
 

 
 

California Coastal Conservancy 
Proposition 1:  Water Quality, Supply, and  

Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 
 

Draft Project Solicitation and Evaluation Guidelines 
 

Statement by 
Assemblymember Luis Alejo 

 

I thank the Conservancy members for allowing me to offer some thoughts 

and comments on the overall plan for the State Coastal Conservancy to 

implement their share of Proposition 1, the Water Bond approved by the 

voters last fall. 

 

Today I wanted to make a few brief comments about the Water Bond in 

general and the Proposed Guidelines. 

 

The Legislature saw the need to strengthen the ability of the Coastal 

Conservancy to protect our coastal waters and waterways. 

 

As the Legislature was considering the Water Bond on August 13, we acted 

to add 20 million dollars to the State Coastal Conservancy and to single out 

a number of watersheds and to specifically identify the central coast region. 

 

http://scc.ca.gov/files/2015/02/SCC-Prop-1-Guidelines-Draft-Feb-2015.pdf


I was pleased to help make the point to the Governor and to members of 

the Assembly that our coastal resources, and particularly the Central 

Coast, was not benefiting from much of this historic water bond.   

 

The Central Coast with its unique water needs has not traditionally 

benefited from the large north-south water transfer programs.  Likewise, the 

resources provided to protect the state's Delta has not helped the central 

coast. 

 

I have four points: 

 

1) I mentioned the unique nature of the central Coast.  From Santa 

Barbara to Santa Cruz – this is a huge geographic area that stretches 

resources.  The Legislature recognized this need, and it was reflected 

in the langue of the Water Bond Act.     

 

2) The Conservancy needs to maintain its tradition of cooperation and 

assistance.  If we are to have multi-party projects, then the 

Conservancy can coordinate to make these projects possible.  The 

Salinas River is an example of the work that needs to be done to 

bring federal, state, local, and private property owners together. 

 

3) The Commitment to our disadvantaged communities must be a high 

priority.  While we battle to provide safe drinking water, the other 

water needs must be addressed.  Again, to assist our poorest 

communities, it requires development resources, organization, and 

governance at the local level.  These communities may not have 



shovel-ready projects because of the basic lack of planning and 

resources.   

 

4) Finally, I would be delinquent in my duties if I did not specially 

mention the short-term and long-term needs of the people living along 

the Salinas River.  The Conservancy has begun to understand the 

needs of this river and the need for the funding for managing the river 

and protecting water quality.  

 

I look forward to working with the Conservancy and the Administration as 

we see the benefits of Proposition 1.  The Guidelines and the process of 

developing projects will take all our efforts.  I look forward to seeing more 

great work from the Conservancy. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

 

 

 

  



 
Amigos de Bolsa Chica 

P.O. Box 1563 
Huntington Beach, CA 92647 

 
 
 
California Coastal Conservancy 
1220 Broadway #1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Dear California Coastal Conservancy Grants Administrator: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Amigos de Bolsa Chica who have had a 40 year history working to save, 
restore and maintain the Bolsa Chica Wetlands.  We have been successful in meeting our mission 
statement and now must make sure that these wetlands are saved for future generations.  The Bolsa 
Chica Wetland is managed by the State of California and a Steering Committee made up of State and 
Federal Agencies. 
 
We have reviewed the Draft Project Solicitation and Evaluation Guidelines Proposition 1, Watershed 
Restoration and Delta Water Quality and Ecosystem Restoration Grant Programs which is being 
prepared by the California Coastal Conservancy.  We believe that those wetlands being managed by 
public agencies should be a priority when grant funding augmentation is determined.  The Amigos who 
fought for 40 years to save the Bolsa Chica believe that the State should make it a priority to preserve 
our wetlands with no “net loss” of California wetlands,  
 
Approximately 1200 acres of wetlands have been restored at Bolsa Chica, but there are approximately 
400 acres which still must be restored.  The “miracle” of the Bolsa Chica is that for many years, Bolsa 
Chica was the second largest oil field in California, and thus restoration has been a miracle of 
perseverance and determination.  Now we must make sure that the Bolsa Chica continues to flourish and 
be enhanced.  As we all know funding additional restoration may become a problem because of state and 
federal budget uncertainties.  We feel that it is critical that those wetlands that have been restored 
continue to function as was intended in the restoration process.  There are so many areas of concern 
including tidal circulation, tidal inlet closures, invasive species and predator controls.  All of these 
concerns present a danger to the success of a project that has received international attention.  We 
welcome guests from many nations who are interested in preserving their own endangered wetlands.   
 
We must do all we can to make sure that our system of coastal wetlands are protected.  Many people 
spent a lifetime in saving these natural resources, to lose even an acre because of neglect is something 
that cannot be tolerated.  Therefore, we support the comments supplied by the State Lands Commission 
in their letter of March 16,2015 and March 19,2015 regarding Project Solicitation and Evaluation 
Guidelines relative to Proposition 1 project funding. 
 
We thank you for taking the time to consider our position. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jerry Donohue, President 



President, Amigos de Bolsa Chica. 
 
 













	
 
 
March 12, 2015 
 
Mr. Sam Schuchat 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
  
RE: State Coastal Conservancy Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines 
 
Dear Mr. Schuchat: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Coastal Conservancy’s Proposition 1 
Grant Program Guidelines. The guidelines establish the process and criteria to be used 
to solicit applications, evaluate proposals and award grants. We believe the guidelines 
are clear and consistent with the Coastal Conservancy’s best practices. While we 
support the guidelines, this letter outlines a few important suggestions for the Board’s 
consideration based on the goals of Proposition 1. 
 
First, the Coastal Conservancy has expertly facilitated the completion of critical and 
transformative projects in the Bay Area because of its local knowledge and ability to be 
nimble and flexible when faced with the unique circumstances of each project. The 
Coastal Conservancy has a history of understanding the needs and circumstances of 
the communities it serves. Agency flexibility is a powerful tool and should be embraced 
and maintained within the framework of this competitive grant program.  
  
As one example, we support the staggered projects solicitations. Quarterly solicitiations 
will help ensure ongoing funding is available to “ready to go” projects, ground-truthing 
projects, and delivery of timely project outcomes.  
 
Second, we strongly encourage the Coastal Conservancy to include land conservation 
as an eligible activity in any future solicitations. The permanent protection of critical 
lands is an essential tool to implement the "multibenefit ecosystem and watershed 
protection and restoration projects" outlined in Water Code Section 79731(j).  
 
Importantly, in the Bay Area we have established conservation planning tools that can 
inform the grant process. For example, the Conservation Lands Network 
(bayarealands.org) provides a greater level of detail than state planning documents 
while supporting their goals and objectives, providing guidance to Bay Area 
conservation organizations as they develop projects. Coastal Conservancy staff have 
been expert participants in developing these regional tools. Use of these detailed, 
regional science-based tools and knowledge will help the Conservancy meet 
Proposition 1 outcomes. 
 



	
We very much appreciate the Coastal Conservancy’s leadership in protecting, restoring, 
and enhancing natural resources in the San Francisco Bay Area. We believe that 
neither the grantor, nor the grantee, nor the state will wins in a black box approach to 
grant making. Regional staff consultation has resulted in significant outcomes in the Bay 
Area. We strongly suggest adding in a staff technical assistance step to help 
prospective applicants put the best projects forward.  
 
The Bay Area Open Space Council collaborates with land trusts, public agencies and 
conservation organizations to set and execute a conservation vision for the San 
Francisco Bay Area. For the past 23 years, we have been working regionally to protect 
watersheds, connect people to land, and convene efforts to steward parks, trails, and 
agricultural lands. We look forward to continuing to work with you and a diverse group of 
agencies and organizations around the San Francisco Bay to meet the goals of 
Proposition 1. Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Jennifer Fox 
Executive Director 
www.openspacecouncil.org 
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Recommended Guidelines for Proposition 1 – Chapter 6 – Corps Requirement 
 
 
 
California State Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor  
Oakland, CA 94612-2530 
 
March 2, 2015 
 
 
Dear California State Coastal Conservancy, 
 
Thank you for your work to implement Proposition 1.   
 
The California Association of Local Conservation Corps (CALCC) proposes the following language be 
inserted into guidelines for Proposition 1 restoration and ecosystem protection projects, consistent 
with Section 79734 that pertains to the required involvement of conservation corps.  This language is 
identical to that proposed by the California Conservation Corps.  
 
Thank you for your consideration; for any questions or more information about these 
recommendations or conservation corps please contact Crystal Muhlenkamp at crystal@caleec.com. 
 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 
 

Alan Lessik 
President 
California Association of Local Conservation Corps 
  
 
 
Attachment 1: Recommended Guidelines  
Attachment 2: Corps Consultation Review Document 
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Attachment 1 
 

Recommended Guidelines  
Chapter 6, Protecting Rivers, Lakes, Streams, Coastal Waters and Watersheds 

 
Division 26.7 of the Water Code, Chapter 6, Section 79734 requires that:  “For restoration and 
ecosystem protection projects funded pursuant to this chapter, the services of the California 
Conservation Corps or a local conservation corps certified by the California Conservation Corps shall 
be used whenever feasible.” 
 
Because of the mandatory nature of the foregoing provision, applicants for funds to complete 
restoration and ecosystem protection projects shall consult with representatives of the California 
Conservation Corps (CCC) AND the California Association of Local Conservation Corps (CALCC) (the 
entity representing certified community conservation corps) (collectively, “the Corps”) to determine 
the feasibility of the Corps participation.  Unless otherwise exempted, applicants that fail to engage in 
such consultation should not be eligible to receive Chapter 6 funds.  Therefore, to ensure that entities 
allocating Prop 1 funds do so in compliance with Chapter 6’s Corps participation language, the CCC 
and CALCC have developed the following consultation process for inclusion in Prop 1 – Chapter 6 
project and/or grant program guidelines: 

 
Step 1: Prior to submittal of an application or project plan to the Funder, Applicant prepares 

the following information for submission to both the California Conservation Corps 
(CCC) and CALCC (who represents the certified community conservation corps): 

� Project Title  
� Project Description (identifying key project activities and deliverables) 
� Project Map (showing project location) 
� Project Implementation estimated start and end dates 

Step 2: Applicant submits the forgoing information via email concurrently to the CCC and 
CALCC representatives:   

 
California Conservation Corps representative:  

Name: CCC Prop 1 Coordinator  Email: Prop1@ccc.ca.gov  
Phone: (916) 341-3100 

 
California Association of Local Conservation Corps representative: 

Name:  Crystal Muhlenkamp  Email: inquiry@prop1communitycorps.org 
Phone: 916-426-9170 ext. 0 

 
Step 3: Within five (5) business days of receiving the project information, the CCC and CALCC 

representatives will review the submitted information, contact the applicant if 
necessary, and respond to the applicant with a Corps Consultation Review Document 
(template attached) informing them: 

 
(1) It is NOT feasible for CCC and/or certified community conservation corps services to be 

used on the project; or  
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It is feasible for the CCC and/or certified community conservation corps services to be 
used on the project and identifying the aspects of the project that can be accomplished 
with Corps services. 
 

Note:  While the Corps will take up to 5 days to review projects, applicants are 
encouraged to contact the CCC/CALCC representatives to discuss feasibility early 
in the project development process. 
 
The Corps cannot guarantee a compliant review process for applicants who 
submit project information fewer than 5 business days before a deadline.  

 
Step 4: Applicant submits application to Funder that includes Corps Consultation Review 

Document.  
 

Step 5: Funder reviews applications.   Applications that do not include documentation 
demonstrating that the Corps have been consulted will be deemed 
“noncompliant” and will not be considered for funding. 

 
 
NOTES:  

 
1. The Corps already have determined that it is not feasible to use their services on restoration 

and ecosystem protection projects that solely involve either planning or acquisition.  
Therefore, applicants seeking funds for such projects are exempt from the consultation 
requirement and should check the appropriate box on the Consultation Review Document. 
 

2. An applicant that has been awarded funds to undertake a project where it has been 
determined that Corps services can be used must thereafter work with either the CCC or 
CALCC to develop a scope of work and enter into a contract with the appropriate Corps.  
Unless otherwise excused, failure to utilize a Corps on such a project will result in Funding 
Entities assessing a scoring penalty on the applicant’s future applications for Chapter 6 
Funds. 
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Attachment 2 
 

Corps Consultation Review Document 
Chapter 6, Protecting Rivers, Lakes, Streams, Coastal Waters and Watersheds 

 
Unless an exempted project, this Corps Consultation Review Document must be completed by 
California Conservation Corps and Community Conservation Corps staff and accompany applications 
for projects or grants seeking funds through Proposition 1, Chapter 6, Protecting Rivers, Lakes, 
Streams, Coastal Waters and Watersheds.  Non-exempt applications that do not include this 
document demonstrating that the Corps have been consulted will be deemed “noncompliant” and will 
not be considered for funding. 
 
1. Name of Applicant:      Project Title: 
 
To be completed by Applicant: 
Is this application solely for planning or acquisition? 

� Yes (application is exempt from the requirement to consult with the Corps) 
� No (proceed to #2) 

 
To be completed by Corps: 
This Consultation Review Document is being prepared by: 

� The California Conservation Corps (CCC) 
� California Association of Local Conservation Corps (CALCC) 

 
2.  Applicant has submitted the required information by email to the California Conservation Corps 
(CCC) and California Association of Local Conservation Corps (CALCC): 

 
� Yes (applicant has submitted all necessary information to CCC and CALCC) 

  
� No (applicant has not submitted all information or did not submit information to both 

Corps – application is deemed non-compliant) 
  
3.  After consulting with the project applicant, the CCC and CALCC has determined the following:   

    
� It is NOT feasible for CCC and/or certified community conservation corps services to be 

used on the project (deemed compliant) 
 

�  It is feasible for the CCC and/or certified community conservation corps services to be used 
on the project and the following aspects of the project can be accomplished with Corps 
services (deemed compliant). 
______________________________________________________________
________ 
 
______________________________________________________________
________ 

 
CCC AND CALCC REPRESENTATIVES WILL RETURN THIS FORM AS DOCUMENTION OF 
CONSULTATION BY EMAIL TO APPLICANT WITHIN FIVE (5) BUSINESS OF RECEIPT AS 
VERIFICATION OF CONSULTATION. APPLICANT WILL INCLUDE COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT 
AS PART OF THE PROJECT APPLICATION.  







CALIFORNIA WATER PARTNERSHIP 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
March 23, 2015 
 
Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, 13th floor 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
Re: Comments on Proposition 1 draft Grant Program guidelines 

On behalf of the above-listed organizations, members of the California Water Partnership, we are 
writing to provide input into the development of the Conservancy’s Grant Program Guidelines for 
Proposition 1.  The California Water Partnership is dedicated to securing a sustainable and equitable 
water future for California. Our partnership advocates for adoption and implementation of the 
principles and practices of integrated water management. Our work ensures that water management 
practices benefit our public health, our environment and all Californians. 

In order to evaluate the efficacy of the program in achieving these benefits, we looked for the following 
information in the draft guidelines: 

 The extent to which state priorities are addressed; 

 The identification and evaluation of multiple benefit projects; 

 Specific measures to address the water-related needs of disadvantaged communities (DACs). 
 
Addressing state priorities 
 
While the guidelines appropriately recite the priorities included in the bond language, they do not 
include the overall directive, listed at the beginning of the chapter (Section 79730) to provide 
competitive grants for “multi-benefit ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects in 
accordance with statewide priorities.”   
 
The State’s priorities can be found in the 2014 California Water Action Plan, for which an 
Implementation plan was released earlier this year.  Two of the strategies in the implementation plan 
are appropriate for inclusion in this guidance: 

 Incentivize the transformation of localized single-purpose water management projects into 
regionally-significant projects that provide multiple public benefits, such as ecosystem 
restoration, flood risk management, and water supply and water quality improvements. 



 Restore native ecosystems to reduce unnecessary conflicts between water management 
decisions and our native fish and wildlife. 

 
Recommendation: add to the screening process a directive to assess the project’s adherence to the 
priorities and strategies included in the California Water Action Plan. 
 
 
 
Assessment and measurement of multiple benefits 
 
Proposition 1 clearly and repeatedly indicates that funds are to be used to achieve multiple benefits.  
The directive in section 79731, the section in which conservancy funds are distributed, reinforces and 
expands that statement, stating that funds are to be allocated to provide “multi-benefit water quality, 
water supply, and watershed protection and restoration projects for the watersheds of the state.”   
 

 The California Water Action Plan includes as one of its priorities to “Increase regional self-reliance and 
integrated water management across all levels of government.”  Multiple benefit projects advance the 
goal of integrated water resource management.  Successful projects are locally supported by multiple 
types of stakeholders, leverage complementary funding sources where possible, and integrate benefits 
across a spectrum of services, including water supply and quality, public health and safety, 
environmental protection, economic stability and employment opportunities in impacted communities.  
Critical to the success of multiple benefit projects is ensuring that the benefits promised are both 
quantifiable and lasting.  

Unfortunately, the directive to fund multiple benefit projects is not defined in the draft guidelines, 
appearing only once as a one-line 5-point check-off in the Evaluation Scoring Criteria.  There is no 
guidance for applicants, no real assessment of whether the projects are meeting this directive and 
almost no incentive for an applicant to take this requirement seriously. We believe that the Conservancy 
is missing an opportunity to improve the quality and efficacy of their projects by failing to explain and 
prioritize multiple benefit projects.  Many potential conservancy projects already provide multiple 
benefits, or could do so if required.  
 
There are many models for identifying and evaluating multiple benefits.  In order to ensure that small 
NGOs can participate in the grant program, it might be appropriate to use a two-step process.   
 

1) Identifying multiple benefits: The chart below was developed for the Los Angeles County Clean 
Water Clean Beaches funding initiative draft ordinance in 2013. It provides a guide to applicants 
to identify the benefits of proposed projects.  It was designed to rate stormwater management 
projects, and so will require some adjustment for application to ecosystem restoration projects. 
Also, because it was a water quality measure, water quality benefits were quantified in a 
separate section and are not reflected below. However, this provides a template for assessing 
the many and diverse benefits of project proposals. 



  
 

2) Evaluating multiple benefits:  In addition to identifying multiple benefits, applicants must be 
able to quantify those benefits.  The primary benefits – in this case, ecosystem restoration – 
must require quantifiable data.  This could require ongoing monitoring of water supply, water 
quality and habitat benefits, and the Conservancy should ensure that a plan for funding 
monitoring is included in proposals.  Social values could be measured by identifying an increase 
in visitors to a site, local community support, or demonstrating that new open space is located 
in an underserved area.   

 
Recommendation:  Include information about identifying and quantifying multiple benefits in the 
guidance. 
 
Specific measures to address the water-related needs of disadvantaged communities (DACs) 
 
State law requires that Integrated Regional Water Management Plans identify the water-related needs 
of disadvantaged communities.  At the State level, state agencies are required to implement the Human 
Right to Water when revising, adopting, or establishing policies, regulations, and grant criteria.   
  
We think the model of awarding bonus points for projects located in communities identified in Cal-
Enviro Screen as having high pollution burdens is a good one but does not specifically address the 
prioritization of projects that benefit DACs within coastal areas.  We recommend utilizing a combination 
of the Cal-Enviro Screen and the Department of Water Resources DAC map as an appropriate approach 
to evaluating and allocating bonus points for communities.  Over and above that, we think that it is 
important that the project application identify how it will benefit those communities and also have a 
significant benefit to coastal resources. Those benefits could include flood control, open space and 
recreation benefits, and providing local employment opportunities through resources protection and 
enhancement activities.   
 



Recommendation: Provide multiple options for identifying disadvantaged communities; require that 
projects that identify DAC benefits specify what those benefits are.  Establish a process for prioritizing 
projects that provide DAC benefits 
 
General Criteria recommendations 
 
We recommend changes to the evaluation scoring criteria. Specifically, we urge the Coastal Conservancy 
to include additional detail to the criteria to help clarify how applicants can acquire points. An example 
of this is included above for quantifying multiple benefits. A similar approach could be used for 
attributing points for adherence to Prop 1 purposes and California Water Action Plan goals, for example. 
 

We also recommend a phased proposal process. It is important that the conservancies assess how 
their priorities can serve other water management and community needs. As such, we 
recommend that flexibility be incorporated into the guidelines, so that Coastal Conservancy 
staff have the ability to work with prospective applicants and partners during the screening and 
application process to assess community needs and inform project scoping to best achieve 
broad multi-benefits. To that end, rather than having a single proposal solicitation, we recommend 
splitting the proposal process into two steps and/or explicitly providing the opportunity for consultation 
with Coastal Conservancy staff prior to the submittal of a final proposal. This recommended approach 
would help optimize resources and the Coastal Conservancy’s ability to meet their strategic goals. This 
approach would provide applicants, particularly DACs and smaller organizations with limited resources, 
with the opportunity to vet their proposals with Conservancy staff for project readiness and overall 
competitiveness prior to expending limited resources on more extensive proposal applications. This 
approach would also provide an opportunity to utilize the expertise of Coastal Conservancy staff early in 
the project proposal process in an effort to help insure that projects funded by the Conservancy achieve 
the best achievable outcomes. 
 
Thank you for providing an opportunity to comment on this program.  We look forward to working with 
you to create a strong program that will protect and restore California’s valuable coastal habitat. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Jennifer Clary 
Clean Water Fund 
onOn behalf of the California Water Partnership 
 
350 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Ste. 200 
Oakland, CA 94612 
O: (415) 369-9171 
jclary@cleanwater.org 

 











From: Zsutty, Yves
To: SCC Comments Email
Cc: Fleming, Sarah
Subject: Comments: Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:02:39 AM

Dear Coastal Conservancy staff, 
Thank you for notifying us of the draft grant program guidelines and providing an
opportunity for input.  

We wish to offer the following comments.  

We seek a more clear statement about funding support for riparian corridor trails. This
would be consistent with the Conservancy's following goals; protecting the natural
and scenic beauty of the coast, and helping people get to and enjoy beaches and
parklands. Trails increase access to natural areas within the watersheds that lead to
the coast.  They also provide a venue for regular visitors to monitor the condition and
quality of the waterway.  Public access along well-defined trails creates stakeholders
that can report encampments, pollution and other factors that are detrimental to the
corridors. 
The use of CalEnviroScreen is a good tool to target investment to areas that suffer
from multiple sources of pollution.  However, this type of targeted investment
can inadvertently lead to development of incomplete and under-utilized trail segments
with associated negative environmental impacts due to vagrancy, dumping and graffiti.
The requirement for use of CalEnviroScreen for scoring should be adjusted to support
scoring of trail reaches that close a gap or extend a trail to / from an area suffering
from pollution.  This approach ensures longer distance trails that will enjoy greater
usage, and lead to more stakeholders for a cleaner environment.  
The Guidelines should offer a more clear statement regarding the support and funding
of riparian trail projects.  We propose that scoring should favor trails that meet
Caltrans Highway Design Manual's Class I Bikeway standards.  
The scoring methodology should support agencies that have master planned their trail
projects to support long-distance recreation and bike travel.  Scoring might favor
agencies with a General Plan references that support bike/trail development, a master
plan for the specific trail system, or other guiding documents that demonstrates an
agency's broader view of trail development. 
Section IV E establishes a Project Monitoring and Reporting component.  But it does
not explain how performance is to be measures.  If funding a trail project, agencies
should be scored on their approach to data collection of trail usage, and a
documented history of counting that insures that they can accurately predict and
confirm the successful usage of a trail improvement project. 

mailto:Yves.Zsutty@sanjoseca.gov
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:Sarah.Fleming@sanjoseca.gov


Thank you for considering our input.  

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

- Yves

Yves Zsutty, Trail Manager

City of San Jose - Trail Program
Parks Recreation and Neighborhood Services
200 East Santa Clara Street, 9th Floor
San Jose, CA 95113
408 793 5561, fax 408 292 6416

 
Trail Program homepage
Twitter SanJoseTrails
Park/Trail Concerns email

 

http://www.sanjoseca.gov/index.aspx?nid=585
https://twitter.com/SanJoseTrails
mailto:park.concerns@sanjoseca.gov


From: Johnson, George
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Costal Conservancy Draft Proposition 1
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 11:19:52 AM

Hello,
 
The City of Santa Barbara would like to provide the following comment regarding the Coastal
Conservancy draft project solicitation and evaluation guidelines for the Proposition 1 water bond,
 

1)       Project Solicitation Periods (page 6): We believe an annual application cycle (as opposed to
the proposed quarterly application cycle) would be more efficient for both Coastal
Conservancy staff and applicants.

 
Thank You,
George Johnson 
Creeks Supervisor 
City of Santa Barbara 
(805) 897-1958

 
 

mailto:GJohnson@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: Bruce Campbell
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: CSCC Prop. 1 Grant Program Guidelines Draft February 2015 Comments
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 3:59:37 PM

                                                                                   March 23, 2015
 
                                                                                   Bruce Campbell
                                                                                   3520 Overland Ave. # A 149
                                                                                   L.A.,  CA  90034
 
To whom it may concern:
 
   I hope that there is a clearly transparent process in selecting those who will review
applications to get funding under Prop. 1.  Let the public comment on this process as well.
 
   In consideration of funding projects in lower watercourses and coastal wetland areas,
carefully assess through the NEPA / CEQA process that if cement levees along lower
watercourses are removed, how will urban populations and property fare if an El Nino or
other major storm caused severe flooding along the lower watercourse.  Please also evaluate
how “inviting the ocean in” in some coastal wetland areas flies in the face of common sense
in this era of global climate change and ocean elevation rise.
 
   Thanks for your consideration.
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Bruce Campbell

mailto:madroneweb@aol.com
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: Lopez, Patricia Ext.8998
To: SCC Comments Email
Cc: Carranza, Ogarita x5174
Subject: MBSST - Moss Landing Bicycle/Bridge Trail Project
Date: Thursday, February 19, 2015 1:06:27 PM
Attachments: MBSST Project_Alignment.pdf

The County of Monterey is working on a project in North Monterey County in the Community of
Moss Landing (see attached map).   The Project is approximately .86 miles long.  It extends from the

North Harbor (northwest side of the existing State Highway 1 Bridge) to Moss Landing Road (South

Harbor).  It includes the construction of a 10 foot paved bicycle path with 2 foot wide decomposed

granite shoulders on either side of the path and a 386 foot bridge over the Elkhorn Slough.  The
project provide safe community coastal access and connects the North and South harbors.
 
We have completed 80% design, 100% NEPA and 90% CEQA, and right-of-way is underway. The
project is funded through right-of-way and construction is partially funded.  The total estimated
project cost is $10.3M.
 
In reviewing the draft Coastal Conservancy Prop 1 guidelines it appears this project would not
qualify for Prop 1 funding.  However, I wanted to check-in and get the grantors opinion.    
 
Thank you
 
 

Patricia A. Lopez
Management Analyst III / Project Manager
County of Monterey
Department of Public Works
168 West Alisal Street / 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2438
P:  831.755.8998
F:  831.755-4958
E:  lopezp@co.monterey.ca.us
 
This message is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee please
notify the sender immediately by e-mail and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail
transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does
not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a
result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please request a hard-copy version.
 

mailto:lopezp@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:carranzao@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:lopezp@co.monterey.ca.us
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From: Breaux, Terrell
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Pro 1 Grant Program Guidelines - Comments
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 11:34:31 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
image005.png

The City of San Diego Public Utilities Department is very interested in the California State Coastal
Conservancy’s Grants Funded by the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of
2014 and welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the Proposition 1 Grant Program
Guidelines. As such, the following comments are provided for your consideration.
 

II.    Programs Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility (pg. 3)
 

C.    Purposes  of  Proposition 1, Chapter 6 (pg. 4)
     C8 page 4, An explanation of fuel treatment projects would be appreciated.

C11 page 5, A statement that projects that remediate mercury contamination not from
legacy mines, will be eligible.

 
E.     Eligible Grantees (pg. 5)

Tribes are listed as eligible grantees, however under F. Project Eligibility; projects
must be consistent with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and CEQA.
Tribes are exempt from the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and CEQA. 
Unless this is amended to exclude tribes, there is little chance tribes will be willing to
participate.

 
III. Grant Evaluation and Scoring (pg. 7)
 
B.  Evaluation and Scoring Criteria:
        Bonus Points (pg 8)

Comment: If a project has >100% of matching funds, I don’t see why they would be applying
for a grant.

 
Again, the City of San Diego Public Utilities Department commends your efforts and appreciates the
opportunity to review and comment on the funding criteria.  If you have questions regarding the
content of this letter, please feel free to contact Terrell Breaux, Grants Administrator, at (858) 292-
6469 or tbreaux@sandiego.gov. 
 
Sincerely,
   
Lee Ann Jones-Santos
Public Utilities Deputy Director
 
 
Terrell D. Breaux | Senior Management Analyst
Public Utilities Department
Finance and Information Technology Division (FIT)

mailto:TBreaux@sandiego.gov
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:tbreaux@sandiego.gov
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From: Nancy Schaefer
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Prop 1 grant guideline comments
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 3:20:23 PM

On behalf of the California Rangeland Trust, I am providing comments on the Coastal Conservancy’s
draft Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines.  We support the types of projects described in the
guidelines, but want to encourage the Conservancy to fund rangeland conservation easements that
protect watersheds, water supply, water quality, groundwater recharge along with numerous other
ecosystem benefits. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to working with you on Prop 1
projects.
 
Nancy Schaefer
Bay Area Program Manager
California Rangeland Trust
 
 
*******************************
Nancy Schaefer
California Rangeland Trust
Bay Area Program Manager
2048 Lost Lake Place
Martinez, CA 94553
925.969.1954
c. 925.890.4800
 

mailto:NSchaefer@rangelandtrust.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: Leslie Schenk
To: SCC Comments Email
Cc: Emiko Thompson
Subject: Proposition 1 Draft Guidelines Comments
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:55:44 PM

Good afternoon,
 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has the following comments on the draft
Proposition 1 guidelines:
 
IV. Grant Evaluation and Scoring
 
B. Evaluation Scoring Criteria:
Comment- Further break down points in the Evaluation Scoring Criteria to:

Include points for sediment management in water bodies which would protect and restore
coastal watersheds and river parkways.
Include points for rehabilitation, upgrades, or replacement of aging infrastructure (e.g.,
storm drain outlets to the ocean)
Include points for projects that improve water quality

 
Thank you,
 
Leslie Schenk
Government Relations Group
Department of Public Works
p. 626-458-5946
Follow us on Twitter @LAPublicWorks, @LACoGoModal
Website: http://dpw.lacounty.gov/
 
 
 
 

mailto:LSCHENK@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:ETHOMP@dpw.lacounty.gov
https://twitter.com/LAPublicWorks
https://twitter.com/LACoGoModal
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From: Joyce Dillard
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Comments Coastal Conservancy Draft Prop 1 Guidelines due 3.20.2015
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 4:29:58 PM

We see no language as how to monitor and measure the results of the criteria.

With the following language:

Prop 1 funds may only be used for projects that will provide benefits or
improvements that are greater than required applicable environmental
mitigation measures or compliance obligations.

 
Only provision is required, not measurable results.  There is no direction of how to
quantify greater than required.  Environmental mitigation measures or compliance
obligations should have a reporting mechanism.  Other than by a permit, is mitigation
or compliance actually achieved.

Eligible Grantees states:
Any private, nonprofit organization that qualifies under Section 501(c)(3) of the
United States Internal Revenue Code, and whose purposes are consistent
with the Conservancy’s enabling legislation (Division 21 of the Public
Resources Code).

 
We disagree.  There is no accountability to the public for grant funding spent nor is
there justification of overhead.  The public should be reassured that public funding is
spent with accountability.

This set-up is a privatization with no accountability.  Contracting is an issue and the
allowance allows for contracting without bids and possible collusion.

Non-profit does not mean no profit.  Assets can appreciate in that environment.

Auditing, public records access and record retention are not addressed in these
guidelines.

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031
 

mailto:dillardjoyce@yahoo.com
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: Kellyx Nelson
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Comments on Coastal Conservancy Draft Proposition 1
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 10:13:37 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft project solicitation and evaluation
guidelines for the Coastal Conservancy’s implementation of the Proposition 1 water bond.  Following
are two recommendations that I would like to offer:
 

·         pp.7 and 9, regarding the Grant Agreement:  Applicants would benefit from knowing
standard contract terms ahead of time (perhaps including the boilerplate contract as an
attachment to the solicitation notice) to ensure that the proposed work and budget can
sufficiently meet detailed contractual requirements, such as contractor bonding
requirements, specific signage requirements, labor policies or requirements, reporting
requirements, whether or not a percent of the grant is retained until the project is
completed, etcetera.

 
·         p.8, regarding demonstration of community support:  Please broaden the score for

community support to include support for the project goals/ type of project.  For example,
the community may be largely unaware of a specific project to improve water use efficiency
on a private farm, yet there is strong community support for water conservation generally.
 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments.
 
 
'·.¸¸·´¯'·.¸¸.·´¯'·.¸¸·´¯'·.¸¸.·´¯'·.¸¸·´¯'·.¸¸.·´¯'·.¸ ><((((º>
 

Kellyx Nelson          
Executive Director
San Mateo County Resource Conservation District
625 Miramontes Street Suite 103
Half Moon Bay, CA  94019
phone: 650.712.7765 x102

fax: 650.726.0494
www.sanmateorcd.org

 
 
 
 
 

From: Small, Mary@SCC [mailto:Mary.Small@scc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 3:37 PM
Subject: Coastal Conservancy Draft Proposition 1
 
The Coastal Conservancy has developed draft project solicitation and evaluation guidelines for

implementation of the Proposition 1 water bond. The public is encouraged to review and comment on

these draft guidelines (www.scc.ca.gov).

 

mailto:Kellyx@sanmateorcd.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
http://www.sanmateorcd.org/
http://scc.ca.gov/files/2015/02/SCC-Prop-1-Guidelines-Draft-Feb-2015.pdf
http://www.scc.ca.gov/


From: Marianne Tyler
To: SCC Comments Email
Cc: MTyler00 MTyler00
Subject: Comments on CSCC Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines (Draft - February 2015)
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 5:45:25 PM

 

COMMENTS on CSCC PROPOSITION 1 GRANT 
PROGRAM GUIDELINES (DRAFT of FEBRUARY 

2015)

Thank you for providing this opportunity for public input via email on the California 
State Coastal Conservancy’s Draft Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines (Draft — 
February 2015).  I was unable to attend the Conservancy’s hearing re: this draft in 
Los Angeles on Friday, March 20, 2015, or travel to the hearings in other parts of 
the state, so I am extremely grateful for the opportunity to provide comments now.  
I feel that it is extremely important that citizen input be solicited, heard and taken 
into serious consideration by the Conservancy through the entire grant and project 
process from evaluation to funding and all the way through to completion.  Given 
this, as you will see, most of my comments focus on transparency and the 
opportunity for community comment and input.

1.  Grant Application Process & Timeline, Application Review & Evaluation, 
Scoring.

I am concerned as to how the reviewers will be selected and vetted.  While it is 
important that reviewers be required to self-disclose conflicts of interest in reviewing 
proposals, I believe it would be much better to also include an open period for 
potential reviewers to be named and open to public comment prior to being 
confirmed. This would allow for review and submission of citizens' concerns 
regarding possible conflicts of interest that the reviewers themselves did not 
consider or disclose.  It would also help to ensure diversity of opinion and 
background and the respect of the reviewer’s peers.  The composition of the 
reviewers selected will have an extremely significant impact on the type of proposals 
selected for funding, and, therefore, should be an open and transparent process.  
This is particularly important in the case of controversial projects where the 
reviewers must be absolutely above reproach from either side for the process to be 
seen as fair.

2.  Program Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility, Conservancy 
Required Project Selection Criteria.

The criteria provided are excellent, and very important.  I am concerned, however, 
as to how you plan to confirm “Support from the public.”  This is related to the 
comment below regarding timing and location of public feedback sessions.  Also, if 
public support is a required criterion, how will it be measured and ensured?  If there 
is substantial negative public feedback, a grant proposal should not be funded until, 
and unless, community support has been achieved.  I am deeply concerned that the 
short period for public review and the potential for open meetings that are up to 

mailto:mtyler00@aol.com
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:MTyler00@aol.com


eight hours distant from the location of the project in question may blind the board 
to the controversial nature and, especially, the public’s strong opposition to a 
project.

3) Grant Application Process & Timeline, Board Meetings.

As I understand it, the CSCC is planning to share a staff report describing each 
project 10 days prior to its consideration for funding at a Conservancy Board 
meeting.  Such board meetings will continue to rotate around the state.  This is an 
unnecessarily short period for review and comment on what may be a rather large 
number of proposals.  In fairness, the public should have as much time as the staff 
and reviewers have had to consider proposed projects.  Furthermore, the actual 
proposals should be subject to review by the public, not just a staff report on such 
proposals.  All proposals submitted should be posted on the CSCC site for public 
review, in addition to the subsequent staff reports provided on those that meet the 
initial evaluation criteria.  Public comments and concerns regarding each proposal 
should be allowed in order to provide the CSCC with the required indication of public 
support for or opposition to the proposed grant’s activities. Further, any project with 
substantial community impact in size or duration should be heard in the region 
where the project will be executed so that those impacted by the project may 
address their concerns to the board in person.

Sincerely,
Marianne Tyler
7820 West 81st St.
Playa del Rey, CA 90293
Telephone:  310-306-7198



From: Birosik, Shirley@Waterboards
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: comments on draft Prop 1 guidelines
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 9:25:08 AM

A couple of things struck me after doing a quick run-through.  One, it’s not perfectly clear whether
land acquisition is allowed.  There a couple of places mentioning land acquisition but the first
mention is in reference to not allowing eminent domain and only later is there reference to a tax
credit potential for acquisition projects.  Second, it’s not clear how “coastal” is being defined. 
There’s mention of river parkways and even the Central Valley.
 
 
Shirley A. Birosik, Watershed Coordinator
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4th St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013
213-576-6679 (phone)
213-576-6686 (fax)
Shirley.Birosik@waterboards.ca.gov
 

mailto:/O=MMS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BIROSIK, SHIRLEY@WAADF3B9EA-0113-4D2B-9917-D35FBE940CBB6CA
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:Shirley.Birosik@waterboards.ca.gov


From: Wendy Trowbridge
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Comments on Prop 1 draft guidelines
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 2:04:38 PM

I would like to make two brief comments:

1. A short pre proposal process could save time and resources for both
potential applicants and the Coastal Conservancy staff by weeding out
ineligible or inappropriate projects.

2. I appreciate the attempt to create an objective and transparent
scoring system but grant applications are not easily compared and no
scoring system can substitute for the experienced judgement of your
staff members.

Thank you,

Wendy
--
Dr. Wendy Trowbridge
Director of Restoration and Conservation Science Programs
Laguna de Santa Rosa Foundation
900 Sanford Road, Santa Rosa, CA 95401
P (707) 527-9277, xt. 108
F (707) 527-5075
www.lagunafoundation.org

mailto:wendy@lagunafoundation.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: Ben Harwood
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Comments re draft (2/15) Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2015 2:28:43 PM

The draft guidelines clearly outline the process and criteria for the Prop 1 Grant Program. The
availability of these voter approved water bond funds is a testament to the public’s appreciation for
the essential value of these vital resources.  The $100.5 million the Prop 1 funds anticipated for the
administration of the State Coastal Conservancy will deliver multiple public benefits for years to
come.

The SCC’s strategic and philanthropic partnerships with the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy
and our National Park Service and Presidio Trust partners have helped ensure the success of
numerous outstanding projects in the parks. These include the transformational restoration of the
wetland, dune and shoreline habitat at Crissy Field and the construction of the Crissy Field Center
(which now serves over 20,000 diverse urban children and youth each year in environmental
education programs), and numerous other landmark coastal habitat restoration, trails and visitor
access enhancement projects including Lands End and the California Coastal Trail in the Presidio
(San Francisco), Mori Point (San Mateo), and Redwood Creek at Muir Beach (Marin), among others.

We have no doubt that our future collaborations with SCC will further strengthen our organizational
capacity to move our park projects from vision to reality. The Golden Gate National Parks are thrilled
that with the passage of Prop 1, the Coastal Conservancy can continue its mission, which, in turn
supports our shared goals to protect and enhance coastal habitat and parklands, and aligns with our
commitment to improve public access and welcome underserved audiences.

Benjamin Harwood
Director, Foundation Support
Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy
(415) 561-3036
 

mailto:BHarwood@ParksConservancy.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: Marc Saltzberg
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Comments regarding 2015 DRAFT Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 4:32:51 PM

Comments regarding 2015 DRAFT Proposition 1 Grant  Program Guidelines

 

3/23/15

 

According to the Draft Guidelines:

 

III.C. States:

 

No grant shall be awarded unless the Conservancy Board has approved the grant at a public

meeting. The Conservancy typically holds five public meetings per calendar year. The meeting

schedule will be published on the Conservancy’s website. The agenda for each public meeting

will be published on the Conservancy’s website ten days in advance of the meeting.

Conservancy staff will prepare a report for each proposed grant presented to the Conservancy

Board at a public meeting. The staff report will describe the project and explain how the project

is consistent with the Conservancy’s enabling legislation, the Conservancy Program

Guidelines, the Conservancy’s Strategic Plan and the evaluation criteria in these Prop 1 Grant

Program Guidelines.

 

Comments:

1. Public meetings at which comment may be made on a project are held in various locations

around the state. The process of collecting public comment is therefore dependent on the

public's ability to attend the meeting. It makes little sense to consider projects that will impact

Los Angeles County at a meeting in Eureka – the community that will be impacted by the

project will be  effectively excluded from the meeting by the geography.

2. It is implied is that the staff report for a project will be available to the public 10 days prior to the

Board Meeting at which the project is to be considered.  Unstated is when the project

application will be made available to the public (if at all).

 

This seems an unreasonably short time for the public to respond to a project.  I respect the

reviewers need to score projects without public pressure and staff's need to release all projects

at the same time to insure fairness of consideration. But there is clearly significant lead time

prior to the availability of the staff report to the public that could be used by the public to

familiarize itself with the proposed projects prior to the Board Meeting.  I suggest that the

project application be made available to the public at the time it is sent to reviewers to allow

the public to come to its own conclusions about a project. If this is unfeasible, the project

application should be made public at least at the same time it is made available to staff f after

the review process.

 

IV.C. States:

 

Up to 8 points shall be awarded to projects where the applicant demonstrates community

support.

 

Comments:

1. Item II.B. of the guidelines lists 8 required selection criteria for funding and that public support

must be one of the criteria. To me it seems that 8 points is insufficient weight for one of these

eight criteria; simple math would suggests that each would be worth 12~13 points.

 

2. The process does not specify how community support shall be determined. I believe this should

mailto:mas_marina@yahoo.com
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


be spelled out; does the Conservancy look at petitions? Are public meeting to be conducted by

applicants and comments gathered?

