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Water Boards

State Water Resources Control Board

JUL 2 4.2014
Bonnie Blue
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road
Malibu, CA 90265

Dear Ms. Blue:

~~~V
~,

EDMUND G. BROWN JR,
GOVERNOR

MATTHEW RODRIOUE2
SECflETAgV FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PflOTECTION

RECEII/Ep

f~~ 2 $ zo~4
_ _ pLA[VNING pEP7:

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)FOR CITY OF MALIBU (CITY); MALIBU CIVIC
CENTER WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT (PROJECT); LOS ANGELES
COUNTY; STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2013111075

We understand that the City is pursuing Clean Water State Revolving Fund (GWSRF) financing
for this Project. As a funding agency and a state agency with jurisdiction by law to preserve,
enhance, and restore the quality of California's water resources, the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board) is providing the following information on the EIR to be
prepared for the Project.

The State Water Board, .Division of Financial Assistance, is responsible for administering the
CWSRF Program. The primary purpose for the CWSRF Progr~fim is to implement the Clean
Water Act and various state laws by providing _financial assistance for wastewater treatment
facilities necessary to prevent water pollution,.recycle water, correct nonpoint source and storm
drainage pollution p[oblems, provide for estuary enhancer~ent; 'and thereby protect and promote
health, safety and welfare of the inhabitants of the. state. The CINSRF Program provides-
low-interest funding equal to one-half of the most recent State General Obligation Bond Rates
with a 20-year term.' Applications are accepted and processed continuously. Please refer to the
State Water Board's CVVSRF website at:
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/srF/index.shtmL

The CWSRF Program is partially funded by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and requires additional "CEQA-Plus" environmental documentation and review: Three
enclosures are included that further explain the CWSRF Program environmental review process
and the additional federal requirements. For the complete environmental application package,
please visit:
http://www.wafer_boards.ca,gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/srf/srf forms.shtml.

The State Water Board is required to consult directly with agencies responsible for
implementing federal environmental laws grad regulations. Any environmental issues raised by
federal agencies or their representatives will need to be resolved prior to State Water Board
approval of a CWSRF financing commifinent for the proposed Project: For further information
on the CWSRF Rrogram,_please:.contactlUlr.Ahmad Kashkoli; of (916) 341-5855.

FELICIA MARCUS, CHAIR ~~ THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 1 Street; Sacramento, CA 95814 ~ Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, Ca 95812-0700 ~ www.waterboards.ca.gov
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It is important to note that prior to a CWSRF financing commitment, projects are subject to
provisions of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and must obtain Section 7 clearance
from the United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and/or
the United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for any potential effects to special-status species.

Please: be advised that the State Water Board will consult with the USFWS, and/or the NMFS
regarding, all federal special-status species that the Project has the potential to impact if the
P~coject is to`be financed- by the CWSRF Program. The City will need to identify whether the
Proiect will .involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects such as

~~ growth inducement,- that may affect federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate.
species that are known, or have a potential to occur in the Project site, in the surrounding areas,
or in the service area, and to identify applicable conservation measures to reduce such effects.

In addition, CWSRF projects must comply with federal laws pertaining to cultural resources,
specifically Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106)..The State
Water Board has responsibility for ensuring compliance with Section .106, and must consult
directly with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). SHPO consultation is
initiated when sufficient information is provided by the CWSRF applicant. If the City decides to
pursue CWSRF financing,. please retain.a consultant that meets the.Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualifications Standards (http://www.nps.aov/history/local-law/arch stnds 9 htm)
to prepare a Section 106 compliance report. j - -

Note. that the City will need to identify the Area of Potential .Effects (APE), including construction .
and staging areas, and the depth of any excavation. The APE is three-dimensional and
includes all;areas that may be, affected by the Project. The:ARE includes the surface area .and..
extends below ground to the depth of any Project excavations.. -The records search request
should extend to a'/-mile_beyond the_ Project APE. The appropriate area varies. for different
projects but.should be drawn large enough to provide information on what types of sites may
exist- in the vicinity.

Other:~ederal environmental requirements pertinent to the Project under the CWSRF Program
include the following (for a complete list of all federal requirements please visit:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/srF/docs/forms/application
environmental aackage.pdfl:

A. Compliance with. the Federal Clean Air Act: (a) Provide .air quality studies that may have
been done for the Project; and (b) if the Project is in a nonattainment area or attainment
.area subject to a maintenance plan; (i) provide a summary of,the estimated emissions
(in tons per year) that are expected from both the construction and operation of the
Project for each federal criteria pollutant in a nonattainment or maintenance area, and
indicate if the nonattainment designation is moderate; serious, or severe (if applicable);
(ii) if emissions are above the federal de minimis levels, bu#.the Project. is sized to meet.
only the needs of current population projections that are used. in the approved State
Implementation Plan'for air,quality, quantitatively indicate. how the proposed capacity
increase was calculated using population projections.

B. Compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act: Identify whether-the Project is
within a coastal zone and the status of any coordination with the California Coastal
Commission.
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C. Protection of Wetlands: Identify any portion of the proposed Project area that should be
evaluated for wetlands or United States waters delineation by the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USAGE), or requires a permit from the USAGE, and identify the
status of coordination with the USAGE.

D. .Compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act: Identify whether the Project will
result in the conversion of farmland. State the status of farmland (Prime, Unique, or
Local and Statewide Importance) in the Project area and determine if this area is under a
Williamson Act Contract.

E. Compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Aef: List any birds protected under this act
that may be impacted by the Project and identify conservation. measures to minimize
impacts.

F. Compliance with the Flood.-Plain Management Act: Identify whether or not the Project is
in a Flood Management Zone and include a copy of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency flood zone maps for the. area,

G. Compliance with;the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: Identify whetheror not any Wild and
Scenic Rivers would: be potentially impacted by the Project and include conservation
measures to minimize such impacts.

Following are specific comments on the City's draft EIR:
j

1. On page 3-6, a "small wetland area" was discussed to be located onsite. Wilf a 404
permit be needed from USAGE?

2. Please discuss why Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) were omitted from Table. 3-5, on page 3-40.

3. Please include the search results of the USFWS' Species Occurrence Database as.well
as USFWS' mapping of designated critical habitat as mentioned. in Appendix C.

4. Please attach a map of the Project area from the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program as a basis for the determinations made in the 6.2.1 Agriculture and Forestry
Resources section.

5. Page 4.4-10 of the EIR states: "the APE for all phases of the Project was drawn at the
area within a 0.25-mile diameter around the proposed wastewater treatment facility and
conveyance system." The CWSRF Program requires the APE to extend to a 0.5-mile radius
around the Project site: Please adjust the Project's cultural assessment methodology _
accordingly and reevaluate the Project's impact to cultural resources where necessary.

6. Please provide a'map of the Project's CAPE and copies of the archaeological resources
records search to the State Water Board.

7. CWSRF Program requires afollow-up phone call to Native American tribes and-
individuals who were listed by the NAHC. Please provide the State Water-Board with a
phone log with the tribes and individuals who have not responded to the written letters and
emails.
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8. Page 4.4-15 states: "Prehistoric burials have been found adjacent to the Project site."
Please specify how close these prehistoric burial sites are to-the Projects APE.

9. Page 4.4-16 states: "Monitoring. would not be required for the installation of underground
pipelines installed in previously disturbed soils in or adjacent to existing roadways and
easements.'' Please consider monitoring for these actions as there is'always the possibility
for the presence of archaeological resources in previously disturbed soils.

10. Page 4.7-44 indicates components of pump stations will be above ground within the
100-year floodplain; Please clarify how these,pump stations will be protected in the event of
a flood, and- whether they will have an adverse effect on flood flow.

Please provide us with the following documents applicable to the proposed Project following the
City's California Environmental Quality Acf (CEQA) process (1) one copy of the draft and final
EIR, (2) the resolution adopting the EIR and making CEQA findings, (3) all comments received
during the review period and the. City's response to fihose commenfs, (4) the adopted Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program- (MMRP), 'and (5) the Notice of Determination filed with the
Los Angeles County Clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and. Research, State
Clearinghouse. In addition, we would appreciate notices of any hearings or meetings held
regarding environmental review of any projects to be funded by the State Water Board`.

j.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the City°s draft EIR. If you have any questions or
concerns, please feel free to contact me at (916) 341-5642, or by email at
Carina.GaytanCc~waterboards.ca.gov; or contact Ahmad Kashkoli at (9.16) 341-5855; or by email
at Ahmad.KashkoliCa~waterboards.ca:aov. '~

Sincerely,

~~,,,~"

Carina Gaytan
Environmental Scientist

Enclosures (3)

1. Clean Water State Revolving Fund Environmental Review Requirements
2. Quick Reference Guide to GEQA.Requirements for State Revolving Fund Loans
3. Basic Criteria for Cultural Resources Reports-.

cc: State Clearinghouse
(Re; SCH#:.2013111.075)
R:O. Box 3044
,Sacramento, CA 9581.2-3U44
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The StateWater Resources Control Boacd
~-. _,~ ..... _.d

LEADrAGENCY ~~----

(StateWater_Board), D.i~ision ofFinancial ~ The~appl~cant~isusually,the "Lead Agency"and..
Assistance, administers the Clean ` must prepare'and circulate an environmental REQU~RE~ ~0(()~ME~T$

Water'StateRevolvingFund (CWSRF)
do~umentbeforeapprovingaproject.Only TheEnvironmentalReviewU.nit~~~equiresthe~
a ublic a enc such as local re Tonal orp _ , g y,_ a ,, g -documents listed below to make findin s an'd _ .: ~I

Rrogram. The CWSRF Program is partially state government, maybe the"Lead Agegcy" complete its environmental review. On g the ~~~

funded by gr~antsfromthe United States underCEQA: Ifa projectwill becompleted bya ~ State.WaterBoard recei~vesall~therequired~

Environmental Protection Agency. All
non-governmental organization,''Lead Agency" ~ "documents andmakes'its own findings; the
responsibility goes to tre first public agency. environmental review forthe project will:be

applicants seeking {WSRF financing providing discretionary;approval forthe project.. ~ complete.

must comply with the California
RESPONSIBLEAGE~NCY ✓Draft and Final Environmental Documents

Environmental Qualit Act (CEQA), andY ~ ~ ~The StateWater Board.is'generally a
fn~ironmental Impact Report, Negative

provide sufficient information so that "Responsible Agency'`under CEQA. As a ; pedaration, and Mitigated Negative Decla-

the StateWaterBoard can document "Re'spons~bleAgen~y;'the StateVVater Board '~ ~~
~ `;ration:asappropriateto~the project

must makefindings based on information ✓Resolution adopting/certify ng~the en~iron-
compliance with.federal environmental provided by the°Cead Agency"beforefinancing mental document,~making CEQA findings,
Iaws. The"Environmental Package" a project.

and approving the project

provides the forms and ~nstruct~ons .
ENV R~NMENTA~. RE~~ EW ✓All comments received during the public

needed to complete the environmental The StateWater Board's'environmental review review period and the°Lead Agency's"

review. requi~r'ements'for CWSRF Program ofthe project's compliance with both CEQA ~ responsesto.thosecomments

financing. If iSavdilable at:
and federal cross-cutting regulations must be ~ j Adopted Mitigation Monitoring and

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
completed before a project can be financed by
theCWSRFProgram. ~ Reporting Plan, if applicable.:;. f

water_~ssues/programs/grants ~
~~~UMENT REV~EW ~~~ ~

