 2 would be the same as those presented in Alternative 1,
Phase 1 in Section 2.2.2.1, Alternative 1: Ecosystem Restoration.

Grading and Hydrology (Alternative 2)

Figure 2-44 shows the preliminary grading plan for Alternative 2. Figure 2-46, Alternative 2:
Perimeter Levees Plan, and Figure 2-47, Alternative 2: Levee Sections, show the levee plan with
the locations of typical grading cross-sections. The grading and hydrology for Alternative 2 is
described further below.

Ballona Creek Channel Realignment and Area A

Grading for Ballona Creek and Area A would be the same for Alternative 2 as in Alternative 1.
The grading is described in Section 2.2.2.1, Alternative 1: Ecosystem Restoration.

North Area B

Between the new levee and the realigned portion of Ballona Creek in North Area B,
Alternative 2 proposes a gently sloping transition from upland habitats along the levee down to
vegetated marsh habitat and mudflat habitat along the restored Ballona Creek channel banks.

Tidal wetland would be restored between the new Culver Boulevard levee and the realigned
portion of Ballona Creek in North Area B, with a full tidal connection between the wetlands and
Ballona Creek as described for Alternative 1 (Figure 2-43, Alternative 2: Proposed Habitats).

Culver Boulevard Levee

A new levee would be constructed north of Culver Boulevard to replace the existing south Ballona
Creek channel levee and provide flood risk protection for Culver Boulevard and areas to the south.
The Culver Boulevard levee would extend from the existing south Ballona Creek levee at the
Culver Boulevard Bridge along Culver Boulevard to the North/West Area B levee, which would
connect the Culver levee with the existing south Ballona Creek levee along West Area B as
described below (Figure 2-44, Alternative 2: Preliminary Grading Plan). The Culver levee would
be constructed with a top width of 20 feet and would have a slope of approximately 5:1 H:V from
the levee crest down to 15 feet NAVD 88 and a 10:1 H:V slope down to the marsh plain. The levee
would be offset from Culver Boulevard to allow for road drainage to the area between the road and
the levee and to avoid existing utilities along Culver Boulevard, which would remain in place.

The levee crest elevation is expected to be approximately 18.5 feet NAVD 88, which would
include an allowance for sea level rise and improve the existing level of flood risk protection.
The crest elevations for the new proposed levees around the perimeter of the restoration would
be refined during the development of detailed engineering drawings. The levee would include a
12-foot-wide maintenance access road, which would also serve as a pedestrian path and bike
trail, on top.

West Area B
No grading for habitat restoration would be done in West Area B in Alternative 2.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2164 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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East Area B

Soil excavated to restore wetlands in Area A would be placed in East Area B (Figure 2-48,
Alternative 2, East Area B: Proposed Grading). Existing elevations in East Area B range from
approximately 6 to 12 feet NAVD 88. Grades are currently from 5 to 15 feet below street level.
The proposed elevations would range from approximately 8 feet NAVD 88 at the eastern end to
20 feet NAVD 88 at the northern end near the existing levee. Corresponding fill heights would
range from a few feet to approximately 14 feet above existing grade. The proposed grades
would be no more than 8 feet above the adjacent street level. The upland restoration areas would
be graded so that rainfall would flow into and support seasonal wetlands and other upland
habitats.

South and Southeast Area B

Grading for South and Southeast Area B, would be the same for Alternative 2 as in Alternative 1.
The grading is described in Section 2.2.2.1, Alternative 1: Ecosystem Restoration.

North and South Area C

Soil excavated to restore wetlands in Area A would be placed in North and South Area C to
create elevated areas of upland habitat (Figure 2-49, Alternative 2, North Area C: Proposed
Grading, Low Fill (450,000 cy or540,000 cy adjusted); Figure 2-50, Alternative 2, South Area C:
Proposed Grading, High Fill). In South Area C, fill would be placed across the site and, if
external funding becomes available for their construction, operation and maintenance, the
baseball fields could be rebuilt on top of the fill.

Soil would be placed up to an elevation between 38 and 50 feet NAVD 88 (or a height of up to
approximately 13 to 25 feet above existing grade). The upland areas would be graded so that
rainfall would flow into and support seasonal wetlands and other upland habitats in Area C. Side
slopes of the upland areas would vary from approximately 3:1 H:V to 20:1 H:V, as depicted in
Figure 2-49, Alternative 2, South Area C: Proposed Grading, Low Fill (450,000 cy or540,000 cy
adjusted), and Figure 2-50, Alternative 2, South Area C: Proposed Grading, High Fill.

Revegetation of Graded and Disturbed Areas (Alternative 2)

Revegetation activities during restoration would include invasive plant species controls and the
planting and seeding of native vegetation as in Alternative 1. Invasive plant species would be
removed or treated per the Invasive Plant Material Treatment description in Section 2.2.2.5,
Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process. Additional revegetation procedures
would follow the Revegetation of Disturbed Areas description in Section 2.2.2.5.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2167 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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2.2.3.2 Alternative 2: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management

Alternative 2 entails realignment of flood risk management levees as described in Alternative 1.
Levees would be constructed along Fiji Way in Area A and along Culver Boulevard in Area B,
as well as between North and West Area B (i.e., the interim levee from Alternative 1, referred to
as the North/West Area B levee for Alternative 2). The proposed levees in Alternative 2 would
be engineered to meet or exceed current flood risk management standards.

Alternative 2 also would include a new water control structure to enhance existing managed wetland
in South/Southeast Area B. The new culverts would include gates to limit high water. Berms would
also be constructed along the low spots in Culver Boulevard and along the SoCalGas property
boundaries with the Ballona Reserve (Figure 2-44, Alternative 2: Preliminary Grading Plan).

The existing West Area B self-regulating tide gate would be maintained as is. A new stormwater
basin would be created north of the developed commercial area at the southeast corner of West
Area B to hold and treat stormwater flows in this area.

Detailed descriptions of flood risk and stormwater management features including the Culver
Boulevard stormwater management improvements are the same as those presented under
Alternative 1 for Phase 1 in Section 2.2.2.2, Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater
Management, except for as described below.

Flood Risk Management Features

The Alternative 2 flood risk management features are similar to those in Alternative 1, Phase 1
with a few differences. The interim levee from Alternative 1 would be a permanent feature in
Alternative 2, and material would not be stockpiled in the Culver Boulevard levee. Additionally,
Alternative 2 would not include any new water-control structures in West Area B. Erosion
control in Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1, except there would be no armoring in
West Area B (Figure 2-51, Alternative 2: Perimeter Levee Armoring Plan).

Levees

Culver Boulevard Levee

The new Culver Boulevard levee would extend from the south end of the Culver Boulevard
Bridge, where it would tie in to the existing Ballona Creek channel levee, along Culver
Boulevard to the Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard intersection, where it would tie into
the North/West Area B levee (Figure 2-44, Alternative 2: Preliminary Grading Plan). The
Culver Boulevard levee would include two distinct design sections:

1. A wide plateau at the upstream limit between Culver Boulevard and the old railroad
alignment. This wide section is intended to vary the widening of the restored Ballona Creek
floodplain to help even out the hydraulic drop of flood levels as flood flows enter the Ballona
Reserve.

2. A 20-foot top-width section along Culver Boulevard to the intersection with Jefferson
Boulevard. The continuation of this levee along Culver Boulevard and around the east side
of West Area B is referred to as the North/West Area B levee, described below.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2173 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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The levee core would be located adjacent to Culver Boulevard, and the wider sections would
support vegetated habitat closer to Ballona Creek. Beyond the levee top, each section would
incorporate an average slope of 5:1 H:V down to 15 feet NAVD 88 and 10:1 H:V down to
10 feet NAVD 88, with a flatter 20:1 H:V transitional slope to the adjacent restored tidal
wetlands.

North/West Area B Levee

The North/West Area B levee (Alternative 1 Interim Levee) would connect the Culver Boulevard
levee to the existing southern Ballona Creek channel levee just north of the existing natural gas
monitoring well cluster in West Area B (Figure 2-44). The North/West Area B levee would be
constructed with 5:1 H:V side slopes on the Ballona Creek side. Subgrade preparation would be
similar to the Culver Boulevard and West Area B levees discussed in Alternative 1. The
North/West Area B levee would incorporate buried rock or soil cement armoring along much of
its length (Figure 2-47, Alternative 2: Levee Sections, and Figure 2-51, Alternative 2: Perimeter
Levee Armoring Plan). Rock facing may be used at the tie-in with the southern Ballona Creek
channel levee.

Water-Control Structures

Alternative 2 water-control structures are the same as those described in Alternative 1
(Section 2.2.2.2, Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management), with the following
exceptions:

° No new culverts would be needed to connect West and South Area B.

. No culverts would be needed to connect the existing channels within West Area B.

A new weir box would be installed on the culverts in the South Area B berm along Culver
Boulevard to maintain the connection to West Area B for stormwater drainage. The remaining
water-control structures would also be installed/improved in Alternative 2 as under Alternative 1.

Culver Boulevard Stormwater Management

As described for Alternative 1, Culver Boulevard stormwater management would be improved
by creating a low area down to approximately 4 feet NAVD 88 in west Area B. This storage
basin would be sized to accommodate the local area drainage (Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin
and Emergency and Bus Access Routes). This basin would also function as a water quality
treatment measure to address the minor increase in pollutant load from the proposed paved
emergency and bus access road to be constructed in the Ballona Reserve immediately behind the
commercial properties (Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes),
as well as a portion of the runoff from the existing paved area of Culver Boulevard.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2174 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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2.2.3.3 Alternative 2: Public Access and Visitor Facilities

Improvements to public access, recreation, environmental education, and interpretative
opportunities within the Project site would be comparable to those described for Phase 1 of
Alternative 1 (Figure 2-45, Alternative 2: Public Access Plan). These would include construction
of three primary entrances into the Ballona Reserve with adjacent parking, new trails, and new
interpretive features and amenities (e.g., benches).

Under Alternative 2, the primary access difference would be that the pedestrian and bicycle path
would connect between the Culver Boulevard levee and the south Ballona Creek channel levee via
the North/West Area B levee along the eastern side of West Area B. In addition, a bike path would
be constructed upon the existing south Ballona Creek channel levee between Culver Boulevard and
Lincoln Boulevard. This bike path would connect from the bike and pedestrian bridge at Culver
Boulevard, travel along the south Ballona Creek channel levee, and split into two paths. One path
would connect with the bike path that parallels Lincoln Boulevard in East Area B. The other bike
path would remain on the south levee, continue on toward Lincoln Boulevard, and eventually
would provide a connection under the Lincoln Boulevard Bridge to an existing bike path in Playa
Vista. As a part of this Alternative, the bike path would be constructed only within the Project’s
boundaries. Connections to paths or potential paths external to the Reserve are not part of
Alternative 2. All other public access and visitor facilities improvements would be as described in
Section 2.2.2.3, Alternative 1: Public Access and Visitor Facilities.

Additionally, Alternative 2 would raise the existing elevation of the baseball fields’ location. The
baseball fields may be replaced with three new ones. If replaced, external funding would be
required. The replacement analysis assumes that one replacement field would have a 90-foot
diamond for players 13 years old and over, and two would have 60-foot diamonds for players

12 years old and younger.3° The existing baseball fields occupy approximately 6.2 acres of land
devoid of vegetation; if reconfigured and replaced, they would occupy approximately 5.5 acres
and be planted with a typical athletic turf grass.

2.2.3.4 Alternative 2: Infrastructure and Utility Modification

Some modification of infrastructure and utilities would be required to implement the restoration
under Alternative 2. As with Alternative 1, modification of the existing public roads and power
utilities is not anticipated.

Gas Well Decommissioning

Alternative 2 would decommission existing gas wells within the Ballona Reserve and abandon or
modify gas pipelines as in Alternative 1, Phases 1 and 2, except for in West Area B. In West
Area B including the existing salt pan, well abandonment would not be required for

Alternative 2; however, abandonment of the remaining wells would still be desired in all cases as
part of the overall restoration and improvement of the Ballona Reserve. SoCalGas would

30 Generally, the distance between base paths on fields for 12-year-olds and below in baseball and in all divisions
of softball is 60 feet. A local Little League board of directors may opt to use a 50-foot diamond in the Tee Ball
divisions. The distance in all divisions of baseball for 13-year-olds is up to 90 feet.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2177 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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continue to proceed with well abandonment per its decommissioning plans as described under
Alternative 1 in Section 2.2.2.4, Alternative 1: Infrastructure and Utility Modification; however,
the specific timing of the remaining SoCalGas activities would not be driven by the restoration.

Sewer and Water Infrastructure

The City of Los Angeles—abandoned 36-inch reinforced concrete pipe would be removed and
capped where any excavation down to this pipe are planned for the restoration.