 

3. How will points be awarded in projects where public support is split, with some part of the

community in favor of the project ans some part of the community against the project? It would

be unfair to award points in such a circumstance; in fact, if the public is actively opposed to a

project, perhaps point should be taken away…

Thank You,

Marc Saltzberg

Vice President, Venice Neighborhood Council (title is for ID purposes only)



From: Kathy Knight
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Draft Prop 1 Guidelines
Date: Sunday, March 22, 2015 4:18:50 PM

RE:  http://scc.ca.gov/files/2015/02/SCC-Prop-1-Guidelines-Draft-Feb-2015.pdf

I want to see total transparency and easy public accessibility to any and all 
information regarding these grants - who they go to, how much, and a report on 
exactly how the money is spent.

I want this so that we the public do not have to spend so much time and energy 
trying to understand how public funds are spent, especially if it is through a private 
501 c3 organization., such as the Bay Foundation.

Thank you very much,
Kathy Knight
Ballona Ecosystem Education Project
(310) 613-1175 

mailto:kathy.knight@verizon.net
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
http://scc.ca.gov/files/2015/02/SCC-Prop-1-Guidelines-Draft-Feb-2015.pdf
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March 19, 2015 
 
Samuel P. Schuchat, Executive Officer 
The Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway #1300  
Oakland, CA 94612 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL:  comments@scc.ca.gov    
 
Re:  Comments on Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines (Draft, Feb. 2015) 
 
Dear Executive Officer Schuchat: 
 
Earth Law Center (ELC) welcomes the opportunity comment on the State Coastal 
Conservancy’s (SCC) Draft Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines.1 With the passage of 
Proposition 12 in November 2014, the state has a significant, new opportunity to ensure much-
needed funding for multibenefit ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects. 
ELC is writing to urge the SCC to add to its draft Guidelines language specifically calling for 
greater inter-agency collaboration and activity in order to maximize the potential benefits of 
overlapping Proposition 1 funding and mandates. In particular, we request two things:  first, 
that the following criterion be added to Section IV of the draft Grant Program Guidelines: 
 

 The extent to which the project integrates in the related Proposition 1 funding resources and 
activities of other state agencies. 

 
And second, we ask that as the proposal solicitation and review process commences, the SCC 
affirmatively reach out to other state agencies with related Proposition 1 funding sources and 
activities to establish, as appropriate, shared and/or jointly funded efforts (e.g., through joint 
proposal solicitations) that “produce the greatest public benefit” from Proposition 1’s limited 
funds. Support for these requests is provides below. 
 
PROPOSITION 1 EMPHASIZES COORDINATED, LEVERAGED AGENCY ACTION TOWARD 

IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTIBENEFIT PROJECTS 
 
Proposition 1 emphasizes the importance of both collaboration and leveraging of funds in ensuring 
successful implementation of multibenefit projects.3 At the February 10th Assembly Water, Parks 
and Wildlife hearing on Proposition 1,4 agency Secretaries and Department heads repeatedly noted 

                                                 
1 http://scc.ca.gov/files/2015/02/SCC-Prop-1-Guidelines-Draft-Feb-2015.pdf.  
2 Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014, available at:  
http://bondaccountability.resources.ca.gov/PDF/Prop1/PROPOSITION_1_text.pdf.  
3 See, e.g., Water Code §§ 79707, 79730-31. 
4 http://awpw.assembly.ca.gov/currentsessionoversighthearings; see also summaries at: 
http://mavensnotebook.com/2015/02/24/proposition-1-oversight-hearing-part-1-background-on-the-water-bond-and-
principles-for-moving-forward/, http://mavensnotebook.com/2015/02/25/prop-1-oversight-hearing-part-2-first-out-of-
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the importance and value of leveraging different sources of funds through collaboration. For 
example, Secretary Laird highlighted that the California Water Action Plan is to be the framework 
for Proposition 1 bond expenditures and noted that the Plan describes “[c]ollaboration between 
federal, state, local and tribal governments” as “not only important,” but “essential” to success. 
(Emphasis added.) California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Director Chuck Bonham 
added at the hearing that a critical element of the Water Action Plan is “integration,” noting that the 
Plan appropriately forces dialogue among CDFW and other agencies toward “greater gain through 
our integrated efforts across departments.”5 This is consistent with Proposition 1’s statement of 
intent that funding be prioritized toward projects that “produce the greatest public benefit.”6 
 
A related point emphasized in Proposition 1 and at the February 10th Water, Parks and Wildlife 
hearing is the need to support integrated, multibenefit projects. Proposition 1, Chapter 6 highlights 
multibenefit projects in both Water Code Sections 79730 (“multibenefit ecosystem and watershed 
protection and restoration projects”) and 79731 (“multibenefit water quality, water supply, and 
watershed protection and restoration projects for the watersheds of the state”). The California Water 
Action Plan similarly “[e]ncourage(s) state focus on projects with multiple benefits,” and adds that 
“the commitment to emphasize multiple benefit projects will be applied to most of the actions in 
this plan.” Former DWR Director Lester Snow further testified at the February 10th hearing that an 
effective integrated approach to Proposition 1 implementation would maximize spending impacts 
through integration of funding toward a shared goal.   
 
A number of agencies have released draft Proposition 1 guidelines that relate closely to the type of 
watershed protection and restoration work supported within the SCC. For example, the Governor’s 
January budget allocates $38.9 million to the Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) for enhanced 
stream flow projects, and $36.5 million to CDFW, $30 million to the Ocean Protection Council 
(OPC), and $83.5 million to the state Conservancies for watershed-related projects.  In light of 
Proposition 1’s mandates for accountability and coordination, agencies should seek mutually 
beneficial partnerships that allow them to achieve the collaborative, leveraged, multibenefit results 
emphasized by the Governor and his administrative agency leadership.   
 
The Natural Resources Agency must “verify that the guidelines are consistent with applicable 
statutes and for all the purposes enumerated in this division” – including the repeated emphasis on 
collaboratively leveraged funding toward multibenefit projects.7 Clear processes for collaboration 
and integration of effort with other agencies would enhance the likelihood of approval by the 
Agency. As the first agency to release Proposition 1 draft guidelines, the SCC can set the tone for 
the others by adopting language that encourages such collaborative, multibenefit actions. 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                  
the-gate-state-entities-with-proposed-water-bond-funding/ and http://mavensnotebook.com/2015/02/26/prop-1-
oversight-hearing-part-3-looking-ahead-stakeholder-recommendations-for-maximizing-public-benefits/.  
5 http://mavensnotebook.com/2015/02/25/prop-1-oversight-hearing-part-2-first-out-of-the-gate-state-entities-with-
proposed-water-bond-funding/ (emphasis added).  
6 Water Code § 79707(b). 
7 Water Code § 79708(d). 
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The SCC Guidelines Can and Should Encourage Appropriate Inter-Agency Coordination and 
Leveraged Funding toward Implementation of Multibenefit Projects 
 
Chapter 6 of Proposition 1 allocates $100.5 million to the Conservancy for competitive grants for 
multibenefit ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects.8  The draft Proposition 1 
funding guidelines state that all Proposition 1 grants funded by the SCC must achieve at least one of 
the Chapter 6 purposes articulated in Water Code Section 79732(a). The SCC’s proposed 
Proposition 1 funding guidelines include the following recommended scoring criteria (among 
others) relevant in some fashion to enhanced cooperation and collaboration among agencies: 
 

 The extent to which the project achieves one or more of the purposes of Chapter 6.  
 The extent to which the project promotes and implements the California Water Action Plan, 

other state and plans and policies, and relevant regional water plans.   
 The extent to which the project leverages the resources of private, federal or local funding 

sources. 
 The extent to which the project provides multiple benefits. 
 The extent to which the project employs new or innovative technology or practices. 
 The extent to which the project will deliver sustainable outcomes in the long-term. 

 
This range of metrics specifically reflects the language of Proposition 1 and the California Water 
Action Plan calling for leveraged, multibenefit projects. However, it does not as directly reflect the 
call by agency and department heads at the February 10th hearing for integration and collaboration. 
We believe the end results of collaborative, inter-agency projects would be more substantial (i.e., of 
greater public benefit) and longer lasting. More specific funding criteria relative to agency 
collaboration and associated inter-agency efforts would help promote such integrated efforts.  
 
Accordingly, we ask the SCC to add the following criterion to Section IV (Grant Evaluation and 
Scoring) of the draft Grant Program Guidelines: 
 

 The extent to which the project integrates in the related Proposition 1 funding resources and 
activities of other state agencies. 

 
We also ask that, as the proposal solicitation and review process commences, that the SCC 
affirmatively reach out to agencies with related Proposition 1 funding sources and activities to 
establish, as appropriate, shared and/or jointly funded efforts that “produce the greatest public 
benefit” from Proposition 1’s limited funds (e.g., through joint proposal solicitations). Examples 
include but are not limited to the OPC/Coastal Commission jointly funded Local Coastal Program 
grants application effort,9 and the OPC/CDFW Joint Work Plan for the implementation of the 
Marine Life Protection Act and Marine Life Management Act.10 
 

*     *     * 
 

                                                 
8 Water Code §79731(j). 
9 http://www.opc.ca.gov/category/funding-opportunities/.  
10 http://www.opc.ca.gov/2010/08/opc-dfg-joint-work-plan/. 



 
 

4

The SCC is in the unique and important position of being “first out of the gate” with its Proposition 
1 draft guidelines. We urge the SCC to set the stage for the agencies to follow by incorporating the 
letter and spirit of Proposition 1 and the California Water Action Plan into its guidelines, through 
adoption of the recommended Guidelines criterion and related actions above. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
 
Best regards, 

    
Linda Sheehan      Grant Wilson 
Executive Director     Outreach and Program Coordinator 
 
 
Appendix – Agency Draft Proposition 1 Funding Guidelines:  Examples 
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APPENDIX 
AGENCY DRAFT PROPOSITION 1 FUNDING GUIDELINES:  EXAMPLES 

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Proposition 1 Funding Guidelines11 
In light of the significant focus at the Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee hearing on 
the need for projects to have multiple benefits, integrate agency activities, leverage funding and 
ensure consistency with the California Water Action Plan, there appears to be significant 
opportunity for SCC Proposition 1 funding to integrate with CDFW, particularly in the area of 
coastal habitat restoration. Accordingly, the SCC guidelines should encourage collaboration with 
CDFW on mutually beneficial and leveraged projects.   
 
CDFW’s draft Proposition 1 guidelines fund projects consistent with Fish and Game Code Section 
1501.5(b), which allows CDFW to grant funds for fish and wildlife habitat preservation, restoration, 
and enhancement efforts that will preserve, protect, and restore fish and wildlife.  Proposition 1 
authorizes the Legislature to appropriate to $285,000,000 to the CDFW for such “watershed 
restoration projects statewide.”12 As emphasized in the Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife 
hearing, CDFW’s Proposition 1 funding must implement the three broad objectives of the 
California Water Action Plan (more reliable water supplies; the restoration of important species and 
habitat; and a more resilient, sustainably managed water resources system), with a focus on 
restoring important species and habitat.  As outlined in the draft guidelines, projects may include 
but are not limited to:  “providing fish passage”; “restoring river channels”; “restoring or enhancing 
riparian, aquatic, and terrestrial habitat”; and “improving ecological functions.”  Each of these area 
areas in which the SCC has or can provide expertise and assistance to ensure maximum utility and 
effectiveness of the funds and efforts committed. 
 
CDFW intends to release project solicitations with additional, solicitation-specific criteria, and 
proposals will be ranked according to procedures outlined in those solicitations. The currently-
proposed CDFW Proposition 1 funding guidelines state that the following (among other criteria) are 
“broadly representative of the types of criteria upon which proposals will be evaluated”: 
 

 “Extent to which the proposed project implements existing conservation, restoration, 
recovery plans, or other relevant State plans or policies.” 

 “Extent to which the proposed project employs new or innovative technology or practices.”   
 “Extent to which the proposed project provides multiple benefits; the objectives related to 

those co-benefits are clearly stated, and where feasible, are measurable and quantifiable; and 
likelihood that the claimed co-benefits will be realized.”   

 “Extent to which the proposal provides sufficient analysis and documentation to demonstrate 
the significance (e.g., magnitude, diversity) of the proposed objectives.”   

 “Extent to which the proposed project will deliver sustainable outcomes in the long-term.”   
 “Extent to which the proposal demonstrates the means by which data collected by the 

project will be managed and made publicly available.”   
 

                                                 
11 http://bondaccountability.resources.ca.gov/Guidelines.aspx?PropositionPK=48.  
12 Water Code § 79737. 



 
 

6

Wildlife Conservation Board Draft Proposition 1 Funding Guidelines13 
The WCB is a separate and independent Board with authority to carry out an acquisition and 
development program for wildlife conservation.  The Board itself consists of the President of the 
Fish and Game Commission, the Director of CDFW, and the Director of the Department of Finance.  
The WCB is informed by a Legislative Advisory Committee consisting of three members of the 
Senate and three members of the Assembly.   
 
Proposition 1 includes proposed funding for the WCB’s California Stream Flow Enhancement 
Program, which will support implementation of multi-benefit ecosystem and watershed protection 
and restoration projects in accordance with statewide priorities.14 Specifically, Water Code Section 
79733 authorizes the Legislature to appropriate $200,000,000 to the WCB for projects that result in 
enhanced stream flows, consistent with the California Water Action Plan’s focus on ecosystem 
restoration. Examples of potentially eligible project types listed in the WCB’s proposed Proposition 
1 funding guidelines include: 
 

 Water Transactions (e.g., changes to a stream’s hydrograph through a lease, transfer, 
seasonal exchange)  

 Habitat restoration projects 
 Studies to evaluate instream flow needs, identify priority streams or evaluate temperature 
 Reconnecting flood flows with restored flood plains 

 
The WCB intends to release project solicitations with more specific criteria, and proposals will be 
ranked according to procedures outlined in those solicitations. Criteria will include “all of the 
following,” among other criteria: 
 

 “Clear demonstration of how the project will measurably enhance stream flows at a time and 
location necessary to provide fisheries or ecosystem benefits or improvements that improve 
upon existing flow conditions and are greater than required applicable environmental 
mitigation measures or compliance obligations” 

 “Probability of success (e.g., does the proposal address site conditions, technologies, and 
projected future management to assure long-term success?)” 

 “Habitat linkages” 
 “Project significance (e.g., does the project provide long-term benefits to fish and wildlife, is 

it consistent with other conservation strategies?)” 
 “Co-benefits (will the project provide multiple realistic and significant benefits that can be 

quantified and measured, and will deliver sustainable outcomes in the long-term?)” 
 “How is the project location and anticipated outcome consistent with WCB’s 2014 Strategic 

Plan, the California Water Action Plan, and other appropriate state and federal plans?”  
 
As with CDFW, there again appears to be important opportunities for SCC Proposition 1 funding 
integration with the WCB, particularly in the area of coastal stream and other waterway flow 
restoration. 
 

                                                 
13 http://bondaccountability.resources.ca.gov/Guidelines.aspx?PropositionPK=48.  
14 Water Code Section 79730. 







From: Malinowski, Kelly@SCC
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: FW: Prop 1 Draft Guidelines posted on SCC website
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:43:49 PM

FYI – I replied to Rosalyn with the below, but she still wanted me to pass along her comment.
 
My reply to Rosalyn:
It is my understanding that the locations per chapter 6, 79731 (j): the San Francisco Bay
Conservancy region, the Santa Ana River watershed, the Tijuana River watershed, the Otay River
watershed, Catalina island, and the central coast region are all covered under the description of
location on Chapter 4 since projects in any of those areas would “benefit coastal, ocean resources,
or the San Francisco Bay region,” since they all are in watersheds draining to the coast, ocean, or
San Francisco Bay region.
-Kelly
 

From: Rosalyn Yu (AIR) [mailto:Rosalyn.Yu@flysfo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 2:31 PM
To: Malinowski, Kelly@SCC
Subject: RE: Prop 1 Draft Guidelines posted on SCC website
 
Hi Kelly,
 
Hope this email finds you well.
 
After reviewing the draft guidelines and I have one comment: In terms of location of project, on
page 4, the description of location doesn’t cover all locations per chapter 6, 79731 (j). Is this the
intend of the guidelines?
 
Rosalyn Yu, P.E.
Design & Construction

San Francisco International Airport | P.O. Box 8097 | San Francisco 94128 

650.821.7819 | www.flysfo.com

          
 

From: Malinowski, Kelly@SCC [mailto:Kelly.Malinowski@scc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 2:21 PM
To: Rosalyn Yu (AIR)
Subject: Prop 1 Draft Guidelines posted on SCC website
 
Hi Rosalyn,
 

Our Prop 1 Draft Guidelines are posted on our website and open for public review until March 20th,
and I’d like to strongly encourage you to submit any comments to comments@scc.ca.gov. The direct
link to the Prop 1 Draft Guidelines is here: http://scc.ca.gov/files/2015/02/SCC-Prop-1-Guidelines-
Draft-Feb-2015.pdf
 
Thank you!
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From: Peterson, Nadine@SCC
To: Small, Mary@SCC
Subject: FW: some comments on SCC Prop 1 guidelines
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 11:40:59 AM

Here are the comments from Pt. Blue.
 

From: Grant Ballard [mailto:gballard@pointblue.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 5:44 PM
To: Peterson, Nadine@SCC
Cc: Ellie Cohen
Subject: some comments on SCC Prop 1 guidelines
 

Hi Nadine – it was so nice to see you last night at our 50th anniversary celebration – thanks for being
there!
 
I’ve gone through the SCC Prop 1 guidelines and have a few comments to share – please let me
know if you would like this written up in a more formal way (e.g., as a letter on Point Blue
letterhead, etc.). If that would be preferred, I would probably leave out a couple of these
comments, just because they are more reflective of my own ignorance of some of the context – but
I include them here FYI.
 
Page 3 – Introduction, section A last paragraph – there is a typo in the last sentence – drop the
extraneous “be”
 
Page 4 – Program, Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility, section C.7 – the meaning of this isn’t
totally clear – is it all fish native to California as well as wetlands in California’s central valley, i.e.,
both fish and wetlands, or is it about native fish in the central valley?
 
Page 5 - Program, Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility, section D – the key plans are not yet in
Appendix C, but it will be important which plans will be specifically mentioned, obviously. Will it
include, for example, the California Landscape Conservation Cooperative strategic plan? State
Wildlife Action Plan? Joint Venture Implementation Plans?
 
Page 6 – Grant Application Process and Timeline, section C.3 – scoring – Does this mean that all
proposals in a given round would be reviewed by the same 3 reviewers? It will be important for
there to be some oversight of this process to ensure consistency. Also, if a different 3 reviewers
might review some of the proposals, individual reviewer influence can be overly exaggerated – i.e., 3
might not be enough.
 
Page 8 – The community support factor might be re-written to include the concept of community
engagement as well – i.e., a deeper level of support implied.
 
Page 8 – the multiple benefits and measurable effectiveness factors seem as important as leveraging
to me – i.e., consider lowering leveraging point bonus and/or raising these.
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Page 8 – the sustainable outcomes long-term factor should get more points, and in particular, it
should be direct about considerations of climate change impacts.
 
Page 8 – CalEnviroScreen scores – I am not familiar with this system, but would be interesting to
know more about how it might overlap with prioritization from environmental/biodiversity
perspectives.
 
Page 15 – it wasn’t clear to me how the additional criteria dovetail with the project ranking table
factors on page 8.
 
Page 15 – Return to Conservancy – I’m not sure what this means.
 
Page 15 – Minimization of greenhouse gas emissions and Vulnerability from climate change impacts
other than sea level rise = great to include both of these criteria!
 
 
It is exciting that SCC will have the opportunity to disperse these funds!
 
Warm regards,
 
Grant
 
.....
Grant Ballard, Ph.D.
Chief Science Officer
Point Blue Conservation Science (formerly PRBO)
3820 Cypress Drive, Suite 11, Petaluma, CA 94954
707-781-2555 ext. 340
cell: 415.676.8179 | Skype: grantballard
www.pointblue.org  |  Please follow Point Blue on Facebook!
 
Point Blue – Conservation science for a healthy planet.

 

http://www.pointblue.org/
http://www.facebook.com/PointBlueConservationScience


 
March 20, 2015 

The Coastal Conservancy  
1330 Broadway #1300  
Oakland, CA 94612 
Submitted electronically to: comments@scc.ca.gov 

RE: California State Coastal Conservancy Proposition 1 Draft Grant Program Guidelines 

Dear Coastal Conservancy Staff and Commissioners: 

For more than fifty years, Greenbelt Alliance has protected the Bay Area’s natural and agricultural lands from 
sprawl development while helping our cities and towns grow in a way that creates great neighborhoods for 
everyone. As the champion of the places that make the Bay Area special, we ensure the right development 
happens in the right places and that development doesn’t happen where it doesn’t belong. With over ten 
thousand supporters, our staff and board work throughout the region to shape the rules that govern growth to 
protect our environment, enhance our economy, and advance social equity.   

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft project solicitation and evaluation guidelines for 
implementation of the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (Proposition 1).  

The Coastal Conservancy has a long history of effectively increasing protection of our state’s natural resources for 
all Californians. The guidelines for the Proposition 1 funds, provide an opportunity to continue the 
Conservancy’s groundbreaking work, guiding $100.5 million in competitive grants to multi-benefit ecosystem 
and watershed protection and restoration projects across California.  

The draft guidelines include several prudent criteria, including “minimization of greenhouse gas emissions,” 
“promotion and implementation of state plans and policies,” “support from the public,” and “greater-than-local 
interest.”  
 
As the draft guidelines are refined, we encourage the Conservancy to also reward project applications that are 
consistent with regional conservation programs and policies. In particular, the guidelines should provide 
additional points to applications for projects in locations that have been identified in a regional conservation 
program as priorities for conservation action.  

 



 

In the San Francisco Bay Area, the Association of Bay Area Governments has established the region’s Priority 
Conservation Area (PCA) program to identify Bay Area open spaces that: 

1) Provide regionally significant agricultural, natural resource, scenic, recreational, and/or ecological values 
and ecosystem functions; 

2) Are in urgent need of protection due to pressure from urban development or other factors; and  

3) Are supported by local consensus. 

The PCA program has informed the Bay Area’s implementation of SB 375 of 2008, including the creation of a 
first-in-the-nation grant program to direct transportation funds to support the PCAs. The PCAs are envisioned 
as a framework for directing future regional funding for acquiring open space and conservation easements and 
the program has helped spur collaboration between local governments, public agencies, and nonprofit 
organizations. 

When allocating Prop 1 funds, the Coastal Conservancy should consider providing additional points to projects 
that are within one of the Bay Area’s Priority Conservation Areas. By rewarding projects in these locations, the 
Prop 1 funds would be reinforcing the collaborative efforts across our region to identify and protect important 
threatened lands. And by explicitly identifying the PCA program and similar regional programs in the guidelines, 
the Conservancy would increase these programs’ visibility, potentially leading other entities to allocate more 
resources to support innovative regional programs.  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Matt Vander Sluis 
Program Director 
Greenbelt Alliance 
mvandersluis@greenbelt.org 
415-543-6771(x308) 
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CSCC PROPOSITION 1 GRANT PROGRAM GUIDELINES DRAFT FEBRUARY 2015 COMMENTS 

Thank you for providing this opportunity for public input into the CSCC’s Draft Prop 1 Grant Program 
Guidelines as of 3/21/15. Like most California conservationists I am thrilled at the opportunity to see 
important Water Sustainability, Urban Greening, Anadromous Fish and Wetland Restoration projects 
funded. However, since these are taxpayer dollars and these projects will affect all Californians living 
and utilizing these coastal areas, I feel that it is extremely important the citizen input is considered at 
every step of the way, from project consideration, funding and through execution. Most of my 
comments focus on transparency and opportunity for community input into these projects. 

1) Grant Application Process & Timeline, Application Review & Evaluation, Scoring. 

How will reviewers be selected and vetted? While it is important that reviewers be required to self-
disclose conflicts of interest in reviewing proposals, it would be better to also include an open period for 
potential reviewers to be named and open to public comment prior to being confirmed. This would 
allow for review and submission of citizen concerns regarding possible conflicts of interest that the 
reviewers themselves did not consider or disclose. It would also help to ensure diversity of opinion and 
background and the respect of the reviewer’s peers. The composition of the reviewers selected will have 
an extremely significant impact on the type of proposals selected for funding, and should be an open 
and transparent process.  

2) Program Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility, Conservancy Required Project Selection Criteria. 

The criteria provided are excellent, and very important. In particular, how to you plan to confirm 
“Support from the public?” This is related to the comment below regarding timing and location of public 
feedback sessions. If public support is a required criteria, how will it be measured and ensured? If there 
is substantial negative public feedback, a grant proposal should not be funded until community support 
has been achieved. I am concerned that the short period for public review and potential for open 
meetings that are up to 8 hours away from the project location in question may blind the board to the 
lack of public support for a project.  

3) Grant Application Process & Timeline, Board Meetings. 

As I understand it, the CSCC is planning to share a staff report describing each project ten days prior to 
its consideration for funding at a Conservancy Board meeting. Such board meetings will continue to 
rotate around the state. This is an unnecessarily short period for review and comment on what may be a 
rather large number of proposals. Furthermore, the actual proposals should be subject to review, not 
just a staff report on such proposals. All proposals submitted should be posted on the CSCC site for 
public review, in addition to the subsequent staff reports provided on those meeting initial evaluation 



criteria. Public comments and concerns regarding each proposal should be allowed in order to provide 
the CSCC the required indication of public support for the proposed grant’s activities. Further, any 
project with substantial community impact in size or duration should be heard in the region where the 
project will be executed, so that those impacted by the project may address their concerns to the board 
in person.  

Best regards, 

Kathryn E. Campbell 

President, Beach Cities Democrats 

 





 

 

 

Office of the General Manager 

 

March 20, 2015 

 
Mr. Sam Schuchat, Executive Officer 
The Coastal Conservancy 
State of California 
1330 Broadway #1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Re:   Comment Letter on the California Coastal Conservancy 

Proposition 1 Grant Program Draft Guidelines Dated January 2015 
 

Dear Mr. Schuchat:   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Proposition 1 Grant Program Draft 
Guidelines.   

Background 

As the nation’s largest provider of drinking water, Metropolitan distributes water from the 
Colorado River and Northern California to 26 member agencies (cities and water districts) and 
supplies more than one-half of the water used by over 18.5 million Californians in the 5200 
square mile coastal plain of Southern California.  Metropolitan’s mission is to provide its 
member agencies with adequate and reliable supplies of high quality water to meet present and 
future needs in an environmentally and economically responsible way. 
 
As a wholesale water supplier, Metropolitan has an interest in protecting and restoring the 
watersheds and ecosystems that are the foundation of sustainable water supplies.  To that end, 
Metropolitan is a participant in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP), both as a potential 
permittee and as a responsible agency under CEQA.  The BDCP planning and environmental 
review process includes extensive analysis of a suite of conservation measures designed to 
restore the Delta ecosystem and the reliability of water supplies to two thirds of Californians.  
  
Metropolitan also participated in the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, which included extensive 
scientific study and restoration of watersheds in northern and central California. As a member of 
the State and Federal Water Contractors Agency, Metropolitan continues to fund and assist in 
scientific study and environmental restoration of aquatic habitat in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Bay Delta and Suisun Marsh.  In addition, Metropolitan is also is a party to the implementing  
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and funding and management agreements for the Lower Colorado River Multi-Species 
Conservation Program. 
 
The Draft Guidelines provide a solid first step toward final guidelines that will meet the 
requirements of Proposition 1 (Prop. 1) and the needs of millions of Californians who depend on 
safe, reliable water supplies.  We offer the following comments as specific ways in which the 
Draft Guidelines could be revised to provide the clearest possible guidance to achieve the 
fundamental state priorities Prop. 1 is intended to support. 
 
Recommendations 

1.  The Draft Guidelines should clearly state all statutory prerequisites for project 

solicitation and funding, including the fundamental prerequisite that only multi-benefit 

water quality, water supply, and watershed protection and restoration projects are eligible 

for Prop. 1 funding. 

 

Section II should be revised to provide a clear, comprehensive list of prerequisites for Prop. 1 
grants.  Such a list is needed to guide the Coastal Conservancy’s decisions on which Requests for 
Proposals (RFPs) for Prop. 1-funded projects to issue first, how much Prop. 1 funding to allocate 
to RFPs and which responsive projects to select for funding.  Regardless of the scoring criteria 
the Coastal Conservancy (Conservancy) adopts, its selection of Prop. 1 RFPs in the first instance 
will determine whether the fundamental objectives of Prop. 1 are advanced consistent with the 
Legislature’s priorities for the state.  The Draft Guidelines appear to be directed to applicants for 
funding, not Conservancy staff who will be charged in the first instance with formulating and 
presenting RFPs for the board’s consideration, and not for board members to use in reaching 
decisions on how to craft RFPs that reflect the Legislature’s priorities for Prop. 1 grant funds. 
 
If the Conservancy intends to issue one general RFP seeking projects that meet the eligibility 
criteria in the guidelines it ultimately adopts, the Draft Guidelines should make that clear.  Under 
that structure, it may be appropriate to draft the guidelines for specific project selection.  
However, even if that is the intent, the prerequisites for eligibility would benefit from revision 
and clarification. 
 
Section II should begin with the most fundamental prerequisite for soliciting projects and 
awarding any Prop. 1 grant funding, namely, that the projects be multi-benefit water quality, 
water supply, and watershed protection and restoration projects.  (Wat. Code, §§ 79730, 79731.)  
This prerequisite should be interpreted in light of the Legislature’s express intent that Prop. 1 
“provides funding to implement the three objectives of the California Water Action Plan which 
are more reliable water supplies, the restoration of important species and habitat and a more 
resilient and sustainably managed water infrastructure.”  (Wat. Code, § 79701(e).)  As relevant to 
the Draft Guidelines, the Legislature found that “[p]rotecting lakes, rivers, and streams, cleaning 
up polluted groundwater supplies, and preserving water sources that supply the entire state are 
crucial to providing a reliable supply of water and protecting the state’s natural resources.”  
(Wat. Code, § 79701(i).) 
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The Draft Guidelines correctly state that “Prop 1 requires that projects be consistent with the 
goals indentified [sic] in the California Water Action Plan.”  (Draft Guidelines, Sec. II.D.)  
However, this passing mention of a key prerequisite for Prop. 1 funding should be spelled out to 
provide guidance to Conservancy staff and board members when formulating RFPs as well as 
applicants responding to such requests.  And because it is foundational, it should be moved up 
into the first part of the discussion in Section II. 
 
Section II.F. is titled “Project Eligibility,” which could be misleading if it is intended to provide 
an exhaustive list of Prop. 1 prerequisites.  Not only does it omit the foundational requirement 
identified above, it omits some of the prerequisites discussed in subsections A-E , and it omits 
statutory prerequisites that for projects that affect water resources, state and local agencies must 
inform their decisions with the best available science.  (Wat. Code, § 79707(d).)  The best 
available science requirement is not only the law, it is also required to ensure projects achieve 
long-term public benefits. 
 
In addition, the screening criteria under Section III.C. should incorporate all prerequisites for 
Prop. 1 grant funding, not just grantee eligibility and meeting at least one of the purposes of 
grant funds made available to the Conservancy under Chapter 6 of Prop. 1. 
 
Revising Section II to provide a single, clear, comprehensive list of the prerequisites for grant 
funding will provide Conservancy staff, board members, applicants for funding with the 
guidance needed to issue RFPs and award grants that will most effectively advance the 
objectives of Prop. 1. 
 
2.  The Conservancy should revise the Draft Guidelines to clarify that Prop. 1 funds must 

advance Prop. 1 purposes first and foremost. 

 

The Draft Guidelines layer Prop. 1 funding criteria onto the Conservancy’s existing grant 
funding guidelines.  (Draft Guidelines, Sec. II.B.)  It is not clear whether this indicates an intent 
to use Prop. 1 funds to advance the Conservancy’s existing priorities and statutory mandates, or 
whether it indicates that the Conservancy will issue one or more RFPs for specifically for Prop. 
1-eligible projects.  Consistent with Prop. 1, the Draft Guidelines should clarify that the 
Conservancy will issue one or more RFPs for Prop.1-eligible projects.  
 
3.  The Evaluation Scoring Criteria in Section IV.B. should be revised to better reflect 

Prop. 1 criteria and priorities. 

 

The Scoring Criteria should be revised to reflect the intent of Prop. 1 that funded projects “will 
result in public benefits that address the most critical statewide needs and priorities for public 
funding.”  (Wat. Code, § 79707(a).) 
 
One of the top priorities for California in this regard is achieving the coequal goal for restoring 
and preserving the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh.  In the Delta Reform Act, 
the Legislature declared that “the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta . . . is a critically important  
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natural resource for California and the nation.”  (Wat. Code, § 85002.)  The Delta Reform Act 
and Prop. 1 define the Delta to include the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta as well as the 
Suisun Marsh.  (Wat. Code, §§ 79702(e), 85085.)  Parts of the legal Delta and the entire Suisun 
Marsh lie within the ambit of the Coastal Conservancy’s Bay Area Program.  (Pub. Resources 
Code, § 31162.)  “Restor[ing] the Delta ecosystem, including its fisheries and wildlife, as the 
heart of a healthy estuary and wetland ecosystem” is one of the objectives inherent in the State’s 
coequal goals.  (Wat. Code, § 85020(c).)  In recognition of the link between declining 
populations of threatened and endangered fish that use the Delta and the reliability of water 
supplies for two thirds of the state’s population and millions of acres of farmland, the California 
Water Action Plan includes Action 3: Achieve the coequal goals for the Delta, precisely because 
it is needed to “address the most pressing water issues that California faces . . . .”  (California 
Water Action Plan at pp. 4, 7-8.)  To achieve that priority, Action 3 includes restoration of 
intertidal aquatic habitat in the Suisun Marsh and the western Delta/eastern Contra Costa County.  
(California Water Action Plan at pp. 7-8.) 
 
In light of these Legislative goals for Prop. 1 funded projects, the Draft Guidelines should reflect 
the priority the Legislature has assigned to projects that specifically advance one or more of the 
actions that the California Water Action Plan, including restoration of habitat in the Delta that 
advances the coequal goals of ecosystem restoration and water supply reliability.  Thus, the 
scoring criteria should be revised to award more points in relation to the extent to which 
multibenefit water supply, water quality, and watershed protection projects advance the 
objectives of the California Water Action Plan.  Such a criterion would award more points to 
projects such as restoring aquatic wildlife habitat in the Delta and Suisun Marsh that help recover 
populations of listed fish, thereby benefitting water supplies recognized as vital to the State. 
 
To achieve this, the criteria could be revised to move what is currently the third criterion—“The 
extent to which the project promotes and implements the California Water Action Plan, other 
state and plans and policies, and relevant regional water plans”—to the first position, with a 
possible 20 points, and move the first criterion—“The extent to which the project achieves one or 
more of the purposes of Chapter 6 of Prop 1”—to the third position, with a possible 8 points.  
(Draft Guidelines at p. 7.) 
 
The sixth criterion awards up to 8 points if the project is consistent with the best available 
science.  However, Prop. 1 requires state and local agencies to make decisions regarding water 
resources taking into account the best available science (Wat. Code, § 79707(d)), and a project 
that is inconsistent with the best available science is not likely to provide the multiple public 
benefits required by Prop. 1.  Thus, it would be more consistent with Prop. 1 to make consistency 
with the best available science a prerequisite for any Prop. 1 funding, not part of the scoring 
criteria. 
 
The eighth criterion awards up to 5 points in proportion to “[t]he extent to which the project 
provides multiple benefits.”  However, being a multibenefit project is a prerequisite for any Prop. 
1 funding.  Thus, Metropolitan recommends revising this criterion to read “[t]he extent to which 
the project provides more than two public benefits.” 
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The last criterion awards up to 5 points in proportion to “[t]he extent to which the project will 
deliver sustainable outcomes in the long-term.”  The public should not be made to expend bond 
funds on any project that does not deliver sustainable outcomes, i.e., public benefits, in the long 
term.  Thus, this should not be part of the scoring criteria.  It should be a prerequisite showing 
that an application must support with the best available science and commitments of long-term 
financing and other resources to manage or adaptively manage projects over the long-term to 
minimize the risks that a proposed project will not deliver the multiple public benefits it is 
intended to provide. 
 
4.  In addition to the specific comment above, Metropolitan urges the Conservancy to 

consider the following general criteria for ecosystem restoration projects. 

 

1.  Between projects intended to benefit fish and wildlife, priority should be given to 
projects that will help conserve (i.e., contribute to recovery of) species listed as fully 
protected, endangered, or threatened under state law, or threatened or endangered 
under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

 
2.  The guidelines should require, as a prerequisite for any funding, projects to 

incorporate monitoring and public reporting and sharing of monitoring results and data 
gathered. 

 
3.  The guidelines should prioritize restoration and enhancement projects that incorporate 

adaptive management, and that result in published, peer-reviewed articles based on 
information gained through implementation, monitoring, and adaptive management. 

 
4.  Public benefits to fish and wildlife the State or Federal governments have designated 

as threatened, endangered, or fully protected should be weighted more heavily than 
recreational benefits. 

 
5.  Guidelines should specify that management of agricultural lands to benefit wildlife is 

eligible for Prop. 1 funding if the applicant shows a net public benefit and analyzes 
any harm to species considered sensitive or listed as fully protected, threatened or 
endangered under State or Federal law. 

 
6.  Changes in land use in the Delta and Suisun Marsh can result in positive or negative 

benefits for water quality and water supply.  A prerequisite for funding any tidal marsh 
restoration or other conservation project that may affect water quality, including 
salinity, in the Delta or Suisun Marsh must quantify and publicly disclose such 
project-specific and cumulative impacts to the SWRCB, DFW, DWR, USFWS, and 
USBR using the best available modeling tools for the purpose.  This should be 
required for any such project, even if it would otherwise qualify for a Negative 
Declaration under CEQA.  Such monitoring and reporting is required to protect water 
supplies for Delta counties and for two thirds of California’s population and millions 
of acres of farmland. 
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7.  Tidal marsh restoration projects should accommodate sea level rise, otherwise, public 

benefits will diminish and be lost over time.  Other types of eligible projects should 
have to demonstrate resilience to climate change to ensure the public benefits are 
achieved and provide long-lasting public benefits. 

8.  Higher ranking should be given to projects which recognize and enhance the historical 
ecology and landscape.  This will tend to increase success and lower the cost per acre, 
stretching public benefit dollars further and to greater effect. 

 
9.  Higher ranking should be given to projects which are at a sufficient ecological scale or 

that will form part of or be integrated with neighboring projects which can achieve 
connected acreages and natural functions and values that benefit multiple sensitive 
species. 

   
Conclusion 

 

Metropolitan appreciates the opportunity to provide input on the Conservancy’s Draft 
Guidelines, and we look forward to reviewing future drafts.  If we can be of further assistance, or 
if you would like to discuss Metropolitan’s comments, please contact me at (916) 650-2660 or by 
email at rpatterson@mwdh2o.com. 
 
Very truly yours, 

 

 

Roger K. Patterson 
Assistant General Manager 

mailto:rpatterson@mwdh2o.com


 
March 20, 2015 
 
California State Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway #1300  
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
 
SUBJECT: Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines (Draft February 2015) for 
  Grants Funded by the 2014 Water Quality, Supply and Infrastructure Improvement Act 
 
 
Dear Coastal Conservancy: 
 
The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (District) appreciates the opportunity to review the 
Coastal Conservancy’s (Conservancy’s) draft guidelines for the Proposition 1 Grant Program and submits 
the following comments.  
 
The District has been fortunate to be a grantee of Conservancy administered grants and has appreciated 
the efficiency and expediency of the Conservancy’s process in granting and administering these funds.  
We truly hope that additional future grant requirements and process elements will remain streamlined 
to avoid negatively impacting funding opportunities and delaying or precluding an agency’s ability to 
implement new projects that benefit the public. 
 
Related to the regional planning work that the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is 
implementing with Plan Bay Area and Priority Conservation Areas (PCA), the District recommends that 
the Conservancy consider the use of PCA designations as one of the project selection criteria, in one or 
more of the following ways: 
 

• For the criterion addressing “whether the project is consistent with best available science,” PCAs 
are based on best available science for long-term conservation planning and can be weighted 
with 3-4 points out of this 8-point criterion. 

• Assign additional bonus points for projects that are located within a PCA designation approved 
by ABAG. 

• Include the PCA program as a regional planning program that is similar to the objectives related 
to Chapter 6 of Proposition 1.  The Conservancy’s update of the Strategic Plan should include the 
objectives of the PCA program which Proposition 1 funded projects would also be able to 
achieve. 

 
Please find below specific comments related to various sections of the Program guidelines. 
 
B. Conservancy Required Project Selection Criteria 
 
For the eight (8) Project Selection Criteria included in Appendix C, the Conservancy should acknowledge 
that not all worthy projects would be located within areas vulnerable to future sea level rise, such that 

 



this criterion may or may not apply to all projects and should be qualified as such.  Would a project have 
to meet ALL eight of these criteria to be eligible for the grant funding?  We strongly urge that projects 
not be required to meet this criterion to be considered eligible for funding as this criterion would 
eliminate many beneficial projects that meet the intent and goals of Proposition 1, and would thus 
potentially eliminate or delay many beneficial public projects from being completed to improve the 
quality of life for current and future Californians. 
 
F. Project Eligibility 
 
On page 5, under the second paragraph, the guidelines state, “all projects funded by Proposition 1 must 
be consistent with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the State’s five-year infrastructure 
plan prepared pursuant to Government Code section 13100.”  What year is the State’s five-year 
infrastructure plan and how frequently is this infrastructure updated?  How can local projects be added 
to this infrastructure plan?  It appears that this requirement may be overly burdensome for local public 
agencies and small organizations, particularly those with limited staff and funding.   This requirement 
may result in the disparate distribution of funding, where only those agencies and organizations that 
possess the resources to complete these additional requirements will be able to benefit from the grant 
program. 
 
III. Grant Application Process and Timeline 
 
B. Project Solicitation Periods  
The November 1 – December 31 project solicitation period is shortened by at least two business days, as 
this transpires over two holidays.  Moreover, this is a time period when many people tend to take long, 
extended vacations and leaves due to the holidays, religious affiliations, and school scheduled.  We 
strongly urge this period to be extended to mid-January for this reason to ensure sufficient time. 
 