✓Date-stamped copy of the Notice of

loans%srf/srf '~forms.shtml Applicants are encouraged to;consult with
betermination or Notice ofExemption filed

with the County Clerks) and the Governor's
StateWaterBoard staffearly during preparation. _ Office ofPlanning and Research
of CEQA document if considering CWSRF

_ financing. Applicants shalLalso send their ✓ CWSRF Evaluation Form for Environmental~y~'
~ ~ enuiconmental'do~um'ents`to the~StateWater Review and Federal Coordination with

Board; Environmental Review Unit,during
`~~ ~ ~ th'e~CEQA publ~ review period: This way, any

environmental concerns can be addressed early
We've got the green... in the process.

to keep California's water clean.
CLEAN WATEP STATEREVOLVING FUND

Contactlnformation: For more information related to the CWSRFProgram environmental
review process and requirements, please contact your StateWafer Board Project Manager
or Mr. Ahmad Kashkoli af916=341-5855 or Ahmad.Kashkoli@waterboards.ca.gov

REVISED: FEB. 2014 ..

documents



For Section 106 Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
under the National Histo~ie Preservation Act ~.

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT RECORDS SEARCH
The Cultural Resources Report must be Rrepared by a • A records search (less than one year old) extending to ahalf- s
qualified researcher that meets the Secretary ofthe Interior's :mile beyond the project APE from a geographically appropriate
Rrofessior~al Qualifications Standards: Please-see the Information Center is required. The recordssearch should `~
Professional Qualifications Standards at the following website include maps that show all recorded-sites and surveys in
a~: http://www.crnps.gov/local-ldw/arch_stnds_9.htm relation to the APE for the proposed project,:and copies of the

The Cultural Resources Report should include one of the
confidential site records included: as an appendix to the Cultural

four "findings'listed in Section 106:. These include:
Resources Report.

• The APE is tf~ree-dimensional (depth, length and width) and"No historic properties affected"
all areas (e.g., new construction, easements, staging areas, and(no properties are within the area of potential
access roads) directly affected by the proposed project.effect:(APE; including belowtheground). _

"No effect to historic properties"
(properties may be near the APE, but the

-'3

project will not have any adverse effects):
"No adverse effect to historic properties"

(the project-may affect "historic properties; ~ a,
but the effects willnot be adverse)'. ,~;~,„.

'Adverse effect to hisfioric properties" ~~
Note: Consultation Vrith the SHPO will be required if a
"no adverse effect to historic properties"or an "adverse

_:.

~,effectto historic properties determination is made, , ~. ~. ~~
to develop and evaluate alternatives or modifications ~ ~ ~ ~
to the. proposed project that could avoid, minimize or ~ ~ ;~~~~~. ~ A~~
mitigate adverse effects on "historic properties:' { ,l; ~ ~` ' ~ ~~ ~~ „ ~j~

~~



NATIVE AMERICAN - _
and INTERESTED PARTY CONSULTATION PRECAUTIONS

~ :t

•Native American and interested party consultation should A~finding of "no known resources"without supporting _;
be initiated at the planning phase of the proposed project evidence is unacceptable. The Cultural Resources Report
to gather information to assist with the preparation of an ̀ must identify resources within the APE or demonstrate
adequate Cultural Resources Report.._ with sufficient evidence that none are present.

I The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be
The area is sensitive for buried archueolo ical9

s~

contacted to obtain documentation of a search of the Sacred
,,resources, followed by a statement that monitoring ~s

Lands Files for ar near the project-APE.
recommended." Monitoring is not an acceptable option: _.q

j without good-faith effort to demonstrate that no known
All local Native American tribal organizations or individuals resource is present.
identified by the NAHC must be contacted by certified mail, If "the area is already disturbed`by previous
and the letter should include a map and a description of the construction"documentation is still required to demonstrate

_.
;

proposed project. that the proposed project will not affect"historic properties"

•Follow-up contact should 6e made by telephone and a phone
An existing road can be protecting a buried archaeological..

~~

log maintained to document the contacts and responses.
deposit or may itself be a "historic property."Additionally,

previous construction may have impacted an archaeological r
• Letters of inquiry seeking historical information on the site that has nat been previously documented.

project area and local vicinity should be sent to local historical
SHPO CONSULTATION LETTERsocieties, preservation organizations; or individual members: a

of the public with a demonstrated interest in the proposed
Submit a draft consultation letterprepared by the qualified

project.
researcher with the Cultural Resources Report to the State Water

.Resources Control Board. A draftconsultation-fettertemplate is ~ ~l~
Copies ofall- documents mentioned above (project available-for download on the State Water Board webpage at
description, map,. phone log and letters sent to the http:I/www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/ ` r
NAHt and Native American tribal organizations grants loans/cwsrf_reguirements.shtml
or individuals and interested parties) must be

included in the Cultural Resources Report. ~ ~~`.

Contact Information: For more information related to the CWSRF Program. ' ;:~ :, Water Bo~~ds~~.
Cultural Resources and Requirments, please contact Mr. Ahmad Kashkoli at~

,~..
'~; E w~rE~ ~s°° °Esc°~ ° a°~~aorvn we ea nun n codr~A1

o~ prRa ~^

Ye~

~!

916-341.-5855 orAhmad:Kashkoli@waterbaards.ca.gov i_: -
...._._ ~a ~, ~waterboardscago ~~
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Response to July 24 Comment Letter from State Water Resources Control Board (Carina Gaytan) (A‐1) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The City intends to pursue funding for the Project through the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB).  Comment 1 is a summary of the application requirements for 
the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) loan program.  
 
In preparation for its CWSRF program, the City has ensured that the EIR complies with 
the requirements of CEQA Plus, including evaluations of the potential for the proposed 
Project to directly or indirectly effect federally listed threatened, endangered or 
candidate species that are known or have the potential to occur in the Project area. 
Surveys conducted in support of the Project (cultural, biological and jurisdictional) have 
been completed to meet both State and Federal standards.  Additionally, the City has 
considered the necessary Federal permits required for the Project. 
 
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) as described in Section 4.04 – Cultural Resources, has 
been revised to clarify its delineation. Additionally, the Historical and Archaeological 
Resources Technical Report included in the EIR as Appendix F, has been revised to clarify 
the three‐dimensional extent of the APE. 

 
Response to Comment 2 
 

A 404 permit would not be required for Phase 1 of the Project as no Phase 1 project 
construction would impact the wetland on the proposed treatment plant site and a 
buffer would be maintained during project construction and operation. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was not included as the Project 
would not modify the flood zone nor would FEMA issue any Project permit or approval. 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) was originally not included as the potential to 
impact a federally‐listed species was determined to be very unlikely; however, in the 
interest of completeness, NMFS has been added to Table 3‐5 of Chapter 3 – Project 
Description. 