Roads and Storm Drainage

Existing public roads running through the Ballona Reserve (Culver Boulevard, Lincoln
Boulevard, and Jefferson Boulevard) would remain in place and would not be altered by the
proposed wetland restoration activities. Signage would be added at the new bus and emergency
access entrance off Culver Boulevard to the West Culver Parking Lot indicating right turn
in/right turn out only at Culver Boulevard.

Other stormwater controls and improvements associated with Alternative 2 restoration are
described in Section 2.2.2.2, Alternative 1: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management.

2.2.3.5 Alternative 2: Implementation and Restoration Process

Restoration activities would be sequenced as shown in Table 2-23, Alternative 2 Restoration
Sequence Stages. Restoration phasing would be the same as described for Alternative 1, Phase 1.

In Alternative 2, utilities would be relocated within the Ballona Reserve, Area A and North
Area B would be graded, and new levees would be constructed. Soil excavated from Area A
would be transported to Area B and used to construct the Culver Boulevard levee. Water-control
structures would be installed/modified, and the wetland enhancements in South Area B,
including channel excavation and berm construction, would be completed. Area A site
preparation, grading, and revegetation also would occur. Site preparation of North and South
Area B would occur, including utility relocation, clearing and grubbing, and over-excavation
along the levee alignment. Area C and East Area B would be graded to upland habitat. Once the
new levees are in place, the channel meander shapes would be constructed and existing levee
segments removed. An open Ballona Creek channel would be maintained throughout the
restoration process. Finally, the public access features, including new bicycle and pedestrian
paths and the West Area B fire access road and stormwater drainage improvements, would be
completed.

Earthwork Quantity Estimates

Table 2-24, Alternative 2 Earthwork Soil Volume, summarizes overall earthwork quantity
estimates for Alternative 2. Levee dimensions would be refined during final design to meet
Corps requirements (e.g., Section 408 requirements for modifications to Corps-approved flood
risk management protection systems). The final volume of fill placement for levee construction
would depend on the final design and the actual conditions during restoration (e.g., the
compatibility of excavated soils).

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2178 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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TABLE 2-23
ALTERNATIVE 2 RESTORATION SEQUENCE STAGES
Sequence | Project
# Area(s) Activity Description
B Southeast Area B gas line 1167—remove and relocate existing gas line underneath Gas Company Road
B South Area B enhancement—enhancement including channel excavation
A Area A gas line removal—remove existing inactive gas line and cut and cap gas line at Fiji Way
4 A Gqs yvell abapdonmeqt - Drill new well at SoCalGas site to replace Del Rey 19, abandon and plug Del Rey 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, and 19, and remove
existing gas lines serving removed wells
5 A Remove vegetation around wells in Area A
6 A Excavate and grade soil around wells in Area A and export soil to West Area B
7 A Finish grading around wells in upland areas and reestablish upland vegetation
8 B Abandon wells in Area B and drill new wells at SoCalGas Property
9 B Remove vegetation around wells in Area B
10 B Finish grading around wells in upland areas of Area B and reestablish upland vegetation
1 A&B P_edestrian/bicycle bridge_—relocate bicycle path under proposed bridge and construct pedestrian/bicycle bridge across channel with connection to
bicycle path under the bridge
12 A&C Lincoln Boulevard Bridge—build Lincoln Boulevard Bridge next to Culver Boulevard Bridge to connect Area A to Area C
13 A Clear, grub, and stockpile before grading Area A
14 A Excavate Area A—excavation starts 70 feet north of levee
15 A Construct north levee—grading and construction of levee within Area A with or without gas wells remaining
16 B Nor‘Fh Area B north gas line relocation and well abandonment— abandon gas wells and relocate active gas lines within sleeve (can be conducted
earlier, preferably with Sequence 3)
17 B Clear and grub North Area B
18 B North Area B over-excavate and stockpile—excavate along Culver Boulevard —Jefferson Boulevard to 70 feet south of levee
19 B Construct Culver Boulevard and North/West Area B levees—grading and construction of levee
20 B Clear, grub, and stockpile before grading East Area B
21 B East Area B grading
22 C Clear and grub North and South Area C
23 A&C Area A grading and export to North and South Area C
24 Cc Finish grading for uplands in North and South Area C
25 B Area B box culverts—install two new culverts on Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard and realignment of Freshwater Marsh outlet
26 A&B Area A and North Area B—excavate and breach existing levees
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2179 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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ALTERNATIVE 2 RESTORATION SEQUENCE STAGES

Draft EIS/EIR
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Sequence | Project

# Area(s) Activity Description
27 A&B Area A and North Area B—block and fill existing levees
28 A&B Area A and North Area B—remove existing levees
29 B West Area B — construct fire access road and reconstruct Area B parking lot
30 A&B Construct bicycle path, pedestrian walk, amenities along top of levee, and LACFCD parking structure
31 A Export any excess, unused soil from Area A to off-site landfill or ocean disposal site

NOTE:

* Performed concurrently

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project

Draft EIS/EIR

2-180

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR 2. Description of Alternatives

September 2017
TABLE 2-24
ALTERNATIVE 2 EARTHWORK SOIL VOLUME
Estimated Earthwork Volumes
(cubic yards)
Cut/Fill Balance
Transport Compared to
Area Cut Fill (Cut-Fill) Notes Alt 1
Excavation for wetland restoration Same
Area A 1,730,000 (382008880 1’143%088(;0 Placement for levee construction
’ cEE Transport to Area B and North Area C
Transport from Area A Less fill than
North Area B 310,000 (:2280088%;0 (‘rngoggz)io Excavation for wetland restoration Alt 1
’ ’ Placement for levee construction
Transport from Area A More fill than
East Arca B _ (340,000) (340,000) Placement for upland restoration Alt 1
Transport from Area A Same
i;)elghéSoutheast 10,000 (10,000) — Excavation for channel enhancements
Placement for berm construction
Transport from Area A Less fill than
North Area C 40,000 (540,000 (500,000) Placement for upland restoration Alt 1
Transport from Area A More fill than
South Area C - (540,000) (540,000) Placement for upland restoration Alt 1
Less cut and
(2,120,000) to On-site balance of cut and fill expected |less fill than in
Total 2,090,000 S 1 a 0to 10,000 with potential for off-site export of up to |Alt 1- less
(2,180,000)
— 10,000 cubic yards material to
offhaul

NOTE: Fill placement volumes account for compaction of lower-density soil excavated from Area A when it is placed and compacted to a higher
density in a fill placement area. Note that with projects that have levee fill volumes of several hundred thousand cubic yards, slight changes in
the degree of slope or the width of the levees could greatly affect the amount of excess soil that would be created.

SOURCE: ESA, 2014.

Stockpiling and Disposal of Excess Fill

Excess soil not needed for levees would be placed as fill in upland habitat restoration areas (East
Area B and North and South Area C) as described for Alternative 1.

Restoration Sequencing and Schedule

Alternative 2 would be implemented over 5 years. Table 2-25, Alternative 2 Restoration
Schedule, presents a preliminary construction schedule. Under Alternative 2, the baseball fields
are anticipated to be closed from at least April 2018 to April 2019.

TABLE 2-25
ALTERNATIVE 2 RESTORATION SCHEDULE

Start Date

End Date

July—November
or later

2017

March—July 2022
or later

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Restoration Methods

Restoration methods for soil transport, levee lowering and breaching, soil bearing and earthwork
equipment, Ballona Creek channel realignment, levee stability, clearing and grubbing, nonnative
plant material treatment, revegetation of graded and disturbed areas, and gas well abandonment
and replacement would be as described in Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and
Restoration Process.

2.2.3.6 Alternative 2: Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Monitoring program development, performance criteria, and adaptive management approaches
would be the same under Alternative 2 as those described for Alternative 1 in Section 2.2.2.6,
Alternative 1: Monitoring and Adaptive Management. The 10-year monitoring program would
evaluate the progress toward achieving restoration goals and inform the need for adaptive
management during the lifespan of the restoration. Performance criteria would be open to revision
based on improvements in understanding of habitat development or species requirements, including
lessons learned from the restoration or other similar restoration projects being conducted in the area.

Alternative 2 would not be dependent on the habitat performance in order to complete the
restoration as in Phase 2 of Alternative 1.

2.2.3.7 Alternative 2: Operations and Maintenance

Under Alternative 2, the restoration intent would be to restore a wetland and creek habitat and
flood risk management system that is sustained by natural processes and requires minimal O&M
activities similar to that proposed under Alternative 1. A new long-term O&M Agreement
(between LACFCD and CDFW) would need to be established identifying all new O&M
responsibilities that address: (1) habitat and vegetation, (2) trash removal, (3) the newly modified
channel and levees, (4) water-control structures, (5) parking facilities, and (6) other ongoing and
routine maintenance as described for Alternative 1. The new long-term O&M Agreement would
identify those responsible for flood risk management and non-flood-control aspects of the restored
Ballona Reserve.

O&M details would be as described for Alternative 1 in Section 2.2.2.7, Alternative 1: Operation
and Maintenance.

2.2.4 Alternative 3: Levee Culverts and Oxbow

This alternative would result in the permanent loss of 3.7 acres of wetland waters of the U.S. and
no loss of non-wetland waters of the U.S. There would be no loss of function and a temporary
impact to 3.5 acres of wetland waters and 0.5 acres of non-wetland waters. Within the Ballona
Reserve, 48.0 acres of native wetland 28.1 acres of new non-wetland waters would be established.

All of the O&M activities that would be implemented in the portion of the project site that would
be subject to tidal influence without the presence of the levees (based on the current topography
and as shown in Figure 1-1, Existing Topography and Tidal Inundation) would be subject to the
Corps’ Section 10 jurisdiction over work or structures in or affecting navigable waters of the
U.S. Alternative 3 would focus restoration efforts north of the Ballona Creek channel and west of
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Lincoln Boulevard; restoration would not occur in North Area B, West Area B, South Area B,
Southeast Area B, or East Area B. Therefore, O&M activities under Alternative 3 that could
affect navigable waters of the U.S would be limited to those that would occur in the current
footprint of the Ballona Creek channel and limited portions of the Fiji Ditch. Such activities
would include, for example, the service of flap gates and other water control structures. Water
level monitoring in the Ballona Creek channel would remain as it is under existing conditions,
with no new impact to those navigable waters of the U.S.

Alternative 3 would have a substantially smaller Project footprint than Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2 with the intention, in part, of avoiding disturbance of existing habitat in Area B.
Restoration under Alternative 3 would be focused in Area A and Area C only. Area B would not
be actively restored using mechanized means. Habitats otherwise would not achieve stated
Project hydrologic and functional goals and remain in their current condition (e.g., muted tidal in
West and South/Southeast Area B, nontidal in the remainder of Area B). In Alternative 3,
existing armored levees on the Ballona Creek channel adjacent to the Ballona Reserve would
remain intact. No levee breaching would occur. Instead, two new water-control structures with
multiple culverts in each would be installed within the northern Ballona Creek channel levee to
support full tidal restoration in Area A similar to Alternative 1, with an oxbow-shaped3! channel
(Figure 2-52, Alternative 3: Proposed Habitats). The southern Ballona Creek channel levee
would remain unchanged from its current condition. Since the culverts to the creek would remain
open to allow full tidal flow into the marsh, Alternative 3 would include a new perimeter flood
risk management levee along with restoration of Area A.

A new partially-earthen levee would be built around the northern perimeter of Area A as
described in Alternative 1 (Figure 2-53, Alternative 3: Preliminary Grading Plan). The levee
would be broad and gently sloped toward the restored wetlands, protecting development from
potential flooding of Ballona Creek and providing upland and transitional habitat zones within
the restored Ballona Reserve. Between the new perimeter levee and the existing Ballona Creek
channel levee a variety of coastal wetland habitats would be restored within the created
marshplain similar to those proposed in Alternative 1.

As in Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would provide new trails and bicycle paths in Area A, which
would encourage appropriate use by visitors, and gateway entrances with educational and art
installations (Figure 2-54, Alternative 3: Public Access Plan). There would be no new trails in
Area B or in Area C.

A new parking structure along Fiji Way for use by LACDBH, CDFW staff, and the public would
reduce the existing parking area footprint within this portion of the Ballona Reserve by
approximately 0.8 acre. Alternative 3 would include improvements to the existing West Culver
Parking Lot in West Area B to make access safer and more appealing to visitors.

Alternative 3 is intended to reduce impacts to Federal and state jurisdictional wetlands, and
eliminate the potential need to reestablish state-listed endangered Belding’s savannah sparrow
nesting habitat prior to implementation of a project phase that could impact the habitat, as under
Alternative 1. However, Alternative 3 would result in restoring considerably less tidal wetland
and other habitats in the Ballona Reserve than proposed under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.