C. Application Review and Evaluation 
 

1. When and how would the Conservancy notify a grantee that the grantee’s application is 
incomplete and needs additional work to complete and resubmit? How much time would be 
allowed for re-submittals? Under Screening, the guidelines state, “The Conservancy has 
discretion to either return the application or assist the applicant with gathering additional 
information and modifying the proposal to enable the application to pass the screening 
process.”  How would the Conservancy notify the grantee that the Conservancy has decided to 
gather additional info and modify the proposal or not? 

2. If there is a discrepancy in scoring by the three initial reviewers, will there be a set number of 
reviewers added?  An average can be affected by a higher number of reviewers.   

 
D. Grant Award  
Please allow additional time for the Grantee Agency’s elected officials (boards, councils, etc.) to adopt a 
resolution accepting the grant funds as part of the agency’s revenues.  The scheduling of new Agenda 
Items onto board and council Agendas can require multiple months to allow sufficient time for report 
production, review, and finalization for inclusion in a future Board/Council Agenda packet. 
 
E. Board Meetings  
Would the Grantee be required to attend the Conservancy Board meeting during which the Conservancy 
Board would approve the grant?  If the meeting is being held a significant distance away, is it possible to 
attend the meeting via videoconference or teleconference to save travel time and associated costs. 
 
 
 
 



IV. Grant Evaluation and Scoring  
 
B. Evaluation Scoring Criteria 
For the excerpted criterion below, what percentage of the local matching funds could include in-kind 
labor (e.g. Construction Crew, Project Management time, CCC hours) in lieu of or in addition to matching 
monetary funds?   
 
For the excerpted criterion below, how would this method or metric for measuring/reporting project 
effectiveness be evaluated consistently for all the project applications since each project is different and 
can be measured differently? 
 

“The extent to which the applicant demonstrates a clear and reasonable method for measuring 
and reporting the effectiveness of the project.” 

 
For the excerpted criterion below, how would this criterion be measured when there is continually new 
technology that is made available?  Can this criterion include innovative use or development of new 
geographic data and analysis? 
 

“The extent to which the project employs new or innovative technology or practices.” 
 
For the excerpted criterion below, would the application require an Operations and Management 
(O&M) Plan and funds to demonstrate long-term sustainability? Or would the project need to 
demonstrate how similar projects have proven their long-term viability? It may be difficult to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of long-term outcomes, if the project were the first of its kind and 
pioneering new outcomes.  Also, we urge against requiring an O&M Plan and set aside O&M funds, as 
these become additional burdens for project applicants.  Moreover, it would also become overly 
burdensome for the grantor to review, monitor, and enforce such requirements.  Furthermore, the 
required Resolution from the board/council should be sufficient to explicitly state the grantee’s 
commitment to maintain and operate the grant-funded project in the long-term. 
 

“The extent to which the project will deliver sustainable outcomes in the long-term.” 
 
 
BONUS POINTS 
The guidelines state, “Projects that have >100% matching funds from private, federal, or local funding 
sources will receive 5 bonus points.”  Please clarify that non-profit funding from foundations and etc., 
would be included as a matching fund, and that in-kind labor (e.g. construction crew time, project 
management time, etc.) would be allowed as a local funding source.  Please also clarify that for multi-
phased projects, initial planning and design funding can also qualify as matching funds for projects that 
are seeking construction grant support. 
 
It also states that “Projects that use the California Conservation Corps for project implementation will 
receive 5 points.” If other local Conservation Corps were used, such as San Jose Conservation Corps or 
American Conservation Experience, would there be additional bonus points assigned as well, even if the 
San Jose Conservation Corps may not be state-funded? 
 
 
V. Additional Information 
 

1. What is the maximum and minimum requested amount for a grant application? 
2. Is there a limit to the number of applications that can submitted by an agency at any one time? 

 
 



C. Grant Provisions 
 
Regarding these provisions, the guidelines state that, “the grant agreement must be signed by the 
grantee before funds will be disbursed.”  Since the grant reimbursement is paid in arrears, then the 
grantee agency must have funds to cover the initial implementation costs and submit for 
reimbursement.  Recognizing that many agencies will seek grant funds because of insufficient capital 
funding to otherwise implement new project, we urge that the grant agreement be signed before funds 
are incurred, rather than disbursed. 
 
D. Environmental Documents 
 
Would the Coastal Conservancy need to be cited as a Responsible Agency under CEQA for the 
environmental documents, since there will be state funding used for project implementation?  Would 
the grant application require a Notice of Exemption (NOE) or Notice of Completion (NOC) associated 
with the project’s environmental compliance as part of the reimbursement submittals? Would the 
application require a Resolution of findings related to the adoption/certification of the environmental 
documents (e.g. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Environmental Impact Report)?  When 
would these notices or resolutions need to be provided? Would the notices be required at the time of 
application, within a certain time of award of the grant funding, or at the time of grant reimbursement 
submittals? 
 
E. Project Monitoring and Reporting 
 
The guidelines state, “The grant application evaluation will assess the robustness of the proposed 
monitoring program.”  How would “robustness” be assessed for varying types of projects? Would there 
be a range of measures to evaluate a project for robustness?  How frequent would reports need to be 
submitted?  Please note that the more frequent and extended these requirements are, the greater the 
burden placed both on both the grantees and Coastal Conservancy staff who will need to review the 
information.   
 
F. Leveraging Funds 
 
In order to demonstrate need, the project would need to show that there is insufficient funding for 
project implementation thereby needing this grant funding.  For the matching funds, we urge the 
Conservancy to allow in-kind labor (e.g. construction crew time, project management time, volunteer 
hours, etc.) as well as early project funding (initial planning, design, CEQA compliance) as part of the 
matching funds.  These are true, substantial, and necessary costs that an agency will bear to complete 
new projects and therefore demonstrate a real commitment to pursue and complete these projects. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the Draft Program Guidelines.  If you have 
additional questions, please do not hesitate in contacting me at Jmark@openspace.org or at (650) 691-
1200. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jane Mark, AICP 
Planning Manager 
 
CC:  Ana Ruiz, AICP, Assistant General Manager 
  Tina Hugg, Senior Planner 

 

mailto:Jmark@openspace.org


From: gretchen
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: oakland meeting
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 6:07:27 PM

Your website says the meeting was to be from 2 to 4pm and GoToMeeting did not

show video of the proceedings.  I was listening on the phone and composing my

question so when the mediator said they were wrapping things up I hastily finished

and hit send.  She then said there were no more comments, thanked everyone who

came and spoke and said good bye to the people who were attending via phone. 

Either without seeing my comments or without wishing to address them in a public

forum.  The meeting canceled out any record of the names of the mediators or those

attending so I no longer know who I might address my questions to.  Please let me

know where to direct correspondance, if not this email address.

My first question had to do with section 79735 of the appendix for chp 6 of prop1. 

This is the only place I could find it mentioned that 25% of funds "pursuant to this

section" were going to be made available to disadvantaged communities.  I'm

assuming pursuant to this section means to section 79735 itself so

Question 1: does that mean 25% of the 20m/100m mentioned in section 79735 for

river and creek work respectively?  

Question 2: is there any mention of setting aside a percentage of funds for

disadvantaged communities from the lion's share of the competitive grant money laid

out in section 79730? 

I would hope that disadvantaged communities are not limited to working only on

creek and river restoration.  I live in a disadvantaged community where there are

miles and miles of wetlands in serious need of clean up.  Likewise I would hope that

of all the disadvantaged communities in california we are not competing with each

other for this 30m.  Setting aside 30m for all the disadvantaged communites in

california when much larger amounts of this 1,495m are set aside for the wealthier

more organized communities does not seem right.

Please get back to me on this, 

Gretchen Schuster

voted for prop1

mailto:gutreflex@yahoo.com
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: patricia mc pherson
To: SCC Comments Email
Cc: jeanette@culverevents.com; odysseus.bostick@asm.ca.gov
Subject: Prop 1 Grant Program
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 4:44:56 PM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2015-03-23 at 3.09.10 PM.png

Screen Shot 2015-03-23 at 3.33.32 PM.png
Screen Shot 2015-03-23 at 3.36.58 PM.png
Screen Shot 2015-03-23 at 3.49.23 PM.png
Screen Shot 2015-03-23 at 3.55.30 PM.png
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS JD COMMENTS copy.pdf
CA CONSERVENCY PUBLIC COMMENTS JOHHN DAVIS 3-29-2012.pdf

California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines Draft February 2015
Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding SCC'S Draft Prop 1 Grant Program Guidelines of 3/23/15
(extension date for comments).

Grassroots Coalition (GC) believes that most people wish to see California be able to maintain a healthy environment and
to have self sustainable healthy ecosystems hence, the public approval of Prop. 1 bond funds.  The public's trust and
faith in our state agencies is however, wearing thin.  We are at a crossroads, throughout the state and the nation that
requires a reality of good faith effort, transparency and accountability for all hard earned taxpayer dollars.  To that end,
Grassroots Coalition submits the following comments and models of past experience with SCC's use of bond dollars, in
the hopes that
integrity of process and fulfillment of environmentally protective goals may be achieved.

Grassroots Coalition supports comments made by Kathryn E. Campbell, President of Beach Cities Democrats.

1)  GC supports the 2011 Dept. of Finance audit performed upon the SCC.  Numerous issues are set forth in this audit
that required address and fulfillment 
by SCC in all future business.  Many of the changes that needed to take place did not take place as required by the
Finance Dept.  The Finance Dept's requirements need to be fulfilled,  such as the need for applications to be filed.
(Screen shot below- Prepared March 2010..Dept. of Finance Audit )

mailto:patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
mailto:jeanette@culverevents.com
mailto:odysseus.bostick@asm.ca.gov
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FROM:	  Grassroots	  Coalition,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  August	  2,	  2012	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Patricia	  McPherson,	  President	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net	  
	  
TO:	  	  	  
California	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Attn.	  Executive	  Director,	  San	  Schuchat	  &	  
	  All	  Governing	  Board	  Member	  and	  Alternates	  
	  
CC	  
John	  Chiang-‐	  CA.	  State	  Controller	  
Matosantos-‐	  CA.	  Dept.	  of	  Finance	  Director	  
Bill	  Lockyer-‐	  CA.	  State	  Treasurer	  
John	  Laird-‐	  Dept.	  of	  Natural	  Resources	  
U.S.	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers	  	  Attn.	  Commander	  Mark	  Toy	  
U.S.	  Senator	  Barbara	  Boxer	  
U.S.	  Congress	  Person	  Maxine	  Waters	  
L.A.Councilman	  Bill	  Rosendahl	  
	  
	  
RE:	  	  Complaint-‐	  Supporting	  the	  3/29/12	  REQUEST	  TO	  RESCIND	  APPROVAL	  FOR	  
STAFF	  RECOMMENDATION	  APPROVAL	  ON	  1/19/12	  awarding	  $6,490,00.	  for:	  	  FILE	  
NO.	  04-‐088-‐	  
	  
BALLONA	  WETLANDS	  RESTORATION	  ENGINEERING	  AND	  TECHNICAL	  STUDIES	  
 
 
The following paper from Grassroots Coalition (GC) represents GC’s opinion of its findings and data 
support garnered via the Public Record Act and the Freedom of Information Act. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  
This	  document	  also	  requests	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  to	  stop	  its	  illegitimate	  
interference	  in	  the	  approved	  and	  ongoing	  2005	  Joint	  EIS/EIR	  process	  between	  
the	  Sponsor-‐-‐	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay	  Restoration	  Commission	  (SMBRC)/	  LA	  County	  
Flood	  Control	  and,	  the	  U.S.	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers.	  
	  
	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  using	  its	  control	  over	  public	  bond	  money,	  has	  shut	  
out	  the	  public	  process	  and	  taken	  its	  influence	  as	  a	  financially	  powerful	  board	  
member	  of	  the	  SMBRC	  and	  partner	  of	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Fish	  &	  
Game	  (DFG),	  the	  lead	  agency	  of	  the	  publicly	  owned	  Ballona	  Wetlands—to	  fund	  
a	  process	  that	  is	  contradictory	  to	  the	  2005	  federal	  process	  that	  was	  requested	  
by	  Congress.	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  is	  propelling	  a	  bait	  and	  switch	  –	  a	  NEW	  	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  
process	  and	  a	  NEW	  Notice	  of	  Intent	  (NOI)	  that	  undermines	  and	  attempts	  to	  
extinguish	  the	  current	  2005	  Joint	  EIS/EIR	  APPROVED	  PROCESS	  with	  its	  
attendant	  safeguards	  of	  multiple	  habitat	  restoration	  alternatives.	  
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The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  is	  instead,	  illegitimately	  propelling	  a	  singular	  
outcome	  that	  stops	  restoration	  of	  Ballona	  and	  protection	  of	  its	  endangered	  
species	  to	  instead	  convert	  the	  habitat	  into	  a	  non-‐historical	  dredged	  out	  
estuarine	  habitat	  that	  promotes	  LA	  Port	  expansion	  and	  other	  financial	  deals.	  
 
	  
Background:	  
In	  2004,	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  acreage	  was	  purchased	  via	  PUBLIC	  funding	  for	  
approximately	  $140	  million.	  The	  land	  is	  owned	  by	  the	  public	  and	  is	  currently	  
administered	  by	  the	  California	  Dept.	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game	  (freshwater	  marsh	  portion	  by	  
the	  State	  Lands	  Commission)	  .	  
	  
Important,	  new	  information	  contained	  herein	  reflects	  a	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  (CC)	  
Public	  Record	  Act	  (PRA)	  response	  consisting	  of	  numerous	  heretofore	  undisclosed	  
CC	  documents	  contained	  on	  a	  CD.	  	  The	  CD	  was	  provided	  after	  the	  1/19/12	  	  CC	  
Governing	  Board	  Hearing	  in	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA.	  and,	  	  after	  the	  CC	  Governing	  Board’s	  
Hearing	  in	  Ventura,	  CA.	  on	  3/29/12.	  
	  
	  


I.	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  PRA	  CD	  provides	  evidence	  to	  show	  that	  misleading	  
and/or	  incorrect	  information	  was	  presented	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation	  of	  


1/19/12	  (File	  No.	  04-‐088)	  	  
	  
The	  newly	  disclosed	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  documents	  (CD)	  reveal:	  


A. potential	  misuse	  of	  public	  bond	  money	  (Prop.	  12,	  PRC	  5096.352	  (f)	  and	  or	  
(b)(1));	  	  


B. 	  lack	  of	  disclosure,	  	  lack	  of	  public	  process	  and	  transparency	  of	  process	  
regarding	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  involvement	  and;	  associations	  with	  
other	  agencies	  -‐-‐federal-‐	  US	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers	  (USACE)	  and;	  state	  
agencies	  and;	  a	  private	  nonprofit-‐	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay	  Restoration	  
Foundation	  (Foundation)	  that	  pertain	  to	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  in	  Los	  Angeles,	  
CA.	  	  


C. Prop.	  12	  (	  Number	  172	  of	  Dept.	  of	  Natural	  Resources	  Listing	  of	  Prop.	  12	  bond	  
grants;	  	  3760-‐30203-‐0005(2)(B)07)	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  bond	  grant	  to	  	  
The	  Southern	  California	  Coastal	  Water	  Research	  Project	  (SCWRP)	  -‐Ballona	  
Wetlands	  Restoration.	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  contrary	  to	  the	  bond	  grant	  
language	  and	  intention	  of	  allowing	  for	  a	  “scientific	  advisory	  committee”	  
(SAC)	  to	  review	  and	  advise	  regarding	  	  ‘enhancement’	  plans	  for	  the	  
restoration	  goals	  of	  Ballona	  Wetlands;	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  instead	  
propelled	  and	  directed	  SCCWRP	  members	  and	  other	  contractors	  to	  perform	  a	  
singular	  outcome	  of	  ‘creation’	  of	  a	  full	  tidal/	  estuarine,	  non-‐historical	  ,	  
treatment	  wetland	  as	  an	  end	  of	  pipe,	  experimental	  solution	  to	  the	  toxic	  
contamination	  of	  Ballona	  Creek.	  	  	  
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The	  CC	  Staff	  Recommendation	  is	  a	  non-‐historically	  oriented	  goal	  and	  thus	  
fails	  to	  adhere	  to	  bond	  language	  for	  “enhancement”	  of	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  and	  
also	  fails	  to	  adhere	  to	  “restoration”	  as	  defined	  by	  Southern	  California	  
Wetlands	  Recovery	  Project	  (SCWRP).	  (See	  p.3	  SCWRP	  restoration	  definition)	  
And,	  contrary	  to	  publically	  stated	  and	  written	  goals	  of	  transparency	  and	  
interchange,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  precluded	  the	  public	  and	  Working	  Group	  
from	  participating	  and	  interfacing	  with	  SAC.	  	  Thus,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC,	  
utilizing	  all	  public	  bond	  dollars	  have	  effectively	  shut	  the	  public	  out	  of	  the	  
Ballona	  Wetland	  Restoration	  design	  process.	  	  	  
	  	  


Contrary	  to	  comments	  made	  below	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation	  1/19/12	  (File	  No.	  
04-‐088),	  the	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  not	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  and	  
the	  public	  and	  other	  parties	  were	  precluded	  from	  participation	  in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  
development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives	  


	  
“Cooperation:	  	  The	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  with	  
input	  from	  a	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee,	  an	  Agency	  Advisor	  Committee,	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Working	  Group	  made	  up	  of	  representatives	  of	  local	  nonprofit	  organizations,	  
agency	  staff	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Individual	  public	  members	  also	  participated	  
in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives.”	  
(p.	  9	  of	  9	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation;	  Emphasis	  added.)	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  reveal	  that	  the	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  by	  the	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  by	  the	  executive	  director	  and	  staff	  of	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay	  
Restoration	  Commission-‐	  a	  California	  state	  agency.	  	  	  
	  
Note-‐	  the	  SMBRCommission’s	  executive	  director	  and	  most	  staff	  are	  not	  state	  personnel	  .	  Since	  
2005,	  the	  executive	  director	  and	  staff	  of	  	  the	  SMBRFoundation	  (a	  private	  501c3)	  	  
simultaneously	  act	  as	  SMBRC	  staff	  and	  executive	  director.	  	  IRS	  records	  reveal	  payment	  to	  the	  
Foundation’s	  executive	  director	  and	  staff	  from	  the	  Foundation.	  	  We	  have	  found	  no	  contractual	  
authority	  for	  such	  private	  persons	  to	  serve	  as	  state	  officers	  of	  a	  state	  agency	  or	  as	  staff	  of	  a	  
state	  agency.	  	  We	  are	  currently	  requesting	  an	  assessment	  and	  investigation	  into	  these	  matters	  
of	  great	  public	  concern.	  	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  reveal	  that	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  Staff	  Recommendation	  was	  
created:	  
	  


1. in	  a	  void	  of	  public/	  Working	  Group	  input	  acknowledgement	  and	  use.	  
2. in	  a	  vacuum	  of	  interchange	  between	  the	  Scientific	  Advisory	  Committee	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  


the	  public/	  Working	  Group	  and	  the	  USACE	  contractual	  agreements.	  
3. while	  failing	  to	  disclose	  scientific	  findings	  to	  all	  parties	  and;	  
4. while	  failing	  to	  provide	  process	  as	  written	  by	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy.	  
5. without	  adherence	  to	  the	  2005,	  contractual	  	  agreement	  between	  the	  United	  	  


States	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers	  (USACE)	  and	  the	  Sponsor	  (aka	  the	  Authority-‐	  
SMBRC	  &	  LA	  County	  Flood	  Control)	  wherein	  a	  Joint	  	  EIR/	  EIS	  of	  Corps	  certified	  
programs	  of	  environmental	  review	  would	  take	  place	  and;	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
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6. without	  CC	  Governing	  Board	  authorization	  and	  without	  public	  disclosure-‐-‐	  	  
the	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  created	  an	  enterprise	  consisting	  of	  a	  ‘new’	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  process	  ostensibly	  intended	  to	  circumvent	  the	  2005	  approved	  
process.	  	  (JD	  submission	  to	  CC	  3/29/12)	  


7. 	  
Lack	  of	  Disclosure	  Has	  Led	  To	  An	  Inability	  To	  Make	  Informed	  Decisions	  
	  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  I.	  	  
A.	  	  Proposition	  12	  Funds-‐The	  Public’s	  Intent	  	  -‐	  To	  Acquire,	  Protect	  
and	  Restore	  Is	  Not	  Fulfilled.	  


	  
The	  Prop.	  12,	  Public	  Resource	  Code	  (PRC)	  Section	  5096.352	  language	  states,	  “	  (f)	  
Twenty-‐five	  million	  dollars	  ($25,000,000)	  of	  the	  funds	  shall	  be	  allocated	  to	  acquire,	  
protect,	  and	  restore	  wetlands	  projects	  that	  are	  a	  minimum	  of	  400	  acres	  in	  size	  in	  
any	  county	  with	  a	  population	  greater	  than	  5,000,000.	  (Emphasis	  added.	  The	  Ballona	  
Wetlands	  is	  distinguished	  as	  fulfilling	  this	  specific	  criteria.)	  	  
	  
Restoration—specifically	  refers	  to	  actions	  taken	  to	  obtain	  a	  former	  state	  of	  a	  
natural	  condition.	  	  (Southern	  California	  Wetlands	  Recovery	  Project	  (SCWRP)-‐	  Science	  Advisory	  
Panel	  (SAP)-‐	  Glossary	  of	  Terms)	  
	  
Estuarine	  wetlands-‐	  are	  subtidal	  and	  intertidal	  habitats	  that	  are	  semi-‐enclosed	  by	  land,	  have	  access	  
to	  the	  open	  ocean,	  and	  in	  which	  ocean	  water	  is	  at	  least	  occasionally	  diluted	  by	  freshwater	  runoff	  from	  
the	  land	  (Cowardin	  et.	  Al.	  1979)SCWRP,	  SAP	  Glossary)	  
	  
.	  	  Ballona	  was	  not	  historically	  continually	  open	  and	  connected	  to	  the	  ocean	  and	  
large,	  inundating	  flows	  of	  fresh	  water	  occurred	  infrequently	  only	  during	  major	  flood	  
events	  (CD-‐	  SAC	  docs;	  USGS	  docs	  provided	  to	  CC	  by	  J.	  Davis;	  CC’s	  T-‐sheets).	  
	  


“The	  project	  we	  are	  recommending	  is	  enormous	  in	  scale.”	  CC-‐	  MarySmall	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (JD	  PRA	  Response	  attachment	  in	  3/28/12	  CC	  Hearing-‐Request	  )	  


	  	  
	  Contrary	  to	  “protecting	  and	  restoring”	  the	  Ballona	  habitat,	  	  the	  approval	  of	  the	  
Engineering	  and	  Technical	  Studies	  &	  SMBRC	  bond	  awards	  will	  specifically	  promote	  
a	  singular	  outcome—	  massive	  destruction	  of	  currently	  functioning	  habitat	  that	  will	  
not	  ‘obtain	  a	  former	  state	  of	  a	  natural	  condition’	  	  but,	  will	  instead	  endeavor	  upon	  a	  
non-‐historically	  oriented,	  experimental	  estuarine	  treatment	  wetland	  project	  
expected	  to	  encounter	  yearly	  flooding	  and	  scouring	  events.	  	  The	  project	  is	  not	  
expected	  to	  be	  self-‐sustaining	  but	  instead	  expected	  to	  promote	  a	  perpetual	  money	  
pit	  of	  contracts	  for	  monitoring	  and	  unknown	  but	  expected	  repairs	  and	  fixes-‐	  -‐	  future	  
landscape	  changes	  further	  transfiguring	  the	  flora	  and	  fauna.	  (CD/SAC)	  
	  
A	  failure	  to	  adhere	  to	  grant	  proposal	  requirements,	  as	  dictated	  by	  the	  State	  of	  Ca.	  
Finance	  Dept.	  in	  recent	  audits,	  continues	  
.	  
NOTE:	  	  While	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  promotes	  the	  idea	  that	  it	  provides	  bond	  grants	  to	  the	  SMBRC,	  
the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  actually	  never	  provided	  any	  bond	  money	  to	  the	  SMBRC	  as	  per	  the	  2002,	  
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SB	  1381	  Keuhl	  bill	  that	  established	  a	  Treasury	  Account	  for	  the	  SMBRC.	  	  Instead,	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  provides	  public	  bond	  money	  grants	  to	  the	  private	  nonprofit—the	  SMBRFoundation—
typically	  without	  a	  grant	  proposal	  having	  been	  provided—as	  is	  the	  case	  in	  the	  1/19/12	  grant	  
approval.	  
Recent	  audits	  of	  the	  CC	  by	  the	  California	  Dept.	  of	  Finance	  require	  that	  the	  CC	  adhere	  to	  grant	  
proposal	  requirements	  established	  by	  the	  Dept	  of	  Finance.	  However,	  the	  CC’s	  failure	  to	  adhere	  
continues	  as	  is	  the	  case	  in	  the	  1/19/12	  grant	  approval.	  
	  
	  The	  currently	  clean	  land	  (LARWQCB)	  and	  functioning	  habitats—include	  endangered	  
and	  rare	  Southern	  California	  native	  plants	  and	  wildlife,	  which	  will	  be	  destroyed	  in	  
order	  to	  create	  the	  end	  of	  pipe,	  treatment	  wetland	  for	  toxic	  Ballona	  Creek	  waters	  
and	  sediments.	  (	  CD-‐SAC)	  The	  full	  tidal,	  estuarine	  goal	  also	  appears	  to	  discharge	  
political	  favors	  for	  LA	  Port	  expansion(s)	  	  approvals	  that	  need	  wetland	  mitigation	  
credit(s)	  and/or	  	  extensive	  fill	  material	  from	  Ballona.	  
(See	  e-‐mails	  regarding	  LA	  Port	  -‐	  letters	  of	  support	  for	  the	  Staff	  Reccommendation)	  
	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  8/13/04	  CC	  MEMO	  (p.4),	  	  the	  CD	  –SAC	  documents	  reveal	  wildlife	  
and	  habitat	  destruction	  and	  dangers,	  endless	  and	  exorbitant	  financial	  costs,	  inability	  
to	  show	  sustainability	  and	  potential	  legal	  quagmires	  that	  were	  not	  revealed	  to	  the	  
public/	  Working	  Group	  and	  other	  parties-‐-‐	  some	  of	  whom	  were	  asked	  to	  sign	  onto	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  pre-‐scripted	  letters	  of	  support	  for	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  
Recommendation.*	  	  	  
	  
*Contrary	  to	  the	  promised	  ‘transparency’	  of	  process;	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  improperly	  
lobbied	  for	  letters	  of	  support	  for	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  prior	  to	  a	  public	  
notification	  of	  an	  agenda	  and	  release	  of	  the	  Staff	  Report	  thusly,	  discriminating	  against	  all	  
others	  by	  failing	  to	  provide	  the	  same	  comment	  opportunity	  prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  the	  Staff	  
Report.	  	  	  
	  	  
The	  public	  has	  a	  right	  to	  know	  the	  full	  extent	  of	  issues	  regarding	  changes	  to	  Ballona.	  
Whatever	  decisions	  are	  rendered,	  they	  should	  not	  be	  based	  upon	  piecemealed,	  
truncated	  and	  biased	  information	  as	  has	  currently	  been	  provided.	  
	  
	  	  	  
	  PROPOSITION	  12	  Identification	  of	  Funds;	  Status	  of	  Funds	  
The	  Staff	  Recommendation(SR)	  is	  unclear	  which	  Proposition	  12	  funds	  are	  being	  
requested.	  	  Two	  possible	  funding	  sections	  of	  Prop.	  12	  are:	  	  	  
-‐	  	  Proposition	  12	  bond	  money	  discussed	  in	  the	  SR	  as	  specifically	  for	  Ballona	  
Wetlands	  is	  listed	  under	  Public	  Resource	  Code	  (PRC)	  Section	  5096.352	  (f)).	  	  The	  
accounting	  for	  these	  funds	  was	  not	  provided	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation	  and	  
remains	  unknown.	  	  
-‐Other	  Prop	  12	  funds	  include:	  	  PRC	  Section	  5096.352(b)(1)—to	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  
Bay	  Restoration	  Project/Bay	  Watershed	  Council;	  	  that	  account	  status	  remains	  
unclear	  also.	  	  	  
(In	  2002,	  Senate	  Bill	  1381	  (Keuhl)	  transformed	  the	  	  SMBR“Project”	  into	  the	  	  
SMBRCommission.	  	  Prop.	  12,	  PRC	  language	  utilizes	  the	  Bay	  Watershed	  Council.	  	  	  The	  
ByLaws	  of	  the	  the	  Bay	  Watershed	  Council	  (BWC)	  	  remained	  intact	  which	  now	  give	  rise	  to	  
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questions	  regarding	  the	  actual	  existence	  of	  the	  BWC	  after	  SB	  1381	  which	  may	  influence	  the	  
use	  of	  the	  Prop	  12	  bond	  funds.)	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  I.	  
B.	  5-‐6.	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  Project	  Manager	  and	  SMBRC	  Executive	  
Director/	  Staff,	  Have	  Not	  Been	  Forthright	  With	  the	  Public	  Regarding	  
Disclosure	  of	  Process	  Changes	  Pertaining	  to	  Federal	  (USACE)	  Contractual	  
Agreements	  	  
	  
U.S.	  ARMY	  CORPS	  OF	  ENGINEERS	  	  
	  
1994,	  Sept.28	  Adopted-‐	  “Resolved	  by	  the	  Committee	  on	  Public	  Works	  and	  Transportation	  of	  the	  
United	  States	  House	  of	  Representatives,	  That	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Army	  is	  requested	  to	  review	  the	  
report	  of	  the	  Chief	  of	  Engineers	  on	  Playa	  del	  Rey	  Inlet	  and	  Basin,	  Venice,	  California	  published	  as	  
House	  Document	  389,	  Eighty-‐third	  Congress,	  Second	  Session,	  and	  other	  pertinent	  reports,	  to	  
determine	  whether	  modifications	  of	  the	  recommendations	  contained	  therein	  are	  advisable	  at	  the	  
present	  time,	  in	  the	  interest	  of	  navigation,	  hurricane	  and	  storm	  damage	  reduction,	  environmental	  
restoration	  and	  other	  purposes	  at	  Marina	  del	  Rey	  Harbor,	  Los	  Angeles,	  California,	  with	  consideration	  
given	  to	  the	  disposal	  of	  contaminated	  sediments	  from	  the	  entrance	  channel	  required	  under	  the	  
existing	  operation	  and	  maintenance	  program	  at	  Marina	  del	  Rey	  Harbor.”	  	  
	  
In	  2005,	  USACE	  Noticed	  and	  embarked	  upon	  an	  areawide	  ecological	  review-‐	  an	  EIS-‐	  	  
of	  the	  historic	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  area	  that	  included	  the	  U.S.	  83th	  Congress	  -‐-‐	  House	  
Document	  389	  under	  Public	  Law	  780.	  	  Map-‐Enclosure	  No.	  1	  (General	  Plan	  of	  
Improvement)	  reveals	  the	  entire	  Ballona	  region	  as	  part	  of	  this	  action	  including	  but	  
not	  limited	  to	  Ballona	  Lagoon,	  Del	  Rey	  Lagoon	  and	  the	  Sanctuary	  area	  ,	  Ballona	  
Creek,	  Centinela	  Creek	  etc.	  (See	  language	  of	  the	  USACE	  Lower	  Ballona	  Creek	  
Restoration	  Reconnaissance	  Study	  and;	  Feasibility	  Study).	  	  This	  EIS	  was	  predicated	  
upon	  having	  a	  local	  Sponsor	  as	  part	  of	  the	  review	  process	  and	  to	  aid	  in	  the	  outreach	  
to	  the	  PUBLIC	  and	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process.	  	  
SMBRC/LA	  Flood	  Control	  (the	  Authority)	  aka	  the	  Sponsor-‐-‐	  contractually	  agreed	  to	  
the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  in	  2005.	  	  	  
The	  contract	  included	  having	  the	  Sponsor	  (Authority)	  	  provide	  at	  least	  6	  public	  
meetings	  dedicated	  to	  providing	  time	  for	  USACE	  representatives	  to	  discuss	  the	  
USACE	  status	  of	  the	  Joint	  EIR/	  EIS	  process.	  	  	  The	  follow	  through	  for	  such	  meetings	  
has	  not	  occurred.	  	  	  
(In	  various	  earlier	  approved	  bond	  requests	  for	  Ballona	  projects;	  Project	  Manager	  
Mary	  Small	  eliminates	  reference	  to	  the	  2005	  contractual	  agreement	  for	  a	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  which	  jointly	  provides	  for	  the	  Ballona	  Restoration	  Alternatives	  (	  2005	  
contract	  between-‐	  USACE	  and	  SMBRC/LA	  Flood	  Control	  aka	  Authority)	  Instead	  Ms.	  
Small’s	  staff	  recommendations	  	  inform	  the	  CC	  Governing	  Board	  that	  as	  of	  2005	  only	  
the	  Ca.	  Dept.	  of	  Fish	  &	  Game,	  State	  Lands	  Commission	  and	  SMBRC	  are	  part	  of	  the	  
oversight	  of	  Ballona	  and	  alludes	  that	  the	  Conservancy	  has	  the	  restoration	  
alternatives	  planning	  duties:	  	  
	  
(Ballona	  Wetland	  Improved	  Public	  Access;	  File	  No.	  04-‐088;	  7/21/10)	  
“In 2005, the Conservancy initiated conceptual planning and feasibility analysis of restoration alternatives 
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for the property. This project is being implemented in partnership with the DFG and the State Lands 
Commission, the two state agency owners of the property and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration 
Commission. The feasibility analysis was completed in 2008, after a delay due to the bond freeze, and the 
project partners are now initiating environmental review and detailed engineering of a long-term, phased 
restoration project.  When the restoration planning began, the Conservancy funded the development of an 
Interim Site Stewardship Plan to address the pressing concerns related to site management. As discussed 
above, in 2008 the Conservancy provided a grant to MRCA to fund construction of some site improvements 
and to fund planning, design and preparation of permit applications for additional access improvements. 
Based on the completed planning work, the MRCA and the project partners determined that it will be more 
cost effective and logical to pursue implementation of most access improvements as part of the 
environmental review and permitting for the long-term phased restoration project. 
PROJECT FINANCING: 
Coastal Conservancy $280,000 
MRCA 120,000 
SMBRC, US EPA funds 20,000 
Total Project Cost $420,000” 
 
This is an omission of pertinent and critical fact given in order to garner public bond 
money. ( See J. Davis 3/28/12 Request to CC Gov. Brd.; USACE/CC minutes of 
meeting(s) and page 6) 
See	  also	  File	  No.	  04-‐088	  on	  page	  17.	  
Additionally,	  the	  bond	  money	  was	  approved	  but	  accountability	  for	  its	  use	  has	  not	  
been	  forthcoming.	  	  And,	  
No	  fund	  award	  was	  given	  to	  SMBRC	  from	  the	  USEPA	  as	  cited	  above.	  The	  Treasury	  
Account	  set	  up	  for	  the	  SMBRC	  under	  SB1381	  was	  not	  utilized.	  	  	  Instead,	  
ostensibly	  the	  USEPA	  funds	  went	  to	  the	  private	  nonprofit,	  the	  Foundation.	  	  The	  
Foundation,	  as	  a	  private	  non-‐profit	  501c3,	  provides	  no	  accountability	  to	  the	  public.	  	  
	  
	  	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  had	  also	  made	  promises	  to	  the	  public	  regarding	  
transparency	  and	  public	  inclusion	  in	  the	  entire	  process	  of	  exploring	  all	  reasonable	  
alternatives	  for	  enhancement	  of	  Ballona.	  	  	  
	  
For	  example	  in	  an	  early	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  MEMO	  dated	  8/13/04	  to	  California	  
Department	  of	  Fish	  &	  Game	  (DFG)	  and	  the	  State	  Lands	  Commission	  (SLC),	  the	  
GOALS/PRINCIPALS	  read	  in	  part-‐	  
	  
“The	  restoration	  plan	  will	  be	  based	  on	  the	  best	  science,	  incorporate	  technical	  
scientific	  expertise	  and	  will	  be	  developed	  through	  a	  transparent	  planning	  process	  	  	  	  
that	  allows	  stakeholders	  to	  provide	  input	  and	  comment	  on	  all	  restoration	  
planning	  products.	  	  The	  restoration	  planning	  process	  will	  develop	  and	  analyze	  a	  
range	  of	  alternatives	  to	  implement	  the	  following	  project	  goals:	  
-‐Restore	  and	  enhance	  a	  mix	  of	  wetland	  habitats	  to	  benefit	  endangered	  and	  
threatened	  species	  as	  well	  as	  other	  migratory	  and	  resident	  species;	  
-‐Provide	  for	  wildlife-‐oriented	  public	  access	  and	  recreation	  opportunities;	  and	  –	  
Implement	  a	  technically	  feasible,	  cost	  effective,	  ecologically	  beneficial	  and	  
sustainable	  restoration.”	  (Emphasis	  added.)	  
	  
And,	  
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	  “..restoration	  will	  be	  conducted	  within	  the	  landscape	  and	  watershed	  context,	  with	  
attention	  paid	  to	  adjacent	  and	  ecologically	  related	  resources.”	  	  Pg.	  1	  
	  
According	  to	  CD	  documents,	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  Ballona	  project	  manager	  
participated	  in	  USACE	  meetings	  in	  the	  2004	  timeframe	  citing	  inclusion	  of	  the	  
areawide	  ecosystem	  eg.	  Ballona	  Lagoon,	  Del	  Rey	  Lagoon,	  the	  Sanctuary	  area,	  Marina	  
del	  Rey	  and	  others	  that	  paralleled	  the	  activities	  of	  ecosystem	  review	  as	  described	  by	  
the	  USACE	  (	  Reconnaissance	  Study;	  Lower	  Ballona	  Creek	  Restoration	  Feasiblity	  Study;	  3/28/12	  
J.Davis	  submission	  to	  CC)	  	  
	  
However,	  in	  contradiction	  to	  the	  8/13/04	  Memo	  cited	  above,	  the	  context	  of	  the	  
larger	  historic	  boundaries	  of	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  were	  later	  arbitrarily	  dropped,	  
without	  public	  notification	  or	  discussion.	  	  The	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  discusses	  no	  
longer	  including	  the	  adjacent	  and	  ecologically	  related	  resources	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  restoration	  evaluation	  performed	  with	  the	  USACE:	  	  
	  
	  
6/2/10	  CC,	  SMBRC,	  USACE	  Ballona	  Coordination	  Meeting	  Minutes:	  
	  
“II.	  b.	  	  Mary	  Small:	  	  Have	  all	  the	  PMP	  sections	  looked	  at	  the	  same	  project	  area?	  	  Parts	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  still	  refer	  to	  Ballona	  Lagoon,	  Grand	  Canal,	  Venice	  Canals	  and	  Oxford	  Basin,	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  which	  are	  no	  longer	  in	  the	  study	  area.	  	  (	  3/28/12	  CC	  hearing;	  J.	  Davis	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Attachment)	  
	  
	  And,	  the	  Project	  Manager	  discusses	  instead	  a	  ‘new’	  process	  for	  which	  there	  is	  
no	  ostensible	  authority	  and	  to	  which	  the	  public	  has	  not	  been	  made	  aware:	  
	  
“Mary	  Small:	  	  If	  the	  Corps	  falls	  too	  behind,	  we	  will	  work	  with	  Corps	  Regulatory	  for	  a	  
permit	  for	  their	  activities	  (NEPA/CEQA,	  design,	  permitting,	  and	  Phase	  1	  construction)”	  	  
and;	  
	  
“Mary	  Small:	  	  It	  was	  always	  our	  understanding	  that	  the	  Corps	  would	  use	  our	  
restoration	  alternatives.	  	  It	  makes	  us	  nervous	  that	  this	  was	  never	  in	  writing.”(6/28/10	  
Ballona	  Ecosystem	  Restoration	  Planning	  Management	  Meeting)	  
	  
It	  was	  never	  the	  public’s	  understanding	  that	  the	  Corps	  would	  be	  held	  to	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  and	  Foundation	  staff”s	  restoration	  alternatives.	  	  Legal	  legitimacy	  for	  
such	  behavior	  is	  also	  questionable.	  And,	  
	  
“Suggested	  response	  


1) The	  EIS/EIR	  process	  begun	  in	  2005	  was	  for	  the	  Army	  Corps’	  Lower	  Ballona	  
Ecosystem	  Restoration	  Feasibility	  Study,	  that	  project	  and	  the	  associated	  
environmental	  review	  has	  not	  been	  completed	  and	  is	  not	  moving	  forward	  at	  
this	  time.	  	  The	  EIR/S	  process	  for	  the	  proposed	  enhancement	  project	  will	  be	  
separate.”	  2/7/12	  


CC/Mary	  Small	  to	  Ca.Dept.	  Fish	  &	  Game-‐	  Rick	  Mayfield	  per	  response	  to	  Davis	  Ballona	  CEQA	  process	  
query.	  (JDavis	  attachment	  3/28/12	  Request	  to	  CC	  Board)	  
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Thus,	  the	  CC	  switch	  in	  process	  is	  ‘suggested’	  to	  be	  disclosed	  to	  a	  member	  of	  the	  
public	  after	  seeking	  and	  garnering	  approval	  for	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation.	  	  
(	  3/28/12	  CC	  Hearing,	  Davis	  PRA	  attachment	  to	  Request)	  
	  
	  
This	  new	  and	  unauthorized	  process	  discussion	  continues	  in	  the	  same	  email,	  2/7/12,	  
from	  Shelley	  Luce	  to	  Mary	  Small	  and	  Rick	  Mayfield	  (CDFG):	  
	  
….”	  The	  EIR/EIS	  that	  we	  want	  to	  start	  is	  for	  a	  separate	  project,	  i.e.	  the	  BWER	  
restoration/	  enhancement	  project.	  “..	  (emphasis	  added.)	  	  
	  
The	  EIR/EIS	  that	  they	  want	  to	  start	  IS	  NOT	  on	  a	  separate	  project	  	  but	  instead	  on	  the	  
same	  project	  but	  having	  eliminated	  the	  ‘94/	  2005	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process;	  scope	  of	  
review;	  environmental	  safeguards	  and	  full	  range	  of	  alternatives	  	  
inherent	  in	  ‘94/	  2005	  approved	  process.	  	  
In	  other	  words,	  the	  CC	  attempts	  to	  have	  the	  public	  and	  the	  USACE	  but	  out	  of	  their	  
way	  so	  that	  the	  CC	  can	  control	  the	  project	  -‐-‐using	  the	  public’s	  dollar-‐-‐alongside	  its	  
political	  allies.	  	  
	  