 
Response to Comment 4 
 

The results of a search of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, 
Planning and Conservation System (IPAC) database have been added to the EIR. 

 
Response to Comment 5 
 

A figure has been added to Section 6.2.1 in Chapter 6 – Other Environmental 
Considerations. 

 
   



 
 

Response to Comment 6 
 

As described in the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) Environmental Review 
Requirements, as published by the SWRCB and available on their website at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/docs/environme
ntal_review/environmental_review_requirements.pdf, the required documents must 
include: 
 

“A clearly defined Area of Potential Effect (APE) specifying the length, width, and 
depth of excavation, with a map clearly illustrating the project APE; 
 
A records search, less than one year old, extending to a half‐mile beyond the 
project APE;” 
    

The APE boundary for the proposed Project was established with a 0.25‐mile radius 
around Project facilities and is documented in Section 4.4 – Cultural Resources and in 
Appendix F of the EIR.  However, as described in these same sections, the records search 
was conducted with a 1‐mile radius of project facilities (extending 0.75 miles beyond the 
defined APE).  See Methodology and Record Search and Survey Results, starting on page 
4.4‐9 of Section 4.4 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources. Therefore, the survey 
conducted in support of this EIR meets the SWRCB requirements for the Clean Water 
SRF program. 

 
Response to Comment 7 
 

These documents were submitted to the SWRCB on August 7, 2014. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
 

Those documents were submitted to the SWRCB on September 10, 2014. 
 
Response to Comment 9 

 
This comment is addressed in the EIR at Section 4.4‐10 and ‐11 – Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources that sets forth the general location of CA‐LAN‐264 within 
which prehistoric burials are located. 

 
Response to Comment 10 

 
Please see revisions to mitigation measures in Section 4.4.3 – Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources, Mitigation Measures, beginning on page 4.4‐16. 

 
Response to Comment 11 
 

The pump stations themselves would be sealed against the intake of water. Above‐
ground electrical controls would be mounted on pedestals above the flood elevation. 

 
   



 
 

Response to Comment 12 
 

The City will provide the listed documents to the SWRCB. 
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Response to July 7 Comment Letter from Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District (Terry 
Kamibayashi) (A‐2) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The City will agree to lower noise levels on State‐mandated testing days, but SMMUSD 
would need to provide these dates well in advance so work can be scheduled 
accordingly. 

 
Response to Comment 2 
 

All construction workers working at the treatment plant site and in the immediate 
vicinity of the plant site would park at the Project site.  Construction workers installing 
pipelines, pump stations and wells further from the plant site may part in those areas 
during construction. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
The EIR addresses this in the Traffic Control Plan; see the description on page 3‐25, 
Section 3.4.3, fourth bullet.  The City will provide the Traffic Control Plan to SMMUSD 
and Our Lady of Malibu School, and schedules can be coordinated to reduce traffic 
impacts. 

 
Response to Comment 4 
 

The City would appreciate all scheduling information that SMMUSD can provide. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
 

A Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan would be included in the 
Project with response actions to address a possible hazardous materials release during 
construction (Mitigation measure HM‐1). A Hazardous Materials Business Plan would 
serve the same purpose for plant operations (Mitigation Measure HM‐4). See Section 
4.6.3 in Section 4.6 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

 
Response to Comment 6 
 

The DEIR does not state that above‐normal odors could occur during construction.  
Impacts AQ‐2, AQ‐4 and AQ‐5 address the potential to expose people, including 
sensitive receptors, to odors and pollutants from the Project.  The impact analyses 
conducted indicate, in all cases, that pollutants and odors from Project construction and 
operation are below thresholds of significance and all impacts are less than significant. 
 
While there are no specific standards for "odors" per se, the SCAQMD has public 
notifications requirements in its rules if release of odors reaches a certain threshold 
within 1,000 feet of a school.  As part of the proposed Project, the City would comply 
with all public notification requirements of SCAQMD for release of chemicals (that may 
cause odors) per the rules. 



 
 

Response to Comment 7 
 

Estimates of Project emissions resulting from construction and operations are presented 
in Section 4.2 – Air Quality. In both cases (construction and operation), estimated levels 
of emissions are well below thresholds of significance, which take into account regional 
air quality. As such, there are no plans to include onsite air quality monitoring during 
Project construction.  Odors and other air‐borne constituents resulting from Project 
operations will be captured onsite through infrastructure enclosures and scrubbed prior 
to release. 

 
Response to Comment 8 
 

Standard construction practices documented in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan and implemented during the construction would include actions such as dust 
control and the application of water or stabilizers to minimize dust impacts to a less 
than significant level. See Impact AQ‐2, Construction Impacts, page 4.2‐13. 
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Response to July 18 Comment Letter from South Coast Air Quality Management District (Edward A. 
Eckerle) (A‐3) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

Project permits will be prepared and submitted in accordance with applicable 
regulations. 

 
Response to Comment 2 
 

Comment addressed in EIR, see Section 4.2 ‐ Air Quality, page 4.2‐2. 
 
Response to Comment 3 

 
Comment noted and responses provided herein.  See Appendix K of the EIR for 
annotated copies of all comment letters received and the correlated responses. 
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Response to July 20 Comment Letter from the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Paul Edelman) 
(A‐4) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The site fencing locations were designed to provide the maximum setback possible 
while providing the required site security and necessary onsite clearances. Wildlife 
protection was considered in the fencing selection in order to protect against 
inadvertent damage.   
 
The Project site supports one regionally important wildlife corridor, Malibu Creek. The 
proposed Project would not result in any direct impacts to Malibu Creek, but would 
cause temporary indirect impacts during construction that could significantly impact 
some species that would be utilizing Malibu Creek for movement, such as southern 
steelhead and tidewater goby.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM BIO‐1, MM 
BIO‐2, MM BIO‐4, MM BIO‐6, MM BIO‐7 and MM BIO‐17 would ensure that impacts to 
the function of Malibu Creek as a wildlife corridor and the species that use it are 
minimized during construction so that overall impacts would be less than significant.  
See page 4.3‐46 of Section 4.3 – Biological Resources and page 16 of the Habitat 
Assessment Report (Appendix C) for additional information. 

 
   



Bonnie Blue

From: Duarte, Dolores@Wildlife <Dolores.Duarte@wildlife.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 201410:18 AM
To: Bonnie Blue
Subject: FW: Copy of letter Re:Malibu Waste Water Facility-SCH 2013111075
Attachments: pdf Malibu Wastewater Facility.pdf

RECEIVED

Ms. B~ue, 
JUL 2 8 201$Please see attached copy for your records. Original will follow.

PLAiVNING DEPT.
If you have any questions, please contact Scott Harris at (626) 797-3170. Thank you!

i
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State of California — Nafural Resources AgencV EDMUND G. BRf)WN JR.. Governor '' y°
~ s ~ ~ DEPARTMENT OFFISH AND WILDLIFE cHaR~rory H. BowNAM, Director ~ . ~,~ ̀ '

~ South Coast Region
\ 3883 Ruffin Road ~~~i~~~~ ~ s ~;

San Diego, CA'92123
(858) 467-4201 ~U~. 2 ~ 2~~4www.wildlife.ca.gov

July 28, 2014. 
P'L~(~N1~G DENT.

Ms. Bonnie Blue
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road'.
Malibu, CA 90265
bblue@malibucify.org

Subject: Comments on the Draf4 Environmental Impact Report far the Malibu Civic
'' Center Wastewater Tre~tment'Facility, City of Malibu, Los Angeles County

_ (NCH #20'13111075).

Dear Ms: Blue:

TMe California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the above-
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the' Malibu Civic Center Wastewater:
Treatment Facility Project (project). The City of Malibu (City) is the lead agency for the DEIR
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). I

The three phased project would result in the construction of a centralized wastewater treatment'
facility, 6 pump stations, and .approximately 1:3..3 miles of pipeline that would collect, #reat,
reuse, and/or dispose of the. Malibu'Civic Center area's projected wastewater flow. The City is
proposing to build the wastewater treatment facility on an approximately 4.8-acre site located.
southwest of Civic Center Way, between`Winter Canyon Road and Pacific Coast Highway
(PCH), east ofi Malibu Canyon Road. A recycled water distribution system would be constructed
to distribute disinfected tertiary treated efFluent from the treatment facility to variousland uses
for reuse purposes. A portion of the treated effluent would be percolated and/or injected in the
lower aquifer of the Malibu Valley Groundwater Basin. The coHectiorf and distribution systems
would consist of underground pipelines'that would, generally, run beneath public rights-of-way

or within easements. for Phase 1, both the collection and recycled water distribution systems
would follow existing street alignments. The capacity sizing of the first facilities would allow for
future. expansion to the Phase 2 and Phase 3 connections and would be cons#rutted as needed

- to meet waterquality regulatory requirements.

