
From: Judi Pace [mailto:secos@charter.net]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 1:04 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov; Judi Tamasi 
Subject: Public Comments: Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan 
Draft EIR – SCH# 2009091018

RE: Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report – SCH# 2009091018

I have been a resident of Corral Canyon in Malibu since 1974.  I have been 
through multiple brush fire events and we lost one home in the 2007 Corral Fire 
and sustained serious damage to our residence. 
Our family camps, hikes, rides and surfs.  We use the many parks in the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area frequently.  We love the area and 
want to try and minimize detrimental effects and dangers  that we perceive in the 
proposed plan. 

After attending multiple hearings and reviewing the draft EIR these are my 
comments:

I am opposed to camping element in Corral Canyon for the Malibu Parks 
Public Access Enhancement Plan - Public Works Plan
Draft EIR - SCH# 2009091018 for the following reasons: 

Fire Safety - for both the residents and visitors in Corral Canyon.

� Corral Canyon has one narrow, steep and winding road in and out.  Corral 
Canyon is classified as a "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" with a 
heavy load of chaparral and heavy fuel load.  Our community has been 
ravaged by wildfires many times with the latest being Nov. 24, 2007 from 
which many of us are still trying to recover.  The plan for hike-in 
campgrounds just below and adjacent to residential areas of El Nido is a 
formula for another disaster.

� The SMMC and MRCA do not have the ranger resources needed to patrol 
and be on site 24/7 to supervise the campers in each of the proposed 
campgrounds to ensure they are following the proposed rules.  Posting 
rules and threatening fines for campfires and smoking is meaningless 
without the ranger resources and continuous ranger presence to enforce 
and implement those rules.  Cold camping allows cooking on propane 
stoves which emit a flame and can be knocked over.  No cooking of any 
kind should be allowed - pack in food or sandwiches!  Since the Corral 
Canyon fire, neighbors have found people camping in areas where it is not 
permitted, complete with candles and fires in the part of Malibu Creek 
State Park at the top of Corral - an area which is infrequently patrolled by 
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rangers but frequently used by party goers.  Neighbors have also reported 
people at night hiking into the lower Corral Canyon area with lit tiki torches 
- again with no ranger presence or rules enforcement.  Camping in 
established campgrounds in Malibu has been successful and safe (Leo 
Carrillo and Malibu Creek St. Park) because they do have 24/7 ranger 
presence with ranger residences in the parks and near-by.  Corral Canyon 
already has tent camping spaces available in the Malibu RV Park (on-site 
24/7 supervision) which are infrequently utilized.

� The EIR discusses how fires spread more rapidly up steep slopes and 
more slowly down-slope.  The proposed Corral Canyon hike-in 
campground is down-slope from the residential areas of the canyon, but 
with heavy Santa Ana winds, fire spread in that area has been rapid due 
to the heavy fuel loads and narrow canyon topography.  Although the plan 
calls for no camping during "red flag alert" days, without on-site ranger 
presence, the plan will not be sufficiently protective.  What was not stated 
is that most frequently the afternoon/evening wind pattern is onshore.
Should a fire start from within the hike-in campground area an onshore 
wind could spread fire rapidly up-slope and right into our residential areas.

� Hikers and campers have been know to misjudge time and get lost on 
unfamiliar trails after dark.  They have started campfires to keep warm and 
as signal fires.  There was an incident of this recently (mid Feb. 2010) in 
Zuma Canyon in the Santa Monica Mountains in Malibu which had a 
happy ending, but could have had a  devastating effect on the surrounding 
areas.  A campfire was the cause for the huge (33,000 acres) Indians Fire 
in the Los Padres National Forest that burned all the way from the Central 
Coast to the outskirts of King City.  A cooking fire cause another fire to 
burn 75,000 acres in another part of the Los Padres National Forest in 
Santa Barbara County.  A cigarette caused a large fire in Griffith Park in 
2007.  A signal fire was the cause of a enormous fire in the inland San 
Diego area a few years ago.  When people are lost, they panic and do 
dumb things.  Negligent and illegal activity has caused some of the most 
destructive fires in recent years. On site Ranger presence 24/7 is the only 
safe way to operate a campground and to insure rule enforcement and 
provide for safety of the campers/public.

I am in favor of the trails element of the proposed plan in Corral Canyon
and throughout Malibu.

� The plan for extending the long planned trail linkages throughout the 
Malibu area of the Santa Monica Mountains is a fabulous use for the 
various park properties and open space areas owned by the many public 
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agencies.  This would provide great opportunities for public access to the 
area and increased recreational opportunities for everyone.  These trails 
have existed on paper for too long and I encourage the SMMC and MRCA 
to concentrate its efforts on this aspect of the Public Access Enhancement 
Plan - actually physically building the trails with a budget for maintaining 
the trails to multi-use trail standards.  (Please try to remember to include 
adequate parking areas for horse trailers -on DG - and space to 
load/unload and tie horses to trailers in the designated trail parking areas).

Sincerely, 
Judi Pace 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

AA 
Judi Pace 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

AA-1 This comment states that the author is a resident of Corral Canyon and her 
family uses the many parks in the Santa Monica Mountains. The commenter 
also expresses concern with perceived detrimental effects and dangers from 
the proposed plan. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Nevertheless, please 
see Topical Response #2. 

AA-2 This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to camping in Corral 
Canyon. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment AA-1.  

AA-3 This comment states that the plan for hike-in campgrounds just below and 
adjacent to residential areas of El Nido is a formula for another disaster. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment AA-1. 

AA-4 This comment states that the SMMC and MRCA do not have the ranger 
resources necessary to patrol and be onsite 24/7 to supervise and ensure 
campers are following the rules and regulations. The commenter suggests 
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that no cooking be allowed; stating that campers should pack in food or 
sandwiches.  The commenter also provides information on people found 
camping in areas not permitted in Corral Canyon and Malibu Creek State 
Park, and notes that successful and safe camping is allowed at Leo Carillo 
State Beach, Malibu Creek State Park, and the Malibu RV Park due to 24/7 
onsite ranger presence. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, and K-10.  See, also, 
Topical Responses #1 and #2. 
 
Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 
further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
 
The portion of the comment relative to successful and safe camping at 
area sites is acknowledged. This portion of the comment does not 
identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions or mitigation 
measures in the EIR. Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards 
will take into consideration all comments and suggestions during the 
decision-making process. 

AA-5 This comment suggests that without on-site ranger presence during red flag 
days, the Plan area would not be sufficiently protected. The commenter also 
states that the DEIR did not discuss onshore winds and the potential fire 
hazards associated with onshore winds. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, and K-10 relative to 
ranger patrols.  See, also, Topical Response #2.  Note that the parks 
would be closed to the public during red flag days, but Rangers would 
be on patrol 24 hours a day for the duration of red flag events. 
 
Please see response to comment Y-8 relative to onshore winds and 
potential fire hazards. 
 
Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 
further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

AA-6 This comment cites a number of fires caused by negligent and illegal activity 
and suggests that 24/7 onsite ranger presence is the only way to ensure rule 
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enforcement and safety when operating campgrounds. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment AA-4 and Topical Response #2. 
 
Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 
further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

AA-7 This comment expresses support for the trail element of the proposed Plan 
and requests that adequate parking be provided, particularly for horse 
trailers. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   
 
The Plan, however, does retain one trailer parking space at Corral 
Canyon Park that could accommodate camping or horse trailers.  
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From: Ted Fulton [mailto:ted.fulton@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 1:39 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Cc: dash.stolarz@mrca.ca.gov 
Subject: EIR Comments Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report – SCH# 2009091018

Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan  Draft Environmental Impact 
Report – SCH# 2009091018  is inadequate.

CEQA explicitly requires that the initial study examine whether the project may 
have a significant adverse affect on "unique archaeological resources."  This 
impact report does not adequately address the issue as the areas in question are 
known to have significant archaeological resources and have not been 
adequately assessed by competent professionals.

Portions of the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan directly 
contradicts the the primary mission of Malibu Creek State Park as stated in the 
general plan of the park: 

"The primary purpose of Malibu Creek State Park is to protect and perpetuate the 
oak woodland and riparian features of a ruggedly beautiful natural 
landscape that has been set aside for the protection of its diverse 
natural resources."

Numerous assertions in the consideration and rejection of alternatives are 
inaccurate and incorrect.  King Gillette Ranch is connected to Malibu Creek State 
Park via an existing trail network and tunnel under Las Virgenes road providing 
the same hiking opportunities as the Corral Canyon Campsite. The term "blue 
water" views is vague and undefined. Public transit could easily be created to 
provide service to King Gillette Ranch.  None has existed in the past because the 
property was only recently acquired for public use.  The SMMC created public 
transit to nearby parks with great fan fare and created "bus stops" to the 
detriment of the environment only to discontinue the service quietly when there 
was no demand for the service.

I believe there is no demand for the current expansion of camping in the Santa 
Monica Mountains.  The EIR contains no statistically significant study to suggest 
that there is a demand for the proposed expansion of services in the proposed 
areas.  This is not Yosemite....the Santa Monica Mountains have historically 
been a day use recreation area and the draft EIR does not adequately explain 
why there is a need to change this historical precedent.   The CEQA required, 
 "no project alternative" has not been adequately vetted.
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Fire protections established by the plan are inadequate and do not provide 
significant input from local fire authorities who have expertise in dealing with the 
dangers unique to the terrain and weather conditions of the Santa Monica 
Mountains. The following is a public quote from the Los Angeles County Fire 
Chief,  “We are opposed to any new campgrounds, hike in camps, trail camps or 
large group gatherings in very high fire risk areas.”  The Public Access Plan 
directly contradicts the wisdom of this sentiment arrived at by officials with over 
30 years of experience dealing with fire safety in the Santa Monica Mountains. 
 Inadequate staffing levels at state parks in the Santa Monica Mountains have 
recently led to hundreds of millions of dollars in damages by wild fire.  The draft 
EIR does not adequately balance or justify the need to expand camping with the 
increase risk of fire, nor does it address chronic under staffing of existing parks. 
 The draft EIR fails to adequately identify staffing required by the expanded 
facilities or how such increased staffing will be maintained in a time of fiscal 
crisis.

The following is a quote from the President of the SMMC regarding development 
near the area covered by the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan,

"Unfortunately, it is impossible to construct the five homes strung over a mile of ridgeline 
and 7,800 feet of water main without resulting in unavoidable significant adverse visual and 
ecological impacts," says the nine-page letter, which was signed by the conservancy's chair, 
Ronald P. Schafer

I contend that most reasonable people would agree that the SMMC's Malibu 
Parks Expansion Plan is a more significant undertaking than the construction of 
five homes by one individual.  For the draft EIR to conclude no significant impact 
is laughable and cast doubt that the plan was conceived or vetted in an 
objectively legal manner.

Sincerely,

Ted V Fulton
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Letter  

Commenter:   

Date: 

BB 

Ted Fulton 

March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 

(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 

Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 

be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 

referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 

NO. 
RESPONSE 

BB-1 This comment expresses the commenter’s belief that the Malibu Parks Public 

Access Enhancement Plan Draft EIR is inadequate. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 

evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  

This comment does not address a specific environmental issue other 

than a general conclusion.  As such, no response can be provided 

other than refer the commenter to the DEIR and FEIR that details 

extensive environmental analysis on the proposed Plan.  Your opinion 

is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 

will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 

the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body. 

BB-2 This comment states that the impact report does not adequately address the 

potential significant adverse affects on unique archaeological resources 

located within the project areas and questions the competency of the report 

preparers. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

The cultural resources section for the Malibu Parks Public Access 

Enhancement Plan DEIR addresses cultural resources that are located 

within proposed Plan site areas and provides measures to mitigate 

potential project-related impacts on cultural resources to less than 

significant.  The cultural resources section was prepared by Ken 

Victorino.  Mr. Victorino has a Master's Degree in Anthropology, 18 

years' experience in cultural resources management, and was certified 

by the Register of Professional Archaeologists in 1997.  The cultural 
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resources section was reviewed by David Stone.  Mr. Stone has a 

Master's Degree in Anthropology, 30 years' experience in cultural 

resources management, and is certified by the Register of Professional 

Archaeologists.  Both Mr. Victorino and Mr. Stone are considered 

experts in the assessment of cultural resources. 

 

Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 

further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

BB-3 This comment states that the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan 

directly contradicts with the primary mission of the Malibu Creek State 

Park’s General Plan, which is to protect its diverse natural resources, 

including oak woodland and riparian features. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

The proposed Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan and 

Malibu Creek State Park’s General Plan actually have similar missions, 

which is to provide recreational and environmental educational 

opportunities for the public in a manner compatible with each Park’s 

values and features. The proposed Malibu Parks Public Access 

Enhancement Plan includes trail and park improvements intended to 

enhance public access opportunities in the Plan area and would include 

primarily low-intensity uses consisting of access trails which are sited 

and designed to be noninvasive on the natural topography of trail 

corridors and to minimize impacts to sensitive habitat areas. Limited 

camping facilities are proposed exclusively within existing park 

boundaries which would provide rare and unique resources for low-

cost overnight recreation in the Plan area; these facilities are limited in 

size and location in consideration of geologic and natural resource 

constraints of each park property.  