	  
And,	  while	  Mary	  Small	  provides	  the	  appearance	  that	  the	  Request	  For	  Proposals	  is	  
new	  online-‐-‐”	  the	  request	  for	  services	  ….went	  out	  today”….	  
2/8/12	  CC	  email	  (JDavis	  PRA	  response	  	  attachment	  in	  3/28/12	  Request	  to	  CC	  Board)	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  had	  already	  put	  out	  an	  online	  RFP	  in	  2010	  for	  the	  work	  
requested	  for	  approval	  in	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation.	  Thus,	  it	  appears	  that	  
as	  of	  2010,	  the	  outcome	  was	  already	  a	  done	  deal	  behind	  the	  public	  scene.	  
	  
Changes,	  such	  as	  this	  were	  not	  communicated	  to	  the	  Public/	  Working	  Group	  and	  the	  
ongoing	  status	  of	  the	  relationship	  with	  the	  USACE	  as	  per	  the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  was	  not	  
communicated	  either.	  In	  fact,	  the	  USACE-‐	  Sect.	  of	  the	  Army	  was	  not	  made	  aware	  of	  
the	  attempt	  to	  extinguish	  the	  earlier,	  approved	  process.	  Any	  extinguishing	  of	  the	  
approved	  EIR/EIS	  process	  (including	  House	  Document	  389)	  would	  have	  to	  abide	  by	  
the	  USACE	  process	  of	  removal.	  	  The	  process	  provides	  accountability	  for	  reasoning	  as	  
to	  the	  ending	  of	  the	  project	  as	  well	  as	  detailed	  accounting	  for	  money	  spent	  and	  what	  
had	  occurred	  throughout	  the	  process.	  	  This	  activity	  has	  not	  occurred	  and	  the	  USACE	  
has	  provided	  a	  letter	  stipulating	  that	  the	  approved	  process	  is	  maintained	  and	  that	  
investigation	  into	  the	  matter	  has	  started.	  (	  USACE-‐J.Davis	  communication).	  	  
	  
It	  is	  also	  unclear	  whether	  USACE/SPONSOR	  information	  was	  communicated	  to	  the	  
Science	  Advisory	  Committee	  or	  other	  parties.	  Specific	  USACE	  work	  projects,	  
including	  response	  to	  House	  Document	  389	  and	  work	  quality/certification	  needs	  
are	  not	  communicated	  in	  any	  of	  the	  CD-‐SAC	  meeting	  notes	  which	  appears	  to	  show	  
that	  the	  SAC	  team	  (contracted	  and	  paid	  for	  with	  public	  funds)	  were	  fulfilling	  ONLY	  
the	  arbitrary	  GOALS	  as	  set	  forth	  by	  the	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  and	  SMBRC	  staff.	  Issues	  
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such	  as	  the	  protection	  of	  groundwater	  (classified	  as	  potential	  drinking	  water),	  an	  
issue	  of	  House	  Doc.	  389	  and	  current	  Los	  Angeles-‐	  Best	  Management	  Practices	  
(BMPs)	  are	  absent	  in	  the	  meeting	  minutes.	  	  	  	  
	  
Thus,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff,	  provided	  for	  an	  atmosphere	  of	  further	  disconnect,	  
lack	  of	  transparency	  and	  compartmentalization	  of	  information	  sharing.	  	  
And,	  	  
	  the	  public/Working	  Group	  was	  not	  made	  aware	  that	  the	  CC	  considered	  itself	  a	  part	  
of	  the	  USACE/SPONSOR	  contract	  (which	  it	  is	  not)	  —so	  much	  a	  part,	  that	  Mary	  Small	  
apparently	  believed	  that	  the	  CC	  would	  provide	  the	  alternative(s)	  for	  the	  USACE	  in	  
the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS:	  	  
	  
6/28/10	  Ecosystem	  Restoration	  Planning	  Management	  Meeting:	  
II.	  C.	  2.”	  Mary	  Small:	  	  It	  was	  always	  our	  understanding	  that	  the	  Corps	  would	  use	  our	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  restoration	  alternatives.	  	  It	  makes	  us	  nervous	  that	  this	  was	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  was	  never	  in	  writing.”..	  
	  
This	  type	  of	  very	  questionable	  influence	  was	  not	  conveyed	  publically.	  	  	  According	  to	  
the	  USACE,	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  language,	  the	  USACE	  study	  would	  provide	  for	  all	  
reasonable	  alternatives	  and	  the	  process	  would	  embrace	  public	  disclosure	  and	  
participation.	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  have	  not	  been	  forthright	  with	  the	  
public	  regarding	  status	  of	  the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS.	  
	  


I.	  
B.	  1-‐	  3.	  	  The	  CD	  reveals	  SAC	  meetings,	  reports	  and	  concerns	  not	  shared	  with	  
the	  public/the	  Working	  Group	  and	  other	  parties.	  	  Conversely,	  the	  public/	  


Working	  Group	  comments	  and	  concerns	  are	  not	  cross-‐	  shared.	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation,	  the	  public,	  Working	  Group	  and	  
others	  have	  not	  been	  engaged	  by	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  as	  promised	  and	  have	  not	  
been	  provided	  with	  full	  information	  from	  the	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee	  (SAC)	  	  
group	  in	  order	  to	  make	  informed	  decisions	  and	  provide	  input	  throughout	  the	  
process	  to	  date.	  	  	  
Prop.	  12	  bond	  money	  was	  also	  provided	  from	  the	  Natural	  Resources	  Dept.	  to	  the	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  specifically	  to	  provide	  a	  GRANT	  to	  the	  Southern	  California	  
Coastal	  Waters	  Research	  Project	  (SCCWRP)(#172)	  for	  creation	  of	  a	  SAC	  team.	  	  Thus,	  
the	  SAC	  team	  was	  paid	  with	  public	  dollars	  to	  perform	  as	  an	  independent	  scientific	  
advisory	  panel	  to	  provide	  input	  and	  advice	  regarding	  historical	  restoration	  options.	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  GRANT	  purposes,	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  Ballona	  Project	  
Manager	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  instead	  told	  the	  SAC	  team	  what	  the	  intended	  outcome	  was	  
and	  that	  all	  input	  was	  to	  secure	  that	  goal—namely	  full	  tidal	  estuarine	  and	  levee	  
removal.	  	  	  
Thus,	  the	  Prop.	  12	  bond	  money	  was	  not	  utilized	  as	  intended.	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  kept	  the	  public	  and	  the	  Working	  Group	  
out	  of	  the	  SAC	  loop	  of	  information	  and	  knowledge	  thereby	  thwarting	  and	  distancing	  
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any	  meaningful	  interchanges	  and	  participation	  as	  falsely	  stated	  in	  the	  Staff	  
Recommendation	  below.	  
	  
Staff	  Recommendation	  excerpt:	  
“Cooperation:	  	  The	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  with	  
input	  from	  a	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee,	  an	  Agency	  Advisor	  Committee,	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Working	  Group	  made	  up	  of	  representatives	  of	  local	  nonprofit	  organizations,	  
agency	  staff	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Individual	  public	  members	  also	  participated	  
in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives.”	  
(p.	  9	  of	  9	  Staff	  Recommendation	  1/19/12)	  
	  
And,	  contrary	  to	  assurances	  that	  the	  public	  would	  be	  notified	  and	  included	  on	  all	  
SAC	  meetings,	  the	  public	  was	  not	  notified	  or	  included.	  
	  
“MARY	  S.	  	  all	  SAC	  meeting	  are	  public,	  all	  interested	  parties	  will	  be	  notified	  and	  invited,	  
meetings	  will	  be	  structured	  with	  SAC	  addressing	  issues	  first	  and	  public	  comment	  
period	  at	  the	  end.”	  	  (CD-‐	  7/20/05	  LMU	  Ballona	  SAC	  MTG.)	  
	  
A	  2004	  MEMO	  discusses	  –	  
“Ballona	  Restoration	  Planning	  Working	  Group:	  	  Stakeholder	  Committee	  and	  Public	  
Involvement	  
“A	  Ballona	  Restoration	  Planning	  Working	  Group	  (brpwg)	  made	  up	  of	  interested	  
organizations,	  agencies,	  and	  individuals,	  will	  meet	  periodically	  to	  obtain	  project	  status	  
updates,	  to	  provide	  input,	  and	  to	  support	  the	  restoration	  planning	  process.	  	  These	  
meetings	  will	  be	  open	  to	  the	  public.	  	  Subcommittees	  may	  be	  established	  to	  address	  
specific	  issues	  that	  may	  arise	  during	  planning.”pg.2	  
	  
The	  language	  above	  provided	  for	  the	  public	  involvement	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  process	  
that	  began	  with	  ‘interim	  stewardship’	  meetings,	  (eg.	  trash	  cleanup	  and	  education	  
tours)	  which	  did	  occur.	  	  	  As	  time	  passed,	  meetings	  stopped,	  informational	  sharing	  
from	  agencies	  and	  the	  science	  team	  became	  nonexistent	  and;	  	  the	  public’s	  comments	  
were	  not	  included	  in	  the	  planning	  process	  that	  continued	  behind	  closed	  doors.	  
-‐Website	  topic-‐	  SAC	  meeting	  minutes-‐	  was	  not	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  	  
Instead,	  when	  clicked	  –	  the	  website	  told	  the	  viewer	  entry	  was	  not	  allowed.	  	  
-‐SAC	  meetings,	  though	  described	  as	  open	  to	  the	  public,	  were	  not.	  	  The	  CD	  
documents	  reveal	  that	  the	  SAC	  meetings	  were,	  in	  the	  main,	  telephonic	  and	  not	  
inclusive	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Reports	  and	  Memos	  were	  not	  shared	  with	  the	  public	  
but	  utilized	  internally.	  
	  
	  	  
A	  continued	  failure	  to	  acknowledge	  the	  public	  and	  Working	  Group	  is	  also	  
documented	  via	  the	  2012	  Science	  Advisory	  Meeting	  that	  was	  held	  days	  after	  the	  
Staff	  Recommendation	  Approval.	  	  The	  SAC	  meeting	  was	  also	  a	  first	  in	  years	  for	  
actually	  occurring	  and,	  that	  public	  notice	  was	  provided.	  	  
	  
The	  Public/	  the	  Working	  Group:	  
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-‐	  provided	  strong	  objections	  to	  the	  proposed	  Plan,	  providing	  written	  testimony	  as	  
well	  as	  oral	  testimony.	  	  
-‐	  listed	  issues	  that	  needed	  to	  be	  addressed	  properly;	  	  asked	  for	  responses	  that	  thus	  
far	  have	  gone	  unanswered	  and,	  
-‐	  again	  requested	  the	  area	  be	  considered	  in	  its	  totality	  of	  ecosystem	  variety	  and	  
benefits	  utilizing	  the	  historic	  system	  of	  Ballona.	  	  	  	  
-‐	  reminded	  the	  SAC	  that	  the	  area	  now	  has	  more	  saltwater	  -‐-‐deep	  and	  mid	  habitat	  
than	  historically	  existed	  at	  Ballona	  due	  to	  the	  Marina	  del	  Rey;	  Ballona	  Lagoon	  
Marine	  Preserve;	  Del	  Rey	  Lagoon;	  Ballona	  Creek	  itself	  and;	  as	  well	  as	  freshwater	  due	  
to	  the	  newly	  created	  catch-‐basin-‐	  aka,	  the	  freshwater	  marsh.	  	  (historically=	  the	  last	  
couple	  hundred	  years)	  
-‐	  SAC	  numerical	  analysis	  of	  habitat	  types	  was	  in	  error.	  	  Ratios	  of	  entire	  Ballona	  
Wetlands	  historic	  habitat	  applied	  to	  be	  fulfilled	  in	  Areas	  A,	  B,	  C	  alone	  is	  a	  faulty	  
analysis.	  	  The	  SAC-‐	  	  ratio	  numbers	  that	  pertained	  to	  former	  water	  habitat	  and	  land	  
elevations	  were	  either	  incorrect	  and/or	  not	  documented	  by	  SAC.	  	  
-‐	  	  cited	  and	  documented	  that	  SAC	  dredge	  spoils	  deposition	  locations	  and	  volumes	  
were	  incorrect.	  (USGS	  Documents	  and	  maps	  provided	  by	  John	  Davis	  to	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy)	  
	  
The	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  continue	  to	  fail	  to	  respond.	  
Note:	  	  The	  CC	  continues	  to	  fail	  to	  respond	  to	  queries	  and	  comments	  provided	  by	  
the	  public	  and	  its	  so-‐called	  “Working	  Group”	  members	  from	  1/19/12	  and	  3/29/12.	  
	  
FAILURE	  TO	  INCLUDE	  THE	  WORKING	  GROUP	  COMMENTS	  AND	  REQUESTS	  
Despite	  providing	  comments,	  documentation	  and	  evidence	  regarding	  the	  topics	  
listed	  above	  and	  others;	  there	  is	  no	  documentation	  provided	  from	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  	  on	  the	  CD	  that	  any	  of	  the	  public/	  Working	  Group	  communications	  
were	  included	  for	  any	  meaningful	  response	  or	  use.	  	  	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  reveal	  no	  inclusion	  of	  the	  public	  in	  any	  decision	  making	  for	  the	  
alternatives.	  	  	  
Public	  comments	  provided	  to	  SMBRC	  and	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  regarding	  
Ballona	  specific	  studies	  such	  as	  the	  Phil	  Williams	  &	  Assoc.	  report,	  that	  did	  not	  
address	  or	  incorrectly	  addressed	  issues,	  such	  as	  the	  migrating	  oilfield	  gas	  and	  
reservoir	  gas	  leakage	  from	  SOCALGAS	  had	  no	  meaningful	  response.	  	  There	  is	  no	  
showing	  that	  the	  CC	  or	  SMBRC	  staff	  ever	  shared	  these	  concerns	  with	  the	  SAC	  team,	  
much	  less	  did	  any	  meaningful,	  good	  faith	  follow	  up	  with	  the	  public	  to	  understand	  
how	  the	  gases	  may	  impact	  restoration.	  	  The	  same	  holds	  true	  for	  issues	  regarding	  
protection	  and	  utilization	  of	  the	  Ballona	  aquifer	  groundwater	  hydrology.	  	  Repeated	  
requests	  from	  stakeholders	  to	  be	  given	  ½	  hour	  presentation	  time	  to	  provide	  	  
information	  regarding	  hydrology	  and	  groundwater	  diversion	  issues,	  	  before	  the	  
SMBRC	  have	  been	  met	  with	  silence	  (	  The	  CC	  is	  part	  of	  the	  SMBRC)	  .	  	  	  
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I.B.	  
	  CONTROL	  OF	  MESSAGE	  AND	  OUTCOME	  


The	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  Staff	  :	  
	  Allow	  For	  No	  Public/	  Working	  Group	  Participation	  In	  The	  Planning	  Process;	  


	  Fail	  to	  Disclose	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee	  (SAC)	  Conference	  Calls,	  
Memorandums	  and	  Reports	  For	  Planning	  of	  	  Alternatives;	  	  


Feasibility,	  Cost,	  Sustainability,	  	  Ecosystem	  Pros	  and	  Cons	  Are	  Not	  Disclosed;	  	  
And	  


	  	  The	  CC	  &	  SMBRC	  Staff	  	  Arbitrarily	  Define	  Project	  Goal=Estaurine	  
	  	  


Staff	  Recommendation	  excerpt:	  
“Cooperation:	  	  The	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  with	  
input	  from	  a	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee,	  an	  Agency	  Advisor	  Committee,	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Working	  Group	  made	  up	  of	  representatives	  of	  local	  nonprofit	  organizations,	  
agency	  staff	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Individual	  public	  members	  also	  participated	  
in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives.”	  
(p.	  9	  of	  9	  Staff	  Recommendation	  1/19/12)	  
	  
	  
The	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  excerpt	  is	  false.	  	  The	  public/	  Working	  
Group	  was	  neither	  privy	  to	  the	  SAC	  meetings	  and	  information	  created	  nor	  included	  
in	  the	  planning	  process	  to	  participate	  in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  
restoration	  alternatives.	  
	  The	  following	  excerpts	  from	  the	  CD	  document	  an	  internal	  discussion	  revealing	  the	  
CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  created	  and	  controlled	  the	  alternative	  selection:	  
	  
“Wayne	  (Wayne	  Ferren)	  suggested	  that	  biological	  sustainability	  be	  defined	  as	  no	  loss	  
of	  habitat	  types	  &	  functions,	  major	  guilds,	  and	  sensitive	  species	  over	  the	  project	  site	  as	  
a	  whole.”	  	  	  July	  7,	  2008	  SAC	  Conference	  Call.	  
	  
And;	  
	  
“Joy	  (Joy	  Zedler)	  asked	  how	  biodiversity	  is	  being	  defined?	  	  Sean	  indicated	  that	  
biodiversity	  =	  highest	  richness	  of	  estuarine	  dependent	  species.	  	  If	  this	  is	  how	  we	  
are	  defining	  biodiversity,	  it	  should	  be	  stated	  clearly	  in	  the	  document.	  (emphasis	  
added;	  Sean	  Berquist	  was	  SMBRC	  staff	  and	  Foundation	  staff	  during	  this	  timeframe	  )	  
and,	  	  
	  
“Wayne	  suggested	  that	  we	  clarify	  that	  biodiversity	  is	  the	  sustainable	  richness	  of	  
representative	  interdependent	  native	  estuarine	  habitats	  along	  with	  their	  associated	  
and	  expected	  species	  biodiversity.	  “(CD-‐June	  23,	  2008	  SAC	  Conference	  Call)	  	  
	  
The	  next	  parargraph,	  written	  by	  the	  note-‐taker-‐	  cited	  by	  CC	  as	  being	  CC	  or	  SMBRC	  
staff-‐	  states	  the	  goal-‐	  
“Estuarine	  biodiversity	  is	  the	  primary	  objective	  of	  the	  analysis.”	  
	  (CD-‐	  June	  23,	  2008	  SAC	  Conference	  Call	  Memo)	  
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This	  same	  Memo	  also	  sets	  forth	  a	  GOAL	  that	  was	  not	  shared	  with	  the	  public/	  
Working	  Group.	  	  	  
	  “The	  project	  goal	  is	  to	  create	  functional	  estuarine	  habitat…”;	  
“1.	  Maximize	  area	  of	  estuarine	  	  habitat.”;	  
Opportunities	  to	  create	  regionally	  significant	  habitat	  including	  vernal	  pools	  
and…should	  be	  pursued	  but	  not	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  restoration	  of	  estuarine	  habitat.”	  
	  
The	  public/Working	  Group	  was	  not	  allowed	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  decision	  making	  
and	  was	  not	  advised	  as	  to	  the	  differing	  opinions	  rendered	  by	  the	  SAC	  team.	  
	  
Since	  this	  timeframe	  and	  without	  public	  notification	  or	  disclosure	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  and	  staff	  of	  the	  Foundation	  have	  worked	  to	  eliminate	  the	  areawide	  
review	  of	  ecosystem	  function	  and	  alternative	  habitat	  plans—including	  a	  public	  
debate	  regarding	  the	  pros	  and	  cons	  of	  each	  system	  -‐-‐	  to	  instead	  focus	  upon	  a	  
predetermined	  singular	  outcome	  of	  	  removal	  of	  Ballona	  Creek	  levees	  and	  dredging	  
of	  Ballona	  to	  ‘landscape’	  	  and	  convert	  the	  land	  from	  its	  historic	  natural	  function	  to	  
an	  entirely	  new,	  artificial	  and	  	  unnatural	  function	  that	  precludes	  all	  habitat	  function	  
that	  does	  not	  primarily	  promote	  the	  estuarine	  full	  tidal	  	  premise.	  	  
	  
And	  though	  asked	  publically	  where	  this	  ‘Plan-‐	  Alternative	  5	  “	  came	  from,	  no	  
response	  has	  been	  forthcoming	  from	  either	  the	  CC	  or	  Foundation	  staff.	  
	  
The	  CD	  docs	  however	  now	  shed	  light	  as	  to	  the	  creation	  of	  this	  “preferred	  plan”.	  
The	  overtones	  of	  financial	  leverage	  dominate	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  letter	  and	  serve	  to	  
advance	  a	  predetermined	  outcome	  that	  is	  seen	  fulfilled	  in	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  
Staff	  Recommendation—the	  removal	  of	  levees	  to	  create	  the	  treatment	  wetlands.	  
	  
July	  10,	  2007	  	  SMBRC	  letter	  from	  Shelley	  Luce	  to	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  	  
Ballona	  Project	  Manager-‐	  Mary	  Small:	  
	  
“Dear Mary, 
The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission, a National Estuary Program of the US 
EPA, has been pleased to participate in the acquisition and restoration of the Ballona 
wetlands at all levels over the last several years. We are proud partners in the restoration 
planning, and currently have one staff member dedicated full time to the planning effort, 
while I serve on the Ballona Wetlands Science Advisory Committee (SAC). The SMBRC 
is also an active local partner in the Army Corps of Engineers’ Lower Ballona Ecosystem 
Restoration Feasibility Study and are participating in clean up and restoration plans for 
Ballona Lagoon, the Grand Canal, Marine del Rey and the Oxford Basin. We have also 
awarded several millions of dollars of bond monies under our purview to projects 
designed to improve water quality and habitat in the Ballona Creek watershed. Ballona 
wetlands restoration is clearly a very high priority of the SMBRC and the EPA. 
I have reviewed the restoration design alternatives that are being developed by the 
consulting team and I am disappointed that they do not fully consider important 
restoration options, thereby limiting potential habitat, biodiversity and water quality 
improvements in the wetlands complex. The Ballona SAC requested design alternatives 
that encompass the “extremes” of restoration planning, i.e. from minimal intervention to 
maximal structural changes, as well as alternatives in between. The current proposed 
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alternatives do not provide this and need to be modified, or an additional (fourth) 
alternative is needed. 
SMBRC feels that the restoration design for Ballona wetlands must represent a true 
restoration of maximum ecological functions and services for the area. Actual restoration 
work will not begin for months or years, and will be a long term and costly process. The 
best approach is to include design alternatives that are not limited by current 
infrastructure or fiscal concerns, since these factors will certainly change over the 
duration of the restoration process. Similarly, factors such as poor water quality in 
Ballona Creek will continue to change as Total Maximum Daily Loads and other 
regulatory measures are implemented. It does not serve us to design the restoration as 
though it would be undertaken and completed in the very near future, under existing 
physical or financial constraints. 
I would like to request that the design team include at least one design alternative that 
proposes to 
• remove all or part of the levees on one or both sides of Ballona Creek; 
• daylight the channel connecting the freshwater marsh to the creek in Area B, and 
Stingray Creek to Marina del Rey in Area A; 
• raise Culver Boulevard to increase flows between the north and south sections of 
Area B; and 
• increase connectivity between Ballona Creek and Areas A and B.” 
	  
Our staff Wetlands Restoration Manager Sean Bergquist is available to work closely with 
the consulting team to ensure the revised or new alternatives include features that 
stakeholders and the SAC members supported. The revised or new alternatives should be 
presented as one of the group of alternatives for consideration under CEQA and by 
stakeholders and the SAC. 
 
Given our experience in and commitment to the Ballona wetlands and surrounding 
interconnected areas, the SMBRC staff, Governing Board and Watershed Council have a 
great deal to contribute to the restoration process. Please feel free to consult us further 
during development of the restoration design alternatives and we look forward to 
continuing our partnership to restore Ballona wetlands. 
Sincerely, 
Shelley Luce, D.Env. 
Executive Director 
	  
An	  e-‐mail	  7/17/07	  	  from	  SMBRCommission	  &	  Foundation	  executive	  officer	  Shelley	  
Luce,	  	  
“RE:	  design	  alternative	  for	  Ballona	  wetland	  restoration”	  and	  Phil	  Williams	  &	  
Associates’	  (PWA)	  Jeremy	  Lowe	  –	  
“We’ve	  sketched	  out	  Alternative	  5	  as	  described	  in	  Shelley’s	  letter.	  	  Is	  this	  what	  you	  were	  
envisaging?”	  
	  
Luce:	  	  “	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  response	  Jeremy.	  	  This	  is	  a	  good	  start	  for	  a	  5th	  alternative.	  	  
Sean	  and	  Jessica	  are	  adding/changing	  some	  details	  and	  will	  forward	  to	  you.	  “	  
(presumably-‐Sean	  Berquist	  and	  Jessica	  Hall–	  both	  Foundation	  paid	  staff/	  SMBRC	  
staff)	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  also	  reveal	  two	  sets	  of	  drawings	  and	  plans	  for	  the	  levy	  removal	  
and	  levy	  replacement—by	  Jessica	  Hall,	  a	  Foundation	  paid	  staffer.	  
_________________________________________________________________________	  
 Ms. Luce is the Executive Director of the Foundation; no contractual agreements 
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have been produced by the SMBRCommission or the State Water Board that provide any 
authority for her to act in capacity of Executive Director of the State Agency- 


Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission which was created under SB 1381 Keuhl as a non 
regulatory state agency within the State Water Board.  There have been no contractual 
agreements forthcoming by the State Water Board or federal authorities that provide for any 
SMBRC or federal EPA- National Estuary Program (NEP)- dedicated funding to be handed over 
to the SMBR Foundation.  There is a treasury account that was formed under SB1381 in 2002. 


The treasury account has never been used.  The attendant oversight and accountability by the 
State Treasurer has likewise not been utilized.   


Ms. Luce has been utilizing both the e-mail address and physical location of the LARWQCB as 
her work address.  The utilization of the addresses has led to common belief that Ms. Luce is a 
Water Board employee. It is unknown but possible at this time to believe that the utilization of the 
addresses created a belief that Ms. Luce is LARWQCB personnel, which has in turn, provided 
Ms. Luce with access to controlling positions on various committees such as IRWMP (Integrated 
Resource Water Management Program).  It would seem that by creating, via continued use of 
LARWQCB email address and business address, a very public belief that Ms. Luce is a Water 
Board employee may constitute impersonating a Water Board employee.  The following is an e-
mail exchange between Ms. Luce and a person with long associations with the Water Board and 
has acted as a contractor in Ballona restoration matters. 


‘Travis Longcore travislongcore@laaudubon.org wrote: 


Bounced from your waterboards address. Are you no longer a Water Board employee? – 


Travis  


On Sep 19, 2011, at 2:29 PM, Shelley Luce wrote:  


No, not for many years.  Most of our staff are with our SMBR Foundation.  I will check my 
calendar and get back to you on this meeting, thank you for the invitation. 


Shelley”  (emphasis added) 


Ms. Luce does not appear to answer directly about herself with regard to the Foundation, or what 
she means by “our SMBR Foundation”.  She also does not explain her past personal use of the 
LARWQCB addresses while not employed and why she suddenly discontinued the practice. 


Ms. Luce’s resume cites her experience prior to SMBRCommission / Foundation as having been 
employed by Heal the Bay- the organization that has become institutionalized as part of the  
SMBRC. Our research indicates Ms. Luce was working in some capacity at LARWQCB during the 
years 1999-2001- prior to her finishing degrees from UCLA.  It appears that her continued use of 
the Water Board e-mail address after no longer providing service to the California Water 
Resources Control Board has led/misled many people. ( A PRA to LARWQCB is pending for 
identification of duties.) 


Coastal Conservancy- PRA Response to J. Davis	  
-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐	  
	  
Rare	  ecosystems	  of	  the	  coastal	  marsh	  area	  are	  discussed	  internally	  by	  the	  SAC	  
team	  with	  the	  CC	  project	  manager	  and	  staff	  of	  the	  Foundation;	  the	  information	  
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is	  not	  broadcasted	  for	  public	  awareness,	  inclusion	  of	  discussion	  and	  decision	  
making	  as	  promised.	  	  
	  
“Rich	  noted	  that	  the	  discussion	  of	  grasslands	  should	  include	  mention	  of	  the	  historical	  
native	  grassland	  prairie	  ecosystems	  that	  previously	  existed	  in	  the	  area.	  	  The	  rarity	  of	  
native	  grasslands	  should	  be	  discussed,,,”	  (CD-‐	  6/28/08	  SAC	  Conference	  Call)	  
	  
“Rarity	  section…complex	  of	  prairie	  and	  vernal	  pool…	  
Wet	  grasslands	  formed	  extensive	  areas	  were	  also	  palustrine	  wetlands	  above	  highest	  
high	  tide..”	  (CD-‐	  SAC	  Call	  6/23/08)	  
	  
“…there	  is	  native	  biodiversity	  in	  the	  non-‐tidal	  saline	  soils.	  ….	  At	  Ballona,	  these	  wetlands	  
at	  Area	  A,	  for	  example,	  are	  the	  only	  habitat	  where	  Alkali	  Barley	  (Hordeum	  depressum)	  
is	  known	  to	  occur	  in	  the	  Ballona	  Ecosystem.	  	  This	  annual	  grass	  was	  probably	  the	  
dominant	  native	  annual	  grass	  in	  naturally	  occurring	  non-‐tidal	  saline	  soils	  at	  Ballona.”	  
(CD-‐	  11/23/08,	  Wayne	  Ferren	  communication	  to	  Mary	  Small…)	  
	  
And,	  	  
“The	  region	  has	  a	  shortage	  of	  mudflat	  for	  shorebirds,	  high	  marsh	  for	  animals	  and	  salt	  
marsh	  bird’s	  beak,	  marsh-‐upland	  transition	  for	  rare	  shrubs	  (eg.	  ,	  box	  thorn)	  that	  are	  
used	  by	  animals,…	  
	  
The	  region	  has	  a	  shortage	  of	  dune	  habitat	  and	  back	  –	  dune	  depressions	  that	  support	  
clean-‐water	  brackish	  marsh	  for	  aquatic	  plants	  and	  animals.	  
	  
One	  could	  also	  list	  maritime	  scrub,	  which	  remains	  in	  several	  places	  “…	  
(	  CD-‐	  Joy	  Zedler	  (SAC)	  correspondence)	  
	  
	  Thus	  ,	  without	  public	  /Working	  Group	  inclusion	  and	  input	  into	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  
alternatives	  and	  later	  failure	  to	  include	  the	  public	  /Working	  Group	  comments	  and	  
concerns	  regarding	  the	  PWA	  Alternatives	  that	  are	  presented	  at	  one	  public	  meeting-‐-‐	  
the	  CC	  and	  Foundation	  staff	  continue	  to	  work	  behind	  publically	  closed	  doors	  to	  
focus	  upon	  the	  ‘Preferred	  Alternative”,	  now	  known	  as	  Alternative	  5	  presented	  in	  the	  
1/19/12,	  Staff	  Recommendation	  request	  for	  funding.	  	  	  Alternative	  5	  requires	  	  
massive,	  	  non-‐historic,	  extraordinary,	  experimental	  and	  knowingly	  toxic	  changes	  to	  
occur	  on	  the	  land	  masses	  of	  Area	  A	  and	  B	  so	  that	  “biodiversity	  =	  highest	  richness	  
of	  estuarine	  dependent	  species.”	  	  	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  8/13/04	  CC	  Memo	  which	  promised	  transparency	  and	  public	  
inclusion	  in	  the	  alternative	  planning	  process	  which	  would	  “restore	  and	  enhance”	  
a	  mix	  of	  wetland	  habitats….and	  that	  would	  implement	  a	  technically	  feasible,	  cost	  
effective,	  ecologically	  beneficial	  and	  sustainable	  restoration.	  	  
Instead,	  the	  public	  was	  shut	  out	  of	  the	  planning	  process;	  and	  SAC	  knowledge	  
regarding	  the	  needs	  and	  dangers	  posed	  by	  Alternative	  5	  are	  not	  made	  public:	  
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“This	  alternative	  makes	  the	  greatest	  change	  to	  the	  site,	  would	  be	  the	  hardest	  to	  
reverse	  and	  consequently	  has	  the	  most	  risk.”	  (CD-‐	  	  9/12/08	  MEMO	  from	  SAC	  to	  PMT	  )	  
	  
“	  ..this	  alternative	  would	  require	  reliance	  on	  upstream	  flood	  control	  and	  pollutant	  
removal,	  	  and	  could	  necessitate	  periodic	  removal	  of	  accumulated	  pollutants	  for	  some	  
portions	  of	  the	  restored	  wetlands.	  	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  unknown	  how	  the	  flow	  and	  
sediment	  yield	  from	  the	  upper	  watershed	  would	  affect	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  marsh	  
in	  terms	  of	  scour	  or	  sediment	  deposition.”	  CD,	  P.	  4of	  9,	  10/15/08	  SAC	  MEMO,	  emphasis	  
added.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  evidence	  of	  any	  such	  large	  scale	  BMP	  (Best	  Management	  Practice)	  	  
	  planning	  or	  proposals	  for	  	  ‘flood	  control	  and	  pollutant	  removal”	  occurring	  upstream	  
on	  Ballona	  Creek.	  
	  
And,	  
	  
“Eric	  suggested	  that	  there	  be	  a	  statement	  up	  front	  indicating	  that	  this	  site	  will	  not	  be	  
self-‐sustainable,	  but	  will	  need	  to	  be	  actively	  managed	  in	  perpetuity.	  “	  (	  CD-‐	  7/7/08	  SAC	  
Conference	  Call)	  
	  
Discussion	  and	  comments	  made	  from	  key	  federal	  agencies	  were	  withheld	  from	  the	  
public,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  NOAA	  communications	  regarding	  concern	  of	  
toxicity	  of	  Ballona	  Creek	  upon	  the	  remaining	  wetlands	  should	  the	  levee	  
removal	  and	  dredging	  take	  place.	  (CD-‐	  National	  Oceanic	  Atmospheric	  Association	  email)	  	  	  
	  
Studies	  that	  discuss	  the	  toxicity	  of	  the	  Ballona	  Creek	  waters	  and	  sediment	  to	  life	  in	  
the	  waters	  and	  sediment	  were	  not	  released	  or	  shared	  with	  the	  public:	  
 
“These sediments were toxic to aquatic organisms, potentially from organic 
compounds in these sediments.  Ballona Creek has been identified as a 
potential source of tidal flows into Areas A, B, and C in each of the proposed 
restoration alternatives.  Therefore, there is concern to tidal marsh areas, 
resulting in a negative impact to the habitats and biological resources.”   (CD-  
Weston –Technical Memorandum 11/26/07; Water Quality Data Gap Investigation 
Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project- Pohl , P.E., Ph.D.) 
 
And,  
 
 “ The July 2006 report by Weston also concludes that there are concerns 
related to water and sediment quality adjacent to the tidal channels.  
Consequently there is a need to develop a strategy to evaluation the 
potential ecological risk associated with influent water or sediment quality to 
the restored wetlands. 
 
The scientific questions regarding sediment and water quality cannot be 
answered based on the information currently available, and will ultimately 
depend on the design of the project.” (CD- Memorandum 3/8/08; Subject: 
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APPROACH FOR ADDRESSING SEDIMENT AND WATER QUALITY ISSUES) 
 
And;	  	  
	  
“Eric-‐	  Conc(ept)	  D—is	  it	  attempt	  to	  move	  water	  and	  sediment	  into	  system	  
	  
Wayne-‐	  breaching	  levee	  bringing	  trash,	  water	  pollution	  and	  sediment	  into	  entire	  area	  
is	  problematic.	  
	  
John	  Dixon-‐important	  to	  describe	  these	  NOT	  as	  projects,	  but	  a	  directions.	  
	  
Ambrose-‐	  maybe	  D	  is	  too	  extreme—this	  won’t	  happen	  anyway.	  
	  
Dixon-‐	  do	  feasible	  maximum	  tidal,	  not	  D—need	  to	  scale	  back	  
	  
Jeremy-‐	  may	  need	  to	  do	  that,	  take	  out	  realignment	  Ballona—include	  realign	  on	  
Hydrologic	  options”	  	  	  
(CD-‐10/30/06	  SAC	  Conference	  Call)	  
	  
	  Additional	  -‐SPECIFICS	  OF	  THE	  STAFF	  RECOMMENDATION	  1/19/12	  
	  
The	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  misleads	  the	  public	  and	  the	  Governing	  Board	  as	  
seen	  on	  pg.	  3	  of	  9,	  paragraph	  5-‐	  
	  	  
“	  In	  order	  to	  complete	  the	  environmental	  analysis	  required	  under	  the	  National	  
Environmental	  Policy	  Act	  and	  the	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  and	  to	  apply	  
for	  permits	  to	  implement	  the	  project,	  detailed	  technical	  work	  must	  be	  completed.”	  
(Emphasis	  added.)	  
	  
What	  is	  not	  disclosed	  to	  the	  reader,	  is	  an	  entire	  change	  of	  process	  from	  the	  
Congressionally	  approved	  2005	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process	  requirements.	  	  
	  
The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  sentence	  itself	  is	  also	  very	  misleading.	  	  The	  applications	  
for	  permits	  to	  the	  USACE	  	  for	  implementation	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  “Plan”,	  
namely	  	  the	  destruction	  of	  the	  levees	  and	  the	  dredging	  of	  Ballona	  have	  been	  in	  
process	  prior	  to	  this	  Staff	  Recommendation.	  	  The	  Plan-‐regarding	  garnering	  the	  
USACE	  permits-‐including	  the	  408-‐	  was	  already	  in	  process.	  (CD)	  
	  
	  The	  Conservancy	  in	  its	  partnership	  with	  SMBRC	  fails	  to	  let	  the	  public	  know	  that	  
they	  have	  been	  working	  to	  end	  the	  congressionally	  approved	  federal	  portion	  of	  the	  
study	  which	  entails	  a	  full	  ecological	  	  review	  of	  the	  area	  between	  the	  Westchester	  
Bluffs,	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay,	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  mountains	  to	  	  a	  few	  miles	  inland	  –
which	  would	  also	  provide	  for	  a	  full	  review	  of	  ALL	  REASONABLE	  ALTERNATIVES	  for	  
enhancement	  of	  the	  ecosystem.	  	  (	  See	  minutes	  of	  USACE/Sponsor	  meetings	  provided	  in	  
the	  3/28/12	  Request	  to	  Rescind	  File	  No.04-‐088;	  EIS	  Lower	  Ballona	  Creek	  Restoration	  
Feasibility	  Study	  2005)	  
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Undisclosed	  is	  the	  take-‐over	  of	  process	  for	  Ballona	  ‘restoration’	  guided	  by	  the	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  that	  may	  disengage	  the	  USACE	  analysis	  provided	  for	  in	  the	  
established	  2005	  Joint	  EIR/EIS.	  	  	  	  
Instead,	  it	  appears	  that	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  along	  with	  SMBRC	  staff	  seek	  to	  
simply	  garner	  permits	  from	  the	  USACE	  ostensibly	  for	  destruction	  of	  habitat	  on	  
Ballona,	  in	  particular	  Area	  A	  and	  B	  of	  Ballona.	  	  Specifically,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  
seek	  permits	  (eg	  408)	  for	  levee	  and	  land	  destruction	  and	  removal.	  It	  appears	  that	  
the	  extensive	  dredging	  and	  massive	  bulldozing	  may	  provide	  the	  necessary	  fill	  for	  
	  the	  LA	  Port.	  	  Questions	  from	  the	  public	  regarding	  the	  CC/SMBRC/	  USACE	  status	  
have	  gone	  unanswered.	  	  (CD	  docs	  and	  SMBRC	  April	  meeting	  -‐submission	  by	  GC	  )	  
	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  discussion	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation—Area	  A	  is	  vegetated	  
primarily	  by	  native	  plants	  and	  native	  wildlife	  and,	  is	  host	  to	  endangered	  species	  
including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  Belding’s	  Savannah	  Sparrow.	  	  	  
Not	  provided	  to	  the	  public	  are	  documents	  and	  communications	  which	  provide,	  in	  
part,	  narrative	  of	  ‘moving’	  Belding	  Savannah	  Sparrows	  to	  areas	  not	  planned	  for	  
dredging.	  	  This	  information	  is	  vital	  for	  public	  discussion	  especially	  since,	  destruction	  
of	  the	  Belding’s	  habitat	  may	  wreak	  havoc	  upon	  the	  Belding	  population	  that	  utilizes	  
Ballona	  year	  round.	  (	  CD)	  
	  
	  
	  


-‐ Pg.	  3	  of	  9	  discusses	  hydrology/hydraulics	  studies	  that	  need	  to	  be	  done.	  	  What	  
is	  not	  discussed	  with	  the	  reader	  are	  the	  multiple	  public	  requests	  for	  actual	  
onsite	  hydrology	  studies	  that	  would	  include	  Ballona	  aquifer	  	  and	  
groundwater	  studies	  that	  would	  provide	  the	  knowledge	  for	  alternatives	  
inclusive	  of	  groundwater	  use	  onsite.	  	  	  Ballona	  has	  multiple	  aquifers	  
underlying	  the	  site.	  	  The	  aquifers	  are	  classified	  as	  potential	  drinking	  water	  
sources	  and	  are	  part	  of	  the	  West	  Basin	  aquifers	  which	  intermingle	  	  to	  the	  
south	  and	  east.	  (Poland	  Report)	  	  
	  


-‐ 	  None	  of	  the	  concerns	  raised	  in	  House	  Document	  389	  (part	  of	  the	  USACE	  
review)	  regarding	  problems	  associated	  with	  further	  saltwater	  intrusion	  	  
have	  been	  discussed.	  	  The	  elimination	  of	  the	  USACE	  EIS	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  would	  hasten	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  GOALS	  =	  
Estuarine	  which	  in	  turn	  would	  potentially	  threaten	  contamination	  of	  the	  
underground	  aquifers	  as	  per	  House	  Document	  389	  literature.	  	  None	  of	  the	  
above	  has	  been	  made	  a	  part	  of	  any	  review	  despite	  repeated	  requests	  from	  
the	  public	  for	  such	  studies.	  


	  
-‐ The	  SOCALGAS	  operations	  and	  oilfield	  gas	  migration	  throughout	  the	  Ballona	  


area	  have	  also	  not	  been	  discussed	  despite	  repeated	  requests	  from	  the	  public.	  	  
-‐ Thus	  pg	  9	  of	  9	  is	  insufficient	  and	  incorrect	  in	  its	  comments	  regarding	  the	  


Local	  Coastal	  Program	  and	  the	  Coastal	  Act,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  
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fact	  that	  there	  is	  no	  LCP	  language	  that	  states	  Ballona	  requires	  action	  as	  the	  
Staff	  Recommendation	  implies	  as	  per	  31252.	  


-‐ 	  
-‐ Staff	  Recommendation-‐	  Pg.	  8	  of	  9	  Under	  “Sea	  level	  rise	  vulnerability”	  
-‐ The	  Staff	  fail	  to	  alert	  the	  reader	  that	  the	  ‘broad	  areas	  of	  mid	  marsh	  and	  high	  


marsh”	  depicted-‐-‐showing	  a	  meandering	  Ballona	  Creek	  mid-‐way	  between	  
Area	  A	  and	  B-‐-‐	  will	  be	  inundated	  with	  yearly	  flood	  waters	  of	  the	  
contaminated	  Ballona	  Creek	  –potentially	  killing	  nesting	  or	  burrowing	  life	  in	  
the	  low,	  mid	  and	  	  high	  marsh	  areas.	  	  Concerns	  by	  the	  SAC	  team	  regarding	  	  
scouring,	  trash	  and	  contamination	  were	  not	  disclosed	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report	  and	  
have	  not	  been	  shared	  with	  the	  public.	  