The proposed wastewater treatment facility site contains 3 vegetation communities: 4.3 acres
h rdeaceous and bare round that i~dominated by annual brome grasslands (Diandrus o ) g

regularly mowed as part of operations at the existing wastewater treatment facility;. 0.18. acre af:
4emonade berry dominated scrub (Rhus ntegrifolia);-and approximately Q.36 acre of aRoyo
willow thicket (Salix lasiolepis). Approximately 850 linear-feet of coastal sage scrub is located'
from the northwest boundary of the wastewatertreatment facility to Malibu Canyon Road, south'
of Civic Center Way. Several southern California black walnuts also occur on the..proposed
treatment facility sits.

The majority of the pipeline project areas are paved and developed, with smaller locations of
barren land (cleared of vegetation but the land is still undeveloped). Portions of the pipeline
woufcf be tunneled beneath Malibu Creek. Developed, commercial areas occur in all 3 phases.,

Conserving ~alforni~'s ZVlcfCfe Since 18.70
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Ms: Bonnie Biue
City of Malibu
July 28, 2014'
Page2of7

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department's
authority, as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project,
CEQA] Guidelines § 15386) and pursuant to our authority 

as a Responsible Agency under
CEQA Guidelines section 15381 over those aspects of the proposed project That come under
the purview of the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code. § 2050 

et seq.)
and Fish and Game Code section.1600 et seq.

Impacts to 
Biological Resources

`1. Biological Surveys, Impact Avoidance and Mitigation Measures -Page 4.3-1 of the DEIR
lists literature review sources that used fo determine the potential for sensitive biological
resources in the project area that maybe impacted by the project.

Page 4.3 2 ofithe DEIR describes that reconnaissance level biological field surveys were
conductetl for special status botanical and. wildlife species. The DEIR states: °Although
focused protocol ,surveys. for plants or wildlife were not. performed during. this field
survey, habitat assessments were performed. Parameters evaluate for special status
plants 

included topography,;soil conditions, elevation, hydrology,,the,site's operational
activities, and, life history needs for the specific species."

When reviewing literature in assessing: project impacts to botanical resources the
Department recommends using the "Vegetation classification of the Santa 

Monica'

Mountains National Recreation Area and environs in Ventura' and Los Angeles County'
(Keeler-Wolf-and Evens, 2006). This vegetation classification overlaps with the Plan
area and should be used to assist in identifying the vegetation setting 

and habitat
conditions within the project area, as appropriate.

Special statuesplant species canoe easily overlooked utilizing reconnaissance level
survey approaches #hat adhere fo general parameters intended to predict presence or
absence. The Department recommends that a thorough, recent 

floristic -based
assessment of special status 

plants and natural communities be performed in the project.
area, following the Department's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to
Special, Status Native 

Plant Populations and Natural Communities (see htfip://www.
dfg.ca.gov/habcon/plants.

2. CESAlisted'Species. -.The DEIR should provide a discussion. as to the suitability of
habitat for the following CESA- and/or ESA

-listed species not included in the project
biological resources assessment: Least BeIPs>vireo (Vireo be/lii pusillus), State
endangered (SE) and federal endangered (FE) and southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus) (SE 

and FE). If these species have a moderate #o high
potential of occurring based upon habitat and range, :the DE(R impact assessment
should include project avoidance measures, and mitigation measures forunavoidable
impacts to these species:

Unavoidable project related take of CESA listed species should be considered significant
under CEQA and is -prohibited, except as authorized by State'1aw (Fish and Game Code,
§§ 2080, 2085.). Consequently, if the project, project construction, or any project-related
.activity will result in take of CESA species the Department 

recommends that the project
applicant seek appropriate take authorization prior to implementing the projec#.
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Ms. Bonnie Blue
City of Malibu
July 28, 2014
Page- 3 of 7

Appropriate authorizafion from the Department may include an incidental take permit`
(ITP). Early. consultation is encouraged., as significant modification to a project and
mitigation measures maybe required in'orderto obtain an 1TP. Revisions to the Fish
and Game Code, effective January 1998, may require that the Department issue a
separate CEQA document for the issuance of an ITP unless the project CEQA document
addresses all project impacts to CESA-listed species and specifies a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program that will meet the requirements of an ITP. Forthese
reasons, biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals. should be of sufficient
detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for an iTP.

3. Species of Concern - In addition to CESA-fisted species, impacts to other special status
birds on the project'site should be evaluated for significant by the lead agency. This
evaluation should include 3 California Species of Special Concern (SSC): yellow-
breasted chat (Icteria Virens), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewster~), and
western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) Yellow-breasted chat and yellow warbler
may nest and forage'within riparian. areas on the project site. Western burrowing owl
may occur at any time of year in open sparsely. vegetated areas of the project site that ',
are disturbed or kept'at a minimally vegetated state. if these species have a moderate to
high potential of occurring, an impact assessment should include project avoidance
measures, and mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts. For example, the
Department recommends that surveys {including wintering and breeding)'and
.appropriate mitigation be performed for burrowing owl according to the CDFW 2012 Staff
Report on Burrowing OwI Mitigation (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/tlocs/
BUOWStaffReport.pdfl.

4. Impacts to Bats =Page 3:4-31 of the DEIR describes that recent bat. sign was detected
at the Pacific Coast Highway Bridge crossing (PCH Bridge) over NEalibu Creek but that
focused surveys were not conducted to determine the species of bat. using the bridge:.
The DEIR also explains that pipeline installation at the PCH Bridge and auguring
activities beneath Malibu Creek near the Cross CreekBridge may adversely affect bat
roosts including maternity roosts.

Mitigation measure MM BIO-3 states: "Within 6 months of any site preparation,

construction, or other site disturbance associated with the Project, a focused bat roost

habitat assessment shall be conducted. The assessment shall include the' PCH Bridge,

Cross Creek Bridge, and any mature trees occurring within 100 feet of any element of

the Project construction of infrastructure, and trees proposed for removal. The bat

inatemity season (typically April 1-August 31) shall be avoided to the greatest event'

feasib{e. If the maternity season cannot be avoided, then a focused bat survey, utilizing

current ultrasonic technology, sha11 be conducted by a qualified biologist acceptable to

the Department and the City. If active maternity roosts are identified, no work wilt.

continue in those areas until such time the City authorizes re-initiation of the work in

consultation with the Department."

The Department. concurs that measures should be taken to perform focused bat surveys

'.and avoid activities that may disrupt bat roosts or result in bat mortality or injury:

The Department recommends that if any project related trees are to be removed, atwo-

step process for any tree'remoyal that cannot be avoided {to avoid direct mortality of
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'Ms. Bonnie Blue
City of Malibu
July 28, 2014

Page 4 of 7

roosting bats). This involves removing all branches 
less than firvo inches in diameter from

trees that will be removed (to create a disfurbance #hat will encourage bats to choose
another roosting site afterforagng that night). The following day the tree is completely
removed.

The Department recommends that if it is not possible to avoid the bat maternity season
(approximately February through August), additional surveys of the impact area should'.
be conducted immediately. before construction begins. If a bat maternity 

colony is
discovered the Department recommends humane exclusion by creating none-way door
that alfows bats to leave, but not re-enter. To reduce maternity roost trauma and the
entrapment of flightless young the Department recommends that bats are not to be
excluded between April 1 to August 31, to accountfor pregnancy, parturition and juvenile
dependence.

5. Impactsto Tidewater Gobv (Eucvclogobius newberrvr) -Page 43.40 and page 43.41 of
the DEIR describe'how injection of treated wastewater into groundwater aquifers will
increase the volume of naturally. occurring groundwater discharge .into Malibu Lagoon
and that this is not expected to result in adverse impacts to riparian resources, southern
coastal salt marsh, and/or southern California coastal lagoon conditions.

Page 4.3:38 explains that tidewater goby is tolerant of highly fluctuating salinity levels
and is not expected to be impacted by additional fresh water contributions into Malibu.
Lagoon as a result of the project.

In order to assist the Department in evaluating water quality conclusions in the DEIR,
please discuss whether the effects of decreased salinity resulting from increased project
related groundwater inflows to Malibu Creek falls within the salinity tolerance parameters
for#idewater goby (FE and SSC}.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service'prosedrules for titlewater goby, Page 14344 of the
Federal RegisterNol. 79, No. 49 /Thursday, March 13, 2014 states: "While tidewater
gobies tolerate a wide range of salinity and water quality conditions, Smith (in lift. 2007)
reports that sand bar formation is important #o produce the calm conditions that bring
about the very abundant late summer populations.. Periodic natural or artificial breaching
of sandbars in summer reverses the freshening process, and sandbar re-formation
produces stratified salinity conditions, with resultant warm and hypoxic (lacking oxygen)
bottom conditions unsuitable for benthic invertebrates and for lagoon fish. As a result,.
artificial' breaching or lack of sandbar formation may result: in smaller populations that are
restricted to areas upstream of tidal action (where salinity is lower and dissolved oxygen.
is higher).»