31 The term “oxbow” is used to describe a U-shaped bend in the course of a river.
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2.2.4.1 Alternative 3: Ecosystem Restoration

Alternative 3 would restore full tidal wetland habitats within Area A supported by two new
culvert water-control structures installed in the northern Ballona Creek channel levee. The
culverts would support subtidal and intertidal channels that would connect to vegetated tidal
wetlands, providing habitat diversity and tidal circulation (Figure 2-52, Alternative 3: Proposed
Habitats). In Area A, similar to Alternative 1, soil would be removed to restore tidal wetlands
with gently sloping transitional and upland habitats between the wetlands and a new levee
constructed along Fiji Way. Slight depressions in the transitional and upland areas would be
created to form new salt pans and seasonal wetlands. Soil removed from Area A would be
exported off-site. The existing Fiji Ditch in Area A would be retained and enhanced. North and
South Area C would be enhanced without grading. Nonnative vegetation would be removed
along the banks of Fiji Ditch, targeting invasive species removal, and the banks would be
revegetated and stabilized with native plants.

Ecosystem restoration activities in Alternative 3 would include removing invasive plant species,
seeding/planting native plant species, and natural recruitment of native plant species in restored
tidal wetlands as in Alternative 1.

Restoration habitat targets and acreages are presented in Table 2-26, Alternative 3 Restored
Habitats and Acreages. A detailed description of each ecosystem restoration phase is presented
below.

A wetland system would be restored in Area A by connecting Ballona Creek to the floodplain
through two water control structures in the north flood risk management levee (Figure 2-52,
Alternative 3: Proposed Habitats). The existing levees would remain, and an oxbow-shaped
channel would be created in Area A. The proposed channel alignment would mimic natural
channel forms and support desired native habitats, vegetation, and wildlife species. The proposed
channel alignment also intentionally avoids cultural resource areas identified by cultural studies
and Tongva tribal representatives as in Alternative 1.

Restored Habitats (Alternative 3)

Area A

In Area A, soil would be removed to create marsh plain near the creek flood risk management
levee then slope up through a transition zone and upland to a levee crest along Fiji Way. Slight
depressions in the transition and upland areas would be created to form salt pans and seasonal
wetlands. Tidal channels would also be excavated to provide tidal conveyance to the marsh and
foraging habitats. Nonnative vegetation would be removed along the banks of Fiji Ditch,
targeting invasive species removal, and the banks would be revegetated and stabilized with
native plants.

Area C

In Area C, upland habitat would be enhanced without grading. Enhancement would include
invasive removal and replanting.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2.187 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
California Department of Fish and Wildlife - Draft EIS/EIR



2. Description of Alternatives Draft EIS/EIR
September 2017

TABLE 2-26
ALTERNATIVE 3 POST-RESTORATION HABITATS AND ACREAGES'
Alternative 3
Existing
Habitat Type Conditions Impacts Area A Area B Area C Total

Aquatic and Wetlands
Aquatic 40.3 0.4 17.5 27.5 0.0 45.0
Mudflat 8.8 0.1 6.0 5.2 0.0 11.2
Tidal Salt Marsh n/a n/a' 427 0.1 0.0 42.8

Low Marsh n/a n/a 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4

Mid-Marsh n/a n/a 28.7 0.0 0.0 28.8

High Marsh n/a n/a 11.6 0.1 0.0 11.6
Muted Tidal Marsh 18.2 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5
Non-Tidal Salt Marsh 85.0 1.5 2.7 88.5 0.1 91.3
Non-Tidal Marsh 38.6 5.1 0.0 33.5 0.0 33.5
Coastal Brackish Marsh 6.4 0.0 2.6 6.1 0.3 9.0
Salt Pan 22.8 0.0 4.6 22.8 0.0 274
Willow/Mulefat Thicket 13.8 4.3 0.0 9.2 04 9.6
Uplands
Transition Zone n/a n/a 9.9 0.0 0.0 9.9
Stabilized Dune 9.3 0.1 0.0 7.0 1.9 8.9
Eucalyptus Grove 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 2.4
Upland 271.9 115.2 62.5 86.5 56.1 207.4

Grassland 194 6.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Coastal Sage Scrub 52.3 33.3 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Invasive monoculture 200.2 75.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Developed 47.7 n/a 14.2 27.3 9.9 54.6
Total 565.5 51.32 162.6 328.7 68.6 565.5

NOTES:

1 There is no fully tidal marsh under existing conditions, therefore there are no impacts.
2 All values provided in acres.
3 The total impact does not include disturbance of invasive monoculture since this would be a beneficial effect and not an adverse impact.

SOURCE: ESA 2016.

Grading and Hydrology (Alternative 3)

Figure 2-53, Alternative 3: Preliminary Grading Plan, shows the preliminary grading plan for
Alternative 3. Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-13 show the Area A levee plan with the locations of
typical grading cross-sections, as for Alternative 1. The grading and hydrology for Alternative 3
is described in more detail later in this section.

Ballona Creek Oxbow-Shaped Channel

Channel depths would be similar to existing depths, ranging from approximately 2 to 8 feet
below MLLW (channel bed invert elevation of approximately -2 to -8 feet NAVD 88). The
restored oxbow-shaped channel would have a top width of approximately 250 feet. The channel
banks would be graded to slopes of approximately 5:1 H:V to provide mudflat and low marsh
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habitat. Two banks of culverts would be installed in Ballona Creek channel levee to connect the
creek to the oxbow-shaped channel (Figure 2-52, Alternative 3: Proposed Habitats).

Once constructed, the majority of the earthen oxbow-shaped channel would not be confined to a
rigid alignment. Some gradual channel migration and localized erosion and sedimentation would
occur. The overall channel location would be guided by the sloping restored marsh plain and
adjacent upland habitats. The restoration and water culverts would allow for full tidal and
stormwater inundation. The culverts also would have adjustable tide gates to allow for that
management of flows and circulation patterns within restored wetlands.

Area A

Area A restoration would include construction of a perimeter levee and excavation down to
marsh plain elevations. Tidal channels would be excavated within the restored marsh to convey
tidal flows and provide foraging habitat. Slopes between the marsh and levee would be graded to
provide fringe salt pan and seasonal wetland habitats as wells as upland and transition habitat
between uplands and wetlands. Salt pan habitat would be created to provide functions similar to
the existing Area B salt pan habitat. The excavated soil would be used to build the levees. Excess
soil would be exported off-site.

Revegetation of Graded and Disturbed Areas (Alternative 3, Phase 2)

Revegetation activities during restoration would include invasive plant species controls and the
planting and seeding of native vegetation as in Alternative 1. Invasive plant species would be
removed or treated per the Invasive Plant Material Treatment description in Section 2.2.2.5,
Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process. Additional revegetation procedures
would follow the Revegetation of Disturbed Areas description therein.

2.2.4.2 Alternative 3: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management

Alternative 3 would install two water control structures with multiple culverts in each, including
tide gates, within the north Ballona Creek channel levee and construction of a levee along Fiji Way
in Area A for supplemental flood risk management. The existing old, outdated, and non-compliant
levees along Ballona Creek would remain in place. The proposed levee would be engineered to
meet or exceed current flood risk management standards. Detailed descriptions of flood risk and
stormwater management features are described below.

Flood Risk Management Features

New Levee

In Area A, construction of a new perimeter levee would maintain or improve the level of flood
risk management protection provided by the existing Ballona Creek channel levee. This new
levee would be the same as the Area A levee described in Alternative 1 and further detail is
included in Section 2.2.1.2, Alternative 1 Flood Risk and Stormwater Management.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2189 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
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Water-Control Structures

Two new water-control structures with multiple culverts in each would be installed in the existing
north Ballona Creek channel levee to connect Ballona Creek to the oxbow shape and floodplain.
The culverts would be sized to provide tidal flows from Ballona Creek to Area A. Each of the
two banks of culverts in the levee would consist of multiple culverts and gates (e.g., six 5-foot-
diameter culverts with gates). The gates would be adjustable and allow for management of flows
in and out of the two structures and management of water levels (e.g., for seasonal habitat
management and to limit extreme water levels).

Culver Boulevard Stormwater Management

As described for Alternatives 1 and 2, Culver Boulevard stormwater management would be
improved by creating a low area down to approximately 4 feet NAVD 88 in West Area B. This
storage basin would be sized to accommodate the local area drainage (Figure 2-15, Stormwater
Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes). This basin would also function as a water quality
treatment measure to address the minor increase in pollutant load from the proposed paved
emergency and bus access road to be constructed in the Ballona Reserve immediately behind the
commercial properties (Figure 2-15, Stormwater Basin and Emergency and Bus Access Routes),
as well as a portion of the runoff from the existing paved area of Culver Boulevard.

2.2.4.3 Alternative 3: Public Access and Visitor Facilities

Improvements to public access, recreation, environmental education, and interpretative
opportunities within Area A and Area C would be comparable to those described for
Alternative 1 (Figure 2-54, Alternative 3: Public Access Plan), as well as in West Area B in
relationship to the West Culver Parking Lot improvements. These would include construction of
three primary entrances into the Ballona Reserve with adjacent parking, new trails, new
interpretive features, and amenities (e.g., benches).

The primary access difference in Alternative 3 would be that a new pedestrian and bicycle path
would not be created within Area B along Culver Boulevard. The existing bicycle and pedestrian
access would remain along the north side of existing Ballona Creek channel, with a new access loop
around the new Area A perimeter levee. All other public access and visitor facilities improvements
would be as described in Section 2.2.2.3, Alternative 1: Public Access and Visitor Facilities.

2.2.4.4 Alternative 3: Infrastructure and Utility Modification

Some modification of infrastructure and utilities would be required to implement the restoration
under Alternative 3. As with Alternative 1, modification of the existing public roads and power
utilities is not anticipated.

Gas Well Decommissioning

Alternative 3 would decommission existing gas wells within the Ballona Reserve and abandon or
modify gas pipelines as in Alternative 2 (or Alternative 1, Phase 1). In Area B, well abandonment
and the relocation of gas line 1167 would not be required for Alternative 3; however, abandonment
of the remaining wells would still be desired in all cases as part of the overall restoration and
improvement of the Ballona Reserve. SoCalGas would proceed with well abandonment per their
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decommissioning plans as described under Alternative 1 in Section 2.2.2.4, Alternative 1:
Infrastructure and Utility Modification; however, the specific timing of the remaining SoCalGas
activities would not be driven by the restoration.

Sewer and Water Infrastructure

The City of Los Angeles—abandoned 36-inch reinforced concrete pipe would be removed and
capped where any excavation down to this pipe are planned for the restoration.

Roads and Storm Drainage

Existing public roads running through the Ballona Reserve (Culver Boulevard, Lincoln
Boulevard, and Jefferson Boulevard) would remain in place and would not be altered by the
proposed wetland restoration activities.

2.2.4.5 Alternative 3: Implementation and Restoration Process

Restoration activities would be sequenced as shown in Table 2-27, Alternative 3 Restoration
Sequence Stages. In Alternative 3, utilities would be relocated within the Ballona Reserve,
Area A would be graded, and new levees would be constructed. The vast majority of the soil
excavated from Area A would be transported off-site. Tide gates would be installed at two
locations in the northern Ballona Creek channel levee and Area A would be revegetated.

TABLE 2-27
ALTERNATIVE 3 RESTORATION SEQUENCE STAGES
Project
Sequence # Area(s) Activity Description

1 B Southeast Area B gas line removal—remove existing inactive gas line

2 B South Area B creation of stormwater detention basins, treatment swales, and wetlands.

3 A Area A gas line removal—remove existing inactive gas line, cut and cap gas line at Fiji Way

4 B North gas [in_e relqcat_ion and well abandonment reestablish upland vegetation and
remove existing pipelines.

5 B Abandon Area B yvells_ (ab_andon and plug Vidor 1, 2, 3, 5, 14, 18 and Del Rey 4, 5, 9, 11)
and remove existing pipelines.

6 B Remove vegetation from around wells in Area B.

7 B Finish grading and habitat establishment in Area B.

8 A Remove and clear vegetation, trash from Area A and stockpile.

9 A Remove 36” concrete pipe from Area A, excavate old fill, and dig below future levees.

10 A Grade and construct new levee around Area A.

11 A Excavate Ballona Creek Channel in Area A.

12 A&C Excavate Area A and export off-site.

13 C Remove invasives from Area C North and South and reestablish upland vegetation.

14 A&B Construc;t bike and pedestrian paths on Ieveqs, construct the LACFCD Parking Structure
Foundation, and construct the LACFCD Parking Structure.

15 A Install culverts on existing north Ballona Creek levee in Area A.

16 A Export final excess dirt quantity in Area A.
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Earthwork Quantity Estimates

Table 2-28, Alternative 3 Earthwork Soil Volume, summarizes overall earthwork quantity
estimates for Alternative 3. Levee dimensions would be refined during final design as needed to
meet Corps requirements (e.g., Section 408 requirements for modifications to Corps-approved
flood risk management systems). The final volume of fill placement for levee construction would
depend on the final design and the actual conditions during restoration (e.g., the compatibility of
excavated soils). A range of fill volumes is therefore estimated for levee construction in
Alternative 3.