-‐ 	  The	  Staff	  fail	  to	  inform	  the	  reader	  that	  the	  Preferred	  Plan	  creates	  a	  non	  
historic	  cycling	  of	  yearly	  floods,	  debris	  and	  contamination	  as	  part	  of	  an	  end	  of	  
pipe	  solution,	  a	  treatment	  wetland	  device	  .	  	  	  


-‐ The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  does	  not	  disclose	  the	  SAC	  discussion	  of	  concerns	  
regarding	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  treatment	  wetland.	  	  	  


-‐ The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  does	  not	  alert	  the	  reader	  as	  to	  what	  is	  achieved	  
with	  the	  use	  of	  the	  bond	  funds	  via	  “hydraulics”	  information.	  	  Will	  the	  
hydraulics	  information	  be	  exclusive	  to	  new	  levy	  construction?	  	  


-‐ The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  does	  not	  disclose	  to	  the	  reader,	  the	  need	  for	  
upcreek	  flood	  control	  or	  contamination	  control	  as	  is	  discussed	  by	  SAC.	  


-‐ 	  
31400-‐	  	  The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  cites	  enhancement	  of	  future	  NEW	  trails.	  	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  already	  awarded	  large	  grants	  specifically	  for	  the	  
Ballona	  Bike	  Trail	  (File	  No.	  07-‐058-‐01)	  which,	  currently	  exists	  and	  is	  heavily	  utilized	  
by	  the	  public.	  	  Since,	  much	  public	  funding	  has	  already	  been	  utilized	  and	  will	  be	  
utilized	  further	  for	  the	  pathway,	  why	  should	  that	  same	  importance	  of	  pathway	  be	  
taken	  away	  at	  Ballona?	  
Removal	  of	  the	  levees	  would	  not	  only	  take	  away	  a	  heavily	  utilized	  public	  biking	  and	  
hiking	  trail	  but	  would	  also	  take	  away	  the	  pathway’s	  use	  as	  an	  observatory	  
promenade	  for	  viewing	  the	  interior	  of	  Ballona.	  	  The	  levees	  provide	  an	  important	  
opportunity	  for	  viewing	  without	  intruding.	  	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  other	  agencies	  have	  failed	  to	  embrace	  and	  include	  the	  
public	  on	  this	  issue	  as	  well.	  	  Using	  the	  public’s	  hard	  earned	  money	  while	  keeping	  the	  
public	  out	  of	  the	  planning	  process	  reveals	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  not	  acted	  in	  
good	  faith.	  
	  
Grant	  Award	  of	  $280,000	  to	  Mountains	  Recreation	  and	  Conservation	  
Authority	  (MRCA)	  File	  No.	  04-‐088	  from	  Staff	  Recommendation	  7/21/10.	  
	  


1. The	  Mountains	  Recreation	  and	  Conservation	  Authority	  governing	  board	  
refused	  to	  approve	  the	  use	  of	  bond	  money	  for	  the	  trailhead(s)	  	  and	  other	  
enhancement	  s	  at	  Ballona.	  	  The	  Board	  agreed	  with	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  
Namely,	  that	  due	  to	  the	  ongoing	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process’	  requirements	  being	  
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more	  stringent	  than	  a	  singular	  EIR;	  	  those	  added	  requirements	  had	  to	  be	  
fulfilled	  prior	  to	  any	  further	  decision	  making	  taking	  place.	  	  	  
	  
Mr.	  Edmiston,	  at	  the	  meeting,	  asked	  did	  they	  want	  him	  to	  return	  the	  money?-‐	  	  
	  
Ostensibly	  the	  bond	  money	  had	  already	  been	  approved	  and	  given	  to	  
MRCA.	  	  	  Where	  did	  the	  money	  go?	  And;	  	  
	  


2. The	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  cites	  NEW	  levy	  demolition	  and	  bike	  
trails	  ,	  	  
“the	  proposed	  project	  could	  provide	  a	  new	  segment	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Trail	  .	  	  ……the	  
project	  is	  located	  at	  the	  intersection	  of	  the	  California	  Coastal	  Trail	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Creek	  Trail,	  and	  may	  offer	  a	  significant	  opportunity	  for	  the	  
development	  of	  improved	  connections	  between	  these	  trails.”	  P.	  7	  of	  9	  .	  


-‐ Since	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  been	  intent	  upon	  levee	  removal	  of	  Ballona	  
Creek	  and	  dredging	  the	  land	  in	  the	  near	  future;	  why	  did	  the	  Conservancy	  give	  
bond	  money	  to	  MRCA	  for	  trail	  head	  construction	  and	  enhancements	  for	  Area	  
A	  (in	  particular)-‐-‐apparently	  an	  area	  it	  intends	  to	  soon	  demolish	  and	  dredge?	  
These	  inconsistencies	  appear	  to	  show	  misuse	  of	  public	  funds;	  paying	  for	  
contractors	  and	  salaries	  	  	  for	  projects	  that	  lead	  nowhere.	  


-‐ Furthermore,	  it	  appears	  that	  when	  the	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  of	  Ballona	  desires	  
to	  garner	  public	  bond	  money;	  	  	  the	  wetlands	  (or	  bike	  path)	  are	  discussed	  in	  a	  
decidedly	  positive	  depiction	  as	  below:	  


	  
“Despite the degradation of site resources, significant wetland habitat remains within the Ballona 
Wetlands. Plant species within the project site include wetland indicators such as pickleweed, marsh 
heather, saltgrass, arrowgrass and glasswort, and a variety of upland and exotic species including brome, 
iceplant, oxalis, and ryegrass. Bird surveys indicate that the site is used seasonally by a variety of 
migratory shorebirds, as well as by typical shoreline residents (gulls, terns, and ducks) and typical upland 
birds including small raptors. Bird species of special interest observed	  in	  the	  project	  area	  include	  nesting	  
pairs	  of	  Belding’s	  Savannah	  sparrow	  and	  foraging use by California least terns. 
The proposed project will be implemented primarily on the portion of the BWER north of the Ballona Creek 
channel (Exhibit 2). This area of the reserve currently has very limited public access and suffers from 
illegal uses. The proposed project seeks to improve the resources on the site, increasing public use while 
discouraging illegal activities through improvements to fencing and signage.” File No. 04-088 
 
This same project manager provides an entirely different depiction in the negative—when 
public bond money is requested for demolition purposes on the same piece of property. 
Note also the language of utilizing funds to safeguard the property directly contradicts the 
1/19/12 Staff Recommendation of the 6 plus million wherein the Project Manager cites 
the need to demolish and dredge the same area as a means of eliminating public use by 
the homeless instead of—the aforementioned request for money to protect the same area. 
( See also Ms. Small e-mails discussing need to show greater degradation in order to 
secure the desired outcome. (J. Davis 3/28/12 Request to CC )) 
It appears that the Ballona habitat is characterized dependent upon financial requests---
not on reality or science based requests. 
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-‐ Despite	  repeated	  requests	  for	  public	  follow	  up	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  bond	  
money	  and	  that	  project,	  (including	  a	  request	  made	  for	  information	  at	  the	  
recent	  Ballona	  Watershed	  Task	  Force	  Meeting)	  none	  has	  been	  forthcoming	  
from	  MRCA	  staff	  or	  CC	  staff.	  
 
“In 2008, the Conservancy authorized funds to the MRCA for planning, final design and 
implementation of specific public access improvements identified in the Ballona Wetlands Early 
BALLONA WETLANDS PUBLIC ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS 
Action Plan. MRCA has completed much of that work and as a result of that planning effort, the 
project partners determined that some of the specific access improvements identified in that plan 
may need to be re-evaluated and others should be reviewed and permitted as part of the larger 
wetland restoration project. Rather than pursue the Early Action Plan improvements, the project 
partners decided that it is a higher priority to develop targeted educational and public access 
programs in the northern 300 acre portion of the site where there is currently almost no public 
access. The proposed project would also provide funding for MRCA to continue working on 
planning public access improvements for inclusion in the ultimate restoration project.” 


	  
	  
This	  inconsistency	  for	  request/approval	  and	  follow-‐up	  on	  bond	  funds	  
continues	  to	  remain	  unexplained.	  	  	  
	  
And,how	  does	  removal	  of	  the	  levees-‐	  the	  lower	  leg	  of	  the	  “Class	  1	  bike	  path”	  fit	  with	  the	  public’s	  
money	  expended	  	  below?:	  
“I_n_	  _2_0_0_0_,_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _h_e_l_p_e_d_	  _f_u_n_d_	  _a_	  _r_e_g_i_o_n_a_l_	  _p_l_a_n_	  
_f_o_r_	  _c_r_e_a_t_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _a_	  _“P_a_r_k_	  _t_o_	  _P_l_a_y_a_”	  _r_i_v_e_r_	  _p_a_r_k_w_a_y_	  _f_r_o_m_	  
_t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_d_w_i_n_	  _H_i_l_l_s_	  _t_o_	  _M_a_r_i_n_a_	  _D_e_l_	  _R_e_y_._	  _T_h_e_	  _p_l_a_n_	  
_e_n_v_i_s_i_o_n_e_d_	  _c_r_e_a_t_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _a_	  _p_a_r_k_w_a_y_	  _a_l_o_n_g_	  _B_a_l_l_o_n_a_	  _C_r_e_e_k_	  
_t_o_	  _l_i_n_k_	  _e_x_p_a_n_d_e_d_	  _p_a_r_k_s_	  _a_t_	  _t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_d_w_i_n_	  _H_i_l_l_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  
_b_e_a_c_h_e_s_	  _a_n_d_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_a_s_t_a_l_	  _T_r_a_i_l_._	  _I_n_	  _2_0_0_1_,_	  _t_h_e_	  
_C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _h_e_l_p_e_d_	  _f_u_n_d_	  _t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_l_o_n_a_	  _C_r_e_e_k_	  _a_n_d_	  _T_r_a_i_l_	  
_F_o_c_u_s_e_d_	  _S_p_e_c_i_a_l_	  _S_t_u_d_y_	  _w_h_i_c_h_	  _i_d_e_n_t_i_f_i_e_d_	  _p_o_t_e_n_t_i_a_l_	  
_i_m_p_r_o_v_e_m_e_n_t_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  _c_r_e_e_k_	  _a_n_d_	  _t_r_a_i_l_._	  _C_o_n_s_i_s_t_e_n_t_	  _w_i_t_h_	  
_t_h_a_t_	  _s_t_u_d_y_,_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _h_a_s_	  _a_l_s_o_	  _p_r_o_v_i_d_e_d_	  _f_u_n_d_i_n_g_	  
_f_o_r_	  _t_h_e_	  _c_o_n_s_t_r_u_c_t_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _a_	  _p_e_d_e_s_t_r_i_a_n_	  _b_r_i_d_g_e_	  _i_n_	  _C_u_l_v_e_r_	  
_C_i_t_y_	  _w_h_i_c_h_	  _i_n_c_r_e_a_s_e_d_	  _a_c_c_e_s_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_l_o_n_a_	  _C_r_e_e_k_	  
_T_r_a_i_l_._	  _T_h_a_t_	  _p_r_o_j_e_c_t_	  _h_a_s_	  _b_e_e_n_	  _c_o_m_p_l_e_t_e_d_._	  _T_h_i_s_	  _p_r_o_j_e_c_t_	  
_w_i_l_l_	  _h_e_l_p_	  _t_o_	  _i_m_p_l_e_m_e_n_t_	  _t_h_e_	  _v_i_s_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _t_h_e_	  _“P_a_r_k_	  _t_o_	  _P_l_a_y_a_”	  
_a_n_d_	  _t_h_e_	  _F_o_c_u_s_e_d_	  _S_t_u_d_y_,_	  _d_e_v_e_l_o_p_i_n_g_	  _a_	  _m_u_l_t_i_-‐_b_e_n_e_f_i_t_,_	  
_g_a_t_e_w_a_y_	  _p_a_r_k_	  _t_h_a_t_	  _w_i_l_l_	  _i_n_c_r_e_a_s_e_	  _a_c_c_e_s_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  _t_r_a_i_l_	  
_a_n_d_	  _e_n_h_a_n_c_e_	  _t_h_e_	  _e_x_p_e_r_i_e_n_c_e_	  _o_f_	  _t_r_a_i_l_	  _u_s_e_r_s_._	  _File	  No.	  07-‐058-‐01;	  
Project	  Manager	  Mary	  Small	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _f_u_n_d_s_	  _f_o_r_	  _t_h_i_s_	  _p_r_o_j_e_c_t_	  _a_r_e_	  _e_x_p_e_c_t_e_d_	  _t_o_	  
_d_e_r_i_v_e_	  _f_r_o_m_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_’s_	  _F_Y_2_0_0_2_/_0_3_	  _a_p_p_r_o_p_r_i_a_t_i_o_n_	  
_f_r_o_m_	  _P_r_o_p_o_s_i_t_i_o_n_	  _4_0_”)	  


	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3.	  	  Staff	  Reccommendation	  pg.	  9	  of	  9	  re:	  Consistency	  With	  Local	  Coastal	  Policies	  	  	  	  	  
fails	  to	  provide	  accurate	  Local	  Coastal	  Plan	  (LCP	  )background	  information.	  
	  
The Coastal Commission certified the first LUP in 1984, the La Ballona MDR Land Use 
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Plan. 
 
The Land Use Plan was then changed to reflect two distinctly different Land Use 
Plans, the La Ballona 
Plan and the new and different MDR LUP. 
 
It is questionable as to if the California Coastal Commission certified another Land 
Use Plan for the Playa Vista Project. 
 
Consistency with the California Coastal Act must be consistent with Chapter 3 of that 
Act. 
 
The Project will not restore, but will instead convert the land from one historic 
natural function to an entirely new function that is unnatural.  
Lack of saltwater connection is demonstrated in historic maps from the U.S. 
Geological Survey. ( A USGS map was submitted at the public hearing on Jan 
19,2012.  The CC remains nonresponsive)  
 
Grassroots Coalition respectfully requests a written response to this Additional 
Complaint and maintains its request for response to the 3/29/12 REQUEST TO 
RESCIND APPLICATION FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL ON 1/19/12,  to 
award $6,490,000 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Engineering and Technical Studies. 
(File 04-088) 
 
The PRA response CD cited herein, is on file with the Coastal Conservancy.  Copies of 
the CD are available upon request and/or are being forwarded. 
 
GC also reserves its right to amend this Complaint and Request with additional 
information. 
 
Attached is the 3/28/12 Request to Rescind from John Davis to Ca.Coastal 
Conservancy regarding File No. 04-088 
 
 
Respectfully,  
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition-President 
  
 
 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































a.  One example of an SCC grant award AFTER the Dept of Finance audit comments was for Ballona Wetlands. The grant
award lacked the application for a grant from SCC to the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Foundation(SMBRFOUNDATION) .
 An SCC grant of $6 1/2 million was awarded to the Foundation without the Foundation having provided an application
for the money. (ATTACHMENT 1- yellow form grant award garnered via a Public Record Act request.) 



b.  A staff recommendation, File No. 04-088, was apparently provided to SCC Commissioners for approval at a Jan. 19,
2012 meeting.  This staff recommendation, filed by Project Manager : Mary Small,  authorizes disbursement of Prop. 12
public bond dollars of up to $6, 250,000 for engineering, hydrologic analyses, geotechnical assessments, and public
access design --ostensibly by the Coastal Conservancy and, an additional $240,000 authorization to disburse up to
$240,000 to the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Foundation for data collection, technical review and agency coordination…

Upon Public Record Act requests ( Davis) for any/all applications provided to SCC from the SMBRFOUNDATION for grant
funds, none was available written prior to the award by SCC.  Instead, apparently, after the fact, language for use in a
grant agreement appears in PRA requested emails of the Project Manager.

At the very lease, public discussion regarding such activities should be disclosed and discussed openly
with SCC to determine what occurred. 

(ATTACHMENT 2)



A)  Grant Application Process & Timeline, Application Review & Evaluation, Scoring.
1.  (See 1) above for issues regarding the need for application fulfillments.  

2.  It would be helpful for the public to view applications submitted and thereby be able to be part of an open process.
 Issues of which the SCC reviewers may not be aware regarding a particular project could then be vetted between the
public and project stakeholders and the SCC in order to ensure a diverse
opinion and knowledge base are utilized thereby reducing the potential for a biased or preconceived outcome to occur
where multiple alternatives and public inclusion were written into the bond language. This process would also likely save
public dollars from frivolous, inappropriate and/or incompetent use.
This process would also provide for a more legally defensible project.

3.  . Potential conflicts of interest-  while important that the SCC maintain requirements for disclosure of potential
conflicts of interest, it would be better to include an open period for potential reviewers to be named and open to public
comment prior to confirmation.    Citizen concerns  and knowledge regarding 
potential conflicts of interest would be able to be addressed and vetted, providing for transparency of process and also
help to ensure that a reviewer 
has had an opportunity to consider and vet publicly any  potential conflicted interests of contractors and/ or project
management/ scientific  teams.

Example of concern to the public which should be addressed- ATTACHMENT 3.  This attachment, provides information
that is not generally known and
provides an example of a potential conflict of interest.  The SCC Project Manager is listed on the Board of Directors
to a non-profit that receives grant money from the SCC.  The non-profit is the same nonprofit in receipt of SCC grant
money in ATTACHMENT 1.   Whether one is a board member  or simply a member of a nonprofit receiving money from
the SCC of which that same board member/ member  is also the SCC project manager to the project  where the SCC
money goes--- needs to be disclosed and vetted publicly for an open and transparent process to occur. Time frames and
historical ties should be taken into account, disclosed and publicly vetted since even the hint of potential conflicted
interest should be resolved openly.

(The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Foundation  IRS page from 2006-  Mary Small ( SCC Project Manager for Ballona
Wetlands Restoration Project)



The SMBRFOUNDATION IRS page from 2006 above provides the language,  "…The Project, which later
became the Foundation,…"

AT NO TIME DID THE SANTA MONICA BAY RESTORATION PROJECT BECOME THE FOUNDATION.
After legislatively created, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, in 2002 under new legislation became the Santa
Monica Bay Restoration Commission.
The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Foundation is simply an independent non-profit.  Public Record Act requests
requesting any/all contracts
between the SMBRCommission and the SMBRFOUNDATION have yielded no contracts.

The question arises, that since Mary Small is a board member of the SMBRFOUNDATION, what legal or moral implications
arise from her
association with the SMBRFOUNDATION and SCC as well as for the misrepresentation of the SMBRFOUNDATION as
BEING THE SMBRPROJECT?

For the purposes of this comment opportunity, GC would like to see the SCC openly address these issues
with the public as a good faith showing and example of how further Proposition FUNDS will be addressed
to avoid such apparent inconsistencies in real life operational practices.

4.  All of the stakeholders and public need to be embraced in a meaningful, unbiased fashion.  The SCC can
be seen in Complaint by John Davis (Attachment A)
to be deliberately picking and choosing entities which SCC believes will promote its agenda/ fixed outcome and then
providing those entities with early information and even drafting support letters for them to sign onto regarding specific



SCC Commissioner grant approval meetings. Alongside this inappropriate behavior, the same SCC entities openly discuss
and color their email discussions to the disadvantage and exclusion of those stakeholders and members of the public
that SCC chooses to exclude and otherwise cause disadvantage.  
Such behavior should not be tolerated as it is prejudiced and precludes transparency and fairness and is wholly
contradictory to what is stated as happening in the grant staff reports.

The example provided (Attachment A) reveals that the Ballona Working Group, which include numerous stakeholder
group nonprofits that have worked for the past 20 plus years to save Ballona Wetlands from development, DID NOT
COME UP WITH THE CONCEPTUAL RESTORATION PLAN that SCC has
been promoting.  Instead, handpicked SCC proponents, organizations that had little or nothing to do with the saving of
Ballona, were actively engaged to
promote the SCC agenda.
SCC Complaint by Grassroots Coalition (Both Complaint by GC and Davis were previously submitted as examples of
problem issues that need to be addressed regarding grant  award protocol and processing.
 
Attachment A, SCC Complaint by John Davis

B)  Program Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility, Conservancy Required Project Selection Criteria.

The SCC has guidelines that are generally good.  It is in the definition of specifics that needs address as well as new and
changing times of knowledge and need that need to be readdressed and kept open for clarity and change.  Specific
terminology including actual definition PER THE PROJECT would provide better clarity and communication.

1.  Terminology of 'restore', and 'enhance' are terms that we now know extend from an environmentally gentle hand-
hewn and phased (over time in order to not risk further loss of habitat and wildlife) approaches to industrial scale
bulldozing that destroys the entirety of what currently exists in order to attempt to
CREATE  an ecosystem.  The intent of SCC's use of public bond dollars and use for grants needs to be written clearly and
with language that will provide for accountability and not vagueness. 
 
2.   New scientific study and knowledge, including those paid for by the SCC are revealing many wetlands as having been
predominantly closed to the ocean, including Ballona.  With this new knowledge comes the need for undoing past
incorrect statements that the SCC has been promoting.  For instance, regarding Ballona Wetlands, the SCC paid for/
awarded grants for studies that revealed Ballona as predominantly an historically closed system.  Meanwhile, the SCC has
also provided money, awarded grants to contractors and the SMBRFOUNDATION for oversight of such language into
permit applications that we now know to be factually incorrect.  There needs to be an undoing of factually incorrect
historical information from the permit application that the
SCC awarded grant money.  Furthermore, future awarded grants must rely upon factually correct information in order to
provide for a best good faith effort .

3.   When grants are given for studies, there needs to be accountability for how a study is carried out, by whom is it
being carried out and for what intended purpose.  Potential conflicted interests need to be vetted publicly up front and
public input needs to have a meaningful response during the project planning and all steps of project process. Public
Record Act requests reveal that the public, in the main, becomes invisible in process records  and only appear as names
signed onto attendance sheets that are later used to display outreach by SCC.   This is hardly a meaningful inclusion of
the public, instead it simply resonates as tool of pretense in order to promote a biased,  predetermined agenda.  

4.   Thus, the public, when approving bond funds, needs to have disclosure, transparency and openness to
what they are asked to monetarily provide and or provide via inclusion in a project's planning and
implementation.  
For example, Ballona Wetlands restoration was based upon a relatively fixed amount and approach that stakeholders and
those that had worked over 20 years to save the area, were promised by SCC and bond agreements.  Unfortunately, and
contrary to the bond language and contrary to grant staff reports of public support, there has occurred instead a
systematic and deliberate obfuscation of process and change of what was envisioned and written.  

5.   Should there be changes to a project's concept then it would be better to be responsive to the public
and exchange such ideas in an open forum of meaningful discussion wherein the pros and cons of
changing a project and/or excluding basic data can be publicly vetted and dealt with openly and directly. 
Today, there is a great deal of public outcry against the SCC's Plan for Ballona Wetlands Restoration.  This
outcry should be heeded as there are significant  and scientific reasons for such dissension against the
SCC Plan.  Perhaps, even more importantly statewide,  the basis for such dissension comes from the
failure of due process that this grant process comment period attempts to address.  Ballona exists as a
model of what
has gone wrong and the need for change in the SCC award process.  

In conclusion, Grassroots Coalition seeks to allow the public to make an informed decision and to be able
to participate fully in decision making.
GC also seeks to work with our state and federal agencies in an atmosphere of genuine openness,
transparency and mutual respect.

Thank you for your attention to these matters of great public concern.  
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition



From: Jason Casanova
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Prop 1 Guidelines - additional comments
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 4:28:14 PM

For all Prop 1 grant awards, Council for Watershed Health would encourage the 
Coastal Conservancy to consider allowing a non-profit to be reimbursed at a higher 
indirect rate, either based on a federally approved rate* or a State rate (calculated 
using the same methodology as the federal process) that is negotiated and approved 
with the Coastal Conservancy, if it so chooses. Limiting indirect rates as it currently 
stands forces nonprofits to subsidize what the State requirements demand but 
refuse to fully cover (e.g. accounting, facilities, administrative expenses). Indirect 
costs are real costs of doing business and have nothing to do with profiteering. 
Prohibiting payment of indirect costs is particularly harmful to non-profit 
organizations, which do not receive funds from fees, fines, or rates. Paradoxically, 
prohibiting/limiting payment of indirect costs to grantees may cost the State more as 
it forces more of the work to be subcontracted through consultants that are then 
free to build indirect and profit charges into base rates. 
We therefore ask the Conservancy to support and adopt these federally accepted 
methods of calculating the full costs of work (“direct” plus “indirect” expenses) and 
reimburse nonprofits for those costs. 
* https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/12/26/2013-30465/uniform-
administrative-requirements-cost-principles-and-audit-requirements-for-federal-
awards#h-156

Sincerely,
Jason Casanova
Council for Watershed Health

mailto:cas@watershedhealth.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/12/26/2013-30465/uniform-administrative-requirements-cost-principles-and-audit-requirements-for-federal-awards#h-156
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/12/26/2013-30465/uniform-administrative-requirements-cost-principles-and-audit-requirements-for-federal-awards#h-156
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/12/26/2013-30465/uniform-administrative-requirements-cost-principles-and-audit-requirements-for-federal-awards#h-156


From: Bryan Largay
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Prop 1 Guidelines Comments
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 12:40:44 PM

Dear Coastal Conservancy,
Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines,
Draft February 2015.
 
Below we provide our review of the proposed guidelines.

·       We strongly support each of the goals identified on in Section II A, the Selection Criteria
in Section II B and the Purposes in Section II C.
·       Some of the purposes in Section II C may conflict with one another, such that a project
that advances one purpose may detract from another purpose in this section. We encourage
the Coastal Conservancy to invite transparency about such conflicts by requesting disclosure
by project applicants, and inviting applicants to describe the net benefit overall to coastal
resources after accounting for those tradeoffs.
·       We strongly support Sections II D, E and F as written.
·       We are comfortable with Section III.
·       We support the CalEnviroScreen approach, although we might make this suggestion: that
projects easily accessible by communities with a high CalEnviroScreen score, such as one
within a couple miles on existing trails, would be eligible for the bonus points.
·       Section V B. We are uncomfortable with the encouragement to include the California
Conservation Corps because we have found the work ethic among various crews to be
lacking.

We have no further comments.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in your process.
 
Kind regards,
Bryan Largay
 
____________________
Bryan Largay
Conservation Director, Land Trust of Santa Cruz County
831-234-1177 (m), Bryan.Largay@LandTrustSantaCruz.org
 

mailto:bryan.largay@landtrustsantacruz.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov


From: patricia mc pherson
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Proposition 1 Grant Program
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 8:57:29 AM
Attachments: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS JD COMMENTS copy.pdf

CA CONSERVENCY PUBLIC COMMENTS JOHHN DAVIS 3-29-2012.pdf

Grassroots Coalition (GC) resubmits the following Complaints filed to the Ca. Coastal Conservancy and
have never received any
response as requested.  The Complaints filed align with problems found in the 2011 Dept. of Finance
audit performed upon the
Ca. Coastal Conservancy.  While Ballona Wetlands Restoration and Prop 12 funds there used were not
included in the samples chosen by
the Dept. of Finance, similar, if not worse problems accompany the use of Prop12 funds there.

GC believes that the CA. Coastal Conservancy has not made progress towards alleviating the problems
encountered by the Dept of Finance audit of 2011.
Numerous issues of conflict of interest, fair political practice issues etc. that are not part of audits are
also part of the concerns GC
has regarding the actions of Ca. Coastal Conservancy leadership and project manager --in particular
concerning the Ballona Wetlands Restoration activities and the intimate and we believe conflicted
relationship between the JPA-Authority consisting of the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission and
the LA County Public Works as it is intertwined with a private business known as the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Foundation.

GC reserves the right to provide further comments per the Prop. 1 Grant program, however GC believes
and is concerned that the same problems regarding the Ballona Restoration will likewise be a part of
future Prop 1 Grant Programs and hence problems.

Thank you for your attention to these matters of great public concern,
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition

mailto:patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
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FROM:	  Grassroots	  Coalition,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  August	  2,	  2012	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Patricia	  McPherson,	  President	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net	  
	  
TO:	  	  	  
California	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Attn.	  Executive	  Director,	  San	  Schuchat	  &	  
	  All	  Governing	  Board	  Member	  and	  Alternates	  
	  
CC	  
John	  Chiang-‐	  CA.	  State	  Controller	  
Matosantos-‐	  CA.	  Dept.	  of	  Finance	  Director	  
Bill	  Lockyer-‐	  CA.	  State	  Treasurer	  
John	  Laird-‐	  Dept.	  of	  Natural	  Resources	  
U.S.	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers	  	  Attn.	  Commander	  Mark	  Toy	  
U.S.	  Senator	  Barbara	  Boxer	  
U.S.	  Congress	  Person	  Maxine	  Waters	  
L.A.Councilman	  Bill	  Rosendahl	  
	  
	  
RE:	  	  Complaint-‐	  Supporting	  the	  3/29/12	  REQUEST	  TO	  RESCIND	  APPROVAL	  FOR	  
STAFF	  RECOMMENDATION	  APPROVAL	  ON	  1/19/12	  awarding	  $6,490,00.	  for:	  	  FILE	  
NO.	  04-‐088-‐	  
	  
BALLONA	  WETLANDS	  RESTORATION	  ENGINEERING	  AND	  TECHNICAL	  STUDIES	  
 
 
The following paper from Grassroots Coalition (GC) represents GC’s opinion of its findings and data 
support garnered via the Public Record Act and the Freedom of Information Act. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  
This	  document	  also	  requests	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  to	  stop	  its	  illegitimate	  
interference	  in	  the	  approved	  and	  ongoing	  2005	  Joint	  EIS/EIR	  process	  between	  
the	  Sponsor-‐-‐	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay	  Restoration	  Commission	  (SMBRC)/	  LA	  County	  
Flood	  Control	  and,	  the	  U.S.	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers.	  
	  
	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  using	  its	  control	  over	  public	  bond	  money,	  has	  shut	  
out	  the	  public	  process	  and	  taken	  its	  influence	  as	  a	  financially	  powerful	  board	  
member	  of	  the	  SMBRC	  and	  partner	  of	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Fish	  &	  
Game	  (DFG),	  the	  lead	  agency	  of	  the	  publicly	  owned	  Ballona	  Wetlands—to	  fund	  
a	  process	  that	  is	  contradictory	  to	  the	  2005	  federal	  process	  that	  was	  requested	  
by	  Congress.	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  is	  propelling	  a	  bait	  and	  switch	  –	  a	  NEW	  	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  
process	  and	  a	  NEW	  Notice	  of	  Intent	  (NOI)	  that	  undermines	  and	  attempts	  to	  
extinguish	  the	  current	  2005	  Joint	  EIS/EIR	  APPROVED	  PROCESS	  with	  its	  
attendant	  safeguards	  of	  multiple	  habitat	  restoration	  alternatives.	  
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The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  is	  instead,	  illegitimately	  propelling	  a	  singular	  
outcome	  that	  stops	  restoration	  of	  Ballona	  and	  protection	  of	  its	  endangered	  
species	  to	  instead	  convert	  the	  habitat	  into	  a	  non-‐historical	  dredged	  out	  
estuarine	  habitat	  that	  promotes	  LA	  Port	  expansion	  and	  other	  financial	  deals.	  
 
	  
Background:	  
In	  2004,	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  acreage	  was	  purchased	  via	  PUBLIC	  funding	  for	  
approximately	  $140	  million.	  The	  land	  is	  owned	  by	  the	  public	  and	  is	  currently	  
administered	  by	  the	  California	  Dept.	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game	  (freshwater	  marsh	  portion	  by	  
the	  State	  Lands	  Commission)	  .	  
	  
Important,	  new	  information	  contained	  herein	  reflects	  a	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  (CC)	  
Public	  Record	  Act	  (PRA)	  response	  consisting	  of	  numerous	  heretofore	  undisclosed	  
CC	  documents	  contained	  on	  a	  CD.	  	  The	  CD	  was	  provided	  after	  the	  1/19/12	  	  CC	  
Governing	  Board	  Hearing	  in	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA.	  and,	  	  after	  the	  CC	  Governing	  Board’s	  
Hearing	  in	  Ventura,	  CA.	  on	  3/29/12.	  
	  
	  


I.	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  PRA	  CD	  provides	  evidence	  to	  show	  that	  misleading	  
and/or	  incorrect	  information	  was	  presented	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation	  of	  


1/19/12	  (File	  No.	  04-‐088)	  	  
	  
The	  newly	  disclosed	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  documents	  (CD)	  reveal:	  


A. potential	  misuse	  of	  public	  bond	  money	  (Prop.	  12,	  PRC	  5096.352	  (f)	  and	  or	  
(b)(1));	  	  


B. 	  lack	  of	  disclosure,	  	  lack	  of	  public	  process	  and	  transparency	  of	  process	  
regarding	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  involvement	  and;	  associations	  with	  
other	  agencies	  -‐-‐federal-‐	  US	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers	  (USACE)	  and;	  state	  
agencies	  and;	  a	  private	  nonprofit-‐	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay	  Restoration	  
Foundation	  (Foundation)	  that	  pertain	  to	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  in	  Los	  Angeles,	  
CA.	  	  


C. Prop.	  12	  (	  Number	  172	  of	  Dept.	  of	  Natural	  Resources	  Listing	  of	  Prop.	  12	  bond	  
grants;	  	  3760-‐30203-‐0005(2)(B)07)	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  bond	  grant	  to	  	  
The	  Southern	  California	  Coastal	  Water	  Research	  Project	  (SCWRP)	  -‐Ballona	  
Wetlands	  Restoration.	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  contrary	  to	  the	  bond	  grant	  
language	  and	  intention	  of	  allowing	  for	  a	  “scientific	  advisory	  committee”	  
(SAC)	  to	  review	  and	  advise	  regarding	  	  ‘enhancement’	  plans	  for	  the	  
restoration	  goals	  of	  Ballona	  Wetlands;	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  instead	  
propelled	  and	  directed	  SCCWRP	  members	  and	  other	  contractors	  to	  perform	  a	  
singular	  outcome	  of	  ‘creation’	  of	  a	  full	  tidal/	  estuarine,	  non-‐historical	  ,	  
treatment	  wetland	  as	  an	  end	  of	  pipe,	  experimental	  solution	  to	  the	  toxic	  
contamination	  of	  Ballona	  Creek.	  	  	  
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The	  CC	  Staff	  Recommendation	  is	  a	  non-‐historically	  oriented	  goal	  and	  thus	  
fails	  to	  adhere	  to	  bond	  language	  for	  “enhancement”	  of	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  and	  
also	  fails	  to	  adhere	  to	  “restoration”	  as	  defined	  by	  Southern	  California	  
Wetlands	  Recovery	  Project	  (SCWRP).	  (See	  p.3	  SCWRP	  restoration	  definition)	  
And,	  contrary	  to	  publically	  stated	  and	  written	  goals	  of	  transparency	  and	  
interchange,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  precluded	  the	  public	  and	  Working	  Group	  
from	  participating	  and	  interfacing	  with	  SAC.	  	  Thus,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC,	  
utilizing	  all	  public	  bond	  dollars	  have	  effectively	  shut	  the	  public	  out	  of	  the	  
Ballona	  Wetland	  Restoration	  design	  process.	  	  	  
	  	  


Contrary	  to	  comments	  made	  below	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation	  1/19/12	  (File	  No.	  
04-‐088),	  the	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  not	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  and	  
the	  public	  and	  other	  parties	  were	  precluded	  from	  participation	  in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  
development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives	  


	  
“Cooperation:	  	  The	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  with	  
input	  from	  a	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee,	  an	  Agency	  Advisor	  Committee,	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Working	  Group	  made	  up	  of	  representatives	  of	  local	  nonprofit	  organizations,	  
agency	  staff	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Individual	  public	  members	  also	  participated	  
in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives.”	  
(p.	  9	  of	  9	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation;	  Emphasis	  added.)	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  reveal	  that	  the	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  by	  the	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  by	  the	  executive	  director	  and	  staff	  of	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay	  
Restoration	  Commission-‐	  a	  California	  state	  agency.	  	  	  
	  
Note-‐	  the	  SMBRCommission’s	  executive	  director	  and	  most	  staff	  are	  not	  state	  personnel	  .	  Since	  
2005,	  the	  executive	  director	  and	  staff	  of	  	  the	  SMBRFoundation	  (a	  private	  501c3)	  	  
simultaneously	  act	  as	  SMBRC	  staff	  and	  executive	  director.	  	  IRS	  records	  reveal	  payment	  to	  the	  
Foundation’s	  executive	  director	  and	  staff	  from	  the	  Foundation.	  	  We	  have	  found	  no	  contractual	  
authority	  for	  such	  private	  persons	  to	  serve	  as	  state	  officers	  of	  a	  state	  agency	  or	  as	  staff	  of	  a	  
state	  agency.	  	  We	  are	  currently	  requesting	  an	  assessment	  and	  investigation	  into	  these	  matters	  
of	  great	  public	  concern.	  	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  reveal	  that	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  Staff	  Recommendation	  was	  
created:	  
	  


1. in	  a	  void	  of	  public/	  Working	  Group	  input	  acknowledgement	  and	  use.	  
2. in	  a	  vacuum	  of	  interchange	  between	  the	  Scientific	  Advisory	  Committee	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  


the	  public/	  Working	  Group	  and	  the	  USACE	  contractual	  agreements.	  
3. while	  failing	  to	  disclose	  scientific	  findings	  to	  all	  parties	  and;	  
4. while	  failing	  to	  provide	  process	  as	  written	  by	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy.	  
5. without	  adherence	  to	  the	  2005,	  contractual	  	  agreement	  between	  the	  United	  	  


States	  Army	  Corps	  of	  Engineers	  (USACE)	  and	  the	  Sponsor	  (aka	  the	  Authority-‐	  
SMBRC	  &	  LA	  County	  Flood	  Control)	  wherein	  a	  Joint	  	  EIR/	  EIS	  of	  Corps	  certified	  
programs	  of	  environmental	  review	  would	  take	  place	  and;	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
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6. without	  CC	  Governing	  Board	  authorization	  and	  without	  public	  disclosure-‐-‐	  	  
the	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  created	  an	  enterprise	  consisting	  of	  a	  ‘new’	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  process	  ostensibly	  intended	  to	  circumvent	  the	  2005	  approved	  
process.	  	  (JD	  submission	  to	  CC	  3/29/12)	  


7. 	  
Lack	  of	  Disclosure	  Has	  Led	  To	  An	  Inability	  To	  Make	  Informed	  Decisions	  
	  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  I.	  	  
A.	  	  Proposition	  12	  Funds-‐The	  Public’s	  Intent	  	  -‐	  To	  Acquire,	  Protect	  
and	  Restore	  Is	  Not	  Fulfilled.	  


	  
The	  Prop.	  12,	  Public	  Resource	  Code	  (PRC)	  Section	  5096.352	  language	  states,	  “	  (f)	  
Twenty-‐five	  million	  dollars	  ($25,000,000)	  of	  the	  funds	  shall	  be	  allocated	  to	  acquire,	  
protect,	  and	  restore	  wetlands	  projects	  that	  are	  a	  minimum	  of	  400	  acres	  in	  size	  in	  
any	  county	  with	  a	  population	  greater	  than	  5,000,000.	  (Emphasis	  added.	  The	  Ballona	  
Wetlands	  is	  distinguished	  as	  fulfilling	  this	  specific	  criteria.)	  	  
	  
Restoration—specifically	  refers	  to	  actions	  taken	  to	  obtain	  a	  former	  state	  of	  a	  
natural	  condition.	  	  (Southern	  California	  Wetlands	  Recovery	  Project	  (SCWRP)-‐	  Science	  Advisory	  
Panel	  (SAP)-‐	  Glossary	  of	  Terms)	  
	  
Estuarine	  wetlands-‐	  are	  subtidal	  and	  intertidal	  habitats	  that	  are	  semi-‐enclosed	  by	  land,	  have	  access	  
to	  the	  open	  ocean,	  and	  in	  which	  ocean	  water	  is	  at	  least	  occasionally	  diluted	  by	  freshwater	  runoff	  from	  
the	  land	  (Cowardin	  et.	  Al.	  1979)SCWRP,	  SAP	  Glossary)	  
	  
.	  	  Ballona	  was	  not	  historically	  continually	  open	  and	  connected	  to	  the	  ocean	  and	  
large,	  inundating	  flows	  of	  fresh	  water	  occurred	  infrequently	  only	  during	  major	  flood	  
events	  (CD-‐	  SAC	  docs;	  USGS	  docs	  provided	  to	  CC	  by	  J.	  Davis;	  CC’s	  T-‐sheets).	  
	  


“The	  project	  we	  are	  recommending	  is	  enormous	  in	  scale.”	  CC-‐	  MarySmall	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (JD	  PRA	  Response	  attachment	  in	  3/28/12	  CC	  Hearing-‐Request	  )	  


	  	  
	  Contrary	  to	  “protecting	  and	  restoring”	  the	  Ballona	  habitat,	  	  the	  approval	  of	  the	  
Engineering	  and	  Technical	  Studies	  &	  SMBRC	  bond	  awards	  will	  specifically	  promote	  
a	  singular	  outcome—	  massive	  destruction	  of	  currently	  functioning	  habitat	  that	  will	  
not	  ‘obtain	  a	  former	  state	  of	  a	  natural	  condition’	  	  but,	  will	  instead	  endeavor	  upon	  a	  
non-‐historically	  oriented,	  experimental	  estuarine	  treatment	  wetland	  project	  
expected	  to	  encounter	  yearly	  flooding	  and	  scouring	  events.	  	  The	  project	  is	  not	  
expected	  to	  be	  self-‐sustaining	  but	  instead	  expected	  to	  promote	  a	  perpetual	  money	  
pit	  of	  contracts	  for	  monitoring	  and	  unknown	  but	  expected	  repairs	  and	  fixes-‐	  -‐	  future	  
landscape	  changes	  further	  transfiguring	  the	  flora	  and	  fauna.	  (CD/SAC)	  
	  
A	  failure	  to	  adhere	  to	  grant	  proposal	  requirements,	  as	  dictated	  by	  the	  State	  of	  Ca.	  
Finance	  Dept.	  in	  recent	  audits,	  continues	  
.	  
NOTE:	  	  While	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  promotes	  the	  idea	  that	  it	  provides	  bond	  grants	  to	  the	  SMBRC,	  
the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  actually	  never	  provided	  any	  bond	  money	  to	  the	  SMBRC	  as	  per	  the	  2002,	  
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SB	  1381	  Keuhl	  bill	  that	  established	  a	  Treasury	  Account	  for	  the	  SMBRC.	  	  Instead,	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  provides	  public	  bond	  money	  grants	  to	  the	  private	  nonprofit—the	  SMBRFoundation—
typically	  without	  a	  grant	  proposal	  having	  been	  provided—as	  is	  the	  case	  in	  the	  1/19/12	  grant	  
approval.	  
Recent	  audits	  of	  the	  CC	  by	  the	  California	  Dept.	  of	  Finance	  require	  that	  the	  CC	  adhere	  to	  grant	  
proposal	  requirements	  established	  by	  the	  Dept	  of	  Finance.	  However,	  the	  CC’s	  failure	  to	  adhere	  
continues	  as	  is	  the	  case	  in	  the	  1/19/12	  grant	  approval.	  
	  