The Department is concerned that'unseasonal and more frequent breaching of the sand
bar across the mouth of Malibu Lagoon could have adverse effects on tide.-water goby.
The Final EIR should discuss whether or not increased project related' groundwater flow
into Malibu Lagoon is expected to affect the frequency or duration of breaching of the:
sand bar 

and 

if so how this is expected to impact tidewater goby and other aquatic.
species living in the Lagoon.
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Ms. Bonnie Bice
City of Malibu ',
Jaly 28, 2014
Rage 5 of 7

6. General Native Bird Avoidance — MM BIO-5 describes protective measures for native
birds during. project construction'. One measure includes avoidance of the bird nesting,
season described as occurring between February1 through September 15. Another
measure involves conducting pre-construction surveys by a qualified biologist if the-
project cannot avoid the nesting season.

TheDepartment concurs that measures should be taken to avoid project impacts to
nesting native birds. Please adhere to the attached Department's bird nesting avoidance
measures that recommends a bird nesting avoidance window as early as January 1 for
raptor species to assist in take avoidance of birds or their eggs or nests.

7. Fencing Impacts The DEIR describes that perimeter fencing will be erected around the
project site.

Birds and reptiles seek out hollow metal fence posts in which to reside and then may
become trapped, resulting in mortality. Hollow fence posts should be capped to avoid
this hazard. Raptor's talons can become entrapped within the bolt holes of metal fence
stakes resulting in mortality. Metal fence stakes should be plugged with bolts or other
plugging materials to avoid #his hazard. Further information on this subject may be four~d
at: http//kern:audubon.org/death~ipeshtm.

~. Jurisdictional Delineation - Appendix f of the DEIR includes theApril 8, 2014
Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the project and states: ~Based'on observations
made during the May 17, 2013 field investigation, and'throughthe analysis of aerial
photographs, topographic maps, and local climate information, there is evidence'that
Winter Canyon Creek, Drainage 1, and Drainage 2 are each subject to federal and state
jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean'WaterAct„thy Porter-
Cologne Water Qualifiy Control Act (California Water Code 13260[a]), and Sections
1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game Code. A total of 0.37 acre/785 linear feet of
wetland USAGE, RWQCB; and CCC jurisdiction occur within the wastewater treatmenfi
facility site. A total of 0.11. acre/578 linear feet of CDFW streambed and 0.29 acre/207
linear feet of riparian vegetation subject to CDFW jurisdiction, occur'within the treatment
facility site.”

4.3-40 of the DElR explains that the project is not expected to result in impacts to
riparian vegetation or sensitive natural communities. However Page 4.3-37 or the DEIR
states: "At two project locations, Malibu Lagoon and Malibu Creek, the pipeline system.
intersects potential. habi#at for tidewater goby, southern steelhead, and arroyo chub.
.Malibu Lagoon and Malibu Creek are-also designated critical habitat for tidewater goby
and southern steelhead. If during auguring operations underneath Malibu Creek fine:
,particles associated with the boring fluid migrate to the surtace, it would have the
'potential to smother fish and their;eggs. This would be considered a potentially
significant. impact fo tidewater goby and southern steelhead. However, implementation
of MMBIO E2 would reduce the impact to aJess than significant level."

.The Department has regulatory authority with regard''#o activities occurring,in streams
and/or lakes that could adversely,;affect any fish or wildlife resource. For any activity that
wiA divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may
include associated riparian resources) or a river or stream or use material from a
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Ms: Bonnie Blue
City of Malibu.
July 28, 2014
Page 6 of 7

streambed, the project applicant (or "entity") must provide written notification to the
Department pursuant to Section 1600 et'seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this
notification and other information, the Department then determineswhethera Lake and
Streambed Alteration ,(LSAA) Agreement is required. The Department's issuance of a
I.SAA may be a project that is subject to CEQA. To facilitate our issuance of the LSAA
the Department as a Responsible Agency under CEQA may consider the local
jurisdiction's (Lead Agency) document for the project. To minimize additional
requirements by the Department under CEQA the document should fully identify the
potential impacts to all stream and riparian resources and any listed species and provide
adequate avoidance;: mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of
the LSAA. Early consultation is recommended, since modification of the proposed
project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts fo fish and wildlife resources. The
Department recommends designing the project footprint to avoid,the necessity of
pertorming fuel modification within Department jurisdiction and providing at least a 104
foot natural buffer adjacent'to any delineated jurisdictional stream on site. The
Department may condition further measures in the LSAA that are designed #o mitigate
for unavoidable project impacts to riparian resources. These measures may include on.
:site or offsite preservation and protection in perpetuity under a conservation easement:
of riparian habitat to be managed by a Jocal 

land conservancy.

Further: information on the Department's Lake and StreambedAlteration Program ancf
initiating a Department streambed jurisdiction determination maybe found at
http://vvwwdfg.ca_gov/habcoN1`600/. LSAA Agreement Notification forms and #orm
completion instructions'may be found at` http://www.dfg.cagov/habcon/1600/forms.hfml

Following 'are protective measures that would typically be conditioned-for any activity
that includes auguring beneath jurisdictional waters of the state thaf may be subject tQ a
LSAA.

a. Drilling Mud: At no time shall drill cuttings, drilling 
mud, and/or materials orwater

contaminated with bentonite orany other substance deemed deleterious to fish
or wildlife be allowed 

to enter the stream or be placed where they may be
`washed into tthe stream. Any contaminated water/materials from the drilling
and/ar project activities shah be pumped or placed into a holding facility and
removed for proper disposal

b. Frac-Out ---Dye. A :non-toxic fluorescent water soluble dye shall be atlded to the
drilling muds to allow for frac-outs to be seen in muddy waters: The dye shall be
used in a concentration which allows the monitors to easily determine the source
of the frac-ouk, and shall be a type of dye approved for use by the local Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

c. Boring Distance from Existing Structures. Boeing shall not occur adjacent to
instream structures,: such as pilings. If instream structures are present, the bore
shall be deep enough to minimize frac=out potential

d: Frac-Outs Inspectoes on-site. Biological monitors shall be retained by the
Permittee and be on-site during all boring operations under wet channels. The.
monitor shall have the authority to make recommendations to the drilling
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Ms. Bonnie Blue
City of Malibu
July 28, 20.14:
Page. 7 of 7

Operators and, if necessary, shut down operations if a frac-out occurs or the
Operators are not following procedures which minimize frac-outs. The.. Inspectors
:shall consult with the Department before allowing the Operator to resume boring
operations.

e: 'Drilling —Contractor Experience. The Permittee shall submit to the Department;.
.evidence that the boring contractors have a minimum of two (2) years of
experience iR conducting boring operations_

f. Drilling —Materials. All contractors shall use benign material in the drilling -muds
to avoid contamination of any water or habitat,

g. Frac=out Continc~encv Plan. A frac-out contingency plan sha{I be submitted fo the
Department prior to operations. The plan shall be on site at all times and aU
contractors shall have pre-arranged duties in case of a f~ac-out. Clean up

', equipment shall be on site prior to the start of operations. This includes a Brady
Barrel, (a 33 gallon meta('barrel with both top and bottom removed), placed over
a fray-out and tthe vacuum hose is inserted into the barrel) to contain 'muds, and
a vacuum truck<shall be on site at all times during drilling. In case of a frac-out, all
drilling shall cease, and all personal shall implement the cEeanup contingency
plan. Operations shall not resume until the free-out is located, contained' and
cleaned up. The Department shall be notified'on every free-out immediate4y:
Directional drilling shall not resume until approved by the Department.

V1/e appreciate the opportunity to comment an theDEIR for the project and'to assist in further
minimizing and mitigating. project impacts to'biological resources. If you have questions
regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Scott Harris by telephone at (626) 797-3170 or email at
Scott. P.Narris a~wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely;

Betty J. Courtney
Environmental Program Manager l'-
South Coast Region

ec: Erinn Wilson, CDFW, Los Alamitos
-Kelly Schmoker, CDFW, Laguna Niguel
Scott Harris, CDFW, Pasadena
Brock Warmuth, CDFW, Newbury Park
Roger Root, USFWS, Ventura

Literature Review
(Sawyer et al; 2008). Adjoining,habtat areas should be included in this assessment where site
activities could'iead to direct or indirecf impacts off site. Habitat mapping afi the alliance level
will help establish baseline vegetation conditions:
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Response to July 28 Comment Letter from California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Betty J. 
Courtney) (A‐5) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The proposed Project would be constructed in streets or street shoulders, or on 
previously, recently disturbed areas (Bluffs Park, Legacy Park, and the current 
wastewater treatment plant site).  Consequently, sufficient due diligence was conducted 
during the biological surveys and evaluations of these locations such that floristic‐based 
assessments or other additional work is unnecessary for the Phase 1 project locations to 
identify special status species, vegetation setting and habitation conditions in the 
Project area.  Use of the recommended document and methodologies may be 
considered for future Project phases as they are designed and Project‐level 
environmental documentation is prepared. 