TABLE 2-28
ALTERNATIVE 3 EARTHWORK SOIL VOLUME
Estimated Earthwork Volumes (cubic yards)
Cut/Fill Balance
Transport Compared to Alt
Area Cut Fill (Cut-Fill) Notes land 2
. . Less cut and less
(189,000 — 1,215,000 - Excavation for wetland restoration - :
Area A 1,420,000 205,000) 1,231,000 Placement for levee construction glrlmtjh;n in Alts 1
No work done south of Ballona Less than Alts 1
North Area B — — — Creek and 2
) Less than Alts 1
East Area B — — — No fill placed and 2
South/ Less than Alts 1
Southeast . . . g?evevl?rk done south of Ballona and 2
Area B
) Less than Alts 1
Area C — — — No fill placed and 2
Less cut and
Total L420.000 | (189,000 - 1215000~ | Off-site export of 1,230,000 cubic | e Il thah in
205,000) 1,231,000 yards most material to
offhaul

NOTE: Fill placement volumes account for compaction of lower-density soil excavated from Area A when it is placed and compacted to a higher
density in a fill placement area. Note that with projects that have levee fill volumes of several hundred thousand cubic yards, slight changes in
the degree of slope or the width of the levees could greatly affect the amount of excess soil that would be created.

SOURCE: ESA, 2014.

Stockpiling and Disposal of Excess Fill

Excess soil not needed for the new Area A perimeter levee would be exported off site (see
description for “Off-Site Soil Export” in Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and
Restoration Process).

Restoration Sequencing and Schedule

Alternative 3 would be implemented over approximately 5 years. Table 2-29, Alternative 3
Restoration Schedule, presents a preliminary construction schedule. The baseball fields may
remain open during construction.

Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project 2-192 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Draft EIS/EIR - California Department of Fish and Wildlife



Draft EIS/EIR 2. Description of Alternatives
September 2017

TABLE 2-29
ALTERNATIVE 3 RESTORATION SCHEDULE

Start Date End Date

July—November 2017 or later March—July 2022 or later

Restoration Methods

Restoration methods for soil transport, clearing and grubbing, nonnative plant material treatment,
revegetation of graded and disturbed areas, and gas well abandonment and replacement would be
as described in Section 2.2.2.5, Alternative 1: Implementation and Restoration Process.

2.2.4.6 Alternative 3: Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Monitoring program development, performance criteria, and adaptive management approaches
would be similar under Alternative 3 as those described for Alternative 1 in Section 2.2.1.6,
Alternative 1: Monitoring and Adaptive Management. The 10-year monitoring program would
evaluate the progress toward achieving restoration goals and inform the need for adaptive
management during the lifespan of the restoration. Performance criteria would be open to
revision based on improvements in understanding of habitat development or species
requirements, including lessons learned from the restoration or other similar restoration projects
being conducted in the area. Alternative 3 would not be dependent on the habitat performance in
order to complete the restoration as in Alternative 1.

2.2.4.7 Alternative 3: Operations and Maintenance

Under Alternative 3, the restoration intent would be to restore a wetland and creek habitat and
flood risk management system that is sustained by natural processes and requires minimal O&M
activities similar to that proposed under Alternative 1. O&M activities for the Ballona Creek
channel would not change; however, the new Area A water-control structures would require
O&M as described for water-control structures in Alternative 1. A new long-term O&M
Agreement (between LACFCD and CDFW) would need to be established identifying all new
operation and maintenance responsibilities that address: (1) habitat and vegetation, (2) trash
removal, (3) water-control structures, (4) parking facilities, (5) baseball fields, and (6) other
ongoing and routine maintenance as described for Alternative 1. The new long-term O&M
Agreement would identify those responsible for flood risk management and non-flood-risk
management aspects of the restored Ballona Reserve. No changes to existing O&M activities in
North Area B, West Area B, East Area B, Southeast Area B, South Area B, North Area C, or
South Area C would occur. For example, under Alternative 3, the existing West Area B self-
regulating tide gates would continue to be operated and maintained by LACFCD, which inspects
and checks the gates weekly and removes obstructions typically twice per year. LACFCD would
continue to do so under Alternative 3. Other O&M activities that occur outside Area A under
existing conditions (and which would continue to occur under Alternative 3) are described in
Appendix B5, Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Plan.
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2.2.5 Alternative 4: No Federal Action/No Project

Under Alternative 4, the No Federal Action/No Project Alternative, the proposed Federal action
would be withdrawn or denied, and state and local permits and other authorizations necessary for
the Project also would be denied. No substantial changes would be made to the physical or
human environment within the Ballona Reserve and new, large-scale wetlands restoration would
not take place, although the continuation of previously-permitted restoration activities would be
allowed, such as the small-scale control of invasive plant species by hand-tools only and the
planting and seeding of native species. SoCalGas activities on the portion of its property within
the Project site would continue in accordance with existing permits and approvals.

2.2.5.1 Alternative 4: Ecosystem Restoration

Over half of the vegetated areas within the Ballona Reserve are heavily infested with invasive
species (nonnative species that are invasing as defined by Cal-1PC). Under Alternative 4, no
substantial restoration changes would occur and, thus, invasive species would continue to thrive on
the Project site. Previously-permitted restoration activities would continue to take place within
Ballona Reserve. Specifically, the small-scale control of invasive species would continue to
occur within the Project site. This type of restoration would include the planting and seeding of
native plant species using hand tools only. The existing levees would remain and no large-scale
excavation would occur under this alternative.

2.2.5.2 Alternative 4: Flood Risk and Stormwater Management

Most of the Ballona Creek channel network consists of storm drains, underground culverts, and
open concrete channels to provide drainage and flood management. Under Alternative 4, the
existing flood risk management and stormwater management would remain unchanged from
current conditions. No new storm drains, culverts, or tide gates would be constructed and the
existing armored levees channelizing Ballona Creek would remain unchanged. In addition, under
this alternative, Ballona Creek would not be modified to reconnect with the wetland floodplain.
Management of existing tide gates to provide some acclimation to sea level rise would be possible
temporarily, but the tide gates eventually would have to be closed permanently to avoid flooding in
West Area B and behind Culver Boulevard that would result from projected higher sea levels. As a
result, the tidal wetland habitats would be cut off from the estuary and would convert to mudflat or
subtidal habitat.

2.2.5.3 Alternative 4: Public Access and Visitor Facilities

Existing access to the Ballona Reserve would continue to be restricted to individuals or
organizations for managed access where authorized by CDFW for such uses as educational tours
and wildlife viewing trips, scientific research and monitoring, bicycling (only on the existing
Area A levee bicycle path), fishing and boating (only in the Ballona Creek channel), habitat
restoration, and baseball (in South Area C) under applicable agreements. All the gates to the
Ballona Reserve would remain locked under this alternative and no new visitor or recreational
improvements or amenities would be provided, no parking structure would be constructed or
operated, and no improvements to existing parking areas would be made. The Ballona Creek
Bike Path would continue to operate along the north side of the Ballona Creek channel and the
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Marvin Braude Bike Path, which is adjacent to Admiralty Way and Fiji Way, would continue to
operate near the west end of the Project site.

2.2.5.4 Alternative 4: Infrastructure and Utility Modification

Currently, there are several public utilities and infrastructure that occur within the Ballona Reserve.
These public utility providers include SoCalGas, the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP), LADWP Bureau of Sanitation, Los Angeles County Waterworks District, the
General Telephone Company, Southern California Edison, and the LACFCD. Under Alternative 4,
these utilities would not be modified and would continue to operate as they currently do.

SoCalGas currently operates several gas wells and associated pipelines within the Ballona
Reserve that are used to monitor the underground natural gas storage facility that is on the
property adjacent to the Ballona Reserve to the south. In addition, in some instances, these gas
wells are used to pump natural gas into and out of the natural gas storage facility. SoCalGas’s
longer-term plan is to consolidate gas infrastructure within its facility along the southern portion
of the Westchester Bluffs by abandoning gas wells in the wetlands and installing replacement
wells within their facilities to the extent possible. Under Alternative 4, SoCalGas would continue
to manage the existing gas wells and pipelines within the Ballona Reserve. The seven sites
within the SoCalGas property that were chosen as potential relocation sites would remain in their
current use. However, SoCalGas would independently pursue gas well and pipeline
abandonment and/or relocation based on facility priorities.

2.2.5.5 Alternative 4: Operations and Maintenance

O&M activities under the No Federal Action/No Project Alternative would continue as they
currently do and no new O&M Agreement between LACFCD and CDFW would be required. As
described above under Alternative 1, current O&M activities are minimal and consist of: limited
vegetation maintenance; the removal of trash and debris, removal of homeless encampments and
the monitoring and enforcing of other unauthorized or illegal activities by CDFW; maintenance
of existing flood channel and levees; maintenance and monitoring of existing parking lots; vector
control activities; and the O&M activities involved in the upkeep and maintenance of SoCalGas
gas wells and pipelines. Under Alternative 4, these O&M activities would continue
uninterrupted.

2.3 Potential Alternatives Considered but Not Carried
Forward for More Detailed Consideration

The Lead Agencies initially considered nine additional potential alternatives (Alternatives 5
through 12), but elected not to carry them forward for more detailed review because they did not
satisfy one or more of the screening criteria discussed in Section 2.1.3, Screening Criteria for
Alternatives to the Proposed Action, which included NEPA’s reasonableness factors,

Section 404’s practicability considerations, and state requirements under CEQA. Alternatives 5
through 12 are described and the rationale for not carrying them forward are summarized below.
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TABLE 2-30
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES NOT CARRIED FORWARD RELATIVE TO SCREENING CRITERIA
Alt. 9 Alt. 9 Alt. 9
Screening Criteria Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 Alt. 8 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Alt. 10 Alt. 11 Alt. 12
a. Is the alternative reasonable
(i.e., not too remote, No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

b. Would the alternative meet
the purpose and need and No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No
overall project purpose?

c. Would the alternative meet
most of the basic objectives No No No No No No Yes No No No
of Alternative 1?

d. Would the alternative be
practicable in terms of cost for

a tidal habitat restoration Yes Yes No No No No No No No No
project?

e. Would the alternative be
practicable to implement, No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

operate, and maintain
(logistics)?

f.  Would the alternative be
practicable construct using Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
existing technology?

g. Would the alternative be more
environmentally damaging No No No No No No No No Yes No
than Alternative 1?

h. Would the alternative avoid or
substantially lessen any of

. B Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes Yes
Alternative 1’s significant
impacts?
i. Would the alternative be
feasible for purposes of No Yes No No No No No No No Yes
CEQA?
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2.3.1 Alternative 5: Enhance Existing Habitat with Minimal Grading

Description

No large-scale earthmoving would be allowed within the Ballona Reserve under this potential
alternative, which is similar to a prior alternative from the 2008 Ballona Wetland Feasibility
Report (Feasibility Report Alternative 1, shown in Figure 2-55) (PWA et al. 2008). In the
Feasibility Study, Alternative 1 identified the maximum amount of habitat improvement possible
without modifying the site elevations or hydrologic connections. This potential alternative would
concentrate on weeding non-native and invasive species and planting of a limited amount of
native species on the site through volunteer programs. Minor changes in the operation of the
existing tide gates could be considered as well as minor improvements to public access and
visitor amenities. Without large-scale earthmoving, existing levees could not be moved away
from the creek and the creek would not be reconnected to its floodplain in any meaningful way;
wetland restoration efforts (increased size or improved quality) would be limited because
substantial freshwater or tidal influence could not be introduced into Area A or Area B; the
elevation of Area A could not be lowered to restore wetlands, removing deposited fill; and the
Ballona Reserve property would remain fragmented and isolated by Ballona Creek, berms, roads,
and levees. Because of the limited hydrologic influences due to existing topography, the habitats
occurring after implementation would be similar to those occurring under the existing condition.

Ecosystem restoration work would be limited. Existing upland habitats (e.g., coastal sage scrub
and grassland habitats) would be enhanced through weeding and planting and require significant
long term maintenance. Existing dune habitat, the existing Freshwater Marsh, and recreational
facilities in Area C would remain. There would be no improvement to flood risk and stormwater
management. The operation of existing tide gates could be modified to increase the muted tidal
waters entering the southwest portion of Area B; however, without changing the site topography
there would be very limited potential to enhance tidal circulation due to risk of flooding. No new
water-control structures would be installed and no levee removal or replacement would occur.
Management of the existing Area B tide gates to provide some acclimation to sea-level rise
would be possible temporarily; however, eventually, the tide gates would have to be closed
permanently and the tidal wetland habitats would be cut off from the estuary due to projected
sea-level rise.

Visitor amenities would include public access trails, gateway entrances, overlooks, and formal
parking in Areas A, B, and C. The parking for the baseball fields in Area C would remain.