 

In addition, DEIR, Section 2.2, Project Objectives of Section 2.0 Project 

Description discusses the proposed Plan objectives, which in addition to 

enhancing public park and recreational opportunities is to protect and 

enhance the natural resources of the park areas, which includes oak 

woodlands and riparian features.  

 

Furthermore, as discussed in DEIR Section 2.0, Project Description, the 

Plan includes a creek restoration plan for Ramirez Canyon Creek. The 

creek restoration/enhancement plan includes removing existing 
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gabions and installing pervious boulder berms and/or log deflection 

structures throughout the creek to control stream degradation; 

creating areas of overbank enhancement in two areas (by the existing 

tennis court and at the southerly portion of the park) by removing 

artificial creek wall linings, grading back the slopes, constructing rock 

toe protection, installing retaining walls, and planting native plants; and 

planting of native plant species and removing non-native plants 

throughout the creek and implementing corresponding best 

management practices. 

 

As discussed in detail in DEIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources, the 

proposed Plan would include preparation and implementation of a 

habitat restoration plan that would be consistent with the required 

tree protection plan for the project.  This habitat restoration plan 

would be developed to mitigate/minimize potential impacts to the 

natural landscape. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

 

In addition, a Modified Redesign Alternative has been proposed for 

consideration and adoption by the Conservancy/MRCA.  Under this 

alternative, concentrated campsites have been developed through a 

clustering of campsites limited primarily to two parks: Corral Canyon 

Park and the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property.  Further, under this 

alternative, no campsites are proposed at Escondido Canyon Park, the 

Latigo Trailhead Property and remote camping locations have been 

removed from Ramirez Canyon Park.  As indicated in Section 3.4 of 

the FEIR (Volume IV), although impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities and sensitive wildlife habitat would be similar to that of 

the Proposed Plan, impacts to sensitive plant species, native trees, and 

wildlife movement would be reduced compared to the Proposed Plan 

as a result of a reduction in campsites and parking.  The overall 

reduction in the number of campsites and other facilities proposed 

under the MRA would, therefore, facilitate the further avoidance of 

wildlife impacts located within the Plan.    Please see Topical Response 

# 1. 

 

Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 

further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
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BB-4 This comment questions the accuracy of the information used in the 

evaluation of alternatives considered, but rejected. The commenter also 

asserts that the term “blue water” views are vague and undefined.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

DEIR Section 8.1.3 of Section 8.0, Alternatives provides accurate and 

correct information as to why specific alternatives were considered 

and rejected. For instance, King Gillette Ranch was considered and 

rejected based on the park not being able to meet many of the project 

objectives, which is to provide front country camping and hiking 

opportunities that take advantage of the coastal (bluewater) views 

afforded along the Malibu coast. A bluewater view is a term used in 

the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Local Implementation Plan 

(LIP) to describe “ocean views”. The term is used in Chapter 6, Scenic, 

Visual, and Hillside Resources of the City’s LIP to refer to the 

protection of “ocean” or “bluewater” views from new development. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required 

BB-5 This comment states that there is no statistically significant study to suggest 

that there is a demand for the proposed expansion of services in the project 

area. The commenter notes that the Santa Monica Mountains have 

historically been a day use recreation area and the Draft EIR does not 

adequately explain why there is a need to change this historical precedent. 

The commenter also states the CEQA required “no project alternative” has 

not been adequately vetted. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

The portion of the comment regarding the absence of a statistical 

study to support demand for the proposed park improvements, 

including overnight camping is planning related and does not identify an 

inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions or mitigation measures in the 

EIR. Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 

consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-

making process. 

 

As for the portion of the comment stating that the “no project 

alternative” was not adequately vetted in the DEIR, the level of analysis 
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detail provided in DEIR Section 8.0, Alternatives is adequate to allow a 

meaningful comparison of potential environmental impacts that would 

result from the proposed project, and that could result from the 

alternatives that were evaluated (including the “no project”), 

consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(d). 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

Draft EIR, no further revisions to the Draft EIR would be required 

BB-6 This comment states that the fire protection plans are inadequate and do 

not provide input from local fire authorities. The comment also states that 

the Draft EIR did not adequately balance the need to expand camping and 

increase risk of fire, nor does it address staffing at existing parks or identify 

the staffing required by the expanded facilities. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

The comment indicates the FPPs are inadequate to reduce fire hazards 

to a less than significant level, but does not speak to any specific 

inadequacies, nor does the commenter demonstrate why or how 

implementation of the Plan would result in significant fire hazards.  The 

comment also states that staffing levels would be inadequate, but does 

not identify how or why they would be inadequate. In short, the 

comments are unsubstantiated.   

 

According to the Conservancy, existing staffing levels are adequate to 

provide monitoring of the Plan area.  Please see, also, response to 

comments A-4, K-2, and LL-16.  Implementation of the FPP would 

significantly reduce the fire risk associated with the Plan and the 

project area.  The Master FPP and park-specific FPPs prepared as part 

of the proposed Plan, include LA County Fire Code requirements, fuel 

modification guidelines, and incorporate comments from the Fire 

Chief. 

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revision to the DEIR would be necessary. 

BB-7 This comment expresses the author’s opinion that most reasonable people 

would agree that the SMMC’s Malibu Parks Access Plan is a more significant 
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undertaking than the construction of five homes by one individual. The 

commenter also expresses doubt that the Draft EIR was conceived or vetted 

in an objectively legal manner. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 

evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  

This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 

is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 

will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 

the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body. 
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Letter  

Commentor:   

Date: 

CC 

Sheryl Sher and Howard Sher 

March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 

(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 

Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 

be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 

referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 

NO. 
RESPONSE 

CC-1 This comment provides a personal account of the commenter’s experience 

during a 1996 fire in the Puerco Canyon area.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 

evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  

This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 

is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 

will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 

the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Please, also, see 

Topical Response # 2. 

CC-2 This comment questions how the County or City would pay for all that’s 

involved with added campsites when they couldn’t patrol one area in Corral 

Canyon, where the 2007 Corral Canyon Fire originated from an illegal 

campfire. 

  

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see Topical Response # 2.  Also, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft 

EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  This comment does not 

address an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR.  

Your opinion is on the proposed project is important, however, and 

your comment will be included in the FEIR presented for review and 

consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  

Please, also, see Topical Response #2. 
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CC-3 This comment expresses concerns with the proposed campsites in Corral 

Canyon Park and the repercussions to the Corral Canyon and Puerco Canyon 

areas.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment CC-2 above.  Please also see Topical 

Response # 2. 

CC-4 This comment expresses concerns with the EIR allowing for only 10 “Red 

Flag” days per year and notes that due to climate change, there are no 

designated “red flag” days anymore. The commenter also states that there is 

no way anyone can possibly patrol 24/7 at the proposed campsites.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

A Fire Protection Plan (FPP) has been created for the entire project 

area, with individual plans prepared for each park site (see DEIR 

Appendix I).  DEIR Section 5.6, Fire Hazards, speaks to impacts relating 

to Fire Hazards. 

 

The EIR acknowledges that it is the existing baseline condition that 

“given the climatic, vegetation, and topographic characteristics of the 

Plan area region, along with the fire history and fire behavior modeling 

results…, the Plan area is determined to be potentially vulnerable to 

wildfire starting in, burning onto, or spotting onto the site.” 

 

Restrictive policies have been outlined in the FPP to reduce the 

wildfire risk associated with the proposed project. The FPP provides 

details regarding site-specific policies and implementation measures 

that would govern these park areas with regards to fire protection. 

The FPP outlines a "systems approach" to fire prevention, protection, 

suppression, and emergency relocation to ensure proposed park 

improvements and uses will reduce potential risks associated with fire 

hazard. Important concepts included in this approach include pre-

planning for emergency response, funded ongoing fuel modification, 

structural protection, water supply, access (ingress/egress), and 

optional fire shelters.   

 

For trails, through vegetation management, posting of fire danger 

information at trailheads, patrolling and strict enforcement of existing 
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and proposed access and fire policies (as identified in the Fire 

Protection Plan), when compared to the existing baseline condition of 

the existing Plan area (where recreational access is already occurring, 

both legally and illegally) the likelihood of a lost hiker starting a camp 

or signal fire, which could get out of control, would be substantially 

diminished under the proposed FPP. 

 

For campsites, each camp area will employ a host of Site Specific Fire 

Protection Measures, as identified in the Fire Protection Plan, including 

vegetation management to reduce fuels around campsites, having 

wildland fire-trained personnel on-site at all times when camping is 

permitted, having on-site wildland fire hydrants, etc.  When compared 

to the existing baseline condition of the existing Plan area (where 

recreational access is already occurring, both legally and illegally) the 

likelihood of a campsite fire incident, which could get out of control, 

would be substantially diminished under the proposed FPP. 

 

At times of year when trail use/ camping is not permitted and during 

red flag events, the campsites and trails will be regularly patrolled to 

ensure that unsanctioned use of the park sites is kept under strict 

control. When compared to the existing baseline condition of the 

existing Plan area (where recreational access is already occurring, both 

legally and illegally) the likelihood of a trail-side or campsite fire 

incident occurring at times of year when trail use/ camping is not 

permitted and during red flag events would be substantially diminished 

under the proposed FPP. 

 

It should be noted further, in response to comments raised on the 

DEIR, the Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified 

Redesign Alternative.  This alternative would limit camping to primarily 

two parks:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 

Property in an effort to reduce fire risk.    Both sites are located in 

close proximity to PCH to facilitate highway access in a fire event, and 

are considered areas with lower intensity fire behavior and near other 

open space areas for relocation purposes.   

 

Under the Modified Redesign Alternative, additional widening of roads 

would provided (as required by the appropriate fire agency) in order 

to ensure adequate fire access.   
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Additionally, a Fire Protection Plan is included in the FEIR for this 

Modified Redesign Alternative and for each park area, and further and 

includes the following additional measures to ensure any fire risk is 

reduced further.  First, the drop box registration system has been 

eliminated and all camping fees would be collected in person.  

Furthermore, under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative 

included in the FEIR, a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of 

propane stoves and other flammable devices would be strictly 

enforced.  The only approved cooking devices would be small 

electrical cooking appliances compatible with the park provided all-

weather electrical outlet.  Further, the Modified Redesign Alternative 

would provide permanent overnight accommodations for wildland fire-

trained MRCA rangers, camp hosts, or a staff maintenance person to 

monitor and enforce this cold camp policy and further reduce any fire 

risk associated with the Plan.   Additionally, all MRCA rangers and 

camp hosts will be public officers designated pursuant to the MRCA 

Park Ordinance as authorized by the Public Resources Code and 

would be able to issue citations to strictly enforce this cold camp 

policy. 

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revision to the DEIR would be required. 

CC-5 This comment questions the ability of Park Rangers to effectively supervise 

hike-in campsites and asks how campers will know how to operate fire 

fighting equipment at each campsite. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, K-10, K-17, T-6, U-3 

and CC-4. 

 

Based upon the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 

further revision to the DEIR would be required. 

CC-6 This comment requests that SMMC reconsider the campsite proposals for 

Corral Canyon Park due to the likely chances of an accidental fire caused by 

campers. 
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RESPONSE: 

 

This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, 

conclusions or mitigation measures in the EIR. Please note that the 

Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into consideration all comments 

and suggestions during the decision-making process. 

 

It should be noted, in response to comments raised on the DEIR, the 

Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 

Alternative.  This alternative would cluster camping in primarily two 

parks:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property in 

an effort to reduce fire risk.    Both sites are located in close proximity 

to PCH to facilitate highway access in a fire event, and are considered 

areas with lower intensity fire behavior and near other open space 

areas for relocation purposes.    See, also, Topical Responses #1and 

#2. 

CC-7 This comment expresses the author’s opposition to allowing campsites along 

the Malibu Coast and states that it is a matter of life or death. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

 Please see Topical Response #2. 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

 
Date: 

DD 
Lucile Keller 
Secretary, Malibu Township Council 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

DD-1 This comment questions the ability of Park Rangers to adequately enforce 
park rules and regulations and questions the ability of Camp Hosts or 
maintenance personnel without police power to provide adequate 
enforcement. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, K-10, K-17, T-6, and 
U-3.  See, also, Topical Response #2. 
 
Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 
further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

DD-2 This comment states that a needs assessment was not provided to justify the 
need for additional campsites in the area. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   

DD-3 This comment states that the DEIR does not identify the responsible agency 
for funding ranger patrols and asks how many rangers will be used for these 
parks. 
 
RESPONSE:  

DD-3



 
Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, K-10, K-17, K-23, T-
6, and U-3. 
 
Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 
further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

DD-4 This comment states that there is no notification or fire evacuation plan for 
the community surrounding the parks provided in the Plan. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Please see response to comments A-2 and A-4. The City of Malibu and 
County of Los Angeles are responsible for notification and fire 
evacuation for areas within their jurisdiction. As such, the City of 
Malibu has implemented the City's Emergency Preparedness program 
which was established to coordinate the City's response to disasters, 
such as fires, floods, earthquakes and storms. Under the City 
Manager's direction, the Emergency Services Coordinator is 
responsible for maintenance and implementation of the City's 
Emergency Operations Plan. This includes training of City staff and 
community volunteers, equipping and management of the Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC), overseeing the Community Emergency 
Response Team (CERT) and managing the City's emergency 
notification systems. 
 