 
Response to Comment 2 
 

The Least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher have been added to the list of 
species evaluated in the EIR and the Habitat Assessment (Appendix C) has been 
updated. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
Project permits would be prepared and submitted in accordance with applicable 
regulations; however, no take of CESA‐listed species is anticipated. As part of obtaining 
the necessary Project permits, the City will consult with California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) to confirm that an incidental take permit is not required.  
Additionally, the Project Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program would provide 
sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements of an incidental take permit. 

 
Response to Comment 4 
 

The yellow‐breasted chat, yellow warbler and western burrowing owl have been added 
to the list of species evaluated in the EIR. Please see Table 4.3‐2 in Section 4.3 – 
Biological Resources. Additionally, the Habitat Assessment (Appendix C) has been 
updated. 

 
Response to Comment 5 
 

Mitigation measure MM BIO‐3 is recommended for implementation. CDFW 
recommendations would be taken into consideration during implementation of that 
mitigation measure. Additionally, please see mitigation measure MM BIO‐7 (Section 4.3 
– Biological Resources) in regards to tree removal. 

 
Response to Comment 6 
 

Numerical groundwater modeling analyses documented in Appendix G4 simulated 
injection of the maximum volume of recycled water possible into the Malibu Valley 



 
 

Groundwater Basin. The purpose of this analysis was to demonstrate that the 
groundwater basin has sufficient capacity to accept all recycled water to be produced at 
the proposed treatment facility with an additional factor of safety, and to evaluate 
potential impacts that may occur as a result of that injection.  The volume of water 
injected in the simulations far exceeds the overall capacity of the treatment plant and is 
not representative of the volume of water to be injected in the groundwater basin 
under average operating scenarios. To evaluate the potential impacts associated with 
the planned average injection rate for each Project phase, the groundwater flow model 
was run simulating recycled water injection at the planned injection locations at 
anticipated injection rates based on production estimates and anticipated levels of 
recycled water reuse. The results of these analyses are documented in an addendum 
technical memorandum to the modeling report (Appendix G5).  These model results 
(simulating anticipated average operating conditions for injection) indicate that 
groundwater basin outflows to Malibu Creek and Lagoon would increase slightly from 
current conditions (by 2.4% or approximately 13,000 gallons per day [gpd]) in Phase 1 
due to planned commercial development in the Civic Center area.  Groundwater basin 
outflows to Malibu Creek and Lagoon would increase by 2.9% (or approximately 16,000 
gpd) above baseline in Phase 2, but then decrease to 2.1% above baseline conditions (or 
approximately 12,000 gpd) in Phase 3 as domestic OWDSs cease operations. These 
increases are within the natural variations of flow rates within Malibu Creek and Lagoon 
by season and annually. Based on historical flow data as presented in Table 6‐1 of the 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Malibu Creek and Lagoon (USEPA, 2013), 
median daily flow in Malibu Creek between 2007 and 2010 was 3.6 cubic feet per 
second (cfs); this is equivalent to 2.3 million gallons per day. Therefore, the maximum 
anticipated increase in groundwater flows to Malibu Creek using the planned average 
injection rate (16,000 gpd in Phase 2) is approximately 0.69% of the total flows in the 
creek. And as breaching typically results from a large pulse of surface water flows 
resulting from storm events, this minor increase in flows to Malibu Creek are unlikely to 
impact the breaching patterns in the Creek/Lagoon. 
 
Additionally, under the planned average injection rates, all injected flows would go to 
the Pacific Ocean (unchanged from scenarios with the maximum recycled water 
injection rates).  Therefore, the quality of the additional groundwater flowing to Malibu 
Creek and Lagoon would be unchanged in terms of some key constituents, such as 
salinity, and improved for other cases, such as nutrients, as a result of Project 
implementation. Salinity changes resulting from the increased groundwater flow to 
Malibu Creek are also anticipated to be negligible.  Based on groundwater sampling 
conducted to date (and as documented in the Assimilative Capacity and Anti‐
Degradation Analysis memorandum included in Appendix G2), average groundwater 
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations for the Malibu Valley Groundwater Basin is 
2,100 mg/L.  Per Table 7‐3 of the TMDLs for Malibu Creek and Lagoon (USEPA, 2013), 
median stream specific conductivity in Malibu Creek at Cross Creek Road between 1998 

and 2010 was 1,869 S/cm; this is equivalent to 1,200 mg/L TDS. Using a mass balance 
approach, the additional groundwater flowing to Malibu Creek as documented above 
would increase Malibu Creek TDS concentrations by approximately 6 mg/L or 0.51%.  
Based on this analysis, under planned Project operating conditions, the potential future 
impacts of additional groundwater flows to Malibu Creek and Lagoon are not considered 
to be significant. 



 
 

 
This analysis is presented in the discussion of Impact BIO‐1 on page 4.3‐39 of Section 4.3 
– Biological Resources. 

 
Response to Comment 7 

 
Please see the response presented above.  See also Effects on Malibu Creek and Lagoon 
Flows, Table 4.7‐1 in Section 4.7 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 

 
Response to Comment 8 
 

Mitigation measure MM BIO‐5 is recommended for implementation. CDFW 
recommendations would be implemented during that mitigation measure. 

 
Response to Comment 9 
 

The selection of fencing at the Project site will consider the need to protect wildlife as 
suggested. 

 
Response to Comment 10 

 
Phase 1 of the Project would not result in any significant impacts to stream or riparian 
habitats and all construction would be more than 100 feet from any stream or riparian 
habitat (with the exception of one small area on the treatment plant site where 
improvements (paving) would be made to an existing dirt road that extends just inside 
the 100‐foot buffer around a wetland and where a biofilter would be installed 
immediately adjacent to the roadway to provide for treatment of stormwater runoff 
from the roadway).  Construction mitigation measures recommended in the EIR would 
reduce all potential impacts to less than significant. Phase 1 plant operations would not 
occur adjacent to any stream or water body, except at the aforementioned treatment 
plant site.  The treatment plant has been designed to redirect all surface runoff to 
designated locations for capture and redirection to the plant headworks, and plant 
operations would not impact the adjacent wetland.  
 
Phase 2 of the project would include two creek crossings.  Impacts relating to these 
crossings would be addressed in a project‐level CEQA document prepared for that phase 
of the Project.  The recommended protective measures would be considered and 
included, as appropriate, in that Phase 2 CEQA document.  Additionally, the LCPA/ZTA 
included with the Project would require that pipeline crossing of streams and/or 
encroachments into riparian/wetland areas shall be kept to a minimum. Where 
necessary, such crossing or encroachments shall be sited in disturbed areas or 
underground to the extent feasible and would be designed to be the least 
environmentally damaging alternative. 
 
A Fuel Modification Plan has been prepared and submitted to the County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department for the Project. 
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Dear Ms. Blue,

The Ground Water Office of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 (EPA), has
reviewed and is providing comments on the document entitled "RECIRCULATED Draft
Environmental Impact Report on the Malibu Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility Project
(Project)," dated June 12, 2014. Activities described under the Project include a municipal
wastewater treatment facility, pump stations, collection and distribution pipelines, percolation
ponds and groundwater injection wells. The Project proposes construction of three deep injection
wells, each to a depth of approximately 150 feet. The wells would be used to inject treated
sewage from the.municipal .wastewater treatment facility into the lower aquifer of the Malibu
Valley Groundwater Basin.

This proposed injection activity is subject to the EPA's Underground Injection Control (UIC)
regulations under. the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA.) EPA codified these regulations
beginning at 40 CFR Part 144. EPA regulates subsurface fluid injection to prevent contamination
of underground sources of drinking water (USDWs) and to protect public health. EPA's
regulations prohibit injection in a manner that could cause exceedences of the federal drinking
water Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) in USDWs,.or could otherwise endanger the
health of persons. For treated wastewater injection projects, such as the proposed Project, EPA's
primary concerns are the quality of the injection fluid and the construction, operation and
maintenance of the injection wells.

The draft document does not reference the SDWA and UIC program regulations, except to.
mention a US EPA UIC permit in "Chapter 3 Project Description:' Specifically, EPA's
regulations should be identified in the document in "Chapter 4.5 Geology and Soils and Chapter"
and "Chapter 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality." Please amend your draft document.to include
language similar to the following:

,:
"The SDWA was originally passed by Congress in 1974 to protect public health by regulating
the. nation.'. s public drinking water supply. The law was amended in 1986 and 1996 with
requirerrients to protect. drinking water and its sources..—rivers, lakes, reservoirs, springs, and.:..
ground water aquifers. _ ~ .
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The SDWA also sets a framework for the Underground Injection Control (UIC) program to
control>the injection of wastes into ground water determined to be an underground source of
drinking water (USDV~. Under the UIC program, EPA sets standards for safe waste injection
practices and bans certain types of injection altogether. Injection includes seeping, flowing,
leaching, and pumping, with or without added pressure. A USDW is defined as any ground water
containing 10,000 milligrams per liter or less of total dissolved solids, in a quantity that can
sustain a public water supply system. The UIC program defines six classes of wells according to
the type of fluid they inject and where the fluid is injected. The injection wells as described
under-this proposed Project are Class V wells. The EPA implements the UIC program in
Califaznia; except fcr Mass II well.