Screening

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

This potential alternative would not be reasonable because its implementation would be
speculative and impractical and also is likely to be ineffective. Removal of the non-native
pampas grass in South Area B would not be effective without the use of heavy equipment or
mechanical means due to the extensive amount of biomass and risk of seed dispersal. As
described for Alternative 4, management of existing tide gates to provide some acclimation to
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sea level rise would be possible temporarily, but the tide gates eventually would have to be
closed permanently to avoid flooding in West Area B and behind Culver Boulevard that would
result from higher sea levels. As a result, the tidal wetland habitats would be cut off from the
estuary and would convert to mudflat or subtidal habitat. Therefore, this potential alternative
would not be reasonable.

b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

This potential alternative would not meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose
because only a very limited increase in tidal influence could be achieved and predominantly
estuarine wetland conditions would not occur. Therefore, the first of the two components of the
purpose and need/overall project purpose would not be met. The second component of the
overall project purpose relating to the LACDA project components and flood risk management
would be met.

c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. Although adverse impacts to existing infrastructure and LACDA project
facilities would be minimized, this potential alternative would not meet these basic objectives
because ecosystem restoration work would be limited.

d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

A detailed cost estimate has not been prepared for this alternative because other criteria are relied
upon as the rationale not to carry it forward for more detailed review. This analysis assumes that
the cost of Alternative 5 would be practicable for a tidal habitat restoration project.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain
(logistics)?

This alternative would not be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain. To the contrary, it
would be an unreasonable approach to a large-scale restoration effort. Approximately 2.8 to

3.5 million cubic yards of soil were dumped on the site during construction of the Marina del
Rey harbor and the Ballona Creek channel. Without the use of heavy equipment, moving the
amount of soil that would be required to restore tidal elevations in Area A would require
approximately 27.9 million wheel barrow loads32 to other areas of the Project site. This would
present an impracticable logistical challenge, especially without the ability to construct bridges
to move soil across roads and/or Ballona Creek. Restoring tidal connections to Ballona Creek
also would require modifying the existing levees and/or installing new or modified water control
structures, all of which would require heavy earthwork equipment.

32 Assuming 3 cubic feet wheel barrows and 3.1 million cubic yards of soil.
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f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Yes, it would be practicable to perform some grading under Alternative 5 using existing
technology (e.g., shovels and wheel barrows to move soil).

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

A detailed analysis of the potential environmental consequences of this alternative has not been
undertaken because other screening criteria are relied upon as the rationale for not carrying this
potential alternative forward for more detailed consideration. Briefly, however, Alternative 5
would reduce adverse environmental impacts relative to Alternative 1 because large-scale
earthmoving would not be allowed, thereby reducing exhaust emissions of construction
equipment, including attendant air quality and GHG emissions as well as the truck trips that
otherwise would be needed to off-haul soil for offsite disposal. Earthmoving equipment-related
noise also would be reduced relative to Alternative 1. Beneficial effects of Alternative 1 also
would not be realized. For example, negligible habitat benefits would accrue under Alternative 5
and sea level rise resiliency would be limited. Overall, the impacts of Alternative 5 would not be
more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1.

h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

As noted above, a detailed analysis of the potential environmental consequences of this
alternative has not been undertaken because other screening criteria are relied upon as the
rationale for not carrying this potential alternative forward for more detailed consideration. It is
assumed for purposes of this analysis that Alternative 5 would reduce potential significant
impacts relative to Alternative 1 relating to Air Quality, GHG emissions, and Traffic associated
with a reduction in restoration- and construction-related exhaust emissions relative to
Alternative 1. Earthmoving equipment-related noise also would be reduced relative to
Alternative 1.

i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 5 has been determined to be infeasible because the proposed restoration could not be
completed in a reasonable amount of time without the use of heavy equipment.

In summary, Alternative 5 would be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project; would be practicable to construct using existing technology; would not be more
environmentally damaging than Alternative 1, and would avoid or substantially lessen significant
impacts of Alternative 1. However, Alternative 5 has not been carried forward for more detailed
review because it would not be reasonable; would not meet the purpose and need and overall
project purpose; would not meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1; would not be
logistically practicable; and would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA.
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2.3.2 Alternative 6: Smaller Area Tidal Wetland Restoration

Description

This potential alternative would excavate fill to create new fully tidal channels, low marsh, and
mid-high salt marsh in Area A. Southeast Area B would be enhanced as muted tidal marsh by
replacing the existing Freshwater Marsh culvert with a daylighted tidal channel that connects to
Ballona Creek or by installing a new culvert and channel. This potential alternative is
comparable to Feasibility Report Alternative 2, shown in Figure 2-56 (PWA et al. 2008).

The existing Ballona Creek levees and channel alignment would be maintained. Area A would
be excavated to marsh elevations connected to Marina del Rey by expanding the existing culvert
under Dock 52 to Fiji Ditch to create a larger open culvert connection with a cross-sectional area
of 100 square feet. By expanding the culvert and excavating the site, approximately 37 acres of
new tidal wetland could be created. The Fiji Ditch in Area C would be deepened and extended
beneath Lincoln Boulevard to create a fully tidal channel. The remainder of Area A would be
converted to enhanced upland habitats (e.g., coastal sage scrub and native grassland).

The southeast portion of Area B would be enhanced by opening up the existing Freshwater
Marsh drainage pipe and modifying the existing flap gate to allow muted tidal flow onto the site.
Southeast Area B would be enhanced to include fully tidal channels, low and mid-high marsh
and associated transition zone habitats. In West Area B, operation of the existing tide gates
would be modified to increase the muted tidal inundation.

New trails would be constructed and public access to the Project site would be enhanced in
Areas A, B, and C. Parking would continue to be provided in Area C and Area B.

Screening

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

The implementation of this alternative would be reasonable because its implementation would
not be remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective.

b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

This potential alternative does not meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose
because it would not substantially restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona
Reserve by increasing tidal influence to achieve predominantly estuarine wetland conditions: this
alternative would restore only approximately 30% of the tidally-influenced area relative to
Alternative 1. Therefore, the first of the two components of the purpose and need/overall project
purpose would not be met. The second component, purpose relating to the LACDA project
components and flood risk management, would be met because the existing Ballona Creek levees
and channel alignment would be maintained.
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c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. As discussed in the Feasibility Report and the Ballona Wetlands Science
Advisory Committee (SAC)33 memorandum reviewing the Feasibility Report (Ballona Wetlands
SAC 2008), this potential alternative would create small, isolated areas of estuarine and muted
tidal habitats. The expanded culverts would be approximately 400 feet long and the flow velocity
through the culvert would be approximately two to three times higher than in natural tidal
wetland channels, which would constrain or preclude access by fish and wildlife. Also, this
potential alternative would not create a dynamic interaction between the restored wetlands in
Area A and the estuarine portion of the Ballona Creek channel. In the upland portion of Area A
that is not restored to wetlands, this potential alternative would enhance upland habitats without
lowering the ground elevations. The tidal connections in this potential alternative would be
through culverts or tide gates at fixed elevations giving the alternative limited capacity to adapt
to sea-level rise. As sea-level rises, tidal areas would convert to muted tidal systems. This
potential alternative would create less transition zone and upland habitat that could convert to
wetland habitat in the future with sea-level rise. Expanding the existing culvert under Dock 52
would require constructing new culverts and crossing and modifying existing infrastructure
along Fiji Way and the northern boundary of Area A, and could include the Marina del Rey sea
wall and multiple underground utilities (PWA 2011).

Furthermore, new culvert construction from Marina del Rey Harbor to Area A under Fiji Way is
significantly constrained by potential impacts to the Marina del Rey Harbor sea wall,
underground utilities, and navigation. Based on discussion with the LACDBH and preliminary
assessment of the condition of the existing Marina del Rey sea wall, culvert construction would
require completely removing and replacing a section of the existing sea wall at the culvert
location which would be very expensive and could create liability for the Project. A gravity
sanitary sewer line runs underground along the Project site at the elevation of the proposed
culverts. This line would have to be relocated during construction and may have to be entirely
redesigned if it is to continue to function after the culverts are installed. Modification to the
sewer line would require agreement with and approval by the Los Angeles County sewer district.
Future maintenance and refurbishment of the culverts also would be required. Ultimately, this
potential alternative would not meet the basic CEQA objectives because of the comparatively
very limited restoration that would result despite the modifications to infrastructure.

33 Over a series of meetings between 2005 and 2008, the SAC provided advice on science-based objectives for
restoration and on the evaluation of restoration alternatives.
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d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

A detailed cost estimate has not been prepared for this alternative because other screening
criteria are relied upon as the rationale for not carrying it forward for more detailed review. This
analysis assumes that the cost of Alternative 6 would be reasonable and practicable for a tidal
habitat restoration project.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain
(logistics)?

Yes, this alternative would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Yes, this alternative would be practicable because it would be possible to construct it using
existing technology.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

A detailed analysis of the potential environmental consequences of this alternative has not been
undertaken because other screening criteria are relied upon as the rationale for not carrying it
forward for more detailed review. Briefly, however, because the existing Ballona Creek levees
and channel alignment would be maintained, impacts of Alternative 1 relating to the creation of a
more meander-shaped channel (including equipment related emissions and the generation of
equipment and other noise closer to existing structures) would be avoided under Alternative 6.
Other impacts, including impacts to wildlife and habitat resources, public access, and recreation
would be comparable to Alternative 1. This analysis assumes that the impacts of Alternative 6
would not be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1.

h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

As noted above, a detailed analysis of the potential environmental consequences of this
alternative has not been undertaken because other screening criteria are relied upon as the
rationale for not carrying this potential alternative forward for more detailed consideration.
Briefly, however, it is unclear whether, on balance, Alternative 6 would avoid or substantially
lessen any of Alternative 1’s significant effects. Impacts of Alternative 1 relating to the creation
of a more meander-shaped channel and the removal and reestablishment of levees would be
avoided. However, instead of impacts related to the creation of a more meander-shaped channel,
there would be impacts from expanding culverts approximately 440 feet, constructing new
culverts and crossing and modifying existing infrastructure along Fiji Way and the northern
boundary of Area A. More specifically, culvert construction would require completely removing
and replacing a section of the existing sea wall at the culvert location. There would also be
impacts related to relocating a gravity sanitary sewer line that runs underground along the Project
site at the elevation of the proposed culverts. Because these impacts have not been quantified,
CDFW conservatively has determined that Alternative 6 would avoid or substantially lessen
Alternative 1’s significant impacts.
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i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 6 would be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would be capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.

In summary, Alternative 6 would be reasonable; would be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal
habitat restoration project; would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain; would be
practicable to construct using existing technology; would not be more environmentally damaging
than Alternative 1, would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of Alternative 1, and
would be feasible under CEQA. However, Alternative 6 has not been carried forward for more
detailed review because it would not meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose,
would not meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1.

2.3.3 Alternative 7: Larger Area Tidal Wetland Restoration

Description

This potential alternative would increase the areas of fully tidal channels, low and mid-high
marsh, and associated transition zone habitats compared to the potential alternative described
above. It is comparable to Feasibility Report Alternative 3, shown in Figure 2-57 (PWA et al.
2008). Culver Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard, and the SoCalGas access road would be
improved and raised on levees or a causeway to create an open connection to approximately

20 to 25 acres of enhanced wetlands in south Area B. Approximately 18 to 20 acres of existing
wetland would be impacted by raising the Gas Company Road and building a new Gas Company
levee, resulting in the net gain of approximately 7 acres of restored habitat if the roadway
improvements occur. The Project site would remain fragmented and isolated by Ballona Creek.
The connection to Area A would be modified to increase the tidal connection under Dock 52 to
create an open air culvert with a cross-sectional area of 160 square feet, creating approximately
70 acres of full tidal marsh (PWA 2011). The Fiji Ditch in Area C would be deepened and
extended beneath Lincoln Boulevard to create a fully tidal channel. In West Area B, this
potential alternative would increase the degree of tidal influence in the southwest wetland by
replacing the existing culverts and tide gates with a 100-foot wide breach. Southeast Area B
would be enhanced as muted tidal marsh by replacing the existing Freshwater Marsh culvert with
a daylighted tidal channel that connects to Ballona Creek or by installing a new culvert and
channel.