The City of Malibu has also developed its own, specialized team of 
CERT volunteers. The team meets regularly at City Hall and trains to 
support the activities of the City's Emergency Operations Center 
(EOC), as well as to be available to support the volunteer needs of 
associated agencies, such as the Sheriff's and Fire Departments. 
 
Finally, the Conservancy/MRCA is the Western Sector Emergency 
Command Center for fire/disaster/public safety emergencies. As the 
command center, MRCA is equipped with full computer and radio 
dispatch capabilities in the event of any emergency. 
 
Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 
further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

DD-5 This comment states that the proposed Plan violates Sections 30253 and 
30210 of the Coastal Act which requires risks to life and property in areas 
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of high fire hazards be minimized and consistent with public safety. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
DEIR Section 4.2 of Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
provides a detailed analysis explaining how the proposed project 
improvements and design measures would be consistent with Coastal 
Act Section 30210 and generally consistent with Section 30253.  See, 
also, Topical Response #2.  Based on the above and the analysis 
contained within the DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be 
required. 

DD-6 This comment expresses general concern with the potential for increased fire 
from development of the proposed campsites. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments A-2 and A-4. See, also, Topical 
Responses #1 and #2.  Based on the above and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
 
Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process.   

DD-7 This comment states that campers would be allowed to use propane cook 
stoves and lanterns and there are no guarantees that campers would be 
knowledgeable or careful when using such items. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment A-2.  See, also, Topical Responses #1 and 
#2.  Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, 
no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
 
Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process.   

DD-8 This comment expresses general concern with walk-in campsites and how 
will campers at these sites be made aware of park rules and regulations and 
suggests that prior reservations should be mandatory. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment O-1. See, also, Topical Responses #1 
and #2.  Based on the above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
 
Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process.  

DD-9 This comment states that there have been many fires caused by careless or 
clueless campers and suggests that the proposed Plan violates the Coastal 
Act’s safety requirements. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment DD-5. See, also, Topical Response 
#2.  Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, 
no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
 
Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process. 

DD-10 This comment states that to allow campsites in the parks as proposed in the 
Plan is irresponsible and an invitation to disaster. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Nevertheless, please 
see Fire Topical Response #2. 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

 
 

Date: 

EE 
Shelley Luce  
D. Env Executive Director, Santa Monica Bay Restoration 
Commission 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline 15088, proposed written responses shall 
be provided to all public agencies that commented on an EIR at least 10 
days prior to the certification of any EIR.  The Conservancy and MRCA 
provided all public agencies with proposed written responses to their 
comments on the DEIR at least 10 days prior to the certification of this 
FEIR.  The version of all responses contained in this FEIR constitutes the final 
version as any previous version was a proposed response. 
 
In response to both oral and written comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Malibu Parks Public 
Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan (the “Proposed 
Plan”) the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and the Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority (“Conservancy/MRCA”) has 
revised one of the alternatives detailed in the DEIR to create the 
Modified Redesign Alternative (“MRA”).  In developing this MRA, the 
Conservancy/MRCA worked to refine the Redesign Alternative Plan 
contained in the DEIR to reduce all significant and unavoidable impacts 
to a level of insignificance.  The Conservancy/MRCA also created the 
MRA to further reduce those impacts deemed insignificant (with or 
without mitigation) in the DEIR, but were of concern to the public.  
The intent was to make use of the comments received, and the 
analysis contained in the DEIR, to develop an alternative which was 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Plan analyzed in the DEIR.  
A detailed description of the MRA is provided in Appendix MRA-1 in 
Volume IV of the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) and a 
detailed analysis of the environmental consequences of the MRA is 
included in Volume IV of the FEIR which is scheduled to be released 
prior to the Conservancy/MRCA’s public hearing on the Plan.   
 
Briefly, compared to the proposed Plan, the MRA reduces the total 
number of campsites from 71 to 54, eliminates the Escondido Canyon 
Park and Latigo Trailhead campsites included in the Proposed Plan, and 
clusters the 54 campsites at primarily two parks: Corral Canyon Park 
(17 campsites) and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property (35 campsites).  
These two campsite locations have easy access to Pacific Coast 
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Highway (PCH).  In addition, under the MRA, two accessible campsites 
would be implemented at Ramirez Canyon Park in Phase 2. Phased 
roadway/ bridge improvements for enhanced access to Ramirez 
Canyon Road, Delaplane Road, and/or Via Acero are proposed, if 
required by the appropriate fire agency.  Within each park containing 
campsites, the campsites would be clustered.  For example, at Corral 
Canyon Park, the campsites would be eliminated along the creek and 
clustered along a bluff overlooking the Pacific Ocean.  Clustering is 
intended to facilitate the oversight/management of the camp areas, 
result in lower operational costs, and maximizes the efficiency and 
effectiveness of fire protection and relocation efforts.   
 
Under the MRA, day use facilities would be provided at Corral Canyon 
Park, the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property, Ramirez Canyon Park 
and Latigo Canyon. At Escondido Canyon Park the MRA includes only 
trail improvements to connect the proposed Coastal Slope Trail from 
Murphy Way to Latigo Trailhead. 
 
Additionally, numerous project features have been added in the MRA 
to address the community’s fire concerns.  Under the MRA, for 
example, cooking would be limited to small electrical cook stations, 
and the use of flame-less cook-stoves and lanterns would be required. 
Further, a camp host, staff maintenance person, or Ranger, (all of 
whom would be wildland fire-trained), would be required to be onsite 
at park properties included in the MRA, during times when camping is 
permitted at the location.   
 
The Final EIR includes an analysis of the MRA as well as a MRA Fire 
Protection Plan.  The responses to comments that follow address the 
comments on the DEIR and indicate where concerns raised by oral or 
written comments will be potentially eliminated or reduced with the 
adoption of this MRA. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

EE-1 This comment expresses support for increasing public access to the Santa 
Monica Mountains.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Comment noted.  This comment does not identify an inadequacy in 
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the analysis, conclusions or mitigation measures in the EIR. Please note 
that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into consideration all 
comments and suggestions during the decision-making process. 

EE-2 This comment suggests that all bridge piers and/or abutments, either 
pedestrian or vehicular, that cross a stream or drainage channel be placed 
outside of the bankfull width. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 5.4 Hydrology, Drainage, 
Water Quality, the Plan does propose several vehicular and pedestrian 
bridges as well as stone creek crossings.  The pedestrian bridges would 
span the creeks and would not require any encroachment into the 
creek area.  Construction of the proposed vehicular bridges at 
Ramirez Canyon and Malibu Bluffs may require limited encroachment 
into the creeks during construction, which would be subject to review 
by and possible permits from the Coastal Commission, ACOE, CDFG, 
and RWQCB.  Associated with this activity, no permanent 
obstructions would be placed within the creeks, and all vehicular 
bridges would be located above the 100-year flood plain.  Based on 
preliminary designs, it is anticipated that all bridge piers and abutments 
would occur outside the bank-full width (defined as 1.5 to 2-year 
storm event). Furthermore, DEIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources, 
contains Mitigation Measure BIO-1.11, which limits construction 
activities to the dry season. 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the 
Draft EIR would be required. 

EE-3 This comment expresses support with the use of stone bridge walkways for 
hikers to cross streams; however, the commenter expresses concern with the 
spread of invasive New Zealand mudsnails (NZMS) as the stone bridges 
may promote hiker contact with mudsnail infected streams. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
All of the waterways crossed by trails included in the Plan already have 
trail traffic.  The Proposed Plan and the MRA would not worsen the 
potential for spreading the NZMS.  The Proposed Plan and MRA both 
include features such as pedestrian bridges which would likely reduce 
the potential for the NZMS to be spread by hikers, as compared to 
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existing conditions.     
 
In order to increase public awareness about the problems associated 
with New Zealand mudsnails (NZMS), as recommended by the 
commenter, warning and educational signs would be provided at 
appropriate locations (consistent with MM BIO-10.12, Item #4).  The 
following clarification language has been added to MM BIO-10.12: 
 

MM BIO-10.12  Regulatory signs shall be provided at park 
entrance areas, staging areas or gathering points and may include, 
but need not be limited to, the following information: 1) 
permitted use of the area or facility being posted, 2) general 
regulations at trailheads, 3) general regulations at jurisdiction 
boundaries, 4) regulations required to promote safe use of an 
area (including limitations on fires) and resource protection, and 
5) identification of private property boundaries, and 6) warning 
and guidelines about the New Zealand mudsnail. 
 

It should be noted that MM BIO-1.11 requires that stone creek 
crossings (i.e., Arizona crossings) would be limited to repair and 
maintenance activities for existing legal crossings only.  The 
replacement of smaller stones/ boulders (or no stones, in some cases) 
with taller stones/ boulders would be an improvement over the 
existing baseline condition, decreasing the likelihood of hikers’ 
transmission of NZMS to non-infested streams. 
 
The above clarified version will be included as MM BIO-10.12 in the 
MMRP for the adopted Plan.  The clarification does not alter the 
function or efficacy of the mitigation and is not required to address a 
project impact, but is included at the suggestion of the commenter to 
increase the educational benefits of the project.  The required 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program would ensure 
compliance with the clarified mitigation measure. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
Draft EIR, no revision of the Draft EIR would be required. 

EE-4 This comment recommends that the Draft EIR emphasize the water quality 
enhancements proposed as part of the Plan, and that all impervious surface 
areas be built with natural materials such as shale or gravel and be designed 
to capture, treat, and infiltrate a minimum 1.5 inch 24-hour rainfall event. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
As explained in the Project Description for the Proposed Plan contained 
in Section 2.0 of the DEIR and the Project Description for the MRA 
contained in Appendix MRA-1, the proposed Plan and MRA 
improvements have been designed to utilize above-ground vegetated 
methods to collect and treat stormwater runoff for post-project 
conditions. These methods include passing unconcentrated flows over 
natural vegetation, vegetated filter strips or through bio-swales. 
Where necessary, rock rip-rap energy dissipaters have been 
incorporated into specific project features to collect stormwater 
runoff and minimize erosion and scour at discharge points.  Additional 
water treatment components include gravel or rock-filled drainage 
sumps provided for potable water spigots. Infiltration best 
management practices such as biodetention and permeable surface 
materials (including decomposed granite) have been incorporated into 
the project design, or would be implemented during final design, 
where necessary and if feasible. 
 
Please refer to the “Storm Water Drainage” section of the Draft EIR 
contained in Section 5.10.  Discussion in Impact HYD-2 concludes that 
surface runoff from new impervious surfaces would not result in 
significant impacts, based upon the implementation of PWP policy and 
implementation measures.  More detailed run-off volume and water 
quality impacts are addressed within Impact HYD-6.  As discussed 
therein, PWP Water Quality Policy 1 and 2, and PWP Water Quality 
Implementation Measures 1, 5, 6, 7 and 8 establish requirements for 
stormwater management including minimization of net new run-off 
volumes, infiltration opportunities, and natural or physical filtration 
processes to maintain water quality such that impacts are avoided, on 
and off-site. 
 
In addition, language has been added to the detailed description of the 
MRA, contained in Appendix MRA-1 of the FEIR, explaining that:   
 

• Additional permeable materials in parking lot areas would be 
utilized where feasible and consistent with site-specific 
geotechnical recommendations. 
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• An informal overflow parking area proposed at the 
westernmost portion of the Bluffs property, adjacent to Parking 
Lot 1, would consist of permeable 3/4 inch aggregate base (with 
maintenance performed annually, as necessary).    

 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the 
Draft EIR would be required. 

EE-5 This comment suggests that the Draft EIR further document and highlight 
the protection measures designed to prevent sedimentation from trail 
erosion entering waterbodies.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
In designing the trail alignments, the project civil engineer for the Plan 
referenced the June 2006 Park and Trail Accessibility Design Guidelines, 
prepared by Moore Iacofano Goltsman, Inc. and the United States Forest 
Service Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Trails 
(1996) to supplement specific design criteria commonly used by the 
National Park Service, California State Parks, the Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority, and the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy for new trail construction. The trail design is 
intended to minimize trail maintenance needs and address existing 
erosion problems associated with existing trails. As discussed in detail 
in Section 5.7 of the DEIR, Geology, Soils, and Seismic Hazards, the trail 
improvements have been specifically located to avoid geotechnical 
constraints and designed to minimize trail maintenance needs and 
decrease existing erosion concerns. See DEIR Section 5.7 for a more 
complete discussion of trail design.  
 