	  The	  currently	  clean	  land	  (LARWQCB)	  and	  functioning	  habitats—include	  endangered	  
and	  rare	  Southern	  California	  native	  plants	  and	  wildlife,	  which	  will	  be	  destroyed	  in	  
order	  to	  create	  the	  end	  of	  pipe,	  treatment	  wetland	  for	  toxic	  Ballona	  Creek	  waters	  
and	  sediments.	  (	  CD-‐SAC)	  The	  full	  tidal,	  estuarine	  goal	  also	  appears	  to	  discharge	  
political	  favors	  for	  LA	  Port	  expansion(s)	  	  approvals	  that	  need	  wetland	  mitigation	  
credit(s)	  and/or	  	  extensive	  fill	  material	  from	  Ballona.	  
(See	  e-‐mails	  regarding	  LA	  Port	  -‐	  letters	  of	  support	  for	  the	  Staff	  Reccommendation)	  
	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  8/13/04	  CC	  MEMO	  (p.4),	  	  the	  CD	  –SAC	  documents	  reveal	  wildlife	  
and	  habitat	  destruction	  and	  dangers,	  endless	  and	  exorbitant	  financial	  costs,	  inability	  
to	  show	  sustainability	  and	  potential	  legal	  quagmires	  that	  were	  not	  revealed	  to	  the	  
public/	  Working	  Group	  and	  other	  parties-‐-‐	  some	  of	  whom	  were	  asked	  to	  sign	  onto	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  pre-‐scripted	  letters	  of	  support	  for	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  
Recommendation.*	  	  	  
	  
*Contrary	  to	  the	  promised	  ‘transparency’	  of	  process;	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  improperly	  
lobbied	  for	  letters	  of	  support	  for	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  prior	  to	  a	  public	  
notification	  of	  an	  agenda	  and	  release	  of	  the	  Staff	  Report	  thusly,	  discriminating	  against	  all	  
others	  by	  failing	  to	  provide	  the	  same	  comment	  opportunity	  prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  the	  Staff	  
Report.	  	  	  
	  	  
The	  public	  has	  a	  right	  to	  know	  the	  full	  extent	  of	  issues	  regarding	  changes	  to	  Ballona.	  
Whatever	  decisions	  are	  rendered,	  they	  should	  not	  be	  based	  upon	  piecemealed,	  
truncated	  and	  biased	  information	  as	  has	  currently	  been	  provided.	  
	  
	  	  	  
	  PROPOSITION	  12	  Identification	  of	  Funds;	  Status	  of	  Funds	  
The	  Staff	  Recommendation(SR)	  is	  unclear	  which	  Proposition	  12	  funds	  are	  being	  
requested.	  	  Two	  possible	  funding	  sections	  of	  Prop.	  12	  are:	  	  	  
-‐	  	  Proposition	  12	  bond	  money	  discussed	  in	  the	  SR	  as	  specifically	  for	  Ballona	  
Wetlands	  is	  listed	  under	  Public	  Resource	  Code	  (PRC)	  Section	  5096.352	  (f)).	  	  The	  
accounting	  for	  these	  funds	  was	  not	  provided	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation	  and	  
remains	  unknown.	  	  
-‐Other	  Prop	  12	  funds	  include:	  	  PRC	  Section	  5096.352(b)(1)—to	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  
Bay	  Restoration	  Project/Bay	  Watershed	  Council;	  	  that	  account	  status	  remains	  
unclear	  also.	  	  	  
(In	  2002,	  Senate	  Bill	  1381	  (Keuhl)	  transformed	  the	  	  SMBR“Project”	  into	  the	  	  
SMBRCommission.	  	  Prop.	  12,	  PRC	  language	  utilizes	  the	  Bay	  Watershed	  Council.	  	  	  The	  
ByLaws	  of	  the	  the	  Bay	  Watershed	  Council	  (BWC)	  	  remained	  intact	  which	  now	  give	  rise	  to	  
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questions	  regarding	  the	  actual	  existence	  of	  the	  BWC	  after	  SB	  1381	  which	  may	  influence	  the	  
use	  of	  the	  Prop	  12	  bond	  funds.)	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  I.	  
B.	  5-‐6.	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  Project	  Manager	  and	  SMBRC	  Executive	  
Director/	  Staff,	  Have	  Not	  Been	  Forthright	  With	  the	  Public	  Regarding	  
Disclosure	  of	  Process	  Changes	  Pertaining	  to	  Federal	  (USACE)	  Contractual	  
Agreements	  	  
	  
U.S.	  ARMY	  CORPS	  OF	  ENGINEERS	  	  
	  
1994,	  Sept.28	  Adopted-‐	  “Resolved	  by	  the	  Committee	  on	  Public	  Works	  and	  Transportation	  of	  the	  
United	  States	  House	  of	  Representatives,	  That	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Army	  is	  requested	  to	  review	  the	  
report	  of	  the	  Chief	  of	  Engineers	  on	  Playa	  del	  Rey	  Inlet	  and	  Basin,	  Venice,	  California	  published	  as	  
House	  Document	  389,	  Eighty-‐third	  Congress,	  Second	  Session,	  and	  other	  pertinent	  reports,	  to	  
determine	  whether	  modifications	  of	  the	  recommendations	  contained	  therein	  are	  advisable	  at	  the	  
present	  time,	  in	  the	  interest	  of	  navigation,	  hurricane	  and	  storm	  damage	  reduction,	  environmental	  
restoration	  and	  other	  purposes	  at	  Marina	  del	  Rey	  Harbor,	  Los	  Angeles,	  California,	  with	  consideration	  
given	  to	  the	  disposal	  of	  contaminated	  sediments	  from	  the	  entrance	  channel	  required	  under	  the	  
existing	  operation	  and	  maintenance	  program	  at	  Marina	  del	  Rey	  Harbor.”	  	  
	  
In	  2005,	  USACE	  Noticed	  and	  embarked	  upon	  an	  areawide	  ecological	  review-‐	  an	  EIS-‐	  	  
of	  the	  historic	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  area	  that	  included	  the	  U.S.	  83th	  Congress	  -‐-‐	  House	  
Document	  389	  under	  Public	  Law	  780.	  	  Map-‐Enclosure	  No.	  1	  (General	  Plan	  of	  
Improvement)	  reveals	  the	  entire	  Ballona	  region	  as	  part	  of	  this	  action	  including	  but	  
not	  limited	  to	  Ballona	  Lagoon,	  Del	  Rey	  Lagoon	  and	  the	  Sanctuary	  area	  ,	  Ballona	  
Creek,	  Centinela	  Creek	  etc.	  (See	  language	  of	  the	  USACE	  Lower	  Ballona	  Creek	  
Restoration	  Reconnaissance	  Study	  and;	  Feasibility	  Study).	  	  This	  EIS	  was	  predicated	  
upon	  having	  a	  local	  Sponsor	  as	  part	  of	  the	  review	  process	  and	  to	  aid	  in	  the	  outreach	  
to	  the	  PUBLIC	  and	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process.	  	  
SMBRC/LA	  Flood	  Control	  (the	  Authority)	  aka	  the	  Sponsor-‐-‐	  contractually	  agreed	  to	  
the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  in	  2005.	  	  	  
The	  contract	  included	  having	  the	  Sponsor	  (Authority)	  	  provide	  at	  least	  6	  public	  
meetings	  dedicated	  to	  providing	  time	  for	  USACE	  representatives	  to	  discuss	  the	  
USACE	  status	  of	  the	  Joint	  EIR/	  EIS	  process.	  	  	  The	  follow	  through	  for	  such	  meetings	  
has	  not	  occurred.	  	  	  
(In	  various	  earlier	  approved	  bond	  requests	  for	  Ballona	  projects;	  Project	  Manager	  
Mary	  Small	  eliminates	  reference	  to	  the	  2005	  contractual	  agreement	  for	  a	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  which	  jointly	  provides	  for	  the	  Ballona	  Restoration	  Alternatives	  (	  2005	  
contract	  between-‐	  USACE	  and	  SMBRC/LA	  Flood	  Control	  aka	  Authority)	  Instead	  Ms.	  
Small’s	  staff	  recommendations	  	  inform	  the	  CC	  Governing	  Board	  that	  as	  of	  2005	  only	  
the	  Ca.	  Dept.	  of	  Fish	  &	  Game,	  State	  Lands	  Commission	  and	  SMBRC	  are	  part	  of	  the	  
oversight	  of	  Ballona	  and	  alludes	  that	  the	  Conservancy	  has	  the	  restoration	  
alternatives	  planning	  duties:	  	  
	  
(Ballona	  Wetland	  Improved	  Public	  Access;	  File	  No.	  04-‐088;	  7/21/10)	  
“In 2005, the Conservancy initiated conceptual planning and feasibility analysis of restoration alternatives 
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for the property. This project is being implemented in partnership with the DFG and the State Lands 
Commission, the two state agency owners of the property and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration 
Commission. The feasibility analysis was completed in 2008, after a delay due to the bond freeze, and the 
project partners are now initiating environmental review and detailed engineering of a long-term, phased 
restoration project.  When the restoration planning began, the Conservancy funded the development of an 
Interim Site Stewardship Plan to address the pressing concerns related to site management. As discussed 
above, in 2008 the Conservancy provided a grant to MRCA to fund construction of some site improvements 
and to fund planning, design and preparation of permit applications for additional access improvements. 
Based on the completed planning work, the MRCA and the project partners determined that it will be more 
cost effective and logical to pursue implementation of most access improvements as part of the 
environmental review and permitting for the long-term phased restoration project. 
PROJECT FINANCING: 
Coastal Conservancy $280,000 
MRCA 120,000 
SMBRC, US EPA funds 20,000 
Total Project Cost $420,000” 
 
This is an omission of pertinent and critical fact given in order to garner public bond 
money. ( See J. Davis 3/28/12 Request to CC Gov. Brd.; USACE/CC minutes of 
meeting(s) and page 6) 
See	  also	  File	  No.	  04-‐088	  on	  page	  17.	  
Additionally,	  the	  bond	  money	  was	  approved	  but	  accountability	  for	  its	  use	  has	  not	  
been	  forthcoming.	  	  And,	  
No	  fund	  award	  was	  given	  to	  SMBRC	  from	  the	  USEPA	  as	  cited	  above.	  The	  Treasury	  
Account	  set	  up	  for	  the	  SMBRC	  under	  SB1381	  was	  not	  utilized.	  	  	  Instead,	  
ostensibly	  the	  USEPA	  funds	  went	  to	  the	  private	  nonprofit,	  the	  Foundation.	  	  The	  
Foundation,	  as	  a	  private	  non-‐profit	  501c3,	  provides	  no	  accountability	  to	  the	  public.	  	  
	  
	  	  The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  had	  also	  made	  promises	  to	  the	  public	  regarding	  
transparency	  and	  public	  inclusion	  in	  the	  entire	  process	  of	  exploring	  all	  reasonable	  
alternatives	  for	  enhancement	  of	  Ballona.	  	  	  
	  
For	  example	  in	  an	  early	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  MEMO	  dated	  8/13/04	  to	  California	  
Department	  of	  Fish	  &	  Game	  (DFG)	  and	  the	  State	  Lands	  Commission	  (SLC),	  the	  
GOALS/PRINCIPALS	  read	  in	  part-‐	  
	  
“The	  restoration	  plan	  will	  be	  based	  on	  the	  best	  science,	  incorporate	  technical	  
scientific	  expertise	  and	  will	  be	  developed	  through	  a	  transparent	  planning	  process	  	  	  	  
that	  allows	  stakeholders	  to	  provide	  input	  and	  comment	  on	  all	  restoration	  
planning	  products.	  	  The	  restoration	  planning	  process	  will	  develop	  and	  analyze	  a	  
range	  of	  alternatives	  to	  implement	  the	  following	  project	  goals:	  
-‐Restore	  and	  enhance	  a	  mix	  of	  wetland	  habitats	  to	  benefit	  endangered	  and	  
threatened	  species	  as	  well	  as	  other	  migratory	  and	  resident	  species;	  
-‐Provide	  for	  wildlife-‐oriented	  public	  access	  and	  recreation	  opportunities;	  and	  –	  
Implement	  a	  technically	  feasible,	  cost	  effective,	  ecologically	  beneficial	  and	  
sustainable	  restoration.”	  (Emphasis	  added.)	  
	  
And,	  
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	  “..restoration	  will	  be	  conducted	  within	  the	  landscape	  and	  watershed	  context,	  with	  
attention	  paid	  to	  adjacent	  and	  ecologically	  related	  resources.”	  	  Pg.	  1	  
	  
According	  to	  CD	  documents,	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  Ballona	  project	  manager	  
participated	  in	  USACE	  meetings	  in	  the	  2004	  timeframe	  citing	  inclusion	  of	  the	  
areawide	  ecosystem	  eg.	  Ballona	  Lagoon,	  Del	  Rey	  Lagoon,	  the	  Sanctuary	  area,	  Marina	  
del	  Rey	  and	  others	  that	  paralleled	  the	  activities	  of	  ecosystem	  review	  as	  described	  by	  
the	  USACE	  (	  Reconnaissance	  Study;	  Lower	  Ballona	  Creek	  Restoration	  Feasiblity	  Study;	  3/28/12	  
J.Davis	  submission	  to	  CC)	  	  
	  
However,	  in	  contradiction	  to	  the	  8/13/04	  Memo	  cited	  above,	  the	  context	  of	  the	  
larger	  historic	  boundaries	  of	  Ballona	  Wetlands	  were	  later	  arbitrarily	  dropped,	  
without	  public	  notification	  or	  discussion.	  	  The	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  discusses	  no	  
longer	  including	  the	  adjacent	  and	  ecologically	  related	  resources	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  restoration	  evaluation	  performed	  with	  the	  USACE:	  	  
	  
	  
6/2/10	  CC,	  SMBRC,	  USACE	  Ballona	  Coordination	  Meeting	  Minutes:	  
	  
“II.	  b.	  	  Mary	  Small:	  	  Have	  all	  the	  PMP	  sections	  looked	  at	  the	  same	  project	  area?	  	  Parts	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  still	  refer	  to	  Ballona	  Lagoon,	  Grand	  Canal,	  Venice	  Canals	  and	  Oxford	  Basin,	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  which	  are	  no	  longer	  in	  the	  study	  area.	  	  (	  3/28/12	  CC	  hearing;	  J.	  Davis	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Attachment)	  
	  
	  And,	  the	  Project	  Manager	  discusses	  instead	  a	  ‘new’	  process	  for	  which	  there	  is	  
no	  ostensible	  authority	  and	  to	  which	  the	  public	  has	  not	  been	  made	  aware:	  
	  
“Mary	  Small:	  	  If	  the	  Corps	  falls	  too	  behind,	  we	  will	  work	  with	  Corps	  Regulatory	  for	  a	  
permit	  for	  their	  activities	  (NEPA/CEQA,	  design,	  permitting,	  and	  Phase	  1	  construction)”	  	  
and;	  
	  
“Mary	  Small:	  	  It	  was	  always	  our	  understanding	  that	  the	  Corps	  would	  use	  our	  
restoration	  alternatives.	  	  It	  makes	  us	  nervous	  that	  this	  was	  never	  in	  writing.”(6/28/10	  
Ballona	  Ecosystem	  Restoration	  Planning	  Management	  Meeting)	  
	  
It	  was	  never	  the	  public’s	  understanding	  that	  the	  Corps	  would	  be	  held	  to	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  and	  Foundation	  staff”s	  restoration	  alternatives.	  	  Legal	  legitimacy	  for	  
such	  behavior	  is	  also	  questionable.	  And,	  
	  
“Suggested	  response	  


1) The	  EIS/EIR	  process	  begun	  in	  2005	  was	  for	  the	  Army	  Corps’	  Lower	  Ballona	  
Ecosystem	  Restoration	  Feasibility	  Study,	  that	  project	  and	  the	  associated	  
environmental	  review	  has	  not	  been	  completed	  and	  is	  not	  moving	  forward	  at	  
this	  time.	  	  The	  EIR/S	  process	  for	  the	  proposed	  enhancement	  project	  will	  be	  
separate.”	  2/7/12	  


CC/Mary	  Small	  to	  Ca.Dept.	  Fish	  &	  Game-‐	  Rick	  Mayfield	  per	  response	  to	  Davis	  Ballona	  CEQA	  process	  
query.	  (JDavis	  attachment	  3/28/12	  Request	  to	  CC	  Board)	  
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Thus,	  the	  CC	  switch	  in	  process	  is	  ‘suggested’	  to	  be	  disclosed	  to	  a	  member	  of	  the	  
public	  after	  seeking	  and	  garnering	  approval	  for	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation.	  	  
(	  3/28/12	  CC	  Hearing,	  Davis	  PRA	  attachment	  to	  Request)	  
	  
	  
This	  new	  and	  unauthorized	  process	  discussion	  continues	  in	  the	  same	  email,	  2/7/12,	  
from	  Shelley	  Luce	  to	  Mary	  Small	  and	  Rick	  Mayfield	  (CDFG):	  
	  
….”	  The	  EIR/EIS	  that	  we	  want	  to	  start	  is	  for	  a	  separate	  project,	  i.e.	  the	  BWER	  
restoration/	  enhancement	  project.	  “..	  (emphasis	  added.)	  	  
	  
The	  EIR/EIS	  that	  they	  want	  to	  start	  IS	  NOT	  on	  a	  separate	  project	  	  but	  instead	  on	  the	  
same	  project	  but	  having	  eliminated	  the	  ‘94/	  2005	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process;	  scope	  of	  
review;	  environmental	  safeguards	  and	  full	  range	  of	  alternatives	  	  
inherent	  in	  ‘94/	  2005	  approved	  process.	  	  
In	  other	  words,	  the	  CC	  attempts	  to	  have	  the	  public	  and	  the	  USACE	  but	  out	  of	  their	  
way	  so	  that	  the	  CC	  can	  control	  the	  project	  -‐-‐using	  the	  public’s	  dollar-‐-‐alongside	  its	  
political	  allies.	  	  
	  
	  
And,	  while	  Mary	  Small	  provides	  the	  appearance	  that	  the	  Request	  For	  Proposals	  is	  
new	  online-‐-‐”	  the	  request	  for	  services	  ….went	  out	  today”….	  
2/8/12	  CC	  email	  (JDavis	  PRA	  response	  	  attachment	  in	  3/28/12	  Request	  to	  CC	  Board)	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy,	  had	  already	  put	  out	  an	  online	  RFP	  in	  2010	  for	  the	  work	  
requested	  for	  approval	  in	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation.	  Thus,	  it	  appears	  that	  
as	  of	  2010,	  the	  outcome	  was	  already	  a	  done	  deal	  behind	  the	  public	  scene.	  
	  
Changes,	  such	  as	  this	  were	  not	  communicated	  to	  the	  Public/	  Working	  Group	  and	  the	  
ongoing	  status	  of	  the	  relationship	  with	  the	  USACE	  as	  per	  the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  was	  not	  
communicated	  either.	  In	  fact,	  the	  USACE-‐	  Sect.	  of	  the	  Army	  was	  not	  made	  aware	  of	  
the	  attempt	  to	  extinguish	  the	  earlier,	  approved	  process.	  Any	  extinguishing	  of	  the	  
approved	  EIR/EIS	  process	  (including	  House	  Document	  389)	  would	  have	  to	  abide	  by	  
the	  USACE	  process	  of	  removal.	  	  The	  process	  provides	  accountability	  for	  reasoning	  as	  
to	  the	  ending	  of	  the	  project	  as	  well	  as	  detailed	  accounting	  for	  money	  spent	  and	  what	  
had	  occurred	  throughout	  the	  process.	  	  This	  activity	  has	  not	  occurred	  and	  the	  USACE	  
has	  provided	  a	  letter	  stipulating	  that	  the	  approved	  process	  is	  maintained	  and	  that	  
investigation	  into	  the	  matter	  has	  started.	  (	  USACE-‐J.Davis	  communication).	  	  
	  
It	  is	  also	  unclear	  whether	  USACE/SPONSOR	  information	  was	  communicated	  to	  the	  
Science	  Advisory	  Committee	  or	  other	  parties.	  Specific	  USACE	  work	  projects,	  
including	  response	  to	  House	  Document	  389	  and	  work	  quality/certification	  needs	  
are	  not	  communicated	  in	  any	  of	  the	  CD-‐SAC	  meeting	  notes	  which	  appears	  to	  show	  
that	  the	  SAC	  team	  (contracted	  and	  paid	  for	  with	  public	  funds)	  were	  fulfilling	  ONLY	  
the	  arbitrary	  GOALS	  as	  set	  forth	  by	  the	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  and	  SMBRC	  staff.	  Issues	  
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such	  as	  the	  protection	  of	  groundwater	  (classified	  as	  potential	  drinking	  water),	  an	  
issue	  of	  House	  Doc.	  389	  and	  current	  Los	  Angeles-‐	  Best	  Management	  Practices	  
(BMPs)	  are	  absent	  in	  the	  meeting	  minutes.	  	  	  	  
	  
Thus,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff,	  provided	  for	  an	  atmosphere	  of	  further	  disconnect,	  
lack	  of	  transparency	  and	  compartmentalization	  of	  information	  sharing.	  	  
And,	  	  
	  the	  public/Working	  Group	  was	  not	  made	  aware	  that	  the	  CC	  considered	  itself	  a	  part	  
of	  the	  USACE/SPONSOR	  contract	  (which	  it	  is	  not)	  —so	  much	  a	  part,	  that	  Mary	  Small	  
apparently	  believed	  that	  the	  CC	  would	  provide	  the	  alternative(s)	  for	  the	  USACE	  in	  
the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS:	  	  
	  
6/28/10	  Ecosystem	  Restoration	  Planning	  Management	  Meeting:	  
II.	  C.	  2.”	  Mary	  Small:	  	  It	  was	  always	  our	  understanding	  that	  the	  Corps	  would	  use	  our	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  restoration	  alternatives.	  	  It	  makes	  us	  nervous	  that	  this	  was	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  was	  never	  in	  writing.”..	  
	  
This	  type	  of	  very	  questionable	  influence	  was	  not	  conveyed	  publically.	  	  	  According	  to	  
the	  USACE,	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  language,	  the	  USACE	  study	  would	  provide	  for	  all	  
reasonable	  alternatives	  and	  the	  process	  would	  embrace	  public	  disclosure	  and	  
participation.	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  have	  not	  been	  forthright	  with	  the	  
public	  regarding	  status	  of	  the	  Joint	  EIR/EIS.	  
	  


I.	  
B.	  1-‐	  3.	  	  The	  CD	  reveals	  SAC	  meetings,	  reports	  and	  concerns	  not	  shared	  with	  
the	  public/the	  Working	  Group	  and	  other	  parties.	  	  Conversely,	  the	  public/	  


Working	  Group	  comments	  and	  concerns	  are	  not	  cross-‐	  shared.	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation,	  the	  public,	  Working	  Group	  and	  
others	  have	  not	  been	  engaged	  by	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  as	  promised	  and	  have	  not	  
been	  provided	  with	  full	  information	  from	  the	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee	  (SAC)	  	  
group	  in	  order	  to	  make	  informed	  decisions	  and	  provide	  input	  throughout	  the	  
process	  to	  date.	  	  	  
Prop.	  12	  bond	  money	  was	  also	  provided	  from	  the	  Natural	  Resources	  Dept.	  to	  the	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  specifically	  to	  provide	  a	  GRANT	  to	  the	  Southern	  California	  
Coastal	  Waters	  Research	  Project	  (SCCWRP)(#172)	  for	  creation	  of	  a	  SAC	  team.	  	  Thus,	  
the	  SAC	  team	  was	  paid	  with	  public	  dollars	  to	  perform	  as	  an	  independent	  scientific	  
advisory	  panel	  to	  provide	  input	  and	  advice	  regarding	  historical	  restoration	  options.	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  GRANT	  purposes,	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  Ballona	  Project	  
Manager	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  instead	  told	  the	  SAC	  team	  what	  the	  intended	  outcome	  was	  
and	  that	  all	  input	  was	  to	  secure	  that	  goal—namely	  full	  tidal	  estuarine	  and	  levee	  
removal.	  	  	  
Thus,	  the	  Prop.	  12	  bond	  money	  was	  not	  utilized	  as	  intended.	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  kept	  the	  public	  and	  the	  Working	  Group	  
out	  of	  the	  SAC	  loop	  of	  information	  and	  knowledge	  thereby	  thwarting	  and	  distancing	  
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any	  meaningful	  interchanges	  and	  participation	  as	  falsely	  stated	  in	  the	  Staff	  
Recommendation	  below.	  
	  
Staff	  Recommendation	  excerpt:	  
“Cooperation:	  	  The	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  with	  
input	  from	  a	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee,	  an	  Agency	  Advisor	  Committee,	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Working	  Group	  made	  up	  of	  representatives	  of	  local	  nonprofit	  organizations,	  
agency	  staff	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Individual	  public	  members	  also	  participated	  
in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives.”	  
(p.	  9	  of	  9	  Staff	  Recommendation	  1/19/12)	  
	  
And,	  contrary	  to	  assurances	  that	  the	  public	  would	  be	  notified	  and	  included	  on	  all	  
SAC	  meetings,	  the	  public	  was	  not	  notified	  or	  included.	  
	  
“MARY	  S.	  	  all	  SAC	  meeting	  are	  public,	  all	  interested	  parties	  will	  be	  notified	  and	  invited,	  
meetings	  will	  be	  structured	  with	  SAC	  addressing	  issues	  first	  and	  public	  comment	  
period	  at	  the	  end.”	  	  (CD-‐	  7/20/05	  LMU	  Ballona	  SAC	  MTG.)	  
	  
A	  2004	  MEMO	  discusses	  –	  
“Ballona	  Restoration	  Planning	  Working	  Group:	  	  Stakeholder	  Committee	  and	  Public	  
Involvement	  
“A	  Ballona	  Restoration	  Planning	  Working	  Group	  (brpwg)	  made	  up	  of	  interested	  
organizations,	  agencies,	  and	  individuals,	  will	  meet	  periodically	  to	  obtain	  project	  status	  
updates,	  to	  provide	  input,	  and	  to	  support	  the	  restoration	  planning	  process.	  	  These	  
meetings	  will	  be	  open	  to	  the	  public.	  	  Subcommittees	  may	  be	  established	  to	  address	  
specific	  issues	  that	  may	  arise	  during	  planning.”pg.2	  
	  
The	  language	  above	  provided	  for	  the	  public	  involvement	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  process	  
that	  began	  with	  ‘interim	  stewardship’	  meetings,	  (eg.	  trash	  cleanup	  and	  education	  
tours)	  which	  did	  occur.	  	  	  As	  time	  passed,	  meetings	  stopped,	  informational	  sharing	  
from	  agencies	  and	  the	  science	  team	  became	  nonexistent	  and;	  	  the	  public’s	  comments	  
were	  not	  included	  in	  the	  planning	  process	  that	  continued	  behind	  closed	  doors.	  
-‐Website	  topic-‐	  SAC	  meeting	  minutes-‐	  was	  not	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  	  
Instead,	  when	  clicked	  –	  the	  website	  told	  the	  viewer	  entry	  was	  not	  allowed.	  	  
-‐SAC	  meetings,	  though	  described	  as	  open	  to	  the	  public,	  were	  not.	  	  The	  CD	  
documents	  reveal	  that	  the	  SAC	  meetings	  were,	  in	  the	  main,	  telephonic	  and	  not	  
inclusive	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Reports	  and	  Memos	  were	  not	  shared	  with	  the	  public	  
but	  utilized	  internally.	  
	  
	  	  
A	  continued	  failure	  to	  acknowledge	  the	  public	  and	  Working	  Group	  is	  also	  
documented	  via	  the	  2012	  Science	  Advisory	  Meeting	  that	  was	  held	  days	  after	  the	  
Staff	  Recommendation	  Approval.	  	  The	  SAC	  meeting	  was	  also	  a	  first	  in	  years	  for	  
actually	  occurring	  and,	  that	  public	  notice	  was	  provided.	  	  
	  
The	  Public/	  the	  Working	  Group:	  
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-‐	  provided	  strong	  objections	  to	  the	  proposed	  Plan,	  providing	  written	  testimony	  as	  
well	  as	  oral	  testimony.	  	  
-‐	  listed	  issues	  that	  needed	  to	  be	  addressed	  properly;	  	  asked	  for	  responses	  that	  thus	  
far	  have	  gone	  unanswered	  and,	  
-‐	  again	  requested	  the	  area	  be	  considered	  in	  its	  totality	  of	  ecosystem	  variety	  and	  
benefits	  utilizing	  the	  historic	  system	  of	  Ballona.	  	  	  	  
-‐	  reminded	  the	  SAC	  that	  the	  area	  now	  has	  more	  saltwater	  -‐-‐deep	  and	  mid	  habitat	  
than	  historically	  existed	  at	  Ballona	  due	  to	  the	  Marina	  del	  Rey;	  Ballona	  Lagoon	  
Marine	  Preserve;	  Del	  Rey	  Lagoon;	  Ballona	  Creek	  itself	  and;	  as	  well	  as	  freshwater	  due	  
to	  the	  newly	  created	  catch-‐basin-‐	  aka,	  the	  freshwater	  marsh.	  	  (historically=	  the	  last	  
couple	  hundred	  years)	  
-‐	  SAC	  numerical	  analysis	  of	  habitat	  types	  was	  in	  error.	  	  Ratios	  of	  entire	  Ballona	  
Wetlands	  historic	  habitat	  applied	  to	  be	  fulfilled	  in	  Areas	  A,	  B,	  C	  alone	  is	  a	  faulty	  
analysis.	  	  The	  SAC-‐	  	  ratio	  numbers	  that	  pertained	  to	  former	  water	  habitat	  and	  land	  
elevations	  were	  either	  incorrect	  and/or	  not	  documented	  by	  SAC.	  	  
-‐	  	  cited	  and	  documented	  that	  SAC	  dredge	  spoils	  deposition	  locations	  and	  volumes	  
were	  incorrect.	  (USGS	  Documents	  and	  maps	  provided	  by	  John	  Davis	  to	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy)	  
	  
The	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  continue	  to	  fail	  to	  respond.	  
Note:	  	  The	  CC	  continues	  to	  fail	  to	  respond	  to	  queries	  and	  comments	  provided	  by	  
the	  public	  and	  its	  so-‐called	  “Working	  Group”	  members	  from	  1/19/12	  and	  3/29/12.	  
	  
FAILURE	  TO	  INCLUDE	  THE	  WORKING	  GROUP	  COMMENTS	  AND	  REQUESTS	  
Despite	  providing	  comments,	  documentation	  and	  evidence	  regarding	  the	  topics	  
listed	  above	  and	  others;	  there	  is	  no	  documentation	  provided	  from	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  	  on	  the	  CD	  that	  any	  of	  the	  public/	  Working	  Group	  communications	  
were	  included	  for	  any	  meaningful	  response	  or	  use.	  	  	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  reveal	  no	  inclusion	  of	  the	  public	  in	  any	  decision	  making	  for	  the	  
alternatives.	  	  	  
Public	  comments	  provided	  to	  SMBRC	  and	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  regarding	  
Ballona	  specific	  studies	  such	  as	  the	  Phil	  Williams	  &	  Assoc.	  report,	  that	  did	  not	  
address	  or	  incorrectly	  addressed	  issues,	  such	  as	  the	  migrating	  oilfield	  gas	  and	  
reservoir	  gas	  leakage	  from	  SOCALGAS	  had	  no	  meaningful	  response.	  	  There	  is	  no	  
showing	  that	  the	  CC	  or	  SMBRC	  staff	  ever	  shared	  these	  concerns	  with	  the	  SAC	  team,	  
much	  less	  did	  any	  meaningful,	  good	  faith	  follow	  up	  with	  the	  public	  to	  understand	  
how	  the	  gases	  may	  impact	  restoration.	  	  The	  same	  holds	  true	  for	  issues	  regarding	  
protection	  and	  utilization	  of	  the	  Ballona	  aquifer	  groundwater	  hydrology.	  	  Repeated	  
requests	  from	  stakeholders	  to	  be	  given	  ½	  hour	  presentation	  time	  to	  provide	  	  
information	  regarding	  hydrology	  and	  groundwater	  diversion	  issues,	  	  before	  the	  
SMBRC	  have	  been	  met	  with	  silence	  (	  The	  CC	  is	  part	  of	  the	  SMBRC)	  .	  	  	  
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I.B.	  
	  CONTROL	  OF	  MESSAGE	  AND	  OUTCOME	  


The	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  Staff	  :	  
	  Allow	  For	  No	  Public/	  Working	  Group	  Participation	  In	  The	  Planning	  Process;	  


	  Fail	  to	  Disclose	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee	  (SAC)	  Conference	  Calls,	  
Memorandums	  and	  Reports	  For	  Planning	  of	  	  Alternatives;	  	  


Feasibility,	  Cost,	  Sustainability,	  	  Ecosystem	  Pros	  and	  Cons	  Are	  Not	  Disclosed;	  	  
And	  


	  	  The	  CC	  &	  SMBRC	  Staff	  	  Arbitrarily	  Define	  Project	  Goal=Estaurine	  
	  	  


Staff	  Recommendation	  excerpt:	  
“Cooperation:	  	  The	  conceptual	  restoration	  plan	  was	  developed	  in	  a	  public	  process	  with	  
input	  from	  a	  Science	  Advisory	  Committee,	  an	  Agency	  Advisor	  Committee,	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Working	  Group	  made	  up	  of	  representatives	  of	  local	  nonprofit	  organizations,	  
agency	  staff	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  	  Individual	  public	  members	  also	  participated	  
in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  restoration	  alternatives.”	  
(p.	  9	  of	  9	  Staff	  Recommendation	  1/19/12)	  
	  
	  
The	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  excerpt	  is	  false.	  	  The	  public/	  Working	  
Group	  was	  neither	  privy	  to	  the	  SAC	  meetings	  and	  information	  created	  nor	  included	  
in	  the	  planning	  process	  to	  participate	  in	  all	  facets	  of	  the	  development	  of	  the	  
restoration	  alternatives.	  
	  The	  following	  excerpts	  from	  the	  CD	  document	  an	  internal	  discussion	  revealing	  the	  
CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  created	  and	  controlled	  the	  alternative	  selection:	  
	  
“Wayne	  (Wayne	  Ferren)	  suggested	  that	  biological	  sustainability	  be	  defined	  as	  no	  loss	  
of	  habitat	  types	  &	  functions,	  major	  guilds,	  and	  sensitive	  species	  over	  the	  project	  site	  as	  
a	  whole.”	  	  	  July	  7,	  2008	  SAC	  Conference	  Call.	  
	  
And;	  
	  
“Joy	  (Joy	  Zedler)	  asked	  how	  biodiversity	  is	  being	  defined?	  	  Sean	  indicated	  that	  
biodiversity	  =	  highest	  richness	  of	  estuarine	  dependent	  species.	  	  If	  this	  is	  how	  we	  
are	  defining	  biodiversity,	  it	  should	  be	  stated	  clearly	  in	  the	  document.	  (emphasis	  
added;	  Sean	  Berquist	  was	  SMBRC	  staff	  and	  Foundation	  staff	  during	  this	  timeframe	  )	  
and,	  	  
	  
“Wayne	  suggested	  that	  we	  clarify	  that	  biodiversity	  is	  the	  sustainable	  richness	  of	  
representative	  interdependent	  native	  estuarine	  habitats	  along	  with	  their	  associated	  
and	  expected	  species	  biodiversity.	  “(CD-‐June	  23,	  2008	  SAC	  Conference	  Call)	  	  
	  
The	  next	  parargraph,	  written	  by	  the	  note-‐taker-‐	  cited	  by	  CC	  as	  being	  CC	  or	  SMBRC	  
staff-‐	  states	  the	  goal-‐	  
“Estuarine	  biodiversity	  is	  the	  primary	  objective	  of	  the	  analysis.”	  
	  (CD-‐	  June	  23,	  2008	  SAC	  Conference	  Call	  Memo)	  
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This	  same	  Memo	  also	  sets	  forth	  a	  GOAL	  that	  was	  not	  shared	  with	  the	  public/	  
Working	  Group.	  	  	  
	  “The	  project	  goal	  is	  to	  create	  functional	  estuarine	  habitat…”;	  
“1.	  Maximize	  area	  of	  estuarine	  	  habitat.”;	  
Opportunities	  to	  create	  regionally	  significant	  habitat	  including	  vernal	  pools	  
and…should	  be	  pursued	  but	  not	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  restoration	  of	  estuarine	  habitat.”	  
	  
The	  public/Working	  Group	  was	  not	  allowed	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  decision	  making	  
and	  was	  not	  advised	  as	  to	  the	  differing	  opinions	  rendered	  by	  the	  SAC	  team.	  
	  
Since	  this	  timeframe	  and	  without	  public	  notification	  or	  disclosure	  the	  Coastal	  
Conservancy	  and	  staff	  of	  the	  Foundation	  have	  worked	  to	  eliminate	  the	  areawide	  
review	  of	  ecosystem	  function	  and	  alternative	  habitat	  plans—including	  a	  public	  
debate	  regarding	  the	  pros	  and	  cons	  of	  each	  system	  -‐-‐	  to	  instead	  focus	  upon	  a	  
predetermined	  singular	  outcome	  of	  	  removal	  of	  Ballona	  Creek	  levees	  and	  dredging	  
of	  Ballona	  to	  ‘landscape’	  	  and	  convert	  the	  land	  from	  its	  historic	  natural	  function	  to	  
an	  entirely	  new,	  artificial	  and	  	  unnatural	  function	  that	  precludes	  all	  habitat	  function	  
that	  does	  not	  primarily	  promote	  the	  estuarine	  full	  tidal	  	  premise.	  	  
	  
And	  though	  asked	  publically	  where	  this	  ‘Plan-‐	  Alternative	  5	  “	  came	  from,	  no	  
response	  has	  been	  forthcoming	  from	  either	  the	  CC	  or	  Foundation	  staff.	  
	  
The	  CD	  docs	  however	  now	  shed	  light	  as	  to	  the	  creation	  of	  this	  “preferred	  plan”.	  
The	  overtones	  of	  financial	  leverage	  dominate	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  letter	  and	  serve	  to	  
advance	  a	  predetermined	  outcome	  that	  is	  seen	  fulfilled	  in	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  
Staff	  Recommendation—the	  removal	  of	  levees	  to	  create	  the	  treatment	  wetlands.	  
	  
July	  10,	  2007	  	  SMBRC	  letter	  from	  Shelley	  Luce	  to	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  	  
Ballona	  Project	  Manager-‐	  Mary	  Small:	  
	  
“Dear Mary, 
The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission, a National Estuary Program of the US 
EPA, has been pleased to participate in the acquisition and restoration of the Ballona 
wetlands at all levels over the last several years. We are proud partners in the restoration 
planning, and currently have one staff member dedicated full time to the planning effort, 
while I serve on the Ballona Wetlands Science Advisory Committee (SAC). The SMBRC 
is also an active local partner in the Army Corps of Engineers’ Lower Ballona Ecosystem 
Restoration Feasibility Study and are participating in clean up and restoration plans for 
Ballona Lagoon, the Grand Canal, Marine del Rey and the Oxford Basin. We have also 
awarded several millions of dollars of bond monies under our purview to projects 
designed to improve water quality and habitat in the Ballona Creek watershed. Ballona 
wetlands restoration is clearly a very high priority of the SMBRC and the EPA. 
I have reviewed the restoration design alternatives that are being developed by the 
consulting team and I am disappointed that they do not fully consider important 
restoration options, thereby limiting potential habitat, biodiversity and water quality 
improvements in the wetlands complex. The Ballona SAC requested design alternatives 
that encompass the “extremes” of restoration planning, i.e. from minimal intervention to 
maximal structural changes, as well as alternatives in between. The current proposed 
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alternatives do not provide this and need to be modified, or an additional (fourth) 
alternative is needed. 
SMBRC feels that the restoration design for Ballona wetlands must represent a true 
restoration of maximum ecological functions and services for the area. Actual restoration 
work will not begin for months or years, and will be a long term and costly process. The 
best approach is to include design alternatives that are not limited by current 
infrastructure or fiscal concerns, since these factors will certainly change over the 
duration of the restoration process. Similarly, factors such as poor water quality in 
Ballona Creek will continue to change as Total Maximum Daily Loads and other 
regulatory measures are implemented. It does not serve us to design the restoration as 
though it would be undertaken and completed in the very near future, under existing 
physical or financial constraints. 
I would like to request that the design team include at least one design alternative that 
proposes to 
• remove all or part of the levees on one or both sides of Ballona Creek; 
• daylight the channel connecting the freshwater marsh to the creek in Area B, and 
Stingray Creek to Marina del Rey in Area A; 
• raise Culver Boulevard to increase flows between the north and south sections of 
Area B; and 
• increase connectivity between Ballona Creek and Areas A and B.” 
	  
Our staff Wetlands Restoration Manager Sean Bergquist is available to work closely with 
the consulting team to ensure the revised or new alternatives include features that 
stakeholders and the SAC members supported. The revised or new alternatives should be 
presented as one of the group of alternatives for consideration under CEQA and by 
stakeholders and the SAC. 
 
Given our experience in and commitment to the Ballona wetlands and surrounding 
interconnected areas, the SMBRC staff, Governing Board and Watershed Council have a 
great deal to contribute to the restoration process. Please feel free to consult us further 
during development of the restoration design alternatives and we look forward to 
continuing our partnership to restore Ballona wetlands. 
Sincerely, 
Shelley Luce, D.Env. 
Executive Director 
	  
An	  e-‐mail	  7/17/07	  	  from	  SMBRCommission	  &	  Foundation	  executive	  officer	  Shelley	  
Luce,	  	  
“RE:	  design	  alternative	  for	  Ballona	  wetland	  restoration”	  and	  Phil	  Williams	  &	  
Associates’	  (PWA)	  Jeremy	  Lowe	  –	  
“We’ve	  sketched	  out	  Alternative	  5	  as	  described	  in	  Shelley’s	  letter.	  	  Is	  this	  what	  you	  were	  
envisaging?”	  
	  