Coastal sage scrub and grassland habitat would be retained and small areas of seasonal wetland
and treatment wetlands would be created in Area C. Recreational facilities would be retained in
Area C. The parking lots in Area A and Area B would be constructed and/or upgraded under this
potential alternative. In addition, new trails would be constructed and public access to the Project
site would be enhanced.
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Screening

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

The implementation of this alternative would be reasonable because it would not be remote,
speculative, impractical, or ineffective.

b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

This potential alternative meets the purpose and need and overall project purpose because it
would restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona Reserve, in part by increasing
tidal influence to achieve predominantly estuarine wetland conditions and because it would
ensure that any alteration/ modification to the LACDA project components within the Ballona
Reserve would maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk management.
Additionally, the alternative would restore approximately 15% more tidally-influenced area
relative to Alternative 1.

c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. This potential alternative would not meet these basic objectives because, as
discussed more below, it would not avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities,
adjacent properties and uses and the raising of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard onto
levees or a causeway would involve significant modification of regionally important
infrastructure. As discussed in the Feasibility Report and the Ballona Wetlands SAC
memorandum (Ballona Wetlands SAC 2008), this potential alternative would not create
contiguous habitats across Areas A and B. The expanded culverts would be approximately

400 feet long and the flow velocity through the culvert would be approximately two to three
times higher than in natural tidal wetland channels, which constrains access by fish and wildlife.
Also, this potential alternative would not create a dynamic interaction between the restored
wetlands in Area A and the estuarine portion of the Ballona Creek channel. Moreover, installing
new culverts under Dock 52 or another location along the northern boundary of Area A would
require crossing and modifying existing infrastructure along Fiji Way and the northern boundary
of Area A (PWA 2011). New culvert construction from Marina del Rey Harbor to Area A under
Fiji Way is significantly constrained by potential impacts to the Marina del Rey Harbor sea wall,
underground utilities, and navigation. Future maintenance and refurbishment of the culverts also
would be required.
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d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

This potential alternative also could not be implemented for a cost that would be reasonable when
compared to other tidal habitat restoration projects. The costs of raising the roadways onto a
causeway and to complete the extensive utility relocation that would be required (i.e., between
$143,000,000 and $200,000,000) in addition to the cost of restoration would not be offset by the
approximately 7 additional acres of restored habitat that would result under this alternative. Details
and assumptions considered in the conceptual cost analysis of raising Culver and Jefferson
boulevards are provided in Appendix B10, Conceptual Cost Analysis to Raise Culver and Jefferson
Boulevards.

By comparison, assuming that raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards would increase the
number of acres restored by approximately 7 acres, the cost of Alternative 1 would be between
$1,564,197 and $1,837,841 per restored acre; Alternative 2 would cost between $1,849,391 and
$2,215,715 per restored acre; and Alternative 3 would cost between $4,671,866 and $5,628,242
per restored acre. Averaging the two estimated increases for each alternative, raising the roads
would still be an approximately 50% increase per restored acre for each of the three alternatives
(an approximately 53% increase for Alternative 1, approximately 48% increase for Alternative 2,
and an approximately 50% increase for Alternative 3). In Appendix B9, see Table 1f,
Calculation of Per-Acre Costs - Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project Alternatives With Raised
Roads.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain
(logistics)?

Yes, this alternative would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Yes, this alternative would be practicable because it would be possible to construct it using
existing technology.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1
impacts?

Alternative 7 would not be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1 (and would

substantially lessen significant environmental effects relative to Alternative 1) because the

hazards-related impacts associated with the closure of a designated evacuation route, and air

quality- and noise-related impacts of causeway construction and existing roadway demolition

described under h), immediately below, have not been quantified.

h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

Alternative 7 would not avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects of

Alternative 1 and instead would cause new or more significant impacts that would not result

from Alternative 1. Alternative 7°s implementation would require the closure of Lincoln

Boulevard and/or Culver Boulevard for at least as long as necessary to cut over traffic from the
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existing roadways to the new elevated causeway. As explained in Section 3.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Lincoln Boulevard is listed as a designated disaster route by LACFCD and
Culver Boulevard is a tsunamic evacuation route. Although Alternative 1 would result in
temporary closures and obstructions on Culver Boulevard, Alternative 1 would maintain
emergency access to and through the area at all times. That would not be possible under this
proposed alternative, resulting in a significant unavoidable impact under threshold of
significance HAZ-6, relating to impairment of the implementation of or physical interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. By comparison,
Alternative 1 would result in no significant unavoidable impacts. Assuming existing roadways
would not be closed until construction of the new causeway would be complete, the footprint of
the new causeway and subsequent demolition of the existing roads would create new or more
severe significant impacts than Alternative 1 relating to traffic (associated with construction
equipment and workers’ trips), construction-related air emissions and noise (which could affect
nesting birds or other species in areas that Alternative 1 would not), and additional fill in
jurisdictional waters.

i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 7 would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would not be capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, social and other factors (CEQA Guidelines §15364). See
Section 2.3.5 for details about costs and the new and more severe significant environmental
impacts that would result from a road-raising alternative that would not result from Alternative 1.

Alternative 7 also would not be feasible for social or other reasons. CDFW’s mission “is to
manage California’s diverse fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the habitats upon which they
depend, for their ecological values and for their use and enjoyment by the public” (CDFW 2016).
Consistent with this mission, CDFW would not dedicate the substantial resources that would be
required to implement this alternative knowing that the Project site would remain fragmented
and isolated by Ballona Creek following restoration when greater diversity of habitats and the
species that depend on them could be accomplished via the implementation of a different
alternative.

In summary, Alternative 7 would be reasonable; would meet the purpose and need and overall
project purpose; would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain; would be practicable
to construct using existing technology; and would not be more environmentally damaging than
Alternative 1. However, Alternative 7 has not been carried forward for more detailed review
because it would not meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1; would not be practicable
in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project; would not avoid or substantially lessen
significant impacts of Alternative 1; and would not be feasible.
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2.3.4 Alternative 8: Large Area Tidal Wetland Restoration and
Subtidal Basin

Description

This potential alternative would establish a new tidal connection to Marina del Rey and create new
shallow subtidal and intertidal habitats in Area A. It is comparable to Feasibility Report
Alternative 4, shown in Figure 2-58 (PWA et al. 2008). Culver Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard,
and the SoCalGas access road would be improved and raised on levees or a causeway to create an
open connection to approximately 20 to 25 acres of enhanced wetlands in south Area B.
Approximately 18 to 20 acres of existing wetland would be impacted by raising the Gas Company
Road and building a new Gas Company levee, resulting in the net gain of approximately 7 acres of
restored habitat if the roadway improvements occur. This potential alternative would involve
excavation of the northwest portion of Area A to create a shallow subtidal basin and increased
intertidal mudflats. New tidal culverts to Marina del Rey would be installed linking the western
part of Area A to the Marina. This connection would draw water out of the main inlet to the
Marina. The tidal connection under Dock 52 would be an open culvert with a cross-sectional area
of 500 square feet that would be approximately 400 feet long. A narrow, linear strip adjacent to
Ballona Creek would be converted to enhanced coastal sage scrub habitat. This potential
alternative would create a broad expanse of subtidal habitat connected to mudflats and wetlands.

Recreational facilities would be retained in Area C. The parking lots in Area A and Area B
would be constructed and/or upgraded under this potential alternative. In addition, new trails
would be constructed and public access to the Project site would be enhanced. Public access
along the existing Ballona Creek trail would remain unchanged.

Screening

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

The implementation of this alternative would be reasonable because its implementation would
not be remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective.

b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Alternative 8 meets the purpose and need and overall project purpose because it would restore
ecological functions and services at the Ballona Reserve, at a similar level compared to
Alternative 1. It would restore functions in part by increasing tidal influence to achieve
predominantly estuarine wetland conditions, and because it would ensure that any alteration or
modification to the LACDA project components within the Ballona Reserve would maintain the
authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk management.

c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
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maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. Potential Alternative 8 would not meet these basic objectives because it, as
discussed more in screening criteria c), d), and g) in Section 2.3.3, Alternative 8 would not avoid
impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses; and the raising
of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard onto levees or a causeway would involve
significant modification of regionally important infrastructure.

d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

Because Alternative 8 involves raising portions of roadways within the Ballona Reserve
(including Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard), the overall cost would not be practicable
for a tidal habitat restoration project. As discussed in Section 2.3.3 in the context of screening
criterion d), raising these two roadways onto a causeway would add between $143,000,000 and
$200,000,000 to the cost of restoration, depending on the width of the proposed causeway, and
would add approximately 7 additional acres of restored habitat. Details and assumptions
considered in the conceptual cost analysis of raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards are
provided in Appendix B10, Conceptual Cost Analysis to Raise Culver and Jefferson Boulevards.

By comparison, Alternative 1 would cost between $1,564,197 and $1,837,841 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; Alternative 2 would cost between $1,849,391 and $2,215,715 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; and Alternative 3 would cost between $4,671,866 and $5,628,242 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres. Averaging the two estimated increases for each alternative, raising the roads would
still be an approximately 50% increase per restored acre for each of the three alternatives (an
approximately 53% increase for Alternative 1, approximately 48% increase for Alternative 2,
and an approximately 50% increase for Alternative 3). With these types of price increases
relative to other tidal habitat restoration projects, this potential alternative would not be
practicable in terms of cost. In Appendix B9, see Table 1f, Calculation of Per-Acre Costs -
Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project Alternatives With Raised Roads.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)?
It would be possible to implement, operate, and maintain Alternative 8.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?
Alternative 8 would be practicable to construct using existing technology.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

Because Alternative 8 has not been carried forward on the basis of cost, environmental impacts
have not been quantified.
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h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

As discussed in screening criteria c), d), h), and i), Alternative 8 would not avoid or substantially
lessen significant effects of Alternative 1. See Section 2.3.3 regarding screening criterion h) for
details.

i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 8 would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would not be capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic and environmental factors (CEQA Guidelines §15364). See the discussions of
screening criteria c), d),)), g), and h) in Section 2.3.3 for details about costs and the new and
more severe significant environmental impacts that would result from a road-raising alternative
that would not result from Alternative 1. For these reasons, Alternative 8 has been determined to
be infeasible for purposes of CEQA.

In summary, Alternative 8 would be reasonable; would meet the purpose and need and overall
project purpose; would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain; would be practicable to
construct using existing technology; and, would not be more environmentally damaging than
Alternative 1. However, Alternative 8 has not been carried forward for more detailed review
because it would not meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1; would not be practicable in
terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project; would not avoid or substantially lessen
Alternative 1’s significant effects; and would be infeasible for purposes of CEQA.

2.3.5 Alternative 9: Realignment of Ballona Creek Including
Relocation or Raising of Key Roads

Description

This potential alternative would include the removal of the Ballona Creek flood control channel
levees, the creation of a sinuous natural creek and associated tidal basins, and a connection of all
areas of the Project site. It is comparable to Feasibility Report Alternative 5, shown in Figure 2-59
(PWA et al. 2008). Connection across all areas would allow for subtidal, mudflats, marsh, and
higher wetland-upland transition habitats. The channel would be free to migrate across the tidal
floodplain, limited where necessary by buried rock protection. The existing Ballona Creek
channel would be filled where necessary. The intersection of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson
Boulevard would be moved to the east, closer to Lincoln Boulevard. Culver Boulevard and
Lincoln Boulevard would be raised on pilings above the fully tidal marshlands. The gas/oil
monitoring facilities in Area A and recreational facilities in Area C would be minimized and
converted to fully-tidal channel, low, and mid-high marsh, transition zone and enhanced coastal
sage scrub. The constructed Freshwater Marsh and existing dunes would be retained.
Implementation of this potential alternative would be phased.

Areas A, B, and C would be modified to include the reengineered fully-tidal Ballona Creek, two
shallow tidal ponds, tidal channels, low salt marsh, mid-high marsh and associated transition
zone habitats. The northern breakwater of Ballona Creek would be lowered to allow flood flows
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to spill into Marina del Rey. Buried rock protection would be provided along the south east edge
to prevent the channel meandering too far west. A narrow, linear strip in the north and west
portions of the area would be converted to enhanced coastal sage scrub habitat.

A perimeter trail would be constructed along Fiji Way and gateway entrances located at the
existing parking area near Fisherman’s Village and along Fiji Way. A boardwalk containing an
overlook would link the two gateway entrances as well as overlooks located at both gateway
entrances. A vehicular pullout would be located along Culver Boulevard and also would provide
an overlook. Linkages within Area A would be provided through two pedestrian crossings
located along Lincoln Boulevard. A formal parking/staging area would be developed at the
gateway entrance near Fisherman’s Village. Area B gateway entrances would be located at the
West Culver Parking Lot, along the southern bank of Ballona Creek, along Lincoln Boulevard,
and along Jefferson Boulevard at the entrance to the Freshwater Marsh. Boardwalk spur trails
leading to overlooks would be located along the Freshwater Marsh Trail and at a vehicular
pullout along Culver Boulevard. Overlooks also would be located at the existing overlook
platform, at the gateway entrance along the south levee, and along the Cabora Drive trail at
Pershing Drive. Linkages throughout Area B would be provided by three pedestrian crossings
located on Culver Boulevard. An upland area along Lincoln Boulevard provides for a possible
visitor center location. Formal parking areas would be located at the West Culver Parking Lot,
and along Jefferson Boulevard at the Freshwater Marsh.