These design guidelines provide specific trail design measures to 
ensure resource protection through appropriate drainage and control 
measures.  There is also a design standard that requires adherence to 
trail construction in accordance with accepted current design practice 
for mountain trail design including addressing drainage, erosion control 
and surface run-off energy dissipation.  Additional discussion of trails is 
included within the Draft EIR, Section 5.10, Hydrology, Drainage & 
Water Quality, as well as within the PWPs for the Proposed Plan and 
the MRA, Section 5.5.3, Coastal Trails Maintenance Supplemental Plan. 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the 
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Draft EIR would be required. 
EE-6 This comment expresses support for the proposed Plan and commends 

SMMC in developing a plan that will enhance access while protecting the 
significant resources in the area. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Comment noted.  This comment does not identify an inadequacy in 
the analysis, conclusions or mitigation measures in the EIR. Please note 
that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into consideration all 
comments and suggestions during the decision-making process. 
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Mr. Joe Edmiston 
Executive Director 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
c/o Ms. Judi Tamasi 
5750 Ramirez Canyon Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 
 
March 22, 2010 
 
Dear Mr. Edmiston, 
 
We are reaching out to you in a state of desperation and alarm over your heedless pursuit of 
overnight camping in our fire-ravaged community.  We urge you to work with the good people of 
Corral Canyon to find safe alternatives to the extremely dangerous plan currently on the table. 
While we appreciate the wonderful work the SMMC – and you personally – have done to protect 
public lands and expand trails for public use, we vehemently oppose overnight camping in any “high 
fire hazard severity zone” -- particularly one as vulnerable and traumatized as Corral Canyon.  
 
Having carefully reviewed the EIR Draft Report, the Corral Canyon Fire Safety Alliance (CCFSA) 
objects to the proposed overnight camping plan, in its current form, on the following grounds: 
 

Fact: Corral Canyon is designated as a “very high fire hazard severity zone” and has been deemed to 
be one of the most dangerous, fire prone canyons in all Southern California.  
 

Fact: The Corral Canyon community has just one access road in and one access road out -- the same 
road -- Corral Canyon Road at PCH.  A wildfire erupting near the proposed campsite locations will 
block evacuations and impede emergency response. People will burn in their cars trying to escape 
through the only egress out of our neighborhood. 
 

Fact: The 2007 Corral Fire burned 4,901 acres, destroying 53 homes and damaging 40 others.  In 
addition to the human toll, residents left homeless and without means to rebuild, the fire also killed 
dozens of domestic animals while decimating local wildlife.  
 

Fact: Fighting the 2007 Corral Fire cost taxpayers $7 million dollars and resulted in personal losses 
totaling over $500 million dollars. 
 

Fact: As a result of the 2007 Corral Fire, there are numerous documented cases of Post Traumatic 
Stress Disorder among Corral Canyon residents.  Two elderly residents died prematurely due to health 
conditions aggravated by the emotional stress of losing their homes.  The safety threat posed by the 
SMMC’s proposed overnight camp grounds within our canyon is causing further anxiety among 
already victimized residents, who are seeking medical care as a result.  
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Fact: Documented major wildfires in Malibu have occurred nearly every decade over the past century 
-- 1917, 1929, 1956, 1958, 1970, 1978, 1982, 1985, 1993, 1996, 2003, 2007(2).  The November 
2007 Corral Fire was Malibu’s worst fire in fifteen years.  
 
Fact: As a result of the 2007 Corral Fire, homeowners have seen increases in insurance premiums and 
some have lost their policies following the fire. Private insurance companies have already informed 
residents that should camping be established in Corral Canyon, additional increases and policy 
cancellations are most likely to ensue ~ causing severe financial hardship for many of the residents. 
 
Fact: Corral Canyon has its own unique weather patterns and a natural wind tunnel within the 
canyon.  Wind gusts have been documented up to 90 mph on any given day. The wind speed during 
both the October & November 2007 fires was clocked at 70mph. Moreover, strong onshore winds 
occur which do not trigger red flag warnings. This will pose a particular threat to Corral Canyon, yet 
there is no provision in the EIR to define policy under such conditions. 
 

Fact: The campsites planned between Corral and Puerco Canyons are located in a high fire hazard 
area and covered in tall grass and chaparral that constitute fast burning fuel. 
 

Fact: Cold Camping, as defined by the SMMC allows propane stoves, which emit a flame. 
 
Fact: The proposed camping location is the last undeveloped coastal canyon in Los Angeles County 
where the creek flows freely to the ocean. Increasing human traffic and activity in this area will 
jeopardize preservation. 
 
Fact: There is no cell phone service available in this area should a situation require immediate 
emergency response. 
 
Fact: The campsites planned between Corral and Puerco Canyons will not have adequate/LACOFD 
required road access for emergency response and law enforcement patrols. The EIR does not address 
even the most basic LACOFD and California State Fire code requirements. If camping were to occur, 
then at a minimum, fire apparatus would need to have proper vehicular access including vehicle 
“turn-arounds”. Water supplies, pressures and flows must be engineered and proven adequate, and 
most important, communication and response.  
 
Fact: The use of a fire shelter in a fire emergency requires proper training for survival.  There is no 
provision for campers to receive daily mandatory orientation on how to use the fire shelter and fire 
hose. In a wildfire situation, untrained campers will panic and attempt to flee, putting themselves at 
risk for injury or death. 
 
Fact: There is no provision in the EIR for notifying first responders when a fire erupts. 
 
Fact: There is no provision in the EIR for brush clearance and fuel modification on the surrounding 
hillsides to make a “fire break.” 
 
Fact: The SMMC proposes placing a fire truck in the parking lot next to the trail head --
approximately 2000 feet from the campsites. Yet without proper fire truck access roads, and no 
firefighters on site, this truck provides zero benefit – only a false sense of security to park visitors, at 
best. 
 
Fact: The SMMC’s proposed installation of cross walks and trailheads along some of the most 
dangerous sections of Corral Canyon Road fails to take into account the real hazards and issues of 
traffic safety. This was tragically brought home to residents with the recent vehicular killing on 
Corral Canyon Road of a local resident by an outside motorist unfamiliar with our uniquely 
serpentine, intrinsically dangerous roads replete with dozens of blind spots.  Clearly this needs more 
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consideration and a professional traffic study to determine the safe and proper locations for these 
alterations to the roadway. 
 
Fact: The guidelines for patrolling only require supervision during authorized camping. Camping 
during Red Flag conditions is not authorized and therefore there won’t be 24-hour supervision at that 
time leaving the camp area vulnerable to reckless behavior. 
 
Fact: The SMMC does not have adequate resources to properly supervise and maintain any of the 
proposed Malibu projects that will insure the highest public safety measures are carried out on a 24/7 
basis. 
 
Fact: Due to budget cuts and layoffs, State Rangers are not available by phone at any of the area 
State Parks. In fact, a recording at the Topanga State Parks declares that due to these budget cuts, 
messages left may take up to four days to return. Adding camping sites when the State cannot 
properly manage and run existing parks makes no sense. 
 
It is pure fantasy to maintain that posted signs and red flag closures in the SMMC campground will 
contain the threat that wildfire poses to Corral Canyon.  Posted signs and red flag warnings did not 
hinder the park visitors who recklessly started an illegal fire on unsupervised public land, destroying 
53 homes on November 24, 2007.  By establishing overnight camping in Corral Canyon, and other 
fire prone areas of Malibu, you are essentially guaranteeing that history will repeat itself.  
 
As a community, Corral Canyon has already been “through the fires” quite literally.  As a result we 
stand shoulder-to-shoulder, ready fight the proposed overnight camping plan, as currently structured, 
in order to protect our lives, our families and our homes.  While we remain open to constructive 
dialogue toward a mutually acceptable resolution we will resort to legal measures to oppose this plan 
as currently structured. If you would like to meet to discuss these objections, please contact us by 
email at info@corralcanyon.org or by mail at:  The CCFSA P.O. Box 84, Malibu, CA 90265 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Corral Canyon Fire Safety Alliance  
 
CCFSA Board of Directors 
 
Paul J. Morra, President   
Jennifer A. Grossman, Vice President 
John Shafai, esq, Treasurer 
Brian Weiss, Secretary 
Matthew Haines 
Charlie Case 
Will Jacobus 
Steve Poswillo 
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Letter  

Commenter:   

Date: 

FF 

Corral Canyon Fire Safety Alliance 

March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 

(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 

Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 

be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 

referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 

NO. 
RESPONSE 

FF-1 This comment expresses concern and opposition regarding the proposed 

overnight camping in any “high fire hazard severity zones”. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 

evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  

This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 

is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 

will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 

the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Please, also, see 

Topical Response # 2 

FF-2 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed overnight camping. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   

FF-3 This comment states that Corral Canyon is a designated “high fire hazard 

severity zone” and has been deemed to be one of the most dangerous, fire 

prone canyons in all Southern California. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   

FF-4 This comment expresses concern that Corral Canyon residents have just one 

access road in and out of their community and should a wildfire erupt near a 

proposed campsite, it will block emergency response, resulting in people 

burning in their cars while trying to escape. 
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RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, and DD-4. See, also, 

Topical Response #2. 

 

Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 

consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-

making process. Based on the discussion above and the analysis 

contained within the DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be 

required. 

FF-5 This comment provides information regarding the Corral Canyon Fire. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   

FF-6 This comment provides information regarding the cost of the Corral Canyon 

Fire. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   

FF-7 This comment states that the proposed overnight campgrounds within their 

canyon are causing anxiety among residents, who are seeking medical care 

as a result. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   

FF-8 This comment provides information relative to past wildfires in Malibu. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   

FF-9 This comment states that due to the Corral Canyon Fire, insurance 

premiums have increased with some insurance policies being cancelled.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment FF-1.   
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FF-10 This comment states that Corral Canyon has its own unique weather 

patterns and a natural wind tunnel within the canyon,  where wind gusts up 

to 90 mph have been documented, and strong onshore winds that do not 

trigger red flag warnings pose a threat to Corral Canyon, yet there is no 

provision in the Draft EIR to define policy under such conditions. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment Y-8 relative to onshore winds and 

potential fire hazards.  See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-11 This comment expresses concern with the campsites proposed between 

Corral and Puerco Canyons being located in a high fire hazard area and 

covered with tall grass and chaparral that constitute fast burning fuel. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments K-8 and T-5.  See, also, Topical 

Responses #1 and #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-12 This comment expresses concern with cold camping as defined by SMMC 

that allows propane stoves, which emit a flame. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments A-2 and A-4. 

 

It should be noted further, in response to comments raised on the 

DEIR, the Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified 

Redesign Alternative.  This alternative would limit camping to primarily 

two parks:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 

Property in an effort to reduce fire risk.    Both sites are located in 

close proximity to PCH to facilitate highway access in a fire event, and 

are considered areas with lower intensity fire behavior and near other 

open space areas for relocation purposes.   

 

FF-6



Under the Modified Redesign Alternative, additional widening of roads 

would be provided (as required by the appropriate fire agency) in 

order to ensure adequate fire access.   

 

Additionally, a Fire Protection Plan is included in the FEIR for this 

Modified Redesign Alternative and for each park area, and  includes 

the following additional measures to ensure any fire risk is reduced 

further.  First, the drop box registration system has been eliminated 

and all camping fees would be collected in person.  Furthermore, 

under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative included in the FEIR, 

a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of propane stoves and 

other flammable devices would be strictly enforced.  The only 

approved cooking devices would be small electrical cooking appliances 

compatible with the park provided all-weather electrical outlet.  

Further, the Modified Redesign Alternative would provide permanent 

overnight accommodations for wildland fire-trained MRCA rangers, 

camp hosts, or a staff maintenance person to monitor and enforce this 

cold camp policy and further reduce any fire risk associated with the 

Plan.   Additionally, all MRCA rangers and camp hosts will be public 

officers designated pursuant to the MRCA Park Ordinance (as 

authorized by the Public Resources Code) and would be able to issue 

citations to strictly enforce this cold camp policy. 

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-13 This comment expresses concern that increased human traffic and activity in 

the Corral Canyon area would jeopardize preservation of this area. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments L-2 and EE-5. Proposed trail and 

park improvements include primarily low-intensity uses consisting of 

access trails and low-impact camp areas which are sited and designed 

to be noninvasive on the natural topography and to minimize impacts 

to sensitive habitat areas. The majority of proposed campsites would 

be located in existing public use areas and in previously disturbed or 

non-sensitive areas. 

 

FF-7



The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as 

identified in the DEIR.  Based upon the above discussion and the 

analysis contained within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be 

required. 

FF-14 This comment expresses concern that there is no cell phone service available 

in the Corral Canyon area should a situation require immediate emergency 

response. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment A-4. The proposed Plan includes Fire 

Protection and Evacuation Plans (FPPs) for each park area. Each FPP 

provides detailed analysis of the proposed Plan area and each of the 

park areas, the Plan's potential risk for wildfire, and its impact on the 

fire response capabilities. The FPP provides a redundant layering of 

prevention, protection, suppression and pre-planning methods and 

measures that have been proven to reduce fire risk. The combined fire 

protection system designed for the proposed Plan includes fuel 

reduction/treatment, enhancement and maintenance of ingress/egress 

routes, park and trail access control, options for emergency relocation 

and contingency sheltering areas, and restriction of open flames in all 

Park areas, amongst others. The system significantly reduces the fire 

risk associated with the Plan and the project area. 

 

Furthermore, the Conservancy/MRCA is the Western Sector 

Emergency Command Center for fire/disaster/public safety 

emergencies. As the command center, MRCA is equipped with full 

computer and radio dispatch capabilities in the event of any 

emergency. 