Luce:	  	  “	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  response	  Jeremy.	  	  This	  is	  a	  good	  start	  for	  a	  5th	  alternative.	  	  
Sean	  and	  Jessica	  are	  adding/changing	  some	  details	  and	  will	  forward	  to	  you.	  “	  
(presumably-‐Sean	  Berquist	  and	  Jessica	  Hall–	  both	  Foundation	  paid	  staff/	  SMBRC	  
staff)	  
	  
The	  CD	  documents	  also	  reveal	  two	  sets	  of	  drawings	  and	  plans	  for	  the	  levy	  removal	  
and	  levy	  replacement—by	  Jessica	  Hall,	  a	  Foundation	  paid	  staffer.	  
_________________________________________________________________________	  
 Ms. Luce is the Executive Director of the Foundation; no contractual agreements 
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have been produced by the SMBRCommission or the State Water Board that provide any 
authority for her to act in capacity of Executive Director of the State Agency- 


Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission which was created under SB 1381 Keuhl as a non 
regulatory state agency within the State Water Board.  There have been no contractual 
agreements forthcoming by the State Water Board or federal authorities that provide for any 
SMBRC or federal EPA- National Estuary Program (NEP)- dedicated funding to be handed over 
to the SMBR Foundation.  There is a treasury account that was formed under SB1381 in 2002. 


The treasury account has never been used.  The attendant oversight and accountability by the 
State Treasurer has likewise not been utilized.   


Ms. Luce has been utilizing both the e-mail address and physical location of the LARWQCB as 
her work address.  The utilization of the addresses has led to common belief that Ms. Luce is a 
Water Board employee. It is unknown but possible at this time to believe that the utilization of the 
addresses created a belief that Ms. Luce is LARWQCB personnel, which has in turn, provided 
Ms. Luce with access to controlling positions on various committees such as IRWMP (Integrated 
Resource Water Management Program).  It would seem that by creating, via continued use of 
LARWQCB email address and business address, a very public belief that Ms. Luce is a Water 
Board employee may constitute impersonating a Water Board employee.  The following is an e-
mail exchange between Ms. Luce and a person with long associations with the Water Board and 
has acted as a contractor in Ballona restoration matters. 


‘Travis Longcore travislongcore@laaudubon.org wrote: 


Bounced from your waterboards address. Are you no longer a Water Board employee? – 


Travis  


On Sep 19, 2011, at 2:29 PM, Shelley Luce wrote:  


No, not for many years.  Most of our staff are with our SMBR Foundation.  I will check my 
calendar and get back to you on this meeting, thank you for the invitation. 


Shelley”  (emphasis added) 


Ms. Luce does not appear to answer directly about herself with regard to the Foundation, or what 
she means by “our SMBR Foundation”.  She also does not explain her past personal use of the 
LARWQCB addresses while not employed and why she suddenly discontinued the practice. 


Ms. Luce’s resume cites her experience prior to SMBRCommission / Foundation as having been 
employed by Heal the Bay- the organization that has become institutionalized as part of the  
SMBRC. Our research indicates Ms. Luce was working in some capacity at LARWQCB during the 
years 1999-2001- prior to her finishing degrees from UCLA.  It appears that her continued use of 
the Water Board e-mail address after no longer providing service to the California Water 
Resources Control Board has led/misled many people. ( A PRA to LARWQCB is pending for 
identification of duties.) 


Coastal Conservancy- PRA Response to J. Davis	  
-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐-‐	  
	  
Rare	  ecosystems	  of	  the	  coastal	  marsh	  area	  are	  discussed	  internally	  by	  the	  SAC	  
team	  with	  the	  CC	  project	  manager	  and	  staff	  of	  the	  Foundation;	  the	  information	  
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is	  not	  broadcasted	  for	  public	  awareness,	  inclusion	  of	  discussion	  and	  decision	  
making	  as	  promised.	  	  
	  
“Rich	  noted	  that	  the	  discussion	  of	  grasslands	  should	  include	  mention	  of	  the	  historical	  
native	  grassland	  prairie	  ecosystems	  that	  previously	  existed	  in	  the	  area.	  	  The	  rarity	  of	  
native	  grasslands	  should	  be	  discussed,,,”	  (CD-‐	  6/28/08	  SAC	  Conference	  Call)	  
	  
“Rarity	  section…complex	  of	  prairie	  and	  vernal	  pool…	  
Wet	  grasslands	  formed	  extensive	  areas	  were	  also	  palustrine	  wetlands	  above	  highest	  
high	  tide..”	  (CD-‐	  SAC	  Call	  6/23/08)	  
	  
“…there	  is	  native	  biodiversity	  in	  the	  non-‐tidal	  saline	  soils.	  ….	  At	  Ballona,	  these	  wetlands	  
at	  Area	  A,	  for	  example,	  are	  the	  only	  habitat	  where	  Alkali	  Barley	  (Hordeum	  depressum)	  
is	  known	  to	  occur	  in	  the	  Ballona	  Ecosystem.	  	  This	  annual	  grass	  was	  probably	  the	  
dominant	  native	  annual	  grass	  in	  naturally	  occurring	  non-‐tidal	  saline	  soils	  at	  Ballona.”	  
(CD-‐	  11/23/08,	  Wayne	  Ferren	  communication	  to	  Mary	  Small…)	  
	  
And,	  	  
“The	  region	  has	  a	  shortage	  of	  mudflat	  for	  shorebirds,	  high	  marsh	  for	  animals	  and	  salt	  
marsh	  bird’s	  beak,	  marsh-‐upland	  transition	  for	  rare	  shrubs	  (eg.	  ,	  box	  thorn)	  that	  are	  
used	  by	  animals,…	  
	  
The	  region	  has	  a	  shortage	  of	  dune	  habitat	  and	  back	  –	  dune	  depressions	  that	  support	  
clean-‐water	  brackish	  marsh	  for	  aquatic	  plants	  and	  animals.	  
	  
One	  could	  also	  list	  maritime	  scrub,	  which	  remains	  in	  several	  places	  “…	  
(	  CD-‐	  Joy	  Zedler	  (SAC)	  correspondence)	  
	  
	  Thus	  ,	  without	  public	  /Working	  Group	  inclusion	  and	  input	  into	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  
alternatives	  and	  later	  failure	  to	  include	  the	  public	  /Working	  Group	  comments	  and	  
concerns	  regarding	  the	  PWA	  Alternatives	  that	  are	  presented	  at	  one	  public	  meeting-‐-‐	  
the	  CC	  and	  Foundation	  staff	  continue	  to	  work	  behind	  publically	  closed	  doors	  to	  
focus	  upon	  the	  ‘Preferred	  Alternative”,	  now	  known	  as	  Alternative	  5	  presented	  in	  the	  
1/19/12,	  Staff	  Recommendation	  request	  for	  funding.	  	  	  Alternative	  5	  requires	  	  
massive,	  	  non-‐historic,	  extraordinary,	  experimental	  and	  knowingly	  toxic	  changes	  to	  
occur	  on	  the	  land	  masses	  of	  Area	  A	  and	  B	  so	  that	  “biodiversity	  =	  highest	  richness	  
of	  estuarine	  dependent	  species.”	  	  	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  the	  8/13/04	  CC	  Memo	  which	  promised	  transparency	  and	  public	  
inclusion	  in	  the	  alternative	  planning	  process	  which	  would	  “restore	  and	  enhance”	  
a	  mix	  of	  wetland	  habitats….and	  that	  would	  implement	  a	  technically	  feasible,	  cost	  
effective,	  ecologically	  beneficial	  and	  sustainable	  restoration.	  	  
Instead,	  the	  public	  was	  shut	  out	  of	  the	  planning	  process;	  and	  SAC	  knowledge	  
regarding	  the	  needs	  and	  dangers	  posed	  by	  Alternative	  5	  are	  not	  made	  public:	  
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“This	  alternative	  makes	  the	  greatest	  change	  to	  the	  site,	  would	  be	  the	  hardest	  to	  
reverse	  and	  consequently	  has	  the	  most	  risk.”	  (CD-‐	  	  9/12/08	  MEMO	  from	  SAC	  to	  PMT	  )	  
	  
“	  ..this	  alternative	  would	  require	  reliance	  on	  upstream	  flood	  control	  and	  pollutant	  
removal,	  	  and	  could	  necessitate	  periodic	  removal	  of	  accumulated	  pollutants	  for	  some	  
portions	  of	  the	  restored	  wetlands.	  	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  unknown	  how	  the	  flow	  and	  
sediment	  yield	  from	  the	  upper	  watershed	  would	  affect	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  marsh	  
in	  terms	  of	  scour	  or	  sediment	  deposition.”	  CD,	  P.	  4of	  9,	  10/15/08	  SAC	  MEMO,	  emphasis	  
added.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  evidence	  of	  any	  such	  large	  scale	  BMP	  (Best	  Management	  Practice)	  	  
	  planning	  or	  proposals	  for	  	  ‘flood	  control	  and	  pollutant	  removal”	  occurring	  upstream	  
on	  Ballona	  Creek.	  
	  
And,	  
	  
“Eric	  suggested	  that	  there	  be	  a	  statement	  up	  front	  indicating	  that	  this	  site	  will	  not	  be	  
self-‐sustainable,	  but	  will	  need	  to	  be	  actively	  managed	  in	  perpetuity.	  “	  (	  CD-‐	  7/7/08	  SAC	  
Conference	  Call)	  
	  
Discussion	  and	  comments	  made	  from	  key	  federal	  agencies	  were	  withheld	  from	  the	  
public,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  NOAA	  communications	  regarding	  concern	  of	  
toxicity	  of	  Ballona	  Creek	  upon	  the	  remaining	  wetlands	  should	  the	  levee	  
removal	  and	  dredging	  take	  place.	  (CD-‐	  National	  Oceanic	  Atmospheric	  Association	  email)	  	  	  
	  
Studies	  that	  discuss	  the	  toxicity	  of	  the	  Ballona	  Creek	  waters	  and	  sediment	  to	  life	  in	  
the	  waters	  and	  sediment	  were	  not	  released	  or	  shared	  with	  the	  public:	  
 
“These sediments were toxic to aquatic organisms, potentially from organic 
compounds in these sediments.  Ballona Creek has been identified as a 
potential source of tidal flows into Areas A, B, and C in each of the proposed 
restoration alternatives.  Therefore, there is concern to tidal marsh areas, 
resulting in a negative impact to the habitats and biological resources.”   (CD-  
Weston –Technical Memorandum 11/26/07; Water Quality Data Gap Investigation 
Ballona Wetlands Restoration Project- Pohl , P.E., Ph.D.) 
 
And,  
 
 “ The July 2006 report by Weston also concludes that there are concerns 
related to water and sediment quality adjacent to the tidal channels.  
Consequently there is a need to develop a strategy to evaluation the 
potential ecological risk associated with influent water or sediment quality to 
the restored wetlands. 
 
The scientific questions regarding sediment and water quality cannot be 
answered based on the information currently available, and will ultimately 
depend on the design of the project.” (CD- Memorandum 3/8/08; Subject: 
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APPROACH FOR ADDRESSING SEDIMENT AND WATER QUALITY ISSUES) 
 
And;	  	  
	  
“Eric-‐	  Conc(ept)	  D—is	  it	  attempt	  to	  move	  water	  and	  sediment	  into	  system	  
	  
Wayne-‐	  breaching	  levee	  bringing	  trash,	  water	  pollution	  and	  sediment	  into	  entire	  area	  
is	  problematic.	  
	  
John	  Dixon-‐important	  to	  describe	  these	  NOT	  as	  projects,	  but	  a	  directions.	  
	  
Ambrose-‐	  maybe	  D	  is	  too	  extreme—this	  won’t	  happen	  anyway.	  
	  
Dixon-‐	  do	  feasible	  maximum	  tidal,	  not	  D—need	  to	  scale	  back	  
	  
Jeremy-‐	  may	  need	  to	  do	  that,	  take	  out	  realignment	  Ballona—include	  realign	  on	  
Hydrologic	  options”	  	  	  
(CD-‐10/30/06	  SAC	  Conference	  Call)	  
	  
	  Additional	  -‐SPECIFICS	  OF	  THE	  STAFF	  RECOMMENDATION	  1/19/12	  
	  
The	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  misleads	  the	  public	  and	  the	  Governing	  Board	  as	  
seen	  on	  pg.	  3	  of	  9,	  paragraph	  5-‐	  
	  	  
“	  In	  order	  to	  complete	  the	  environmental	  analysis	  required	  under	  the	  National	  
Environmental	  Policy	  Act	  and	  the	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  and	  to	  apply	  
for	  permits	  to	  implement	  the	  project,	  detailed	  technical	  work	  must	  be	  completed.”	  
(Emphasis	  added.)	  
	  
What	  is	  not	  disclosed	  to	  the	  reader,	  is	  an	  entire	  change	  of	  process	  from	  the	  
Congressionally	  approved	  2005	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process	  requirements.	  	  
	  
The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  sentence	  itself	  is	  also	  very	  misleading.	  	  The	  applications	  
for	  permits	  to	  the	  USACE	  	  for	  implementation	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  “Plan”,	  
namely	  	  the	  destruction	  of	  the	  levees	  and	  the	  dredging	  of	  Ballona	  have	  been	  in	  
process	  prior	  to	  this	  Staff	  Recommendation.	  	  The	  Plan-‐regarding	  garnering	  the	  
USACE	  permits-‐including	  the	  408-‐	  was	  already	  in	  process.	  (CD)	  
	  
	  The	  Conservancy	  in	  its	  partnership	  with	  SMBRC	  fails	  to	  let	  the	  public	  know	  that	  
they	  have	  been	  working	  to	  end	  the	  congressionally	  approved	  federal	  portion	  of	  the	  
study	  which	  entails	  a	  full	  ecological	  	  review	  of	  the	  area	  between	  the	  Westchester	  
Bluffs,	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  Bay,	  the	  Santa	  Monica	  mountains	  to	  	  a	  few	  miles	  inland	  –
which	  would	  also	  provide	  for	  a	  full	  review	  of	  ALL	  REASONABLE	  ALTERNATIVES	  for	  
enhancement	  of	  the	  ecosystem.	  	  (	  See	  minutes	  of	  USACE/Sponsor	  meetings	  provided	  in	  
the	  3/28/12	  Request	  to	  Rescind	  File	  No.04-‐088;	  EIS	  Lower	  Ballona	  Creek	  Restoration	  
Feasibility	  Study	  2005)	  
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Undisclosed	  is	  the	  take-‐over	  of	  process	  for	  Ballona	  ‘restoration’	  guided	  by	  the	  
Coastal	  Conservancy	  that	  may	  disengage	  the	  USACE	  analysis	  provided	  for	  in	  the	  
established	  2005	  Joint	  EIR/EIS.	  	  	  	  
Instead,	  it	  appears	  that	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  along	  with	  SMBRC	  staff	  seek	  to	  
simply	  garner	  permits	  from	  the	  USACE	  ostensibly	  for	  destruction	  of	  habitat	  on	  
Ballona,	  in	  particular	  Area	  A	  and	  B	  of	  Ballona.	  	  Specifically,	  the	  CC	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  
seek	  permits	  (eg	  408)	  for	  levee	  and	  land	  destruction	  and	  removal.	  It	  appears	  that	  
the	  extensive	  dredging	  and	  massive	  bulldozing	  may	  provide	  the	  necessary	  fill	  for	  
	  the	  LA	  Port.	  	  Questions	  from	  the	  public	  regarding	  the	  CC/SMBRC/	  USACE	  status	  
have	  gone	  unanswered.	  	  (CD	  docs	  and	  SMBRC	  April	  meeting	  -‐submission	  by	  GC	  )	  
	  
	  
Contrary	  to	  discussion	  in	  the	  Staff	  Recommendation—Area	  A	  is	  vegetated	  
primarily	  by	  native	  plants	  and	  native	  wildlife	  and,	  is	  host	  to	  endangered	  species	  
including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  Belding’s	  Savannah	  Sparrow.	  	  	  
Not	  provided	  to	  the	  public	  are	  documents	  and	  communications	  which	  provide,	  in	  
part,	  narrative	  of	  ‘moving’	  Belding	  Savannah	  Sparrows	  to	  areas	  not	  planned	  for	  
dredging.	  	  This	  information	  is	  vital	  for	  public	  discussion	  especially	  since,	  destruction	  
of	  the	  Belding’s	  habitat	  may	  wreak	  havoc	  upon	  the	  Belding	  population	  that	  utilizes	  
Ballona	  year	  round.	  (	  CD)	  
	  
	  
	  


-‐ Pg.	  3	  of	  9	  discusses	  hydrology/hydraulics	  studies	  that	  need	  to	  be	  done.	  	  What	  
is	  not	  discussed	  with	  the	  reader	  are	  the	  multiple	  public	  requests	  for	  actual	  
onsite	  hydrology	  studies	  that	  would	  include	  Ballona	  aquifer	  	  and	  
groundwater	  studies	  that	  would	  provide	  the	  knowledge	  for	  alternatives	  
inclusive	  of	  groundwater	  use	  onsite.	  	  	  Ballona	  has	  multiple	  aquifers	  
underlying	  the	  site.	  	  The	  aquifers	  are	  classified	  as	  potential	  drinking	  water	  
sources	  and	  are	  part	  of	  the	  West	  Basin	  aquifers	  which	  intermingle	  	  to	  the	  
south	  and	  east.	  (Poland	  Report)	  	  
	  


-‐ 	  None	  of	  the	  concerns	  raised	  in	  House	  Document	  389	  (part	  of	  the	  USACE	  
review)	  regarding	  problems	  associated	  with	  further	  saltwater	  intrusion	  	  
have	  been	  discussed.	  	  The	  elimination	  of	  the	  USACE	  EIS	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Joint	  
EIR/EIS	  would	  hasten	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy’s	  and	  SMBRC	  staff	  GOALS	  =	  
Estuarine	  which	  in	  turn	  would	  potentially	  threaten	  contamination	  of	  the	  
underground	  aquifers	  as	  per	  House	  Document	  389	  literature.	  	  None	  of	  the	  
above	  has	  been	  made	  a	  part	  of	  any	  review	  despite	  repeated	  requests	  from	  
the	  public	  for	  such	  studies.	  


	  
-‐ The	  SOCALGAS	  operations	  and	  oilfield	  gas	  migration	  throughout	  the	  Ballona	  


area	  have	  also	  not	  been	  discussed	  despite	  repeated	  requests	  from	  the	  public.	  	  
-‐ Thus	  pg	  9	  of	  9	  is	  insufficient	  and	  incorrect	  in	  its	  comments	  regarding	  the	  


Local	  Coastal	  Program	  and	  the	  Coastal	  Act,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  
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fact	  that	  there	  is	  no	  LCP	  language	  that	  states	  Ballona	  requires	  action	  as	  the	  
Staff	  Recommendation	  implies	  as	  per	  31252.	  


-‐ 	  
-‐ Staff	  Recommendation-‐	  Pg.	  8	  of	  9	  Under	  “Sea	  level	  rise	  vulnerability”	  
-‐ The	  Staff	  fail	  to	  alert	  the	  reader	  that	  the	  ‘broad	  areas	  of	  mid	  marsh	  and	  high	  


marsh”	  depicted-‐-‐showing	  a	  meandering	  Ballona	  Creek	  mid-‐way	  between	  
Area	  A	  and	  B-‐-‐	  will	  be	  inundated	  with	  yearly	  flood	  waters	  of	  the	  
contaminated	  Ballona	  Creek	  –potentially	  killing	  nesting	  or	  burrowing	  life	  in	  
the	  low,	  mid	  and	  	  high	  marsh	  areas.	  	  Concerns	  by	  the	  SAC	  team	  regarding	  	  
scouring,	  trash	  and	  contamination	  were	  not	  disclosed	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report	  and	  
have	  not	  been	  shared	  with	  the	  public.	  


-‐ 	  The	  Staff	  fail	  to	  inform	  the	  reader	  that	  the	  Preferred	  Plan	  creates	  a	  non	  
historic	  cycling	  of	  yearly	  floods,	  debris	  and	  contamination	  as	  part	  of	  an	  end	  of	  
pipe	  solution,	  a	  treatment	  wetland	  device	  .	  	  	  


-‐ The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  does	  not	  disclose	  the	  SAC	  discussion	  of	  concerns	  
regarding	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  treatment	  wetland.	  	  	  


-‐ The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  does	  not	  alert	  the	  reader	  as	  to	  what	  is	  achieved	  
with	  the	  use	  of	  the	  bond	  funds	  via	  “hydraulics”	  information.	  	  Will	  the	  
hydraulics	  information	  be	  exclusive	  to	  new	  levy	  construction?	  	  


-‐ The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  does	  not	  disclose	  to	  the	  reader,	  the	  need	  for	  
upcreek	  flood	  control	  or	  contamination	  control	  as	  is	  discussed	  by	  SAC.	  


-‐ 	  
31400-‐	  	  The	  Staff	  Recommendation	  cites	  enhancement	  of	  future	  NEW	  trails.	  	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  already	  awarded	  large	  grants	  specifically	  for	  the	  
Ballona	  Bike	  Trail	  (File	  No.	  07-‐058-‐01)	  which,	  currently	  exists	  and	  is	  heavily	  utilized	  
by	  the	  public.	  	  Since,	  much	  public	  funding	  has	  already	  been	  utilized	  and	  will	  be	  
utilized	  further	  for	  the	  pathway,	  why	  should	  that	  same	  importance	  of	  pathway	  be	  
taken	  away	  at	  Ballona?	  
Removal	  of	  the	  levees	  would	  not	  only	  take	  away	  a	  heavily	  utilized	  public	  biking	  and	  
hiking	  trail	  but	  would	  also	  take	  away	  the	  pathway’s	  use	  as	  an	  observatory	  
promenade	  for	  viewing	  the	  interior	  of	  Ballona.	  	  The	  levees	  provide	  an	  important	  
opportunity	  for	  viewing	  without	  intruding.	  	  
	  
The	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  and	  other	  agencies	  have	  failed	  to	  embrace	  and	  include	  the	  
public	  on	  this	  issue	  as	  well.	  	  Using	  the	  public’s	  hard	  earned	  money	  while	  keeping	  the	  
public	  out	  of	  the	  planning	  process	  reveals	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  not	  acted	  in	  
good	  faith.	  
	  
Grant	  Award	  of	  $280,000	  to	  Mountains	  Recreation	  and	  Conservation	  
Authority	  (MRCA)	  File	  No.	  04-‐088	  from	  Staff	  Recommendation	  7/21/10.	  
	  


1. The	  Mountains	  Recreation	  and	  Conservation	  Authority	  governing	  board	  
refused	  to	  approve	  the	  use	  of	  bond	  money	  for	  the	  trailhead(s)	  	  and	  other	  
enhancement	  s	  at	  Ballona.	  	  The	  Board	  agreed	  with	  members	  of	  the	  public.	  
Namely,	  that	  due	  to	  the	  ongoing	  Joint	  EIR/EIS	  process’	  requirements	  being	  
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more	  stringent	  than	  a	  singular	  EIR;	  	  those	  added	  requirements	  had	  to	  be	  
fulfilled	  prior	  to	  any	  further	  decision	  making	  taking	  place.	  	  	  
	  
Mr.	  Edmiston,	  at	  the	  meeting,	  asked	  did	  they	  want	  him	  to	  return	  the	  money?-‐	  	  
	  
Ostensibly	  the	  bond	  money	  had	  already	  been	  approved	  and	  given	  to	  
MRCA.	  	  	  Where	  did	  the	  money	  go?	  And;	  	  
	  


2. The	  1/19/12	  Staff	  Recommendation	  cites	  NEW	  levy	  demolition	  and	  bike	  
trails	  ,	  	  
“the	  proposed	  project	  could	  provide	  a	  new	  segment	  of	  the	  Coastal	  Trail	  .	  	  ……the	  
project	  is	  located	  at	  the	  intersection	  of	  the	  California	  Coastal	  Trail	  and	  the	  
Ballona	  Creek	  Trail,	  and	  may	  offer	  a	  significant	  opportunity	  for	  the	  
development	  of	  improved	  connections	  between	  these	  trails.”	  P.	  7	  of	  9	  .	  


-‐ Since	  the	  Coastal	  Conservancy	  has	  been	  intent	  upon	  levee	  removal	  of	  Ballona	  
Creek	  and	  dredging	  the	  land	  in	  the	  near	  future;	  why	  did	  the	  Conservancy	  give	  
bond	  money	  to	  MRCA	  for	  trail	  head	  construction	  and	  enhancements	  for	  Area	  
A	  (in	  particular)-‐-‐apparently	  an	  area	  it	  intends	  to	  soon	  demolish	  and	  dredge?	  
These	  inconsistencies	  appear	  to	  show	  misuse	  of	  public	  funds;	  paying	  for	  
contractors	  and	  salaries	  	  	  for	  projects	  that	  lead	  nowhere.	  


-‐ Furthermore,	  it	  appears	  that	  when	  the	  CC	  Project	  Manager	  of	  Ballona	  desires	  
to	  garner	  public	  bond	  money;	  	  	  the	  wetlands	  (or	  bike	  path)	  are	  discussed	  in	  a	  
decidedly	  positive	  depiction	  as	  below:	  


	  
“Despite the degradation of site resources, significant wetland habitat remains within the Ballona 
Wetlands. Plant species within the project site include wetland indicators such as pickleweed, marsh 
heather, saltgrass, arrowgrass and glasswort, and a variety of upland and exotic species including brome, 
iceplant, oxalis, and ryegrass. Bird surveys indicate that the site is used seasonally by a variety of 
migratory shorebirds, as well as by typical shoreline residents (gulls, terns, and ducks) and typical upland 
birds including small raptors. Bird species of special interest observed	  in	  the	  project	  area	  include	  nesting	  
pairs	  of	  Belding’s	  Savannah	  sparrow	  and	  foraging use by California least terns. 
The proposed project will be implemented primarily on the portion of the BWER north of the Ballona Creek 
channel (Exhibit 2). This area of the reserve currently has very limited public access and suffers from 
illegal uses. The proposed project seeks to improve the resources on the site, increasing public use while 
discouraging illegal activities through improvements to fencing and signage.” File No. 04-088 
 
This same project manager provides an entirely different depiction in the negative—when 
public bond money is requested for demolition purposes on the same piece of property. 
Note also the language of utilizing funds to safeguard the property directly contradicts the 
1/19/12 Staff Recommendation of the 6 plus million wherein the Project Manager cites 
the need to demolish and dredge the same area as a means of eliminating public use by 
the homeless instead of—the aforementioned request for money to protect the same area. 
( See also Ms. Small e-mails discussing need to show greater degradation in order to 
secure the desired outcome. (J. Davis 3/28/12 Request to CC )) 
It appears that the Ballona habitat is characterized dependent upon financial requests---
not on reality or science based requests. 
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-‐ Despite	  repeated	  requests	  for	  public	  follow	  up	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  bond	  
money	  and	  that	  project,	  (including	  a	  request	  made	  for	  information	  at	  the	  
recent	  Ballona	  Watershed	  Task	  Force	  Meeting)	  none	  has	  been	  forthcoming	  
from	  MRCA	  staff	  or	  CC	  staff.	  
 
“In 2008, the Conservancy authorized funds to the MRCA for planning, final design and 
implementation of specific public access improvements identified in the Ballona Wetlands Early 
BALLONA WETLANDS PUBLIC ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS 
Action Plan. MRCA has completed much of that work and as a result of that planning effort, the 
project partners determined that some of the specific access improvements identified in that plan 
may need to be re-evaluated and others should be reviewed and permitted as part of the larger 
wetland restoration project. Rather than pursue the Early Action Plan improvements, the project 
partners decided that it is a higher priority to develop targeted educational and public access 
programs in the northern 300 acre portion of the site where there is currently almost no public 
access. The proposed project would also provide funding for MRCA to continue working on 
planning public access improvements for inclusion in the ultimate restoration project.” 


	  
	  
This	  inconsistency	  for	  request/approval	  and	  follow-‐up	  on	  bond	  funds	  
continues	  to	  remain	  unexplained.	  	  	  
	  
And,how	  does	  removal	  of	  the	  levees-‐	  the	  lower	  leg	  of	  the	  “Class	  1	  bike	  path”	  fit	  with	  the	  public’s	  
money	  expended	  	  below?:	  
“I_n_	  _2_0_0_0_,_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _h_e_l_p_e_d_	  _f_u_n_d_	  _a_	  _r_e_g_i_o_n_a_l_	  _p_l_a_n_	  
_f_o_r_	  _c_r_e_a_t_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _a_	  _“P_a_r_k_	  _t_o_	  _P_l_a_y_a_”	  _r_i_v_e_r_	  _p_a_r_k_w_a_y_	  _f_r_o_m_	  
_t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_d_w_i_n_	  _H_i_l_l_s_	  _t_o_	  _M_a_r_i_n_a_	  _D_e_l_	  _R_e_y_._	  _T_h_e_	  _p_l_a_n_	  
_e_n_v_i_s_i_o_n_e_d_	  _c_r_e_a_t_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _a_	  _p_a_r_k_w_a_y_	  _a_l_o_n_g_	  _B_a_l_l_o_n_a_	  _C_r_e_e_k_	  
_t_o_	  _l_i_n_k_	  _e_x_p_a_n_d_e_d_	  _p_a_r_k_s_	  _a_t_	  _t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_d_w_i_n_	  _H_i_l_l_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  
_b_e_a_c_h_e_s_	  _a_n_d_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_a_s_t_a_l_	  _T_r_a_i_l_._	  _I_n_	  _2_0_0_1_,_	  _t_h_e_	  
_C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _h_e_l_p_e_d_	  _f_u_n_d_	  _t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_l_o_n_a_	  _C_r_e_e_k_	  _a_n_d_	  _T_r_a_i_l_	  
_F_o_c_u_s_e_d_	  _S_p_e_c_i_a_l_	  _S_t_u_d_y_	  _w_h_i_c_h_	  _i_d_e_n_t_i_f_i_e_d_	  _p_o_t_e_n_t_i_a_l_	  
_i_m_p_r_o_v_e_m_e_n_t_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  _c_r_e_e_k_	  _a_n_d_	  _t_r_a_i_l_._	  _C_o_n_s_i_s_t_e_n_t_	  _w_i_t_h_	  
_t_h_a_t_	  _s_t_u_d_y_,_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _h_a_s_	  _a_l_s_o_	  _p_r_o_v_i_d_e_d_	  _f_u_n_d_i_n_g_	  
_f_o_r_	  _t_h_e_	  _c_o_n_s_t_r_u_c_t_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _a_	  _p_e_d_e_s_t_r_i_a_n_	  _b_r_i_d_g_e_	  _i_n_	  _C_u_l_v_e_r_	  
_C_i_t_y_	  _w_h_i_c_h_	  _i_n_c_r_e_a_s_e_d_	  _a_c_c_e_s_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  _B_a_l_l_o_n_a_	  _C_r_e_e_k_	  
_T_r_a_i_l_._	  _T_h_a_t_	  _p_r_o_j_e_c_t_	  _h_a_s_	  _b_e_e_n_	  _c_o_m_p_l_e_t_e_d_._	  _T_h_i_s_	  _p_r_o_j_e_c_t_	  
_w_i_l_l_	  _h_e_l_p_	  _t_o_	  _i_m_p_l_e_m_e_n_t_	  _t_h_e_	  _v_i_s_i_o_n_	  _o_f_	  _t_h_e_	  _“P_a_r_k_	  _t_o_	  _P_l_a_y_a_”	  
_a_n_d_	  _t_h_e_	  _F_o_c_u_s_e_d_	  _S_t_u_d_y_,_	  _d_e_v_e_l_o_p_i_n_g_	  _a_	  _m_u_l_t_i_-‐_b_e_n_e_f_i_t_,_	  
_g_a_t_e_w_a_y_	  _p_a_r_k_	  _t_h_a_t_	  _w_i_l_l_	  _i_n_c_r_e_a_s_e_	  _a_c_c_e_s_s_	  _t_o_	  _t_h_e_	  _t_r_a_i_l_	  
_a_n_d_	  _e_n_h_a_n_c_e_	  _t_h_e_	  _e_x_p_e_r_i_e_n_c_e_	  _o_f_	  _t_r_a_i_l_	  _u_s_e_r_s_._	  _File	  No.	  07-‐058-‐01;	  
Project	  Manager	  Mary	  Small	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_	  _f_u_n_d_s_	  _f_o_r_	  _t_h_i_s_	  _p_r_o_j_e_c_t_	  _a_r_e_	  _e_x_p_e_c_t_e_d_	  _t_o_	  
_d_e_r_i_v_e_	  _f_r_o_m_	  _t_h_e_	  _C_o_n_s_e_r_v_a_n_c_y_’s_	  _F_Y_2_0_0_2_/_0_3_	  _a_p_p_r_o_p_r_i_a_t_i_o_n_	  
_f_r_o_m_	  _P_r_o_p_o_s_i_t_i_o_n_	  _4_0_”)	  


	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3.	  	  Staff	  Reccommendation	  pg.	  9	  of	  9	  re:	  Consistency	  With	  Local	  Coastal	  Policies	  	  	  	  	  
fails	  to	  provide	  accurate	  Local	  Coastal	  Plan	  (LCP	  )background	  information.	  
	  
The Coastal Commission certified the first LUP in 1984, the La Ballona MDR Land Use 
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Plan. 
 
The Land Use Plan was then changed to reflect two distinctly different Land Use 
Plans, the La Ballona 
Plan and the new and different MDR LUP. 
 
It is questionable as to if the California Coastal Commission certified another Land 
Use Plan for the Playa Vista Project. 
 
Consistency with the California Coastal Act must be consistent with Chapter 3 of that 
Act. 
 
The Project will not restore, but will instead convert the land from one historic 
natural function to an entirely new function that is unnatural.  
Lack of saltwater connection is demonstrated in historic maps from the U.S. 
Geological Survey. ( A USGS map was submitted at the public hearing on Jan 
19,2012.  The CC remains nonresponsive)  
 
Grassroots Coalition respectfully requests a written response to this Additional 
Complaint and maintains its request for response to the 3/29/12 REQUEST TO 
RESCIND APPLICATION FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL ON 1/19/12,  to 
award $6,490,000 Ballona Wetlands Restoration Engineering and Technical Studies. 
(File 04-088) 
 
The PRA response CD cited herein, is on file with the Coastal Conservancy.  Copies of 
the CD are available upon request and/or are being forwarded. 
 
GC also reserves its right to amend this Complaint and Request with additional 
information. 
 
Attached is the 3/28/12 Request to Rescind from John Davis to Ca.Coastal 
Conservancy regarding File No. 04-088 
 
 
Respectfully,  
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition-President 
  
 
 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

6980 Santa Teresa Blvd  
Suite 100 
San Jose, CA 95119 

408.224.7476 T 

408.224.7548 F 
openspaceauthority.org 

 
March 19, 2015 
 
 
The Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway #1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
RE: Draft Guidelines for the Implementation of  Proposition 1 (Water Bond) 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority (OSA) appreciates the opportunity to provide comment to 
the State Coastal Conservancy’s (Conservancy) Draft February 2015 Proposition 1 Grant Program 
Guidelines. As an independent special district, OSA has jurisdiction over more than 1000 square miles of 
Santa Clara County, with a mission to conserve the natural environment, support agriculture and 
connect people to nature, by protecting open spaces, natural areas, and working farms and ranches for 
future generations. In November of 2014, the voters passed Measure Q, a 15 year funding measure for 
the OSA, providing $120 million dollars in funding for priority open space projects and programs 
throughout much of Santa Clara County. Water resource investment is a core component of Measure Q.  
OSA will now begin implementing Measure Q by investing in water resource projects that maintain and 
enhance the economic value of our watersheds and prepare our region for a changing climate. 
 
The funding provided by Prop 1 provides an opportunity for the OSA to leverage its funds from Measure 
Q to increase the pace and scale of innovative watershed investments. All of the of the 13 specific 
purposes of providing funds to the Conservancy  (identified in Chapter 6 of Prop 1, “Protecting Rivers, 
lakes, Streams, Coastal Waters and Watersheds”) will support the OSA and its upcoming work to protect 
and enhance the region’s water resources.  
 
As the Conservancy updates its strategic plan in the coming months and identifies what portion of the 
Chapter 6 purposes its funding will achieve, the OSA recommends that the Conservancy emphasize 
projects that increase economic benefits of healthy watersheds, enhance groundwater recharge and 
watershed storage capacity through protection of open space, and leverage agricultural lands to support 
watershed adaptation projects. By placing additional emphasis on funding projects that demonstrate 
the economic benefits of natural lands to enhancing watersheds and climate adaptation, the 
Conservancy would position organizations to implement innovative green infrastructure pilot projects. 
Such investments would demonstrate the economic significance of watershed investments for providing 
multiple ecosystem service benefits and provide compelling and replicable models that support 
management of critical water resources in the future.  
 
Sincerely, 

  
Andrea Mackenzie 
General Manager 
 
cc:  Open Space Authority Board of Directors 



The mission of the Resource Conservation District of Santa Cruz County is to help people protect, conserve, 
and restore natural resources through information, education, and technical assistance programs. 

 
 
March 19, 2015 
 
 
Sam Schuchat 
Director, California State Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway #1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
RE: Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines 
 
Dear Mr. Schuchat: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the State Coastal Conservancy’s (SCC) Proposition 1 
Grant Program Guidelines (Guidelines). The Resource Conservation District of Santa Cruz County 
(RCDSCC) enjoys a very productive relationship with the SCC that has facilitated the implementation of 
significant restoration and conservation projects. The RCDSCC hopes to continue its partnership with 
the SCC, and in that vein, is pleased to submit the following comments and suggestions regarding the 
Guidelines. 
 
Project Development Process. Involvement by regional SCC staff has been critical to our successful 
partnership.  Early involvement has helped to align projects with SCC priorities and to develop projects 
that could ultimately be supported. The RCDSCC suggests that the Guidelines direct, and provide the 
support for, regional staff to work with local partners in the project development process. Regional staff 
has proven to be professional and competent, which has added tremendous value to our projects. 
 
Grant Application Process. The RCDSCC suggests that a concept proposal step be incorporated into 
the overall grant application process. A simple, 3 – 5 page concept proposal would allow for local 
partners to vett projects prior to expending the resources associated with a full proposal at the same time 
it would relieve pressure on SCC staff in reviewing applications. The SCC has taken this approach with 
the Climate Ready grants and that has worked well from our perspective.  
 
Grant Award (Pg. 7). Applicants would benefit from knowing standard contract terms ahead of time 
(perhaps including the boilerplate contract as an attachment to the solicitation notice) to ensure that the 
proposed work and budget can sufficiently meet detailed contractual requirements, such as contractor 
bonding requirements, specific signage requirements, labor policies or requirements, reporting 
requirements, whether or not a percent of the grant is retained until the project is completed, etcetera. 
 
Community Support (pg. 8).  Please broaden the score for community support to include support for 
the project goals/ type of project.  For example, the community may be largely unaware of a specific 
project to improve water use efficiency on a private farm, yet there is strong community support for 
water conservation generally. 
 



The mission of the Resource Conservation District of Santa Cruz County is to help people protect, conserve, 
and restore natural resources through information, education, and technical assistance programs. 

Grant Reimbursement (Pg. 9). After listening to the webinar for the Oakland workshop we are unclear 
as to the provisions regarding reimbursement. Information provided during the webinar suggested that 
grantees could not wait for grant reimbursement to pay contractors, but instead must pay contractors first 
before submitting the invoice to the SCC for reimbursement. If true, this requirement would be a 
significant and potential non-starter for the RCDSCC. Project costs can routinely account for 50% to 
100% of the RCDSCC’s reserve funds, and paying those costs ahead of reimbursement could prove to 
be financially catastrophic.  
 
Multi-benefit (Pg. 8). The RCDSCC suggests that a greater emphasis be given to projects that achieve 
multiple benefits. There are many other grants programs from Proposition 1 that are well suited to 
single-purpose projects. The Coastal Conservancy has continually demonstrated its commitment to 
funding inter-connected, multi-benefit projects, and the RCDSCC suggests that these efforts continue 
through greater emphasis in the scoring criteria.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Guidelines. Please feel free to contact me if you 
would like clarification or additional information regarding any of these comments.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Chris Coburn 
Executive Director 
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March 18, 2015 
 
Sam Schuchat, Executive Director 
State Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
 
SUBJECT: San Francisco Bay Joint Venture (SFBJV) Comments on Prop. 1 
Draft Guidelines 
 
 
Dear Mr. Schuchat: 
 
I am writing on behalf of members of the San Francisco Bay Joint Venture to provide 
our collective input on the Coastal Conservancy’s draft guidelines for Prop. 1 funding. 
We eagerly anticipate the adoptions of the guidelines and release of funds that will 
support habitat as specified under Prop. 1 
We believe that the Conservancy’s draft guidelines reflect the best practices of the 
Conservancy in their grant making, as well as their leadership in regional habitat 
planning and project management. The proposed guidelines will enable the Conservancy 
to fund a variety of projects that support regional conservation plans and meet the goals 
of the Conservancy’s strategic plan as well as the requirements of voter-approved 
language specified in Prop. 1.  
 
Specific recommendations 
The SFBJV would like to acknowledge the leadership of the Conservancy’s 
collaboration with Joint Venture partners in delivering successful wetland habitat 
protection and restoration projects. We would like to offer the following specific 
comments that will ensure that projects of mutual interest can be funded under Prop.1 in 
a timely way. 
 
1. Prioritize San Francisco Bay Area wetlands  
It is well-documented that the waters of San Francisco Bay, its wetlands, watershed, and 
nearby coastal marshes are some of the most biologically important wetlands on the 
continent. Much of the coastal wetland protection and restoration that is occurring in 
California is in the Bay Area. All types of wetland and stream habitats in the region are 
being restored at a scale unprecedented anywhere else in the State.  The Conservancy 
has already made huge investments in restoring habitats on a landscape scale in San 
Francisco Bay and its coastal watersheds. Prioritizing wetlands in the region will connect 
habitats, build on successful projects, and complete those currently in the planning 
phases. 
 
The Conservancy-led Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Update for Climate Change 
(BEHGU) emphasizes an urgency to restore tidal marshes and associated habitats and 
protect migration areas to maximize habitat resiliency, provide flood and storm surge 
protection, and build shoreline resiliency. BEHGU recommendations, supported by the 
Joint Venture’s Climate Adaptation Decision Support models, show that biotic integrity 



of wetlands, migration space, and transitional habitats can be preserved if we invest in protection and 
restoration sooner than later.  
 