All injection wells are required to be included in the federal UIC inventory.
Owners/operators of all injection wells must provide information to EPA, so that the wells may
be listed on the federal inventory of injection wells. Required information includes the facility
name and location, owner/operator name and address, nature and type of injection well, and
operating status. The second minimum federal requirement prohibits injection that allows the
movement of fluids containing any contaminants (such as pathogens, solvents, or heavy metals)
into a USDW if the presence of that contaminant may cause a violation of any primary drinking
water regulation or adversely affect public health. See 40 CFR part 144.12. No other specific
EPA regulatory requirements apply to these Class V wells, however, EPA could impose further
requirements through aproject-specific permit."

We appreciate the opportunity to review this. document and look forward to receiving a revised
version of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. If you have any questions about this letter, or
EPA's UIC Program, please contact Leslie Ann Greenberg of my staff at (415) 972-3349.

Sincerely,
!~

/~

David Albright, Manager

Ground Water Office

cc: Eric Wu, RWQCB Los Angeles Region
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Response to July 28 Comment Letter from United States Environmental Protection Agency (David 
Albright) (A‐6) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The EIR has been amended to add the referenced regulations.  See page 4.7‐4 in Section 
4.7 – Hydrology and Water Quality.  Also, see Section 4.5.1, Federal Regulations in 
Section 4.5 – Geology and Soils. 

 
Response to Comment 2 

 
Following installation of the injection wells for the Project, the wells would be registered 
with the Underground Injection Control program and entered into the federal UIC 
inventory.  Please note that none of the injection wells would be utilized for drinking 
water and that no drinking water wells currently exist in the groundwater basin.  
Additionally, the City will be enacting a groundwater well ordinance to manage the 
future installation of wells in the groundwater basin to ensure the protection of public 
health. 
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Response to July 1 and 10 Comment Letters from Los Angeles County Fire Department (Frank Vidales) 
(A‐7a and ‐7b) 
 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The EIR has been revised to correct the number of fire stations that provide service to 
Malibu and to correct statements pertaining to response times and staffing levels.  
Please see Section 4.11 ‐ Public Services for the revised text. 

 
Response to Comment 2 
 

The Project has been designed to include and meet all County Fire Department 
requirements, codes and ordinances; for example, please see pages 3‐19, 3‐26, 3‐33 and 
3‐41 of Chapter 3 – Project Description. Additionally, a Fuel Modification Plan has been 
prepared for the Project and submitted to the County Fire Department for review and 
approval. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
The Project has been designed to take into account all County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department requirements and conditions for fire and life safety.  Prior to obtaining 
grading or building permits for Phase 1 of the Project, the City will obtain all required 
building and fire plan check approval from the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. 

 
Response to Comment 4 

 
The Project has been designed to take into account all County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department requirements and conditions for fire and life safety and for fuel 
modification.  A Fuel Modification Plan has been prepared for the Project and submitted 
to the County Fire Department for review and approval. 
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Response to July 10 Comment Letter from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
(Dianna Watson) (A‐8) 
 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

Project permits would be prepared and submitted in accordance with applicable 
Caltrans regulations and requirements. An encroachment permit will be required for the 
Project and will be obtained from Caltrans. 

 
The plant site has been designed such that all stormwater runoff is captured at a 
designated collection point and routed back to the treatment plant’s headworks. See 
page 4.7‐22, first paragraph of Section 4.7 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
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Response to July 18 Comment Letter from Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (Michelle 
Tsiebos) (A‐9) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

Mitigation measures MM NV‐1 and NV‐2 will be implemented as part of the Project. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
 

Well construction permits will be obtained from the County prior to well installation; 
please see Table 3‐5 in Chapter 3 – Project Description. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
The City understands that County’s Cross‐Connection program would need to approve 
the Project plans. The 100% design plans will be submitted to the County for review 
once they have been completed. 

 
   



Letter A-10



Letter A-10

sjohnson
Line

sjohnson
Line

sjohnson
Line

sjohnson
Typewritten Text
1

sjohnson
Typewritten Text
2



sjohnson
Line

rburke
Typewritten Text
3



 
 

Response to July 28 Comment Letter from California Department of Parks and Recreation (Craig Sap) 
(A‐10) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

Numerical groundwater modeling analyses documented in Appendix G4 simulated 
injection of the maximum volume of recycled water possible into the Malibu Valley 
Groundwater Basin. The purpose of this analysis was to demonstrate that the 
groundwater basin has sufficient capacity to accept all recycled water to be produced at 
the proposed treatment facility with an additional factor of safety, and to evaluate 
potential impacts that may occur as a result of that injection.  The volume of water 
injected in the simulations far exceeds the overall capacity of the treatment plant and is 
not representative of the volume of water to be injected in the groundwater basin 
under average operating scenarios. 
 
To evaluate the potential impacts associated with the treatment facility planned 
average injection rate for each Project phase, the groundwater flow model was run 
simulating recycled water injection at the planned injection locations at anticipated 
injection rates based on production estimates and anticipated levels of recycled water 
reuse. The results of these analyses are documented in an addendum technical 
memorandum to the modeling report (Appendix G5).  These model results (simulating 
anticipated average operating conditions for injection) indicate that groundwater basin 
outflows to Malibu Creek and Lagoon would increase slightly from current conditions 
(by 2.4% or approximately 13,000 gpd) in Phase 1 due to planned commercial 
development in the Civic Center area.  Groundwater basin outflows to Malibu Creek and 
Lagoon would increase by 2.9% (or approximately 16,000 gpd) above baseline in Phase 
2, but then decrease to 2.1% above baseline conditions (or approximately 12,000 gpd) in 
Phase 3 as domestic OWDSs cease operations. These increases are within the natural 
variations of flow rates within Malibu Creek and Lagoon by season and annually.  (Based 
on historical flow data as presented in Table 6‐1 of the Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for Malibu Creek and Lagoon (USEPA, 2013), median daily flow in Malibu Creek 
between 2007 and 2010 was 3.6 cfs; this is equivalent to 2.3 million gallons per day. 
Therefore, the maximum anticipated increase in groundwater flows to Malibu Creek 
using the planned average injection rate (16,000 gpd in Phase 2) is approximately 0.69% 
of the total flows in the creek. And as breaching typically results from a large pulse of 
surface water flows resulting from storm events, this minor increase in flows to Malibu 
Creek are unlikely to impact the breaching patterns in the Creek/Lagoon. See also 
Effects on Malibu Creek and Lagoon Flows, Table 4.7‐1. 
 
Additionally, under the planned average injection rates, all injected flows would go to 
the Pacific Ocean (unchanged from scenarios with the maximum recycled water 
injection); therefore, the quality of the additional groundwater flowing to Malibu Creek 
and Lagoon would be unchanged in terms of some key constituents, such as salinity, and 
improved for other cases, such as nutrients, as a result of Project implementation. 
Based on this analysis, under planned project operating conditions, the potential future 
impacts of additional groundwater flows to Malibu Creek and Lagoon are not considered 
to be significant.         

 



 
 

Response to Comment 2 
 

Recycled water to be injected into the groundwater basin would have a residual chlorine 
concentration.  Recycled water would be dosed at the treatment plant site with a 
residual chlorine concentration of 2 mg/L; however, the concentration at the injection 
well site would be less due to chlorine interactions and decay within the recycled water 
distribution pipeline.  The concentration of residual chlorine in the recycled water 
injected into the groundwater basin is not known at this time as it is site‐specific and 
dependent on several parameters including temperature, dissolved organic carbon 
concentration, and contact time. 

 
Residual chlorine in recycled water injected into the groundwater basin would not reach 
Malibu Creek or Lagoon per modeling conducted for the Project.  Additionally, there is 
not a water quality objective in the Basin Plan for residual chlorine in groundwater. 

 
An analysis of the potential impacts of residual chlorine in injected recycled water on 
near shore ocean quality was conducted; see Appendix G1 for the results. Based on this 
analysis, near shore ocean quality could have approximately 7.6 ug/L of residual chlorine 
(the Ocean Plan water quality objective for residual chlorine is 8 ug/L for a daily 
maximum); however, this analysis was extremely conservative and did not account for 
the additional decay of chlorine in the distribution system and in the groundwater 
system as the injected water moves over a period between 5 and 15 years to the ocean, 
nor did it consider the additional mixing that would occur in the ocean environment as a 
result of density differences and wind and tidal‐related mixing influences. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
The Project has been designed to fit within the site areal constraints and to consider 
fiscal impacts on the residents of the City of Malibu.  The proposed effluent discharge 
limits evaluated in the EIR would significantly reduce the loading of nitrates to the 
groundwater basin, in addition to Malibu Creek and Lagoon, and a fiscal analysis of 
reducing this limit would result in significant increases in Project costs with limited 
associated improvements in discharges/loading.  Additionally, residual chlorine is 
required in the recycled water in order to be protective of human health during reuse.  
This residual chlorine would also assist in maintaining injection well health, minimizing 
biofouling. Finally, the City will continue to explore alternatives for expanding the reuse 
of the recycled water, including expanding recycled water irrigation, thereby minimizing 
the need for groundwater injection.   
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Response to July 10 Comment Letter from Southern California Gas Company (James Chuang) (A‐11) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

The requirement to identify the locations of underground utilities by contacting 
Underground Service Alert would be included in the Project specifications. 