 

It should be noted further, in response to comments raised on the 

DEIR, the Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified 

Redesign Alternative.  This alternative would limit camping to primarily 

two parks:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 

Property in an effort to reduce fire risk.    Both sites are located in 

close proximity to PCH to facilitate highway access in a fire event, and 

are considered areas with lower intensity fire behavior and near other 

open space areas for relocation purposes.   
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Under the Modified Redesign Alternative, additional widening of roads 

would provided (as required by the appropriate fire agency) in order 

to ensure adequate fire access.   

 

Additionally, a Fire Protection Plan is included in the FEIR for this 

Modified Redesign Alternative and for each park area, and further and 

includes the following additional measures to ensure any fire risk is 

reduced further.  First, the drop box registration system has been 

eliminated and all camping fees would be collected in person.  

Furthermore, under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative 

included in the FEIR, a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of 

propane stoves and other flammable devices would be strictly 

enforced.  The only approved cooking devices would be small 

electrical cooking appliances compatible with the park provided all-

weather electrical outlet.  Further, the Modified Redesign Alternative 

would provide permanent overnight accommodations for wildland fire-

trained MRCA rangers, camp hosts, or a staff maintenance person to 

monitor and enforce this cold camp policy and further reduce any fire 

risk associated with the Plan.   Additionally, all MRCA rangers and 

camp hosts will be public officers designated pursuant to the MRCA 

Park Ordinance as authorized by the Public Resources Code and 

would be able to issue citations to strictly enforce this cold camp 

policy. 

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-15 This comment states that the planned campsites at Corral Canyon Park 

require proper vehicular access per LA County Fire access requirements for 

emergency response and law enforcement patrols. The commenter also 

states that the EIR did not address fire code requirements.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment O-4. As discussed in Section 5.6, Fire 

Hazards, the proposed improvements associated with the Plan would 

continue to provide adequate access for emergency vehicles, and 

appropriate evacuation routes. Further, the Plan would comply with 

applicable Uniform Fire Code regulations for issues such as fire 
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protection systems and equipment, general safety precautions, water 

supplies and distances from fire hydrants. Additionally, during 

construction of the proposed improvements, temporary road or lane 

closures, which could potentially block emergency access and/or 

evacuation routes, are not anticipated to occur.  

 

Furthermore, the Plan includes Hazards Implementation Measure 4 

(see above) that requires preparation of a Fire Protection Plan for each 

park (see DEIR, Volume I, Appendix I). The Fire Protection and 

Evacuation Plans as discussed above under Impact FIRE-1provide for an 

effective and efficient plan of action for all park properties within the 

Plan area that includes defined fire protection measures for all park 

areas and specialized fire protection measures for Ramirez Canyon 

Park due to the built-out nature of the property and the unique access 

and use programs the park supports.  

 

In regards to fire code requirements, structural components proposed 

for the Park enhancement project are limited to restroom facilities, 

water tanks, camp host accommodations (Corral Canyon Park), 

emergency fire shelters and fire truck sheds. Where it is infeasible or 

not appropriate to meet all applicable current Building and Fire Code 

requirements for fire protection due to site or resource constraints, 

the FPP provides alternatives, as provided by Section 702A of Chapter 

7A of the 2007 California Building Code and Section 4702.1 of the 

2007 California Fire Code, as may be amended. Modifications 

proposed in the FPP are based on the type of occupancy/use, analyzed 

site fire risk and proposed measures for mitigating the risk including 

design, construction, maintenance and operation requirements of the 

park improvements in compliance with applicable fire codes and, 

where necessary, fire protection enhancement requirements to 

provide "same practical effect" or functional equivalency for any non-

code complying park improvement element. The optional emergency 

fire shelters proposed for this project are fire resistant, modular 

structures made of steel and/or concrete and exceed the Fire Code 

standards for ignition resistance. 

 

Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
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It should be noted further, in response to comments raised on the 

DEIR, the Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified 

Redesign Alternative.  This alternative would limit camping to primarily 

two parks:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 

Property in an effort to reduce fire risk.    Both sites are located in 

close proximity to PCH to facilitate highway access in a fire event, and 

are considered areas with lower intensity fire behavior and near other 

open space areas for relocation purposes.   

 

Under the Modified Redesign Alternative, additional widening of roads 

would provided (as required by the appropriate fire agency) in order 

to ensure adequate fire access.   

 

Additionally, a Fire Protection Plan is included in the FEIR for this 

Modified Redesign Alternative and for each park area, and further and 

includes the following additional measures to ensure any fire risk is 

reduced further.  First, the drop box registration system has been 

eliminated and all camping fees would be collected in person.  

Furthermore, under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative 

included in the FEIR, a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of 

propane stoves and other flammable devices would be strictly 

enforced.  The only approved cooking devices would be small 

electrical cooking appliances compatible with the park provided all-

weather electrical outlet.  Further, the Modified Redesign Alternative 

would provide permanent overnight accommodations for wildland fire-

trained MRCA rangers, camp hosts, or a staff maintenance person to 

monitor and enforce this cold camp policy and further reduce any fire 

risk associated with the Plan.   Additionally, all MRCA rangers and 

camp hosts will be public officers designated pursuant to the MRCA 

Park Ordinance (as authorized by the Public Resources Code) and 

would be able to issue citations to strictly enforce this cold camp 

policy. 

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-16 This comment expresses concern that there is no formal training for 

campers on how to utilize the proposed fire shelters and fire hose. 
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RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments K-3 and K-7. The proposed Fire 

Protection Plans (FPPs) prepared for each park area address required 

vegetation management in/around fire shelters which is a critical 

component to enhancing the safety of these structures.  The FPPs 

include measures to educate registered visitors on the use of such 

structures as well as MRCA ranger training/ supervision of the use of 

such structures (“Temporary On-site Sheltering – Contingency 

Option”).  It should be noted that the optional fire shelters are 

considered a contingency, “last-resort” alternative, and that all efforts 

would be first directed to relocate visitors away from harm.   

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as 

identified in the DEIR.  Based upon the above discussion and the 

analysis contained within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be 

required 

FF-17 This comment expresses concern that there is no provision in the EIR for 

notifying first responders when fire erupts. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment Y-9.  See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-18 This comment expresses concern that there is no provision in the EIR for 

brush clearance and fuel modification on the surrounding hillsides to make a 

“fire break”. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment Y-10.  See, also, Topical Response 

#2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
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FF-19 This comment expresses general concern that the proposed fire truck at the 

Corral Canyon trailhead would provide a false sense of security since without 

proper access roads, the fire truck would not be able to access the 

campsites 2,000 feet away. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment K-26. See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-20 This comment expresses general concern and suggests that the proposed 

crosswalks and trailheads along Corral Canyon Road failed to take into 

consideration the traffic issues and hazards associated with this roadway. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

The proposed Plan does not include any proposed crosswalks along 

Corral Canyon Road. In the course of considering trail crossings at 

Corral Canyon Road (see DEIR, Appendix D-1, Sheet 18), sight distance 

was considered by the design engineer.  The PWP contemplates a 

signage program; trail signage at these crossings would identify the 

presence of on-road vehicular traffic and to exercise caution in 

crossing the road.  Section 5.15 (Transportation & Parking) now 

includes an expanded discussion of the on-road trail crossing issue; 

mitigation measures are identified as appropriate. Furthermore, the 

Traffic Engineer (Associated Transportation Engineers) determined 

that painted crosswalks were not warranted and therefore not 

recommended where the trails cross Murphy Way, Latigo Canyon 

Road, and Corral Canyon Road. These roadways carry low volumes 

and vehicles travel at relatively low speeds (30 MPH or less). It was 

recommended that signs be installed on the trails to notify 

pedestrians/hikers of vehicle traffic at the road crossings. 

 

The only trailhead to be located at Corral Canyon Park is the existing 

trailhead/parking lot located adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway.  

 

Finally, as noted in DEIR Section 2.0, Project Description, many of the 

proposed trail alignments (Coastal Slope Trail and feeder trails) 

generally follow the alignments in other planning documents, including 
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City of Malibu-Malibu Trails system (2004), City of Malibu Local 

Coastal Program, and the Draft Santa Monica Mountains National 

Recreation Area (SMMNRA) Interagency Trail Management Plan. 

Figure 2-19 in DEIR Section 2.0 provides an illustration of existing and 

planned park and trail resources in the area.  

 

Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-21 This comment expresses concern that the guidelines requiring patrolling of 

the campsites only during authorized camping would leave the camp areas 

unsupervised during red flag conditions. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, K-10, K-17, K-18, M-

5, T-4, and U-3. See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 

further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-22 This comment expresses concerns that SMMC does not have adequate 

resources to properly supervise and maintain any of the proposed Malibu 

projects to ensure public safety on a 24/7 basis. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comment B-3 and K-23. Resources and 

measures identified on-site and in near proximity (as outlined in the 

Fire Protection Plans) would provide adequate fire prevention and 

protection. See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the above and the analysis contained within the DEIR, no 

further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-23 This comment expresses general concern that due to budget cuts and 

layoffs, adding camping sites when the State cannot properly manage and 

operate existing parks makes no sense.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

See response to comment K-23.  DEIR Section 2.3.5 (Operations & 

Maintenance) within the Project Description provides information on 
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operations and maintenance; project funding/ financial feasibility need 

not be analyzed within the context of CEQA.  

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 

evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  

This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 

is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 

will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 

the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Nevertheless, please 

see Topical Response # 2. 

FF-24 This comment questions the effectiveness of posted signs and red flag 

closures to reduce the threat of wildfires in Corral Canyon. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

Please see response to comments A-2 and A-4. A Fire Protection Plan 

(FPP) has been prepared for each park area (see DEIR, Appendix I, for 

specific details). Each FPP provides a redundant layering of prevention, 

protection, suppression and pre-planning methods and measures that 

have been proven to reduce fire risk. The combined fire protection 

system designed for the proposed Plan includes fuel 

reduction/treatment, enhancement and maintenance of ingress/egress 

routes, park and trail access control, options for emergency relocation 

and contingency sheltering areas, and restriction of open flames in all 

Park areas, amongst others. The system significantly reduces the fire 

risk associated with the Plan and the project area. 

 

See, also, Topical Response #2. 

 

Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 

DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

FF-25 This comment expresses the author’s strong opposition to the Plan’s 

proposed campsites in Corral Canyon Park. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 

evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
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This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 

is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 

will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 

the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Please, also, see 

Topical Responses #1 and #2. 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

GG 
City of Malibu 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline 15088, proposed written responses shall be 
provided to all public agencies that commented on an EIR at least 10 days prior 
to the certification of any EIR.  The Conservancy and MRCA provided all public 
agencies with proposed written responses to their comments on the DEIR at least 
10 days prior to the certification of this FEIR.  The version of all responses 
contained in this FEIR constitutes the final version as any previous version was a 
proposed response. 
 
In response to both oral and written comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan (the “Proposed Plan”) the Santa 
Monica Mountains Conservancy and the Mountains Recreation and 
Conservation Authority (“Conservancy/MRCA”) has revised one of the 
alternatives detailed in the DEIR to create the Modified Redesign 
Alternative (“MRA”).  In developing this MRA, the Conservancy/MRCA 
worked to refine the Redesign Alternative Plan contained in the DEIR to 
reduce all significant and unavoidable impacts to a level of insignificance.  
The Conservancy/MRCA also created the MRA to further reduce those 
impacts deemed insignificant (with or without mitigation) in the DEIR, but 
were of concern to the public.  The intent was to make use of the 
comments received, and the analysis contained in the DEIR, to develop an 
alternative which was environmentally superior to the Proposed Plan 
analyzed in the DEIR.  A detailed description of the MRA is provided in 
Appendix MRA-1 in Volume IV of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(“FEIR”) and a detailed analysis of the environmental consequences of the 
MRA is included in Volume IV of the FEIR which is scheduled to be 
released prior to the Conservancy/MRCA’s public hearing on the Plan.   
 
Briefly, compared to the proposed Plan, the MRA reduces the total 
number of campsites from 71 to 54, eliminates the Escondido Canyon Park 
and Latigo Trailhead campsites included in the Proposed Plan, and clusters 
the 54 campsites at primarily two parks: Corral Canyon Park (17 
campsites) and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property (35 campsites).  These 
two campsite locations have easy access to Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).  
In addition, under the MRA, two accessible campsites would be 
implemented at Ramirez Canyon Park in Phase 2. Phased roadway/ bridge 
improvements for enhanced access to Ramirez Canyon Road, Delaplane 
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Road, and/or Via Acero are proposed, if required by the appropriate fire 
agency.  Within each park containing campsites, the campsites would be 
clustered.  For example, at Corral Canyon Park, the campsites would be 
eliminated along the creek and clustered along a bluff overlooking the 
Pacific Ocean.  Clustering is intended to facilitate the 
oversight/management of the camp areas, result in lower operational costs, 
and maximizes the efficiency and effectiveness of fire protection and 
relocation efforts.   
 