To maintain and enhance the values of these internationally significant wetlands, we recommend that a 
majority of the funding that the Conservancy dedicates to wetlands be allocated to the SF Bay Area, as 
identified in the geographic sub-regions of the SFBJV Implementation Plan and BEHGU.  
 
2. Prioritize projects that meet the goals of Joint Venture Implementation Plans or and adopted projects 
There are two Joint Ventures (San Francisco Bay and Pacific Birds Habitat), the Delta focal region of the 
Central Valley Joint Venture, and the Southern California Wetlands Recovery Program (SCWRP) within the 
jurisdiction of the Conservancy. The engagement and leadership of the Conservancy in Joint Ventures and 
their staff consultation with project managers brings a level of expertise to each project and helps to 
integrates statewide priorities and policies with habitat delivery and regional planning.  As a result of strong 
partnerships, Joint Venture projects are well-vetted, have strong stakeholder involvement, are science-based, 
and have been coordinated through the state and federal regulatory processes. The Joint Venture tracks 
projects in all stages of planning and permitting.  “Ready to go” projects have or will soon be permitted and 
will deliver on Joint Venture goals and other regional plans and demonstrate success for Prop. 1. 
 
The Conservancy has historically welcomed SFBJV input into funding priorities. Validating the projects that 
meet Joint Venture goals and priorities can be formalized in several ways:  
•  List the Joint Venture Implementation Plan and adopted projects in the guidelines and in Appendix C. 
• Specify that projects that meet the SFBJV Implementation Plan or have been vetted and supported by the 
Joint Ventures and the SCWRP be included as criteria in the Conservancy’s strategic plan.  
• Alternatively, bonus points could be awarded for those projects that are supported by the Joint Ventures and 
the SCWRP. 
 
3. Continuously appropriate funds  
Delivering funding to restoration projects that are “ready to go” in a timely way can be key to addressing 
climate change impacts such as sea level rise and can demonstrate results for the funding agencies. Quarterly 
RFP’s will help ensure ongoing funding is available to those projects that are ‘ready to go” and ensure that 
projects can be delivered in a timely way, as well as provide important “match” for other funding sources. 
 
4. Resolve ways to provide Prop. 1 funding to deliver habitat on state-owned lands 
The State owns and manages vast acreages of very important wildlife habitats in San Francisco Bay, such as 
Bel Marin Keys and Eden Landing. We are concerned that agencies are precluded from granting funding to 
themselves under the competitive process specified in Prop. 1.  We encourage creative solutions to applying 
Prop 1 funds to wetland restoration on state lands, by partnerships between the various state agencies and 
with nongovernmental organizations.  We are more concerned about functioning wetland ecosystems and 
delivering habitat, water quality, flood protection, and conservation benefits than we are about who owns the 
land.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input into the Conservancy’s Prop. 1 guidelines. We look 
forward to continuing our collaboration with the Conservancy to deliver wetland habitat conservation 
projects that will demonstrate the success of Prop. 1. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Diane Ross-Leech 
Past Chair 



 

 

Date: March 19, 2015 

To:  Coastal Conservancy Commission and  

From:  Warner Chabot, San Francisco Estuary Institute  

Re:  Testimony on February Draft Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines  

 
Dear Coastal Conservancy Commission and Staff: 

My perspective on the Conservancy’s grant program is based a 40-year working experience 
with both the Conservancy and the Coastal commission in roles ranging from Local government 
planner, private consultant and no-n profit policy advocate.   

I am currently the Executive Director of the San Francisco Estuary Institute.  We are a science-
based NGO that provides reports and GIS-based science tools to CA decision makers to address 
land use, aquatic and environmental restoration issues.  

The Conservancy plays a unique, invaluable and efficient role in funding and managing the 
projects that best reflect a public investment in the public interest.  The Conservancy staff and 
commissioners play a unique, transparent and democratic role in maximizing the public interest 
in public coastal projects. 

You achieve these results in three ways: 

1. Your strategic plan, conceived in a public process, sets statewide environmental priorities, 

2. You convene and assist regional coalitions and constituencies to set regional priorities 

3. You work with grantees as a funder and a partner to maximize the value of a project. 

I want to stress the importance of this critical third role. A critical and essential Conservancy 
staff role your assistance to disadvantaged communities and small groups whom often lack the 
sophistication better financed NGOs to understand and participate in the grant application 
process.  I strongly urge that the Conservancy’s final guidelines specifically have policies to allow 
the staff to continue to work with grantees throughout the application process. 

It is the Conservancy’s job to: 

- Identify projects that implement statewide goals  

- Assist regional planning efforts to set priorities, 

- Focus on best achievable outcomes, regardless of what group get to those outcomes.  

Please do not restrict the ability of staff to work with applicants to help bring the best 
possible proposals before the Commission for their consideration.  I’m confident that the 
Conservancy’s strategic plan, your project selection criteria and the transparent public process 
followed by the Conservancy Board, provides adequate balance and openness to assure fairness 
in this process.    

Thank you. 

Warner Chabot 
Executive Director 





 
 
 
 
 
 
March 13, 2015 
 
Samuel Schuchat 
California State Coastal Conservancy  
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-2530 
 
RE: COASTAL CONSERVANCY PROPOSITION 1 DRAFT GUIDELINES   
 
Dear Mr. Schuchat: 
 
On behalf of the Sonoma County Water Agency, I am writing to express comments on the 
State Coastal Conservancy’s Draft Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines (Draft 
Guidelines). Our Agency provides water to cities and water districts that serve more than 
600,000 people in Sonoma and Marin counties, and we are committed to effectively 
managing the water resources in our care for the benefit of people and the environment. 
The State Coastal Conservancy has been an important partner to the Agency and the 
region, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Conservancy’s Draft 
Guidelines.  
 
Regarding the strategies used to identify and award points for projects that will benefit 
disadvantaged communities, we believe the current structure in the Draft Guidelines doesn’t 
adequately recognize the many disadvantaged communities along the state’s north coast. 
Proposition 1 uses the following definition for disadvantaged community: “a community with 
an annual median household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual 
median household income” (subdivision (a) of Water Code Section 79505.5). This is a 
different definition from the one used to identify disadvantaged communities in the draft 
guidelines which relies the CalEnviroScreen tool.  
 
In order to ensure that projects benefitting all of California’s disadvantaged communities in 
the north and south are fairly recognized, we suggest that the Draft Guidelines be amended 
to use the criteria specified in the bond language. Specifically, on page 8, we suggest that 
bonus points be designated to “communities with an annual median household income that 
is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household income.”  

 
Regarding the use of conservation corps, we encourage the State Coastal Conservancy to 
amend the Draft Guidelines so that applicants are encouraged to work with a broad variety 
of programs that employ at risk youth. In Sonoma County the Sonoma County Youth 
Ecology Corps (SCYEC) at risk youth and young adults receive workforce training and learn 
about environmental stewardship by performing ecosystem restoration and conservation 



work. The SCYEC and other programs like it around the state could be valuable partners for 
project applicants and the State Coastal Conservancy in implementing projects funded with 
Proposition 1 dollars. On pages 8 and 9 of the Draft Guidelines, we suggest adding the 
phrase “or other programs employing at risk youth in conservation or restoration projects” 
after “California Conservation Corps” so that applicants are encouraged to work with a 
broader variety of programs that benefit at risk youth. 
 
Finally, we urge the State Coastal Conservancy to consider increasing the pace at which it 
grants Proposition 1 funds. While the Draft Guidelines outline an anticipated schedule of $10 
million in grants per year, we believe that demand for this funding exceeds that amount. We 
suggest that the State Coastal Conservancy either shorten the time frame for spending these 
funds to five years or start with a higher grant amount in the first few years of the program. If 
this funding is spent quickly on strong and effective projects, the State will start realizing the 
benefits of these investments and achieving the goals of Proposition 1 more rapidly. 

 
If we can be of any assistance to you please call. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
GRANT DAVIS, GENERAL MANAGER 
 



 

 

S O N O M A  E C O L O G Y  C E N T E R  
Protecting the beauty and biodiversity of Sonoma Valley 

 

PO Box 1486, Eldridge, CA 95431  •  (707) 996-0712  •  fax (707) 996-2452 
Sonoma Garden Park  •  19996 7th St E, Sonoma 95476  •  (707) 996-4883 

Sugarloaf Ridge State Park  •  2605 Adobe Canyon Rd, Kenwood, CA 95452  •  (707) 833-5712 
info@sonomaecologycenter.org  •  www.sonomaecologycenter.org 

  
March 20, 2015 
 
California Coastal Conservancy  
1330 Broadway #1300  
Oakland, CA 94612 
comments@scc.ca.gov 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Sonoma Ecology Center has the following comments on the draft California State Coastal Conservancy 
Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines.  
 

 Please state when the allowable period of match begins and ends. This is essential information for 
applicants because in many cases, availability of match determines whether it's worth submitting a 
proposal. We urge this period to begin on the submittal due date or earlier. 

 Please state when the reimbursable period begins (hopefully upon award, not upon final signatures). An 
early start date is especially helpful for smaller nonprofits and agencies who may have more difficulty 
paying for the substantial time required for contract development. 

 Please include, with any request for proposals, a sample contract and sample invoice that accurately 
reflect what successful applicants will use. These documents are essential information for proposal 
writers, because they often include requirements that affect the project budget. 

 Please state if there's a retention, and if so how much, and under what conditions it is paid. 

 Please write your guidelines and solicitations in such a way that projects can involve true volunteers. 
That is, please protect these projects from having to pay prevailing wage to people who want to 
contribute free labor, services, or expertise.  

 Please make electronic reimbursement your default method of paying invoices, as the federal 
government does. Speedy reimbursement is especially important to smaller organizations and 
municipalities.  

 Please provide monetary compensation for late reimbursement to nonprofits. Such compensation is 
already made available to municipalities and businesses in many state contracts and agreements. 

 
We are pleased to have the opportunity to review the Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines, and hope 
that you will take our comments into account as representative of the concerns of many small 
environmental non-profits in the state.  
 
Sonoma Ecology Center works with our community to enhance and sustain ecological health in Sonoma 
Valley and surrounding areas. Founded in 1990, Sonoma Ecology Center has worked to increase appreciation 
and stewardship of Sonoma Valley’s natural heritage and create measurable benefits in areas of land, water, 
climate change, and biodiversity. We endeavor to preserve and protect the beauty and biodiversity of 
Sonoma Valley by addressing challenges related to water supply and quality, open space, rural character, 
biodiversity, energy, climate change, and community engagement.  

mailto:info@sonomaecologycenter.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov








STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

 
CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer 

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South (916) 574-1800       FAX (916) 574-1810 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 California Relay Service from TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929 
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 Contact FAX: (916) 574-1835  

 
 

Sent via Email and U.S. Mail 
comments@scc.ca.gov 

March 19, 2015 
 
California Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway #1300 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 

Subject:  Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines Draft, Grants  
 Funded by the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure 
 Improvement Act of 2014 

 
Dear California Coastal Conservancy Grants Administrator: 
 

This letter is in supplement to the previous letter of comment submitted by the 
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) to the Coastal Conservancy Grants 
Administrator, dated March 16, 2015.  The previous comments were more specifically 
directed toward the Draft Project Solicitation and Evaluation Guidelines Proposition 1, 
Watershed Restoration & Delta Water Quality and Ecosystem Restoration Grant 
Programs (Guidelines), which is being prepared by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW).   

 
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff have reviewed the Draft 

Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines, under preparation by the California Coastal 
Conservancy as the public agency grants administrator, and submit the following 
supplemental comments pertaining to California Coastal Conservancy Grant Guidelines. 
 

CSLC staff believe there is a high priority need to enhance and preserve the 
ecological integrity and long-term viability of existing productive coastal wetland 
systems that have been restored through prior actions.  In particular, many of these tidal 
wetland systems of statewide importance are managed by public agencies, and are 
either underfunded or have no available funds to undertake necessary adaptive 
management actions.  Examples of needed actions include maintaining tidal circulation, 
restoration enhancement of existing coastal wetland habitat, managing invasive 
species, controlling predators, and removing sediment, among others.  Without the 
implementation of corrective actions, significant degradation may occur. Of utmost 
concern is the potential for tidal inlet closures in systems that have been previously 
restored to full tidal circulation.  If an inlet closure occurs, sever or catastrophic impacts 
on the species within the wetland system are likely. 
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These tidal coastal wetlands and associated shallow water habitats are 
extremely important for a wide variety of ecological resources, as well as the protection 
of listed species.  Given the historic losses of coastal wetland habitat in California, 
CSLC staff believe a priority should be placed on ensuring public agency managed 
existing tidal wetland systems continue to function at a high level through grant funding 
augmentation to preserve the State’s investment in these sites and sustain a “no net 
loss” of California’s wetlands. 
 
      Funding eligibility for public agency managed coastal wetland systems appears 
consistent with the Conservancy Required Project Selection Criteria and the Purposes 
of Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines as follows: 
 

 Enhancing wildlife habitats; 

 Assisting communities to prepare for the impacts of climate change, including 
sea level rise; 

 Protecting healthy watersheds and fishery resources; 

 Protecting and restoring aquatic, wetland and migratory bird ecosystems; 

 Protecting and restoring coastal watersheds including but not limited to, bays, 
marine estuaries, and nearshore ecosystems; 

 Reducing pollution or contamination of coastal waters; and, 

 Assisting in the recovery of endangered, threatened, or migratory species by 
improving watershed health, and coastal wetland restoration. 

 
 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program Guidelines.  We 
request that you consider our comments prior to adoption of the final Guidelines. 

 
 Please send a copy of the final Guidelines when they become available to the 
CSLC, attention Wendy Hall, Public Lands Management Specialist.  For questions 
concerning these comments, please also refer to Wendy Hall at (916) 574-0994 or 
wendy.hall@slc.ca.gov. 
  
       Sincerely, 

 
JENNIFER LUCCHESI 

      Executive Officer 
 
 

cc:  Eric Gillies, Assistant Chief, Division of Environmental Planning & Management, CSLC 
       Wendy Hall, Public Land Management Specialist, Land Management Division, CSLC 
       Pam Griggs, Assistant Chief Counsel, CSLC 

mailto:wendy.hall@slc.ca.gov








From: Sungnome Madrone
To: SCC Comments Email
Subject: Water Bond Draft Program Guidelines
Date: Friday, February 13, 2015 9:31:44 PM

Most of the Guidelines look good. I am concerned that the Northcoast watersheds
are not specifically identified like so many other watershed and conservancies. Is the
northcoast eligible and competitive for these grants?

Sungnome Madrone
Executive Director
Mattole Salmon Group
Cell (707) 499-2732
Home (707) 677-0431
www.mattolesalmon.org

mailto:sungnome@mattolesalmon.org
mailto:comments@scc.ca.gov
http://www.mattolesalmon.org/


 
 

March 20, 2015 

 

Mr. Samuel P. Schuchat 

Executive Officer 

California State Coastal Conservancy 

1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612‐2530 

 

Dear Mr. Schuchat, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the California State Coastal Conservancy’s Draft 

Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines (Program Guidelines). 

 

The Nature Conservancy (Conservancy) is a global, nonprofit conservation organization with over one 

million members. The mission of the Conservancy is to conserve the lands and waters on which all life 

depends. In pursuing this mission, the Conservancy relies on a science‐based approach both to identify 

key threats to important natural communities and to develop effective strategies for their conservation.  

 

Beginning in 2009, the Conservancy actively engaged in helping to shape environmental provisions of 

the water bond and worked to ensure that the final version of Proposition 1 acknowledged the 

important connection between a healthy ecosystem and a clean and reliable water supply for people 

and nature.  The Conservancy ultimately endorsed Proposition 1 because this connection was explicitly 

recognized throughout the bond and the measure will fund a range of activities that will address the 

State’s water infrastructure needs and do so in a manner that provides benefits to people and nature. 

 

Furthermore, the Conservancy believes that the Proposition 1 funding affords an excellent opportunity 

to direct funding to achieve the broader objective of moving the State toward more sustainable water 

management today and for future generations.  The Administration’s California Water Action Plan, 

finalized in January 2014, speaks to this “bigger picture” and lays out several key objectives to achieve 

greater reliability, restoration, and resilience in regards to California’s water system.  The Conservancy 

provided comments on the draft California Water Action Plan and is very supportive of using this plan to 

frame Proposition 1 implementation.   

 

In order to achieve the prioritization of meeting the broader goals of the California Water Action Plan, 

the Conservancy should reward grant proposals that deliver multiple benefits (e.g., ecosystem 

restoration, water quality, flood protection, economic, etc.).  In addition, we believe that it is important 

that the Conservancy have a mechanism to communicate more openly with stakeholders and that a 

“pre‐project” consultation process and/or a mechanism for submission of “pre‐proposals” should be 

developed to help ensure that individual projects that are submitted for consideration are framed in a 

manner that is consistent with achieving larger State objectives.  

tel     [916] 449‐2850  

fax    [916] 442‐2377 

nature.org  

nature.org/california 

Sacramento Field Office 
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 1290 
Sacramento, California 95814 
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The consideration of preparing for and addressing the impacts of climate change should be at the 

forefront as the Coastal Conservancy finalizes its guidelines and implements Proposition 1.  For this 

reason, we greatly appreciate the consideration of climate change in the Program Guidelines and 

encourage the Coastal Conservancy to keep this issue top of mind going forward.  In addition, the 

Conservancy offers the following general comments on the Program Guidelines: 

 

 Adaptation project proponents need funding and support to advance planning in order to 

increase the likelihood of success for capital investments in adaptation. We are concerned that – 

given the explicit reference to sea level rise vulnerability – the limits on the use of bond funding 

for planning purposes will encourage implementation projects in advance of adequate planning, 

resulting to unintended consequences. The Coastal Conservancy should develop a creative 

approach to this issue.  We recommend the Coastal Conservancy award more points for entities 

providing matching funds that will be used for planning or to proposals that can demonstrate 

that adequate vulnerability planning has been conducted for the proposed project area.  

 Many good concepts in nature‐based sea level rise adaptation are still awaiting a meaningful 

demonstration, and the Coastal Conservancy should prioritize such projects for funding. For 

example, the rolling conservation easement – the boundaries of which change as mean high 

water changes the boundaries between private and public property – is a concept that has 

existed in the literature for decades, but still needs to be demonstrated in the field to show 

proof of concept. Similarly, most private property owners default to protecting their assets with 

seawalls because alternative “living” shoreline treatments lack detailed specifications and 

demonstrated success. California needs these strategies as part of their adaptation portfolio, 

and the Coastal Conservancy is the right funder to help demonstrate them. 

 Consideration of future climate impacts is essential for long term project success. Thus, projects 

funded with bond funds should not only advance restoration today, but promote durability, 

adaptability, and resilience into the future. 

 Projects funded with bond money should be required to not only provide clear metrics of 

success, but should also generate information from lessons learned for future funding. Projects 

should explicitly be required to show what went wrong in addition to the traditional list of 

successes.  The Conservancy recommends the Coastal Conservancy should commit to develop a 

grantee community of practice that convenes regularly, and shares best practices and lessons 

learned. 

 Projects should build from a strong science foundation and/or advance ongoing research and 

include publicly accessible monitoring, methods and data. 

 Some allocation of funding should be reserved for investment in “pilot projects” that test new 

criteria, methods, and approaches for climate resilient habitat and green infrastructure projects 

that can demonstrate multi‐benefit outcomes including potential for carbon sequestration. 

 

The Conservancy offers the following specific comments on the Program Guidelines: 
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 We are very pleased to see “sea level rise vulnerability” as an explicitly articulated project 

selection criterion. In addition, we recommend that the Coastal Conservancy should articulate a 

few other high‐priority project selection criteria, including “project advances multiple benefits,” 

“project ensures environmental flows to estuaries and protects and restores estuaries,” and 

“project advances integrated water management.” These are critical to the Coastal 

Conservancy’s mission, and reasonably non‐controversial. In particular, we recommend the 

Coastal Conservancy award more than five points to projects showing multiple benefits.  

 The Conservancy requests inclusion of this specific criterion in the project evaluation scoring: 

“To the extent which the project utilizes existing natural features/ecosystem processes, or the 

restoration of natural features/ecosystem processes. Specifically, the use of nature‐based or 

nonstructural alternatives.” The use of nature‐based approaches, combined with the 

preservation and restoration of natural systems and ecosystem processes, provide numerous 

benefits and support a system‐wide, watershed approach1 that considers the interdependencies 

of natural systems. For example, restoring wetland functions along a coastal or riverine system, 

or creating living shorelines.23  One option would be for it to replace or supplement the 

criterion, “The extent to which the project employs new or innovative technology or practices.” 

 The guidelines state that projects should both demonstrate public support and greater than 

local interest. While we appreciate the need for many projects to have a “scalability” 

component, the Coastal Conservancy’s most important niche is advancing local coastal 

conservation, and working with local project proponents. Accordingly, we would like to see the 

guidelines reflect the Conservancy’s important role as an innovator in this policy area. 

 We request that the grant evaluation and scoring (p. 7) explicitly recognize the value and 

benefits of regional conservation plans by awarding points for projects that implement the non‐

mitigation portions of Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCP) adopted pursuant to Fish 

& Game Code, Section 2800 et seq. 

 Under the “Grant Evaluation and Scoring” section (p. 7‐8), the guidelines should more explicitly 

list the multiple benefits that a proposed project will provide.  This will give further guidance to 

potential grantees and allow for greater accountability in the ranking of projects for grant 

awards. 

 We support the awarding of bonus points for projects that benefit disadvantaged communities 

(DAC) based on CalEnviro Screen (Grant Evaluation and Scoring, p. 8).  The Coastal Conservancy 

should also consider awarding additional points for projects located within a DAC and should 

require applications to demonstrate how projects will “benefit” a DAC in the grant application.  

                                                 
1 Additional guidance on watershed approaches can be found in the most current version of the Principles and Guidelines 
for Water and Land Relates Resources Implementation Studies now referred to as the Principles, Requirements and 
Guidelines (PR&G). 

2 A living shoreline is a shoreline management practice that provides erosion control benefits; protects, restores, or 
enhances natural shoreline habitat; and maintains coastal processes through the strategic placement of plants, stone, 
sand fill, and other structural organic materials (e.g., biologs, oyster reefs, etc.). NOAA Shoreline Website 

3 Excerpted from President Obama’s Executive order on Flood Risk Management in list of Key Federal Priorities 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the‐press‐office/2015/01/30/executive‐order‐establishing‐federal‐flood‐risk‐
management‐standard‐and‐v  



Page 4 of 5 

  

This demonstration should at a minimum be a qualitative explanation and, where feasible, a 

quantitative demonstration of the “benefit.” 

 The guidelines call for the promotion and implementation of state plans and priorities, but 

specifically call out only the California Water Plan. It would be helpful for applicants if the 

guidelines could also reference the: 

o Ocean Plan; 

o Safeguarding California Plan4; 

o Sea Level Rise Action Plan (under development by the Ocean Protection Council); 

o Environmental Goals and Policy Report (Draft)5; 

o President Obama’s Executive order on Flood Risk Management in list of Key Federal 

Priorities6; 

o Principles, Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Investments in Water Resources7; 

o Executive Order 13653: Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change8;  

o Priority Agenda – Enhancing the Climate Resilience of America’s Natural Resources9; 

and, 

o Regional conservation plans that encompass a proposed project (i.e., Habitat 

Conservation Plans and/or Natural Community Conservation Plans). 

 The number of proposal solicitation periods (PSPs) is large, suggesting that the Coastal 

Conservancy anticipates giving a large number of relatively small grants.  While we understand 

the importance of a wide portfolio approach, we believe that it is important to undertake 

ecological restoration projects at scale to achieve larger systemic results.  In this regard, we 

recommend a tiered approach, during which every other PSP funds high‐price‐tag projects. 

 Additionally, there are funding sources provided under Proposition 1 for multiple agencies to 

define and deliver projects in the same categories.  For example, the Coastal Conservancy, 

Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Wildlife Conservation Board all administer programs 

under Proposition 1 for coastal wetlands protection and restoration.  It is important that there is 

a unified approach across these agencies in developing the criteria for project funding; 

alignment of objectives and streamlining of authority so that project applicants can better 

understand which agency PSP may be the best fit for their respective projects. 

 
The Conservancy looks forward to the opportunity to work with Coastal Conservancy to ensure the final 
Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines provide funding for multi‐benefit ecosystem protection and 
restoration projects. 
 
 

                                                 
4 http://resources.ca.gov/docs/climate/Final_Safeguarding_CA_Plan_July_31_2014.pdf  
5 http://www.opr.ca.gov/s_egpr.php  
6 https://www.whitehouse.gov/the‐press‐office/2015/01/30/executive‐order‐establishing‐federal‐flood‐risk‐
management‐standard‐and‐v  

7 https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/final_principles_and_requirements_march_2013.pdf  
8 http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR‐2013‐11‐06/pdf/2013‐26785.pdf  
9https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/enhancing_climate_resilience_of_americas_natural_resources.pd
f  
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Thank you for your consideration.  Please contact me if you have any questions about these comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Jay Ziegler 

Director, External Affairs & Policy 
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VIA EMAIL 
 
 
March 9, 2015 
 
 
 
Mr. Sam Schuchat 
Executive Officer 
State Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-2530 
 
Re: State Coastal Conservancy Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines 2015-2016 
           
Dear Sam:   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the State Coastal Conservancy (Conservancy) 
Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines which establish the process and criteria that the 
Conservancy will use to solicit applications, evaluate proposals, and award grants.  The Trust for 
Public Land enjoys an ongoing, rich partnership with the Conservancy, and we look forward to 
working with the Conservancy through this program. 
 
We have reviewed the program guidelines and have summarized our comments below. Overall, 
we strongly encourage the Conservancy to include land conservation as an eligible activity in any 
future solicitations. The permanent protection of critical lands is an essential tool to implement 
the "multibenefit ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects" outlined in 
Water Code Section 79731(j).  In addition, we are concerned by the inflexibility inherent in the 
strict quarterly application process as described in these guidelines. Historically, the Conservancy 
has facilitated the completion of critical and transformative projects in California at least partly 
due to its ability to be nimble and flexible when faced with the unique circumstances of each 
project. Agency flexibility is a powerful tool and should be embraced and maintained within the 
framework of the competitive grant program.  
 
We would be happy to discuss these comments with you or answer any questions you may have.  
 
II. Program Purposes, Required Criteria and Eligibility 
 
Section II.A (p.3): Purpose of Proposition 1 Grant Program Guidelines 
 
As stated in the program purposes, projects must be "consistent with the Conservancy's enabling 
legislation, its Strategic Plan and its existing project selection criteria, and Prop 1. Land 
conservation is consistent with, and implements the express objectives of the above documents. 
 
Conservation is consistent with the Conservancy's enabling legislation, its Strategic Plan, 
and its existing project selection criteria 
 
The Conservancy's enabling legislation encourages and explicitly directs the Conservancy to 
acquire interests and options in real property and make acquisition grants to protect agricultural 
lands; natural habitats, connecting corridors, watersheds, scenic areas, and other open-space 
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resources of regional importance within the San Francisco Bay Area; the Santa Ana River; and 
coastal resources.1  
 
There is substantial support for acquisitions in the Conservancy's Strategic Plan 2013-2018 
(Strategic Plan). Selected relevant priorities for the Conservancy include: 
 

• Bay Area: "Additional conservation work is needed to sustain the region's unique 

biodiversity, particularly in the face of climate change impacts."2 As the population 

grows, the acreage and accessibility of open space for urban populations needs to keep 

pace (p. 10); 

• North Coast: Fishery protection in four key harbors (Crescent City, Humboldt Bay, 
Noyo Harbor, Bodega Bay), combatting working land conversion; 

• Central Coast: Protect working lands in Santa Cruz Mountains, protect and restore 
coastal rivers and streams, protect working lands (p. 13); 

• South Coast: Acquisitions for Santa Clara River Parkway, green infrastructure (LA), 
urban waterfront revitalization. (p. 15); 

 
Finally, Proposition 1 provides substantial and explicit funding and support for land 
conservation. The Water Bond provides support for land conservation in when it states 
"protecting lakes, rivers, and streams, cleaning up polluted groundwater supplies, and preserving 
water sources that supply the entire state are crucial to providing a reliable supply of water and 
protecting the state's natural resources."3  Furthermore, Section 79707(j) states" [t]o the extent 
feasible, watershed objectives included in this division should be achieved through use of 
conservation easements and voluntary landowner participation…."  
 
The Water Action Plan also makes conservation a statewide priority  
 
Section IV.B.3 of the guidelines (p.7) measures the "extent to which the project promotes and 
implements the California Water Action Plan…."  The California Water Action Plan (WAP), 
section 4, strongly supports land protection within its list of critical priorities including:   

• "Protect and restore degraded stream and meadow ecosystems to assist in natural water 

management and improved habitat. Meadows provide a natural storage opportunity, 

critically important with a changing climate, while properly functioning stream systems 

reduce downstream sedimentation and enhance critical aquatic habitat." 4  

• "Support and expand funding for protecting strategically important lands within 

watersheds to ensure that conversion of these lands does not have a negative impact on 

our water resources. By working with willing landowners, protection of key lands from 

conversion will result in a healthier watershed by reducing polluted runoff and 

maintaining a properly functioning ecosystem."5 

 
Section II.B (p.4): The guidelines require project locations to benefit “coastal, ocean resources, 
or the SF Bay region”. We suggest that these guidelines be more specific about what qualifies as 

                                                           
1 See CA Public Resources Code section 31000-31410. 
2 State Coastal Conservancy Strategic Plan, San Francisco Bay Area, p.10. 
3 §79701(i) 
4 California Water Action Plan. 2014, p.10. 
5 California Water Action Plan. 2014, p.10. 
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ocean resource. Green infrastructure, for example, is typically designed to benefit ocean 
resources as it improves the overall health of our oceans but is frequently located inland.  
 
Section II.F (p.5): The guidelines stipulate that funds must be spent on construction or 
acquisition of capital assets and/or activities incidentally related like planning and design. We 
suggest that community outreach and events related to public project participation should be an eligible 
expense as well. Community buy-in and participation is a key element to the success of any 
project. Funds from grant programs such as this need to allow for dollars to be spent engaging 
and educating the community. While the efficacy of community outreach may be more difficult 
to quantify than dollars spent on a capital improvement, it is no less important or necessary for 
these projects to succeed.  
 
Section II.C: Purposes of Proposition 1, Chapter 6  
 

• Section C, subsection 1 and 4, (p.4):  
 
The guidelines state that all Prop 1 grants funded by the Conservancy "must achieve at least of 
these Chapter 6 purposes" including the following:  
 

o Subsection 1 states "Protect and increase the economic benefits arising from 
healthy watersheds, fishery resources and instream flow."  

o Subsection 4 states "Protect and restore aquatic, wetland, and migratory bird 
ecosystems including fish and wildlife corridors and the acquisition of water 
rights for instream flow."  

 
The Conservancy has traditionally treated conservation and protection of natural resources as 
necessarily intertwined. We suggest that "protected" (as described in Subsection 1 and 4) be 
explicitly defined so as to include acquisition of real property interests where doing so clearly 
advances the goals of the program and the Conservancy. The Trust for Public Land firmly 
believes that land conservation - by fee or conservation easement - is a necessary element of the 
state's goal of protecting ecosystems.  
 

• Subsections 2, 3, 9, and 10: What is the desired scale, impact, and/or regional priorities 
for these suggested watershed adaptation, urban river greenway, urban watershed and 
coastal watershed projects?  

 
III.  Grant Application Process and Timeline  
 
Pre-Application Consultation 
 
The Trust for Public Land recommends that consultation with Conservancy regional staff be 
added as a required step for all potential applicants prior to the submittal of a grant application. 
This assistance is invaluable for prospective applicants interested in putting the best projects 
forward and makes the application process more efficient for all parties. Furthermore, this minor 
yet vital technical assistance can provide invaluable information to prospective applicants with 
less capacity or experience to become more competitive for these funds, including those located 
within disadvantaged communities. If the ultimate goal is project success, pre-application 
consultation is a necessary step in the process - neither the grantor nor the grantee wins in a 
black box approach to grand making.  
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We suggest adding language: "Applicants are strongly encouraged to contact Conservancy staff to schedule an 
informal consultation to discuss potential projects and the grant process prior to submitting an application." 
 
Section III.A (p.6): This section states “[t]he Conservancy may elect to solicit targeted 
proposals for a specific type of project for some of the solicitation periods.” We would advise 
against targeted proposals with thematic limitations and encourage flexibility in project 
solicitations as thematic limitations may conflict with tight, relatively inflexible project timelines. 
If the language is left as is, the Conservancy could miss the opportunity to participate in some 
very important but time-limited projects as a result. Should the Conservancy move forward with 
targeted proposals, significant (minimum 90 day) advanced notice should be provided on the 
themes addressed in upcoming grant RFPs. This advanced notice will further the goals of 
transparency and project success in administering these bond funds.  
 
Section III.C.2 (p.6): Consider soliciting concept proposals as an intermediate screening step. 
This step (in addition to or in place of the above consultation) will improve the quality of full 
proposals and avoid wasting Conservancy staff and applicant time in the preparation of 
proposals that are not a good fit for the program. 
 
Section III.C.3 (p.6): The requirement that expert reviewers (including reviewers "other than 
SCC staff" from federal and state agencies and others with relevant expertise) score these 
applications seems unnecessary. It is generally accepted that Conservancy staff are experts in 
their field. We suggest that, for the purposes of this program, Conservancy staff be generally 
accepted as "professionals with relevant expertise." We suggest letting the agency determine if it 
does not have the internal expertise to review a certain application and allowing staff to consult 
with outside experts in such a situation.   
 
IV. Grant Evaluation and Scoring (p.7) 
 
Evaluation Scoring Criteria  
 
Section IV. B. Criteria 1: Please provide more clarity to “the extent” the project achieves the 
purposes of Chapter 6. As this criteria amounts to 20 points, it would be helpful to have a better 
understanding, at the outset, of the expectations for scale and impact.  
 
Promoting and Implementing Plans 
 
Section IV.B. Criteria 3: We suggest amending this criteria to read “[t]he extent to which the 
project promotes and implements the California Water Action Plan, other state and local plans 
and policies, and relevant regional water plans.” 
 
Section IV.B. Criteria 5: In addition to showing “community support” we believe that bonus 
points should be added for projects that show “community engagement”.  This distinction is 
important as community engagement reflects an added level of community involvement in a 
project and is a more likely indicator of future project success. Furthermore, we suggest 
broadening this language to provide points for projects that demonstrate partnerships.  
 
Matching Funds 
 
Section IV.B. Criteria 7: We suggest the guidelines state explicitly whether state funds and in-
kind donations are acceptable as matching funds. We recommend that other state funds and in-
kind donations should be counted as matching funds.  
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We recommend that “projects with equal to or greater than 50% matching funds will receive 8 
points” and “Bonus points for projects with equal to or greater than 100% matching funds.” 
Both for consistency with the “at least 25% matching funds” provision and to avoid 
cumbersome numerical situations (e.g., project provides 50.01% matching funds). 
 
Technology Practices 
 
Section IV.B. Criteria 10: We recommend revision to “The extent to which the project 
employs new, innovative, or proven technology or practices.” There is no utility in punishing 
methods that are proven to be effective at meeting the objectives of the program. The objective 
should be maximum impact, not novelty, unless a novel approach is proven to be more effective 
than a conventional approach. For example, in southern California, one of our organizational 
goals is to scale our green alley work. We have built on proven technology in cleaning water in 
regions with heavy clay soils to infiltrate groundwater and ensure runoff to the ocean has been 
filtered. 
 
Definition of Disadvantaged Community 
 
Bonus Points: This subsection notes that bonus points will be awarded to proposed projects 
that "primarily benefit communities with high pollution burdens and/or high population 
characteristic scores, based on CalEnviroScreen maps”. The Trust for Public Land believes that 
many disadvantaged communities are inadequately reflected in the CalEnviroScreen maps. 
Disadvantaged coastal communities in Northern California and highly urban communities 
including San Francisco and Los Angeles (where severely disadvantaged populations may reside 
within the same census tract as non-disadvantaged) are particularly excluded from the maps. We 
suggest that you add "or other disadvantaged or severely disadvantaged communities" to this 
subsection in order to provide the flexibility for applicants to show through a variety of means 
that the community in which a project is located or will serve is disadvantaged. An applicant 
should have the opportunity to submit, in writing, an assessment of why the community should 
be considered disadvantaged, or how the project directly benefits a disadvantaged community.  
 
Other means to show disadvantaged may include:  

• Communities with mean household income of less than a certain percentage of 
statewide median based on the most current census tract level data from the American 
Community Survey.  

• Communities in which a certain percentage of public school students in the project area 
are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch 
Program.  
 

V. Additional Information (p.8) 
 
Section V.B: Many cities have strict bidding requirements, and it can be challenging to use 
California Conservation Corps to do significant work. Consider adding, “project applicants are 
encouraged to use the CCC or local workforce where feasible or as encouraged by jurisdictional labor laws.” 
 
Section V.C: We recommend that funds should be made available in advance, as a deposit into a 
third-party escrow account, for acquisitions of property interests. 
 
Section V.D: Please clarify what, if any, expectations for CEQA timing this program will 
require.  
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Prop 1 Guidelines. We believe that this 
program has the potential to be a substantial driver of change in California in furtherance of the 
goals stated in Prop 1 related to the protection of coastal waters and watersheds. However, The 
Trust for Public Land believes that there is more work to be done in order to meet the 
Conservancy goals outlined in the guideline introduction on p. 3 (including- protect the natural 
and scenic beauty of the coast; keep farmland and timberlands in production; revitalize working 
waterfronts; and assist communities to prepare for the impacts of climate change). Conservation, 
in the form of easements and fee simple acquisitions, is a vital way to ensure that these goals are 
met.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or require further information. I can be reached at 
415.800.5309 or via e-mail at Mary.Creasman@tpl.org. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mary Creasman  
California Director of Government Affairs 

 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930 

Office of the Commander 
and District Engineer 

California Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway #1300 
Oakland, California 94612 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017 

March 20, 2015 

Dear Sirs and Madams: J 
The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staffhas shared thei concerns regarding 

the Draft Project Solicitation and Evaluation Guidelines Proposition 1, ;Yatershed Restoration 
and Delta Water Quality and Ecosystem Restoration Grant Programs (Guidelines), which is 
being prepared by the California Coastal Conservancy as the public agel by grants 
administrator. 

I agree there is a high priority need to enhance and preserve the ecoloFical integrity and 
long-term viability of existing productive coastal wetland systems that have been restored 
through prior actions. Millions of dollars have been spent restoring coastkl wetlands systems 
in southern California. However, some previously restored coastal wetl<fud systems suffer 
from inadequate maintenance accounts. Without implementation of corrf ctive actions, 
substantial degradation may occur. Examples of needed actions include maintaining tidal 
circulation, restoration enhancement of existing coastal wetland habitat, tnanaging invasive 
species, controlling predators, and removing sediment, among others. I 

Of utmost concern is the potential for tidal inlet closures in systems tJ at have been 
previously restored to full tidal circulation. If an inlet closure occurs, seJJere or catastrophic 
impacts on the species within the wetland system are likely. These tidal oastal wetlands and 

I 
associated shallow water habitats are extremely important for a wide variety of ecological 
resources, as well as the protection of listed species. Given the historic lpsses of coastal 
wetland habitats in California, a priority should be placed on ensuring eXJisting tidal wetland 
systems managed by public agencies continue to function at high levels. 

I recommend the California Coastal Conservancy consider the following comments to the 
Project Solicitation and Evaluation Guidelines: 

COMMENT 
2.2 Eligible Project Types, Watershed Restoration Grant Program (CWq §79737[b ]), (Page 4) 
ADD: "Preservation, restoration enhancement and adaptive management of existing coastal 
wetland habitat of statewide importance;" l 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines. We request that you 
consider our comments prior to adoption of the final Guidelines. If you ave any questions 
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regarding these comments, please contact Mr. Larry Smith, Ecologist, at (213) 452-3846. 
This letter is also being sent via email to comments@ssc.ca.gov. 

Thank you for your attention to this document. 

Sincerely, 

~~n;c_ 
r...-Kimberly M~~Mr 

Colonel, US Army 
Commander and District El gineer 



From: Reed Addis
To: Small, Mary@SCC
Subject: Re: I hope all is well
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 8:54:19 AM

Thanks a million!

I will review.

I can see one issue right off the bat that I will raise with you.  I work with the local 
conservation corps and we developed language for Prop 1 chapter 6 to require the 
use of the corps, when appropriate.  We have developed language to be used in 
guidelines, modeled off of our work with the alternative transportation program, that 
would allow the guidelines to be compliant with the law.  I would like to talk to you 
about the following language when you have a chance.

Thanks again,

DRAFT LANGUAGE FOR WATER BOND GRANT PROGRAMS
 
Applicants shall use the California Conservation Corps or a qualified conservation 
corps, as defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code whenever feasible 
for restoration and ecosystem protection projects in accordance with Sections 79714 
and 79734 of the Water Code.  Applications shall include:  (1) a signed certification 
by the California Conservation Corps AND a qualified conservation corps that the 
project will use a corps to the extent possible; or (2) a signed certification by the 
California Conservation Corps and a qualified conservation corps indicating that it is 
infeasible to use a corps on the project.  Applications submitted without a signed 
certification as specified in this subdivision will not be considered for funding.

______________________________________________________

Reed Addis

reed@caleec.com

www.caleec.com

1121 L Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

916.426.9170 I  916.282.9554

mailto:reed@caleec.com
mailto:Mary.Small@scc.ca.gov
mailto:reed@caleec.com
http://www.caleec.com/


On Feb 3, 2015, at 8:41 AM, Small, Mary@SCC 
<Mary.Small@scc.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Reed
Here they are.
Mary
 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Mary Small
Deputy Executive Officer, Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway #1300  Oakland, CA 94612
510-286-4181

<image001.gif>
 
 
 
From: Reed Addis [mailto:reed@caleec.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 9:37 PM
To: Small, Mary@SCC
Subject: I hope all is well
 
Would you mind sending me your new prop 1 guidelines?  

_____________________________________________________

Reed Addis
reed@caleec.com
www.caleec.com

1121 L Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814

916.426.9170 I  916.282.9554

mailto:Mary.Small@scc.ca.gov
https://www.facebook.com/pages/California-State-Coastal-Conservancy/248504868619508?ref=hl
mailto:reed@caleec.com
mailto:reed@caleec.com
http://www.caleec.com/
x-apple-data-detectors://2/
x-apple-data-detectors://2/
tel:916.426.9170
tel:916.282.9554
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