Public access features in Area C would include a perimeter trail from the La Villa Marina
gateway entrance to the Lincoln Boulevard pedestrian crossing to Area A. Regional trail
connectivity would be preserved by connecting the Ballona Creek Bike Path (previously located
on the north levee) to a dual pedestrian and bicycle trail along the southern boundary of Area C.
This trail would continue both to the north along Lincoln Boulevard and to the south along
Culver Boulevard. Since both roads would be improved within this restoration alternative,
improved bicycle lanes would facilitate this regional connection. A pedestrian bridge would
cross Ballona Creek connecting this new trail alignment to the existing Ballona Creek Bike Path.
An overlook would be located at the La Villa Marina gateway entrance.

Storm drains for Jefferson Boulevard, Lincoln Boulevard, and Playa Vista drain into the
Freshwater Marsh, which is the low point where stormwater in these storm drains flows to by
gravity. Rainfall runoff from these storm drains flows into the Freshwater Marsh, which provides
stormwater detention and flood storage. Stormwater can then drain out of the Freshwater Marsh
outlet water control structure to Ballona Creek, but for storm events greater than the average
annual maximum storm event (i.e., 1-year storm event) stormwater flows into Southeast Area B
over the broad-crested weir in the Freshwater Marsh berm. Southeast and South Area B therefore
also provide flood storage for storm drainage from the Freshwater Marsh, Jefferson Boulevard,
Lincoln Boulevard, and Playa Vista. The Freshwater Marsh is designed to have a maximum water
level of 10.4 ft NAVD 88 during a 50-year storm event, during which stormwater overflows into
Southeast Area B (Psomas 2016). If an open connection were restored between Ballona Creek and
Southeast Area B as would occur under this Alternative 9, stormwater flowing down Ballona
Creek into Southeast Area B would increase the Southeast Area B water level to above 10.4 ft
NAVD 88. Ballona Creek stormwater would flow from Southeast Area B into the Freshwater
Marsh and cause the water level in the Freshwater Marsh to increase above 10.4 ft NAVD 88.
Pumps would be introduced within the Ballona Reserve to address the potential for this alternative
to increase flood risk relative to existing conditions.
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Three options for this Alternative 9 were considered by the Lead Agencies.

Option 1: Raising the Freshwater Marsh Berm and Overflow Weir

One option explored within this alternative was to raise the Freshwater Marsh berm and overflow
weir so that water from Ballona Creek could not flow into the Freshwater Marsh.

Screening: Option 1

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

The implementation of Alternative 9 Option 1 would be reasonable because its implementation

would not be remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective.

b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Alternative 9 Option 1 would meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose because it
would restore ecological functions and services at the Ballona Reserve in part by increasing tidal
influence by approximately 25% more than under Alternative 1 to achieve predominantly
estuarine wetland conditions: As with each of the three options considered under Alternative 9,
Option 1 would include the removal of the Ballona Creek flood control channel levees, creation
of a sinuous natural creek and associated tidal basins, and connection of all areas of the Project
site to allow for subtidal, mudflats, marsh, and higher wetland-upland transition habitats. Thus,
the first of the two components of the purpose and need/overall project purpose would be met.
The second component, relating to the LACDA project components and flood risk management,
also would be met via the introduction of mechanical pumps.

c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. Alternative 9 Option 1 would not meet these basic objectives because it
would not avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and
uses; and the raising of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard onto levees or a causeway
would involve significant modification of regionally important infrastructure. For example,
raising the weir would prevent water from overflowing into Southeast Area B, causing flooding
of Jefferson Boulevard. Therefore, a new pump station would be required to pump the
stormwater overflow from the Freshwater Marsh into Southeast Area B. In some years, the pump
station would only be activated once per year. Pump stations that are activated this infrequently
are, in CDFW’s perspective, unreliable for flood control because there is a chance that the pump
will not function due to inactivity. Therefore, CDFW has determined that adding mechanical
pumps into a system that does not now include them would introduce a level of flood risk in the
event of pump failure that does not now exist. Additionally, future sea level rise would be
expected to gradually convert the restored habitats under Alternative 9, Option 1, to lower
elevation habitats through transgression (e.g., from vegetated wetland to mudflat or from mudflat
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to subtidal habitats). This potential alternative would lack suitable transition and upland habitats
where wetland transgression could occur, and as a result vegetated wetlands and mudflat would
be lost at a faster rate than in Alternative 1. For these reasons, CDFW has determined that
Alternative 9 Option 1 does not meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1.

d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?
The cost of Alternative 9 Option 1 would not be practicable for a tidal habitat restoration project.
The major cost associated with Alternative 9 would result from raising roads. As discussed in
Section 2.3.3 in the context of screening criterion d), raising these two roadways onto a
causeway would add between $143,000,000 and $200,000,000 to the cost of restoration,
depending on the width of the proposed causeway, and would add approximately 7 additional
acres of restored habitat. Details and assumptions considered in the conceptual cost analysis of
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards are provided in Appendix B10, Conceptual Cost
Analysis to Raise Culver and Jefferson Boulevards.

By comparison, Alternative 1 would cost between $1,564,197 and $1,837,841 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; Alternative 2 would cost between $1,849,391 and $2,215,715 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; and Alternative 3 would cost between $4,671,866 and $5,628,242 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres. Averaging the two estimated increases for each alternative, raising the roads would
still nearly double the cost per restored acre for each of the three alternatives. In Appendix B9,
see Table 1f, Calculation of Per-Acre Costs - Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project Alternatives
With Raised Roads. With these types of price increases relative to other tidal habitat restoration
projects, this potential alternative would not be practicable in terms of cost.

The additional cost of raising roads is relied upon in determining that Alternative 9 Option 1
would not be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project. Qualitatively,
CDFW also notes that the installation, operation, and maintenance of a pump station also would
increase costs relative to Alternative 1.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)?
It would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain Alternative 9 Option 1.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

It would be practicable to construct Alternative 9 Option 1 using construction equipment,
vehicles, and pumps, and other existing technology.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

The cost associated with Alternative 9 Option 1 would be increased substantially when compared
to Alternative 1. Therefore, the Corps did not consider the difference in the level of
environmental impact between this alternative and Alternative 1 as a major factor in determining
this alternative was infeasible.
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h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's significant
impacts?
Alternative 9 Option 1 would not avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects
relative to Alternative 1 and instead would result in new significant or more significant impacts
than Alternative 1 primarily because of the inclusion of raised roadways. As discussed in
criterion h) of Section 2.3.3, potential hazards relating to impairment of or physical interference
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, demolition and
construction-related air emissions and noise (which could affect nesting birds or other species in
areas that Alternative 1 would not), and additional fill in jurisdictional waters would be either
new or more severe relative to the impacts of Alternative 1. Additionally, potential significant
unavoidable impacts also could result from a need to export all excess soil off-site.

i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 9 Option 1 would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would not be
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic and environmental factors (CEQA Guidelines §15364). See the
discussion in this Section 2.3.5 of screening criterion d) for this Option 1 regarding costs and
screening criterion g) regarding why Alternative 9 Option 1 would not avoid or substantially
lessen significant environmental impacts of Alternative 1. The California Legislature has decreed
that “it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects....” South County
Citizens for Smart Growth v. City of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316, 326.

In summary, Alternative 9 Option 1 would be reasonable; would meet the purpose and need and
overall project purpose; would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain; and would be
practicable to construct using existing technology. However, Alternative 9 Option 1 has not been
carried forward for more detailed review because it would not meet most of the basic objectives
of Alternative 1, would not be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project;
would not avoid or substantially lessen Alternative 1’s significant effects; and would be
infeasible.

Option 2: Divert High Flows from the Storm Drains Draining to the Freshwater
Marsh

Another option considered in this alternative was to divert high flows from the storm drains that
drain to the Freshwater Marsh. Southeast Area B currently serves as a holding basin for overflow
from the Freshwater Marsh. If, as anticipated under Alternative 9, an open connection were
restored between Ballona Creek and Southeast Area B, Southeast Area B no longer would serve
as a holding basin and construction of a diversion structure and new holding basin would be
required outside of the Ballona Reserve adjacent to the Freshwater Marsh.

Screening: Option 2

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or ineffective)?
The implementation of Alternative 9 Option 2 would be reasonable because its implementation
would be neither remote, speculative, impractical, nor ineffective.
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b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Alternative 9 Option 2 would meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose because it
would restore ecological functions and services at the Ballona Reserve, in part by increasing tidal
influence by approximately 25% more than under Alternative 1, to achieve predominantly
estuarine wetland conditions, and would ensure any change to the LACDA project components
within the Ballona Reserve would maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk
management. For example, Alternative 9, Option 2 would result in the connection of all areas of
the Project site within the Ballona Reserve to allow for subtidal, mudflats, marsh, and higher
wetland-upland transition habitats and the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new
holding outside the Ballona Reserve adjacent to the existing Freshwater Marsh would offset the
loss of the existing function of Southeast Area B as a holding basin.

c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. Alternative 9 Option 2 would not meet these basic objectives because it
would not avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and
uses; and the raising of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard onto levees or a causeway
would involve significant modification of regionally important infrastructure. As discussed in
screening criteria ¢) for Alternative 9 Option 1, adding mechanical pumps into a system that does
not now include them would introduce a level of flood risk in the event of pump failure that does
not now exist. Additionally, vegetated wetlands and mudflat would be lost at a faster rate than in
Alternative 1. Moreover, CDFW would need to acquire property outside the Reserve and
adjacent to the Freshwater Marsh to construct the holding basin for diversion of stormwater from
the Freshwater Marsh. Therefore, CDFW has determined that Alternative 9 Option 2 does not
meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1.

d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?
The cost of Alternative 9 Option 2 would not be practicable for a tidal habitat restoration project.
The major cost associated with Alternative 9 would result from raising roads. As discussed in
Section 2.3.3 in the context of screening criterion d), raising these two roadways onto a
causeway would add between $143,000,000 and $200,000,000 to the cost of restoration,
depending on the width of the proposed causeway, and would add approximately 7 additional
acres of restored habitat. Details and assumptions considered in the conceptual cost analysis of
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards are provided in Appendix B10, Conceptual Cost
Analysis to Raise Culver and Jefferson Boulevards.

By comparison, Alternative 1 would cost between $1,564,197 and $1,837,841 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; Alternative 2 would cost between $1,849,391 and $2,215,715 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; and Alternative 3 would cost between $4,671,866 and $5,628,242 per restored acre if
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raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres. Averaging the two estimated increases for each alternative, raising the roads would
approximately double the cost per restored acre for each of the three alternatives. In Appendix
B9, see Table 1f, Calculation of Per-Acre Costs - Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
Alternatives With Raised Roads. With these types of price increases relative to other tidal habitat
restoration projects, this potential alternative would not be practicable in terms of cost.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain (logistics)?
It would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain Alternative 9 Option 2.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Alternative 9 Option 2 would be practicable to construct using existing technology, such as
excavators and standard construction equipment.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

Because Alternative 9 Option 2 has not been carried forward on the basis of cost, the
environmental impacts have not been quantified.

h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's significant
impacts?
Alternative 9 Option 2 would not avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts
of Alternative 1 (and instead would result in new or more significant impacts than Alternative 1),
primarily because of the inclusion of raised roadways. As discussed in criterion h) of section
2.3.3, potential hazards relating to impairment of the implementation of or physical interference
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, demolition and
construction-related air emissions and noise (which could affect nesting birds or other species in
areas that Alternative 1 would not), and additional fill in jurisdictional waters would be either
new or more severe relative to the impacts of Alternative 1.

i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 9 Option 2 would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would not be
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic and environmental factors (CEQA Guidelines 815364). See the
discussion in this Section 2.3.5 of screening criteria c), d),)), and g) regarding why Alternative 9
Option 2 would not avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts of
Alternative 1. As noted above, “it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects....” South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. City of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th
316, 326.

In summary, Alternative 9 Option 2 would be reasonable; would meet the purpose and need and
overall project purpose; would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain; and would be
practicable to construct using existing technology. However, Alternative 9 Option 2 has not been
carried forward for more detailed review because it would not meet most of the basic objectives
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of Alternative 1, would not be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project;
would not avoid or substantially lessen Alternative 1’s significant impacts; and would be
infeasible.

Option 3: Raise Specified Roadways within the Ballona Reserve

A third option considered in this alternative was to raise a segment of Culver Boulevard within
the Ballona Reserve onto a causeway with water control structures. The Gas Company Road also
would be raised to maintain flood storage in Southeast Area B and a new levee would be
required along the southern edge of South Area B to protect the Gas Company from flooding.
This option would create an open connection to approximately 20 to 25 acres of enhanced
wetlands in South Area B and would impact approximately 18 to 20 acres of existing wetland by
raising the Gas Company Road and building a new Gas Company levee (an impact that is
avoided in Draft EIS/EIR Alternatives 1 to 3). See Figure 2-60. The water control structures
would (as in Alternative 1) convey tidal flows between Ballona Creek and South Area B, but
would limit the amount of water flowing into Southeast Area B from Ballona Creek during storm
events and thereby maintain the required flood storage in Southeast Area B for the Freshwater
Marsh overflow. These water control structures could allow for some degree of fish passage and
allow line-of-sight connectivity in the area to be maintained for terrestrial wildlife. This option
also could potentially provide a wildlife passage route through West Area B, South Area B, and
over the raised Gas Company Road, which would have minimal traffic (Figure 2-60); however,
the likelihood that wildlife using adjacent fully tidal wetland habitats would be able to find and
follow this convoluted pathway to avoid crossing through traffic on Culver Boulevard and
Jefferson Boulevard is expected to be low.