Under the MRA, day use facilities would be provided at Corral Canyon 
Park, the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property, Ramirez Canyon Park and 
Latigo Canyon. At Escondido Canyon Park the MRA includes only trail 
improvements to connect the proposed Coastal Slope Trail from Murphy 
Way to Latigo Trailhead. 
 
Additionally, numerous project features have been added in the MRA to 
address the community’s fire concerns.  Under the MRA, for example, 
cooking would be limited to small electrical cook stations, and the use of 
flame-less cook-stoves and lanterns would be required. Further, a camp 
host, staff maintenance person, or Ranger, (all of whom would be wildland 
fire-trained), would be required to be onsite at park properties included in 
the MRA, during times when camping is permitted at the location.   
 
The Final EIR includes an analysis of the MRA as well as a MRA Fire 
Protection Plan.  The responses to comments that follow address the 
comments on the DEIR and indicate where concerns raised by oral or 
written comments will be potentially eliminated or reduced with the 
adoption of this MRA. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

GG-1 This comment states that the City of Malibu and the Ramirez Canyon 
Preservation Fund has challenged the CCC’s jurisdiction over MAL-MAJ-1-8, an 
amendment to the Malibu LCP, which the CCC processed under the override 
procedures set forth in the Coastal Act. The comment also notes that the 
comments on the DEIR are not meant to validate the DEIR, but to ensure a 
continual administrative record. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions 
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or mitigation measures in the EIR. Therefore, no revision of the DEIR 
would be required. Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will 
take into consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process. 

GG-2 This comment states that the project description is inaccurate and misleading as 
it only analyzes passive land uses consisting of trails and cold camping, instead of 
acknowledging the other uses permitted in all MRCA parklands. This comment 
states that uses permitted with a special use permit issued by the Executive 
Officer pursuant to MRCA Ordinance No. 1-2005 include campfires, and 
continues to state that these uses were not acknowledged or analyzed in the 
project description, but should have been considering the community’s fire 
concerns. The commenter also expresses their belief that the uses within the 
park were reasonably foreseeable as the Plan’s IS was circulated at the same 
time the MRCA Ordinance No. 1-2005 was amended. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please note that on May 10, 2010, MRCA Ordinance No.1-2005 was 
amended to remove the ability of the Executive Officer to issue special use 
permits contrary to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – 
Public Works Plan. Furthermore, the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) (Appendix 
I, Page 60), which is a part of the Public Works Plan (PWP), will establish 
the following new restriction within Plan area: “No person shall make or 
maintain, nor aid and abet others in making or maintaining a campfire or 
any other open fire in any of the park facilities. The only cooking apparatus 
permitted shall consist of self-contained propane stoves, when permitted 
and consistent with the terms of the FPP.  No kerosene or white gas 
lanterns shall be permitted.”   
 
Further, a Modified Redesign Alternative has been proposed for 
consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA.  This Modified Redesign 
Alternative includes within its FPP, a further limitation that mandates the 
use of flameless cook-stoves and lanterns within the camp areas.  As part 
of the Modified Redesign Alternative PWP, an all-weather electrical outlet 
will be provided to allow for small electrical cooking appliances at 
campsites.  
 
Thus, if the PWP (and associated FPP) either for the Public Works Plan 
analyzed in the DEIR, or the Modified Redesign Alternative detailed in the 
FEIR is approved, while the Executive Officer would continue to be able to 
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make well-reasoned exceptions to the no campfire rule for areas outside 
the PWP area, there would be no campfire exceptions within the PWP 
area.   
 
Additionally, no other uses would be allowed if those uses would be 
inconsistent with the PWP or FPP.  In addition to the example detailed 
above with regard to campfire permits (which would not be allowed in the 
PWP area as it is inconsistent with the FPP), Mitigation Measure MM BIO-
10.7 requires that all dogs must be on leashes at all times when visiting 
Plan park and trail improvements and would ensure no off-leash dogs 
would be allowed in the PWP area.  Thus, all special use permit holders 
would be required to comply with the PWP and FPP policies and the 
mitigations set forth within the DEIR.  Impacts associated with the issuance 
of alcohol permits, taking or collecting of specimens, fishing, off-road 
vehicles, camping, commercial or filming, and flight (hand gliders and 
parasails) is anticipated to be no greater than that which exists currently 
within the Plan area.   
 
In consideration of the above discussion, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-3 This comment states that the use of the phrase, “unauthorized use of fire-related 
camping,” insinuates that there would be authorized campfires, which contradicts 
the FPP that states that all campfires are prohibited in all project areas. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-2; no campfires will be permitted/ 
authorized in the PWP area subject to the restrictions detailed in the FPP 
for both the PWP analyzed in the DEIR and the Modified Redesign 
Alternative detailed in the FEIR.  Please see comment GG-2 above.  

GG-4 This comment suggests that there is a conflict between the FPP and MRCA 
Ordinance No. 1-2005 as the FPP does not include the statement “except 
without a permit from the Executive Officer,” when discussing the prohibition of 
fires in any park facilities covered by the Plan. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-2. The rule under the MRCA 
Ordinance No. 1-2005 that allows for campfires with a special use permit 
issued by the Executive Officer does not apply to any parkland included in 
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the PWP. As such, no exemptions are allowed under the Plan’s FPP. 
Therefore, although MRCA Ordinance No. I-2005 currently allows the 
Executive Officer to issue campfire permits for areas outside the PWP 
area if he finds that adequate precautions will be taken by the permittee, 
this regulation does not apply to any parkland included within the PWP 
area. 
 
In consideration of the above discussion, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-5 This comment suggests that there is a conflict between the FPP and MRCA 
Ordinance No. 1-2005 as the FPP does not include the statement “no person 
except the Executive Officer,” when discussing the required use of designated 
hospitality stations by campers for cooking and the no campfire/cold camp policy 
for all camp facilities as explicated during reserving and/or registering. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-2. The rule under the MRCA 
Ordinance No. 1-2005 that allows for campfires with a special use permit 
issued by the Executive Officer does not apply to any parkland included in 
the PWP. As such, no exemptions are allowed under the Plan’s FPP and no 
one, including the Executive Officer, would be permitted to authorize use 
of cooking apparatuses for campers other than the provided hospitality 
station nor would they be exempt from the no campfire/cold camp policy.  
 
In consideration of the above discussion, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-6 This comment suggests that there is a conflict between the FPP and MRCA 
Ordinance No. 1-2005 as the FPP does not include the statement “except 
without a permit from the Executive Officer,” when discussing the no 
campfire/cold camp policy. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-2.  The rule under the MRCA 
Ordinance No. 1-2005 that allows for campfires with a special use permit 
issued by the Executive Officer does not apply to any parkland included in 
the PWP. As such, no exemptions are allowed under the Plan’s FPP and 
the only camping permitted under the PWP would be cold camping, where 
campfires are prohibited.  
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In consideration of the above discussion, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-7 This comment states that emergency fire shelters are not adequately described in 
the project description, and states that such fire shelters are non-resource 
dependent uses. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The emergency fire shelters are described within the DEIR, Section 2.0, 
Project Description.  In addition, further details are identified within the FPP.   
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, provides a detailed 
analysis explaining how the proposed project improvements and design 
measures would be consistent with Coastal Act and certified Local Coastal 
Program policies relative to ESHA, including analyzing project features for 
consistency with policies which limit uses in ESHA to resource dependent 
uses. The following discussion is provided in response to the commentors’ 
concern that fire shelters are non-resource dependent uses. 
  
DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, cites and analyzes City 
of Malibu Land Use Plan policy 5.69 and City of Malibu Local 
Implementation Plan policy 3.5.2.D.7.a., which define resource-dependent 
uses for the proposed park improvements as follows: 
 
City of Malibu Land Use Plan policy 5.69 
 
"Overnight campsites, including “low-impact” campsites, are permitted uses in 
parklands subject to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Overlay 
and should be developed within park boundaries for public use to provide a wider 
range of recreational opportunities and low-cost visitor serving opportunities for 
visitors of diverse abilities, where impacts to coastal resources are minimized and 
where such sites can be designed within site constraints and to adequately 
address public safety issues. For purposes of this Overlay, low impact campsites 
(and associated support facilities including, where appropriate, picnic tables, 
potable water, self-contained chemical/composting restrooms, shade trees, water 
tanks, portable fire suppression apparatus, and fire-proof cooking stations) are 
“carry-in carry-out” campsites accessed by foot or wheelchair and which have an 
educational or interpretative component including signage related to the natural 
resources of the Santa Monica Mountains. Low impact campsites, as defined, 
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constitute a resource dependent use." 
 
City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan policy 3.5.2.D.7.a. 
 
"Trails, camp facilities, park uses as described in this Overlay, and necessary 
support facilities shall be considered permitted uses for those parkland areas 
subject to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Overlay and as 
identified on the Public Parkland Map and Proposed Trail Resources Map. Trails 
and other resource dependent park uses, and necessary support facilities 
associated with resource dependent uses, located within or adjacent to areas 
mapped as ESHA shall be sited and designed to avoid significant disruptions of 
habitat values within the ESHA and avoid significantly degrading such areas. 
Minor disruptions to ESHA resulting from resource dependent uses shall be 
mitigated pursuant to LIP provision 3.4.2(D)(7)(a)(viii). " 
 
Policy 5.69 specifically defines low-impact campsites and associated support 
facilities as resource dependent uses. Policy 3.5.2.D.7.a. further specifies 
that resource dependent park uses and necessary support facilities 
associated with resource dependent park uses, located within or adjacent 
to areas mapped as ESHAs, must be sited and designed to avoid significant 
disruption of habitat values and that appropriate mitigation be applied 
pursuant to the certified LCP. These policies recognize trails and low-
impact campsites, and associated support facilities, as resource dependent 
uses and as such acknowledge that such uses may occur within ESHA.  
 
In addition, City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan policy 3.5.2.D.12 
defines support facilities under the Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Plan Overlay as follows: 
 
"Existing and proposed support facilities are defined as those facilities deemed 
necessary to support the primary permitted land use, public access and 
recreation, research and education, and nature observation. The type of support 
facilities addressed at each park facility shall be based on the level and 
complexity of public uses and specialized programs offered at each park area."  
 
In approving the Overlay, the Coastal Commission concluded that low 
impact camping is a resource dependent use.  The Commission’s revised  
findings (LCPA 1-08, Revised Findings, included in Appendix C of the DEIR, 
draft, Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Public Works Plan) 
explained: 
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"Clearly, hiking trails and low impact interpretive walk-in camp sites are 
dependent on the spectacular parkland sensitive habitats and resources.  An 
integral part of any public access or recreational experience in the Santa Monica 
Mountains is the ability to experience the sights, smells, and feel of the habitat 
up-close by being within it; by being "in nature".  This means that by its very 
essence, such access and recreation use, including its various components, is 
dependent on the resource to function at all." 
 
"In order to clarify that campsites (including necessary support facilities) are a 
resource dependent use, the Commission finds it necessary to revise Section D2 
of the Overlay to include a definition for "low impact campsites" and the limited 
support facilities associates with these campsites, etc." (LCPA 1-08, Revised 
Findings, p. 95.) 
 
In connection with the Overlay and proposed trail and camp 
improvements, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department has stated its 
opposition to all the proposed parkland improvements unless certain 
mitigation measures are provided, including "approved fire proof shelters 
strategically located the trails and in camping areas to accommodate park 
visitors when evacuation is obstructed by an approaching fire" and 
“Emergency fire shelters shall be located as approved by the Fire 
Department” (6/2/09 Letter from Chief P. Michael Freeman to John 
Ainsworth, Dep. Dir., CCC; 6/2/09 Letter from Chief P. Michael Freeman 
to John Ainsworth, Dep. Dir., CCC; 04/21/10 Letter from County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department to Judi Tamasi, Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy).  Thus, but for fire protection shelters and any associated 
fuel modification required by the Fire Department, there can be no new 
trails, camp areas or any other increased public use of the parklands in the 
Plan area.  Fire protection shelters and associated fuel modification are 
therefore equally integral to the public access and recreation experience in 
the Santa Monica Mountains because, according to the Fire Department, 
they are essential to the ability to develop trails and low impact campsites 
and therefore are necessary support facilities associated with resource 
dependent uses as defined by to Policies 5.69 3.5.2.D.7.a. As such, fire 
protection shelters and associated fuel modification are resource-
dependent uses and may occur in ESHA where sited and designed to avoid 
significant disruption of habitat values and with appropriate mitigation 
applied pursuant to the certified LCP  
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Potential environmental impacts related to the implementation of these 
optional fire shelters are adequately described in the Section 5.0 of the 
DEIR.  Active patrolling of the Plan area by MRCA Rangers would ensure 
that these structures (if required by LACFD) do not become nuisances 
(see response to comment A-2 and T-4). 
 
Additionally, a Modified Redesign Alternative is being proposed for 
adoption by the Conservancy/MRCA as further detailed in the FEIR.  
Under this alternative, camping will be clustered and primarily limited to 
two areas: Corral Canyon Park and the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 
Property.  Both of these campsites are in immediate Proximity to PCH 
that would facilitate emergency access in a fire event and make the need 
for fire shelters less likely.  Nevertheless, if required by LACFD, fire 
shelters would be provided.   
 