 
   



Bonnie Blue

From: Wu, Eric@Waterboards <Eric.Wu@waterboards.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Jim Thorsen; Bonnie Blue

Cc: Unger, Samuel@Waterboards; Smith, Deborah@Waterboards; Craig George; Steve Clary

(SClary@rmcwater.com); Leslie Dumas; Chou, Rebecca@Waterboards; Tsai,

Don@Waterboards; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards

Subject: Comments to Draft EIR for Malibu Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility

Attachments: Malibu DEIR Comment Ltr 072814.pdf ~~~+E~~~~

JUL 2 8 2014
Dear Ms. Blue and Mr. Thorsen, PLANNING DEP'i':

Attached please find a comment letter prepared by Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Water

Board) staff for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Malibu Civic Center Wastewater Treatment Facility. The

hard copy will be mailed out today.

If you have any question, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Eric Wu, Ph.D., P.E.
Chief of Groundwater Permitting Unit
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles
320 W. 4th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90013
(213) 576-6683
(213) 576-5777 fax
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July 28, 214

Ms: Bonnie BCue, Senior Planner
City of Malibu
X3825 Stuart Ranch Rod ,
',Malibu, CA 90266

~, y+ ~osr

nf.'r' E Y Y ~ 

.i.~i.
~~~c~~ ~~. f ~:

RECEIVED

JUL 2 8 2014

PLANNWG DEPT.

`COMMENTS. ON ~RAET ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPQRT ANU RECIRCULATED
DRAFT' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT tSCH NU. 2013111075} PR~PAR~D BY CfTY
Q~ MALfBIJ FOR MALI~U CIVIC CENTER WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY, 24f?00
CIVIC CENTER WAY, MAL{BU, CALIFOR~1lA (FILE NC?. 11-~87, GLOBAL 1~ NU.:
~noaoo~~s~

Dear Ms. Blue::

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, ~.os Angeles Region (R"egional'B~ard); is

the public agency with p~im~ry responsibility for the pratectit~n of ground and surface wafer

duality for all beneficial uses ofi wa#er within major portions of Los Angeles and Ventura

Counties, including at the location of the proposed Malibu Ciwic Center Wastei+vater Treatment

facility (CCWTF).

The City of Malibu (City) is the lead agency in accordance with the Califprnia Environmental

Quality Acf (C~QA) for the proposed CCWTF Pro}ect {Project) because it is the agency that
proposes to carry out the Project. On May 30, 2014, the City released for comments the Drat
environmental impact Report (DEER) fiat the Project and art June 18, 2014, the City recircula#ed

the: DElR for addit~anal comments: The DEI'R was prepared by the City in acco~danc~ with

GEQA. The Ftecrreulatec4 DEIR includes :revisions to the original Q~lR released on May 3~,

201.4.

The Regional Board 'is a responsible agency for purposes of CEQA because it is a public

agency that ̀ would issue one or rr~ore permits for aspects of the Praj~ct pursuant #a the

California Wa#er Code. The C?ElR provides a detaifed pro}ect level analysis of Phase 1 of the

Project which consists of cons#ruction of the €our primary elements: (1) the wastewater

treafinent facility, ~2) pump stations, (3) wastewater collection and recycled water distribution

systempipelines, ar~d (4)thepercolation ponds and grounc~water'injectionwells. The DElRalso

ptovfdes a program level analysis ~f Phases li and X11 of t~t~ ~'raject and inclur~es the analysis

regarding pump stations and the wastewater and recycled water distribution system pipelines.

for both Phases II and 111. We understand #hat the project I~vel environmental impact analysis

for Phases II and III will be presented in future ElR(s},

The DEfR, in general, adequately analyaes the poten#ial environmental impacts associated witE

water duality. The R~;gional hoard teas the following comments:

__ __
3~`J W o. _~ _~..1, ..,. ~~ ~s~s~~ s 1 A s~~ '.v~zty~ ~ 1Lar~~aC~,. ~ ~_~J sc:s ,.
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Ms. Bflnnie Blue
Cify of Malibu

July ~8t 20'4

The DEiR considered the appfiea6iiity Qf various laws, regulations, end ~far~s implemented
key the Regional E3oard, including the RsgionaE Baard's Water Quality Contra! Play for Los
Angeles Region {Bas€n Plan); the Sta#e Water Resources Control Baard's (State Wa#er
Board} Water Quality Con#rol Pfan for Ocean Water of California (CaEEfornia OcEan P€an};
Title 22, Califor~tia Code of Regulations, Diuision 4, Chap#er 3, Wa#~~ Recycling Criteria;
State Water Board Resolution Na. 88 16, "S#a#ement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining
High Quality of Wa#ers in California", ~tso known as #h~ State's Anti-Degrade#ion Policy
{Resafu#ion fib-~6}; tie Salt and Nutrient Management Plan ~onfy draft at this point); and the
Nu#rient Total Maximum Daily -Loads (TM~Ls} and TM~Ls far Sed~mentatiort and Nutrient
#ar Berrthic Community lm~airment for Malibu Creek and Malibu Lagoon.

Cflnsis#ent wiifi CEQA, as a responsible agency, #h~ Regional Board is riot approving the
DE1R or it$ aftachments, but wil[ consider the E[R and appky its independen# authority
under the California Water Code when it considers taking action with respect to the Pra~ect.
The Regional Board may require the submittal of addi#i~nal information, including
information to evalua#e corrtpfiance with Resolution 68-16, before it considers the issuance
of was#e discharge requirements and otter permits fir the Project to assure implements#ion
of appEicable laws, regulations, and policies. It is wort~t natirtg that the discharges #ram the
Project are gnat expected to reach MaEibu Creek or Malibu Lagoon and therefore, are not
expected to result in water c{uafity impacts addressed by the TM~LS. However, if existing
On~it~ W2~st~water Disposal Systems (~WDSs) continue to discharge, the impacted shaHt~w
groundwater will cantinu~ c~eteriarating and causing wa#er quaEfty impacts identified in the
Malibu CreeEc Nutrient TMDLs ar~d Santa Monica Bay Bac#eria TM~Ls.

2. The O~IR does not mention that the Project could require an underground injection control
perm9t pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act. Howe~~r, the DElR does adequately
evalua#e the potentiaE impacts to groundwater of injection.

3. The seepage pits referenced in .Chapter 3, Page 3-24 are Curren#iy subject to Waste
Discharge RequErem~n#s Order No. 00-982 issued by the Regional Baarct €or the dEscharges
from Ma4ibu Colony Plaza. The ❑EIR incvrrectEy refers to Winter canyon Wastewater
Treatment Pant, which does not exist.

~€. Nate that effective July 1, 2014, the Drinking Vllater Program of the CaI€fomia Departrt~ent of
Pu~kic HeaE#h (CDPH~ was transferred to the State Water Board and is now called the
Divisiar~ of Drinking Watef {DEW) of the S#ate Water Board. References to CDPH in the
aEIR should be replaced by Ste#e Wa#er Board ~DVII.

The Regional Board is ~JI£?85~CI th~~ ChB CI~y [5 continuing #o pursue implementation of the
~POJ@Ct 8S ~ W~~l adtffBSS t~1B 1171p~CtS ~SSOGIa~8t9 Wl~h the COCIt[~UIC]~ dtSCh~Cf~BS Q~ WaStB ff0[Yt

f?WDSs in the Maiib~ Civic Cuter Area and allow ui#imateEy fir cnm~~iance with.the basin Plan
Am~ndm~nt prohibiting such systems. The Regional Board supports the Project as it will be
consistent with the Memorandum of Unclersfanding between the City, the Regional Board, end
the State Wa#er Bard.
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Ms. Bonnie Blue

i Ci#y of Malibu
.!u!y 28, 2014

please ~ddr~ ss these comments in the<final EIR. 1f you have any questions, yota may conf~c#
the Project Manager, Dr. Don Tsai at (213) 6~0-2264 (don:t~ai wateroards.ca, av , or the
Chief of Groundwater Permitting Unit, Dr. Eric INu at (273) 576-6683
(~ric.wu wat~r~oa~ds.c.~. Qv}. ,

Sincerely,

_~' ~~~:
Samuel Unger, P:
Executiue E?fficer

Page 3



 
 

 
Response to July 28 Comment Letter from Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Sam 
Unger) (A‐12) 
 

Response to Comment 1 
 

Comment acknowledged. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
 

Comment has been addressed.  See Table 3‐5 – Permits and Approvals Needed in 
Chapter 3 – Project Description. 

 
Response to Comment 3 

 
See text revisions on pg. 3‐22 of Chapter 3 – Project Description, Section 3.3.4 – 
Dispersal, Winter Canyon Groundwater Dispersal. 

 
Response to Comment 4 
 

Comment acknowledged.   
 

   