Screening: Option 3

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

The implementation of Alternative 9 Option 3 would be reasonable because neither uncertainty

about the identity of a project sponsor nor a lack of funding renders an alternative too speculative

for the purposes of NEPA. If Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard are not raised onto

causeways as part of the Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project this would not preclude or affect

the ability to do so in the future.

b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Alternative 9 Option 3 would meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose because it
would restore ecological functions and services within the Ballona Reserve, in part by increasing
tidal influence at a level comparable to Alternative 1, to achieve predominantly estuarine wetland
conditions, and because it would ensure that any change to the LACDA project components
within the Ballona Reserve would maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk
management.
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c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. Alternative 9 Option 3 would not meet these basic objectives because it
would not avoid impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and
uses; and the raising of Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard onto levees or a causeway
would involve significant modification of regionally important infrastructure. As discussed in
screening criteria c) for Alternative 9 Option 1, adding mechanical pumps into a system that does
not now include them would introduce a level of flood risk in the event of pump failure that does
not now exist. Additionally, vegetated wetlands and mudflat would be lost at a faster rate than in
Alternative 1. Furthermore, there is an existing high-voltage power transmission line
(“Scattergood-Olympic Line 2”) that is buried along the shoulder of Culver Boulevard for the
entire length of the Project area. This power transmission line would have to be moved in order
to move Culver Boulevard.

d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?
The cost of Alternative 9 Option 3 would not be practicable for a tidal habitat restoration project.
The major cost associated with Alternative 9 would result from raising roads. As discussed in
Section 2.3.3 in the context of screening criterion d), raising these two roadways onto a
causeway would add between $143,000,000 and $200,000,000 to the cost of restoration,
depending on the width of the proposed causeway, and would add approximately 7 additional
acres of restored habitat. Details and assumptions considered in the conceptual cost analysis of
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards are provided in Appendix B10, Conceptual Cost
Analysis to Raise Culver and Jefferson Boulevards.

By comparison, Alternative 1 would cost between $1,564,197 and $1,837,841 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; Alternative 2 would cost between $1,849,391 and $2,215,715 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres; and Alternative 3 would cost between $4,671,866 and $5,628,242 per restored acre if
raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards were included to increase the number of acres restored
by 7 acres. Averaging the two estimated increases for each alternative, raising the roads would
approximately double the cost per restored acre for each of the three alternatives. In Appendix
B9, see Table 1f, Calculation of Per-Acre Costs - Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project
Alternatives With Raised Roads. With these types of price increases relative to other tidal habitat
restoration projects, this potential alternative would not be practicable in terms of cost.

The additional cost of raising Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard alone is relied upon in
determining that Alternative 9 Option 3 would not be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal
habitat restoration project. Nonetheless, the Lead Agencies note that Alternative 9 Option 3
would accrue additional costs associated with reconfiguring the Gas Company Road and to
relocate existing utility infrastructure, such as the existing high-voltage power transmission line
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(“Scattergood-Olympic Line 27) that is buried along the shoulder of Culver Boulevard for the
entire length of the Project area.

e. Would the alternative be practicable from a logistics perspective to implement,
operate, and maintain (logistics)?

It would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain Alternative 9 Option 3.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Alternative 9 Option 3 would be practicable using standard construction equipment, methods,
and related existing technology.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

Because Alternative 9 Option 3 has not been carried forward on the basis of cost, environmental
impacts have not been quantified.

h. Would the alternative fail to avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?
Alternative 9 Option 3 would not avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects
relative to Alternative 1 (and instead would result in new or more significant impacts) primarily
because of the inclusion of raised roadways. As discussed in criterion h) of Section 2.3.3,
potential hazards relating to impairment of or physical interference with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and demolition and construction-related air
emissions and noise (which could affect nesting birds or other species in areas that the
Alternative 1 would not). Furthermore, additional impacts to 18 to 20 acres of existing wetlands
would be either new or more severe relative to the impacts of Alternative 1.

i. Would the alternative be feasible for purposes of CEQA?

Alternative 9 Option 3 would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would not be
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors (CEQA
Guidelines §15364). See the discussion in this Section 2.3.5 of screening criterion d) for details
about costs; see the discussion of screening criterion g) for details about the new and more severe
significant environmental impacts that would result for purposes of CEQA.

In summary, Alternative 9 Option 3 would be reasonable, would meet the purpose and need and
overall project purpose; would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain; and would be
practicable to construct using existing technology. However, Alternative 9 Option 3 has not been
carried forward for more detailed review because it would not meet most of the basic objectives
of Alternative 1; would not be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project;
would not avoid or substantially lessen Alternative 1’s significant impacts; and would be
infeasible.
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2.3.6 Alternative 10: Manipulated Wetlands Alternatives

Description

Alternatives that would enhance and create wetlands by the use of significant and ongoing
management were recommended during scoping and considered during the alternatives screening
process. Several scoping comments suggested alternatives that would require this type of
management, including alternatives referred to as “process-oriented historical treatment,”
“contiguous habitats,” etc. What these potential alternatives had in common was the need to
continuously manage the way water moved through the wetlands.

Without removing the existing Ballona Creek levees or the many cubic feet of fill that have been
deposited in the Ballona Reserve over the past decades, these potential alternatives would pump
water from upstream, downstream, or groundwater into upland areas in order to create fresh and
brackish wetlands and seasonal wetland habitats. These types of alternatives would manipulate
gates and other water structures for the purposes of providing scour, sediment control, first-flush
bypass, and seasonal closures.

One condition that many of these potential alternatives were attempting to create was a greater
amount of freshwater and brackish marsh. Compared to the Ballona Reserve today and the
habitats that would be restored in this EIS/EIR Alternatives 1 through 3, which are analyzed in
detail, the historic Ballona Lagoon wetlands in the late 1800s included a larger area of
freshwater, brackish, and tidally affected saltmarsh habitats that transitioned into a more
alkaline/freshwater system approximately 1.5 miles inland from the coast (Dark et al. 2011). The
mouth of Ballona Creek often was closed to the ocean by a sand berm along the beach, causing
perching of water within the Ballona Lagoon (Jacobs et al. 2010). During wet weather periods
when stream flow discharge was high enough to overflow and/or scour a channel to the ocean,
the Ballona Creek mouth was open to the ocean (Jacobs et al. 2010) and likely experienced some
degree of tidal influence until the sand berm reformed across the mouth, causing it to close.

In contrast to historic conditions, the Ballona Creek channel was designed to have a permanent
opening between Ballona Creek and the ocean and, as a result, the historic water regime is no
longer available to make large amounts of freshwater and brackish marsh self-sustaining. Many
of the suggested alternatives therefore rely on mechanical means to create and maintain them.
The suggested alternatives also include raising at least portions of roadways throughout the
Ballona Reserve (e.g., Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard), allowing for more
connections between wetlands and for animal movement under the roadways.

Screening

a. Is the alternative reasonable (i.e., not too remote, speculative, impractical, or
ineffective)?

Alternative 10 would be reasonable because its implementation would not be remote,
speculative, impractical, or ineffective.
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b. Would the alternative meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose?

Alternative 10 would not meet the first of the two components of the purpose and need and
overall project purpose because it would not increase tidal influence within the Ballona Reserve.
Therefore, even though Alternative 10 could be implemented such that changes to the LACDA
project components could maintain the authorized LACDA project levels of flood risk
management, it would not meet the purpose and need and overall project purpose.

c. Would the alternative meet most of the basic objectives of Alternative 1?

CDFW has determined that the “most basic” project objectives for purposes of CEQA are the
restoration, enhancement, and creation of estuarine and associated habitats; protection and
avoidance of impacts to existing and planned roadways, utilities, adjacent properties and uses by
maintaining or improving flood protection and storm water management and limiting the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure; and not adversely impacting
the LACDA project. Alternative 10 would not meet these basic objectives because it would not
maintain or improve flood protection and storm water management and would not limit the need
for significant modification to regionally important infrastructure (i.e., Culver and Jefferson
boulevards). CDFW has determined that this alternative’s reliance on mechanical means to
create and maintain the system introduces a level of risk associated with mechanical failure that
IS not present within the Ballona Reserve under existing conditions and that would not be
required for Alternative 1, 2, or 3. A major goal of the Project is to create self-sustaining
habitats. Because potential manipulated wetlands alternatives would depend on significant
managed infrastructure to maintain the wetlands (e.g., pumps), operation and maintenance efforts
and costs would be significantly greater than Alternatives 1 through 3. Pumps or other actively
managed infrastructure would involve staff time and costs to operate, adjust, and maintain
infrastructure on a frequent basis, whereas Alternatives 1 through 3 would not include pumps or
other infrastructure that would require frequent operations and maintenance. In addition,
construction and reconfiguration could be required during the life of the potential manipulated
wetlands alternatives to accommodate sea level rise. In contrast, Alternatives 1 through 3 have
been designed to account for sea level rise by allowing for wetland transgression into transition
and upland habitat areas, without requiring additional construction. This is important not just
from an ecological standpoint, but also because it allows the wetlands to survive even if limited
funding is available to maintain them.

d. Would the alternative be practicable in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration
project?

Because Alternative 10 involves raising portions of roadways within the Ballona Reserve
(including Culver Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard), the overall cost would not be practicable
for a tidal habitat restoration project. As discussed in Section 2.3.3 in the context of screening
criterion d), raising these two roadways onto a causeway would add between $143,000,000 and
$200,000,000 to the cost of restoration, depending on the width of the proposed causeway.
Details and assumptions considered in the conceptual cost analysis of raising Culver and
Jefferson boulevards are provided in Appendix B10, Conceptual Cost Analysis to Raise Culver
and Jefferson Boulevards. Further, because Alternative 10 would not remove the existing
Ballona Creek levees or the many cubic feet of fill that have been deposited in the Ballona
Reserve over the past decades, fewer restored acres would result than under Alternative 1,
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Alternative 2, or Alternative 3. By comparison, raising the roads under Alternative 1, 2, and 3
would result in the restoration of an additional approximately 7 acres. With the roads raised and
restoration of the approximately 7 additional acres, Alternative 1 would cost between $1,564,197
and $1,837,841 per restored acre; Alternative 2 would cost between $1,849,391 and $2,215,715
per restored acre; and Alternative 3 would cost between $4,671,866 and $5,628,242 per restored
acre. In Appendix B9, see Table 1f, Calculation of Per-Acre Costs - Ballona Wetlands
Restoration Project Alternatives With Raised Roads, for details. For this road-raising-cost-related
reason, the cost of Alternative 10 would not be practicable.

This analysis relies on the costs of raising the roadways alone to determine that the relative costs
of an alternative that includes raising Culver and Jefferson boulevards would not be practicable
in terms of cost for a tidal habitat restoration project. Nonetheless, it is noted that

Alternative 10’s need to operate and maintain managed infrastructure to maintain the wetlands
(e.g., additional tide gates relative to existing conditions as well as the introduction of pumps into
the system) would incrementally add to costs.

e. Would the alternative be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain
(logistics)?
Alternative 10 would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain. The mechanical means
necessary to manage and move water through the wetlands would include the pumping of water
from upstream, downstream, or groundwater into upland areas to create fresh and brackish
wetlands and seasonal wetland habitats. The manipulation of gates and other water control
structures also would be needed to provide scour, sediment control, first-flush bypass, and
seasonal closures. All of this would be practicable to implement, operate, and maintain.

f. Would the alternative be practicable to construct using existing technology?

Alternative 10 would be practicable to construct using existing technology because only common
types of equipment and mechanics would be required.

g. Would the alternative be more environmentally damaging than Alternative 1?

Because Alternative 10 has not been carried forward on the basis of cost, environmental impacts
have not been quantified.

h. Would the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any of Alternative 1's
significant impacts?

As discussed in screening criteria c), d), h), and i) of Section 2.3.3, Alternative 10 would not

avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects relative to Alternative 1.

i. Would the alternative be feasible under CEQA?

Alternative 10 would not be feasible for purposes of CEQA because it would not be capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, and social factors (CEQA Guidelines 815364). See the
discussions of screening criteria c), d), g), and h) in Section 2.3.3 for details about costs and the
new and more severe significant environmental impacts that would result from a road-raising
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