Finally, the commenter notes the attractive nuisance that fire shelters may 
create for teenagers.  CEQA does not require that the scope of an EIR be 
exhaustive.  Please see CEQA Guideline 15151.  Nevertheless, if the 
Conservancy/MRCA were to adopt the Modified Redesign Alternative, this 
alternative would provide permanent structures to provide overnight 
accommodations for MRCA rangers and/or wildland fire-trained specialists 
at the two primary campsites (Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs 
Conservancy Property) at all times that camping is permitted to ensure 
that any fire shelters are properly monitored and the campsites patrolled. 
 
In consideration of the above discussion and the policy consistency analysis 
contained within the DEIR and Modified Redesign Alternative Public 
Works Plan, no revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

GG-8 This comment states that fire truck sheds have not been adequately described in 
the project description. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The Fire Safety section of the DEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, 
provides information related to the proposed Fire Truck Storage Sheds.  
The following paragraphs provide additional details relative to the location, 
use and occupancy of these structures.  
 
The Plan includes two Fire Truck Storage Sheds, which would be 
unmanned, enclosed steel structures, located on a concrete slab, and 
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utilized for the parking of fire engines and/or housing miscellaneous fire 
protection equipment.  The Fire Truck Storage Sheds are proposed at 
Corral Canyon Park Parking Area and Malibu Bluffs Parking Area 1. 
 
The fire trucks are intended to service parklands owned and/or managed 
by the Conservancy/MRCA.  The primary first responders to City/County 
Parks and residential areas for medical and fire emergencies would 
continue to be the responsibility of LACFD.  All maintenance of fire trucks, 
when and if acquired by the Conservancy/ MRCA, would occur off-site at 
Conservancy/MRCA Vehicle Service Shops (located at Towsley Canyon or 
King Gillette Ranch); sirens would be tested on a regular basis at one of 
these off-site Conservancy/MRCA Vehicle Service Shops. 
 
The Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs locations were identified by 
MRCA staff as appropriate sites for the Fire Truck Storage Sheds because 
sufficient room was available at these locations and because they are 
strategically located near Pacific Coast Highway for ready access by either 
on- or off-site MRCA rangers and wildfire trained specialists in need of 
MRCA-authorized use of fire fighting vehicles and/or equipment. 
 
Further, a new Modified Redesign Alternative is being proposed for 
consideration and adoption by the Conservancy/MRCA.  Under this 
alternative, camping would be removed from many of the proposed areas 
and limited to primarily two: Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs 
Conservancy Property.  Further, under this alternative, the fire engine 
sheds would continue to be located at Corral Canyon Park and the Malibu 
Bluffs Conservancy Property. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, supplemental project description 
verbiage, and the analysis contained within the DEIR; no further revision of 
the DEIR would be required. 

GG-9 
 

 

This comment suggests an inconsistency in the Project Description and FPP when 
describing the camp host at Corral Canyon Park. The comment also states that 
the FPP calls out “Permanent Camp Host Accommodations in Corral Canyon 
Park,” which cannot be permitted. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR Section 2.0, Project Description, and the FPP Appendix C (Corral 
Canyon Park Focused FPP), describe the proposed location of the Corral 
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Canyon camp host as near the existing parking lot, north of the existing 
restaurant, which is consistent with the Concept Plans (P&S 2010). On the 
first page of the Corral Canyon Park Focused Fire Protection Plan, the 
camp host is described as portable. Page 12 of the FFPP refers to the camp 
host as a “semi-permanent, modular type camp host accommodation.”  
 
To provide clarification, the FPP (Dudek 2010) is  clarified as follows: 
 
”Semi-Permanent Camp Host Accommodations: CCP includes a 
semi-permanent, modular camp host accommodation.  The building is 
proposed for location near the existing parking lot and existing buildings.” 

 
It should be noted, however, that the LCP Overlay does, in fact, allow for 
permanent camp host accommodations as provided in the following:  
 
"Land Use Plan Policy 5.71: Trails to and within public parklands, camp facilities, 
public outreach and educational programs and/or related support facilities (e.g. 
parking, public restrooms, picnic amenities, ranger/ maintenance supervisor 
housing, nature centers, administrative personnel facilities related to the daily 
operation and maintenance of parklands and park programs), and special 
programs and events conducted at Ramirez Canyon Park, are defined as 
principal permitted uses in the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan 
Overlay and shall be permitted to be constructed, opened and operated for 
intended public use or benefit where it is determined feasible to locate, design, 
and maintain such facilities and uses so as to avoid, or minimize and fully 
mitigate, potential impacts to ESHA. 
 
Local Implementation Plan Policy 11.b.i. requires, in part: A Camp Host, staff 
maintenance person, or Ranger, who is wildland fire-trained, shall be onsite at 
each park property during the times camping is permitted. This shall be 
accomplished by either providing for residency of a Camp Host, staff 
maintenance person or Ranger at existing park properties, or ensuring that 
support facilities and apparatus are provided to sustain continuous daily and 
nightly patrols to strictly enforce the No Campfire Policy and use restrictions 
relating to hazardous conditions. Park patrols shall be conducted daily at each 
park property when campers are present. Adjustments to patrol procedures will 
be made as necessary to ensure park rule enforcement and compliance. " 
 
The above clarification to the FPP does not alter the analysis in the DEIR.  
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
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DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 
GG-10 This comment states that the DEIR does not disclose the intent of parking spaces 

provided for recreational vehicles, which are not permitted within the Open 
Space land use designation. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The project does not include any overnight parking spaces for general 
recreational vehicle use. Project plans prepared by Penfield & Smith 
demonstrate where camp host trailers would be accommodated in specific 
parking areas, which are also described for each park property in the 
Project Description. Proposed camp host trailers/accommodation are 
specifically permitted by the LCP Overlay, which states: 
 
"Land Use Plan Policy 5.71: Trails to and within public parklands, camp facilities, 
public outreach and educational programs and/or related support facilities (e.g. 
parking, public restrooms, picnic amenities, ranger/ maintenance supervisor 
housing, nature centers, administrative personnel facilities related to the daily 
operation and maintenance of parklands and park programs), and special 
programs and events conducted at Ramirez Canyon Park, are defined as 
principal permitted uses in the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan 
Overlay and shall be permitted to be constructed, opened and operated for 
intended public use or benefit where it is determined feasible to locate, design, 
and maintain such facilities and uses so as to avoid, or minimize and fully 
mitigate, potential impacts to ESHA." 
 
Local Implementation Plan Policy 11.b.i. requires, in part: A Camp Host, 
staff maintenance person, or Ranger, who is wildland fire-trained, shall be 
onsite at each park property during the times camping is permitted. This 
shall be accomplished by either providing for residency of a Camp Host, 
staff maintenance person or Ranger at existing park properties, or ensuring 
that support facilities and apparatus are provided to sustain continuous 
daily and nightly patrols to strictly enforce the No Campfire Policy and use 
restrictions relating to hazardous conditions. Park patrols shall be 
conducted daily at each park property when campers are present. 
Adjustments to patrol procedures will be made as necessary to ensure 
park rule enforcement and compliance. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 
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GG-11 This comment indicates that the Section 2.0, Project Description, of the DEIR 
incorrectly designates the subject properties as zoned for multiple dwelling units, 
when the corresponding number for RR (Rural Residential) designations refers to 
the minimum required lot area for a residential unit. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commentor correctly identifies that the designations have been 
erroneously presented in Table 2-1. The description of zoning and land 
uses plan designations for the various Plan Area properties within Table 2-
1 (Section 2.0, Project Description),is clarified as follows: 
 
“City of Malibu:  POS (Public Open Space); RR-2 (Rural Residential, 1 
du/2 acres)2du/acre, RR-5 (51 du/5 acres), RR-10 (101 du/10 acres), 
RR-20 (201 du/20 acres), RR-40 (401 du/40 acres); CV-1 (Commercial 
Visitor Serving 1)” 
 
Although the Rural Residential zoning and land use designations were 
incorrectly presented in Table 2-1, the DEIR analysis was based on the 
correct interpretation of the City of Malibu designations as a minimum 
required lot area, and not a density quotient. As such, no changes to the 
land use analysis are required. 

GG-12 This comment states that Section 2.0, Project Description, of the DEIR incorrectly 
identifies the addresses of the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property and Ramirez 
Canyon Park. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Thank you for your comment. However, the address used in the 
referenced Table 2-1 (Section 2.0, Project Description) corresponds to the 
United States Postal Service delivery address for Ramirez Canyon Park, 
which is 5810 Ramirez Canyon Road.  As no formal address assignment 
has been made to the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property proper, the 
address for the adjacent parking lot shared between the City of Malibu and 
MRCA (which serves the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property) was 
identified.  The DEIR Project Description, also, identifies affected Plan sites by 
Assessors Identification Number and through visual aides such as Figures/ 
Maps.   
 
This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions 
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or mitigation measures in the EIR. Based upon the above discussion and 
the analysis contained within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-making 
process. 

GG-13 This comment states that the DEIR does not provide a clear project description 
that includes all of the elements found at each site and that although the project 
description includes a general description, the commenter requests that the camp 
hosts, fire truck sheds, and fire shelters be included on page 2-10 of Section 2.0, 
Project Description. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter correctly indicates that the general description of 
proposed camp facilities (Section 2.3.2, under the Camp Sites and Parking 
heading) does not identify camp hosts, fire truck sheds, or fire shelters. 
Camp hosts are discussed within Sections 2.3.2.1 through 2.3.2.5 when 
included as an improvement to the proposed park area. Fire truck sheds 
and emergency fire shelters are described in detail under the Fire Safety 
heading, within Section 2.3.2.  Thus, the Project Description section did 
include the camp hosts, fire truck sheds, and fire shelters. 
 
Further, the Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified 
Redesign Alternative that could possibly eliminate the need for fire shelters 
as a clustering of campsites is proposed.  These campsites are primarily 
limited to two parks: Corral Canyon Park and the Malibu Bluffs 
Conservancy Property.  Both sites are located in immediate proximity to 
PCH to facilitate highway access in the event of a fire emergency. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-14 This comment states that the DEIR does not provide an analysis that the 
proposed trenching is the least environmentally damaging alternative or how all 
power lines would be installed underground.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The environmental impacts of the installation of subterranean utilities have 
been identified within the DEIR as noted by the commenter.   The 
proposed campsites that would be served by electricity are mostly located 
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in close proximity to adjacent roadways.  Current utility connections are 
readably accessible and/or located within close proximity to the camp 
areas, and the extension of these services would have limited impacts as 
the installation of any necessary utility lines would generally be confined to 
roadways and existing and/or proposed trail corridors, which are or would 
be subject to regular disturbance.  Nevertheless, the impacts to ESHA 
while permissible under the LCP Overlay were avoided to the extent 
feasible with all such impacts being adequately mitigated on a 3:1 basis.   
 
In the absence of Class I biological impacts with respect to utilities, which 
the proposed Plan does not have, CEQA does not require exploration of 
the least environmentally damaging alternative with respect to this issue. 
Further, CEQA does not require that the scope of an EIR be exhaustive. 
Please see CEQA Guideline 15151.  Nevertheless, given the analysis 
contained within the DEIR and the absence of identified visual impacts 
related to subterranean power lines, CEQA would not require a study of 
the use of overhead power unless specifically identified as a project 
component or requested by the project applicant. 
 
In consideration of the above discussion and the analysis contained within 
the DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

GG-15 The comment states that the DEIR does not study overhead power lines as an 
alternative or review the presence of power lines as a fire risk or visual impact. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment GG-14.  The commenter does not demonstrate 
that the proposed Plan would either create significant impacts or be 
subject to significant impacts, utilizing the CEQA thresholds set forth 
within the EIR impact analysis.  Any existing power lines within the Plan 
area would be a part of the Plan’s existing setting; any associated fire risk 
or visual impacts on the Plan caused by existing overhead power lines 
would be a part of the CEQA baseline and need not be further analyzed 
within this EIR.   
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-16 This comment states that the DEIR incorrectly cites Corral Canyon Park trailhead, 
which has been renamed to Sara Wan Trailhead prior to the release of the DEIR 
for public comment. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter correctly identifies that the Corral Canyon Park Trailhead 
was renamed in October 2009 in honor of Sara Wan. The name of the 
trailhead does not affect the environmental analysis of the proposed Plan 
and no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-17 This comment states that the proposed restrooms and waste water treatment 
system are not consistently discussed throughout the Project Description and the 
DEIR. The comment also states that the proposed restrooms meet the definition 
of onsite wastewater treatment systems, and would therefore, be subject to LIP 
Chapter 18. The comment also asserts that the DEIR did not explain how waste 
would be managed. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As indicated in the DEIR Section 2.0, Project Description, and described and 
analyzed within the impacts discussion in Section 5.16, Utilities/Service 
Systems, with the exception of restrooms facilities at Ramirez Canyon Park 
(See, GG 18), all proposed restrooms will be self-contained chemical 
toilets.  On-site chemical toilets do not meet the definition of an on-site 
wastewater treatment system (OWTS). The DEIR requires consultation 
with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 
relative to the permitting and/or expansion of the existing OWTS at 
Ramirez Canyon Park. 
 
With respect to Malibu LIP Chapter 18, the addition of the three new 
restrooms connected to the existing alternative sewage disposal system at 
Ramirez Canyon Park are not anticipated to require new advanced septic 
treatment or conventional septic systems. However, an increase in the 
intensity of use/ demand of the existing systems would be associated with 
Plan implementation.  Section 18.4 (a) of the City of Malibu’s LCP Local 
Implementation Plan (LIP) requires that an intensity of use of existing 
sewage disposal systems be consistent with requirements of the 
LARWQCB, which require all tertiary treatment facilities to prepare and 
submit annual monitoring/maintenance reports. LARWQCB review and 
approval would be necessary to ensure compliance with LARWQCB 
wastewater discharge requirements for the Ramirez Canyon Park sewage 
treatment and disposal systems and would comply with LIP Section 18.4(a). 
Therefore, as identified in Section 5.16, Utilities/Service Systems, the DEIR 
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includes Mitigation Measure US-3 to ensure that LARWQCB reviews and 
approves waste discharge requirements for the Ramirez Canyon Park 
wastewater system(s). 
 
The existing state-of-the-art alternative wastewater treatment and 
recycled water system currently serving the Ramirez Canyon Park 
provides secondary treatment, filtering and disposal of the effluent for 
reuse in subsurface landscape irrigation. The highly treated effluent is 
pumped to a terraced orchard area onsite for subsurface irrigation. The 
existing wastewater treatment system at Ramirez Canyon Park can 
effectively receive and treat the effluent that would be generated by a 200-
person event (the maximum proposed event size), and would be 
supplemented by portable self-contained restrooms when necessary. 
Existing septic systems at the Art Deco House and Caretaker’s residence, 
proposed for small group gatherings/ tours use and on-site employee (& 
family) residential use, respectively, are currently performing adequately; 
no increase in maintenance or service is anticipated.   
 
The Plan includes a comprehensive maintenance plan for the proposed 
park and trail facility improvements (see Section 2.3.5, Project Description). 
Under the Plan’s maintenance plan, the self-contained chemical restroom 
tanks are proposed to be pumped at least once per month (note: the 
restrooms would be inspected during maintenance and cleaning; 
maintenance 5-7 times per week and cleaning 3 times per month), 
restroom overflow due to capacity concerns is, therefore, considered 
highly improbable.   
 
The Plan includes Water Quality Implementation Measures 5 thru 8 that 
require proper maintenance/monitoring to ensure impacts to water quality 
would be avoided. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-18 This comment addresses onsite wastewater treatment discussion within Section 
5.16, Utilities and Service Systems, and states that the expansion of wastewater 
system capacity is under the City of Malibu’s jurisdiction and subject to the 
requirements of LIP Chapter 18. This comment further states that the EIR 
analysis of the impacts associated with expansion of existing wastewater system 
is incomplete due to missing information in Appendix M and requests additional 
information. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
This comment incorrectly interprets the City of Malibu's jurisdiction with 
respect to the onsite septic systems located on state property within 
Ramirez Canyon Park. As noted in Section 5.16, Utilities/Service Systems, the 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 
regulates water quality in southern California in accordance with the State 
Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Control Plan or “Basin 
Plan”. The LARWQCB has jurisdiction over public and private sewage 
disposal systems and is the permitting authority to protect and preserve 
water quality in the area. However, LARWQCB delegates its permitting 
authority to the City of Malibu for residential and small commercial 
projects that generate less than 2,000 gallons per day, but MRCA/ 
Conservancy properties, as state facilities, fall under LARWQCB 
permitting authority. 
 
Furthermore,  no new septic systems are proposed as part of the Plan. All 
new restrooms proposed as part of the Plan would be self-contained 
chemical restrooms, with the exception of three proposed restrooms at 
Ramirez Canyon Park. These three restrooms would be connected to an 
existing state-of-the-art alternative wastewater treatment and recycled 
water system currently serving the Ramirez Canyon Park uses. The 
existing wastewater treatment system at Ramirez Canyon Park can 
effectively receive and treat the effluent that would be generated by a 200-
person event (the maximum proposed event size) (Questa, 2000), and 
would be supplemented by portable self-contained restrooms when 
necessary. 
 
Moreover, the addition of the three new restrooms connected to the 
existing alternative sewage disposal system at Ramirez Canyon Park are 
not anticipated to require new advanced septic treatment or conventional  
septic systems. However, an increase in the intensity of use/ demand of the 
existing systems would be associated with Plan implementation. Section 
18.4 (a) of the City of Malibu’s LCP Local Implementation Plan requires 
that an intensity of use of existing sewage disposal systems be consistent 
with requirements of the LARWQCB, which require all tertiary treatment 
facilities to prepare and submit annual monitoring/maintenance reports. 
LARWQCB review and approval would be necessary to ensure 
compliance with LARWQCB wastewater discharge requirements for the 
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Ramirez Canyon Park sewage treatment and disposal systems. Therefore, 
as identified in Section 5.16, Utilities/Service Systems, the DEIR includes 
Mitigation Measure US-3 to ensure that LARWQCB reviews and approves 
waste discharge requirements for the Ramirez Canyon Park wastewater 
system(s). 
 
Lastly, Appendix M was included in the DEIR as a placeholder should 
additional hydro-geological or wastewater analysis be necessary as part of 
the FEIR. The DEIR did not rely upon any new technical reports, and 
therefore, did not reference Appendix M in the DEIR. As a result, there is 
no missing information. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-19 This comment states that the discussion of the Plan’s impacts, in general, is 
deficient, including the analysis of impacts associated with special uses permitted 
within the parklands by the Executive Officer. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment GG-2. 

GG-20 This comment states that the DEIR consistency analysis is flawed as it relies on 
the Overlay, which is uncertain given the pending litigation. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The Los Angeles Superior Court will provide resolution to the legal 
objections to the Overlay raised by the City of Malibu and the Fund its 
deliberations on Case No. BS 12650.  The Court has not acted to prevent 
the Conservancy/Board from preparing CEQA environmental 
documentation for the Plan.  The Conservancy/MRCA, as joint lead 
agencies, are properly exercising their duties to conduct environmental 
review for a project being considered under their jurisdiction.  As 
comments related to the DEIR should be focused on the potential 
environmental consequences of implementing the project, no further 
response relative to the propriety of the Plan’s consideration or the 
related CEQA proceedings is warranted by the Conservancy/ MRCA at 
this time.   
 
DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans & Policies, and the policy 
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consistency analysis contained within the Modified Redesign Alternative 
Public Works Plan, include a detailed consistency analysis of the project 
with all applicable policies of the City of Malibu LCP, including but not 
limited to, the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Overlay. 
Ultimate findings of policy consistency will be determined by co-lead 
agencies (MRCA/ Conservancy), as well as by the California Coastal 
Commission, as part of any project approval.  
 
In consideration of the above discussion and the policy consistency analysis 
contained in the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works Plan, no 
revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

GG-21 This comment states that the proposed Plan development of campsites and 
support structures would be inconsistent with LIP Chapter 4, which prohibits 
development within ESHA. This comment also states that the Bolsa Chica 
decision confirmed that the Coastal Act requires that ESHA be avoided and 
buffered from development impacts and that providing mitigation is not sufficient 
justification for allowing development with avoidable impacts to ESHA. This 
comment concludes that the proposed development is not permitted in ESHA 
pursuant to the Malibu LCP and that no mitigation would reduce significant 
impacts to a less than significant condition. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-7 relative to permitted development 
and uses in ESHA. The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
and the policy consistency analysis for the Modified Redesign Alternative 
Public Works Plan provide detailed analysis explaining how the proposed 
project improvements and design measures would be consistent with 
Coastal Act and certified Local Coastal Program policies relative to ESHA, 
including analyzing project features for consistency with policies which limit 
uses in ESHA to resource dependent uses and require buffers from ESHA.  
 
The Bolsa Chica decision cited by the commentor is not applicable to the 
proposed project. The Bolsa Chica case held that a residential use is not a 
resource dependent use, and therefore is not permitted in ESHA. The 
proposed project does not include residential uses that would impact 
ESHA. 
 
Where resource-dependent Plan improvements would result in 
unavoidable impacts to ESHA, mitigation measures have been identified to 
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fully mitigate all impacts to less than significant levels (See DEIR Section 
5.4, Biological Resources). 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-22 This comment states that the proposed uses at the Latigo site, with the exception 
of trails, would be inconsistent with the RR-10 zoning designation and would not 
be permitted under the Overlay. The commenter also expresses that the inclusion 
of this project appears to be a throw-a-way component of the Plan. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans & Policies, and Section 5.11, Land 
Use, include detailed consistency analysis of the project with all applicable 
policies of the City of Malibu LCP, including but not limited to, land use 
and zoning designation for the Latigo property and the Malibu Parks Public 
Access Enhancement Plan Overlay. The DEIR policy consistency analysis 
appropriately concludes that the proposed improvements and uses at the 
Latigo property are consistent with the LCP. The following discussion is 
provided in response to the commenter’s information requests / identified 
concerns, and has been incorporated into the policy consistency analysis 
for the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works Plan:   
 
While the Latigo property is designated and zoned residential, the Plan 
includes park and recreation improvements for parklands owned by the 
Conservancy/MRCA, which according to policy 2.7 are permitted uses in 
all land use and zoning designations. In addition, because the Latigo 
property is specifically included in and subject to the provisions of the 
Overlay, all improvements and uses permitted pursuant to Land Use Plan 
policy 5.71 (trails, camp facilities, public outreach and educational programs 
and/or related support facilities) are allowable uses for the Latigo property 
irrespective of its residential land use designation and zoning.   
 
In consideration of the above discussion and the policy consistency analysis 
for the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works Plan, no revisions to 
the DEIR would be required. 

GG-23 This comment states that the proposed Plan would be inconsistent with the 
provisions of the Coastal Act including Section 30240, requiring protection of 
ESHA, and Section 30010, prohibiting the taking of private property. This 
comment further states that under Section 30010, development adjacent to 
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ESHA is required to be sited and designed to prevent impacts to ESHA and that 
development be compatible with the continuance of the habitat areas.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, and policy 
consistency analysis for the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works 
Plan provide detailed analysis explaining how the proposed project 
improvements and design measures would be consistent with Coastal Act 
and certified Local Coastal Program policies relative to ESHA, including 
analyzing project features for consistency with policies which limit uses in 
ESHA to resource dependent uses, and those policies that require new 
development to be sited and designed so as to prevent impacts to ESHA 
and such that new development be compatible with the continuance of the 
habitat areas.  
 
The proposed project does not raise issue with Coastal Act Section 30010 
as the project will not result in the taking or damaging of private property 
for public use without the payment of just compensation. Chapter 2, 
Section 2.0, of the Public Works Plan (DEIR Appendix C) specifically 
addresses private property included in the Plan area and confirms there 
would be no taking or damaging of private property for public use without 
the payment of just compensation: 
 
”…private property included in the Plan area consists only of those properties 
containing existing trail and open space Offers To Dedicate (OTDs) and subject 
to the trail segments depicted on the Local Coastal Program - City of Malibu Park 
Lands Map 6, and Figure 7 of this Plan, or such trail easements that may be 
purchased from willing sellers, dedicated to public use as part of the entitlement 
process, donated by a private landowner in the future or acquired through 
eminent domain.  Eminent domain will be considered as a last resort when all 
other methods have failed (negotiation, etc.) and where a critical connection must 
be acquired to ensure the functionality of the trail system. 
 
Neither the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy nor the Mountains Recreation 
and Conservation Authority have land use regulatory or zoning power. No entity 
must obtain a permit or other entitlement from the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy or Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority to develop 
private property. Inclusion of a privately owned parcel within the Plan area does 
not mean that the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy has any land use 
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regulatory or zoning control over that property. Land use regulation and zoning 
control over private property will remain unaffected by the Plan and will remain 
with the City of Malibu, County of Los Angeles, and/or California Coastal 
Commission, as the case may be.” 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-24 This comment states that the DEIR does not provide a clear breakdown or 
analysis of ESHA impacts associated with the proposed non-resource 
dependent uses (i.e., camp hosts, fire shelters, fire truck sheds). This 
comment also states that the DEIR does not specify how much fuel 
modification is required for such uses  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to Comment GG-27. 

GG-25 This comment states that the proposed Plan is not consistent with the City’s 
certified LCP LUP, including LUP Policy 3.9, which requires that accessways and 
trails located within or adjacent to ESHA shall be sited to minimize impacts to 
ESHA. This comment states that the amount of landform alteration for the 
proposed trails and improvements has not been shown to be the least 
environmentally damaging alternative.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, analyzes the Plan’s 
consistency with LUP Policy 3.9 and other ESHA protection policies of the 
Coastal Act and LCP and notes that, although trails are a resource-
dependent use and are permitted in environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
(ESHA), proposed  trails have been located and designed to avoid or 
minimize impacts to ESHA by utilizing established trail corridors, following 
natural contours, and avoiding naturally vegetated areas with significant 
native plant species to the maximum extent feasible. In addition, as 
illustrated on the Public Works Plan Proposed Trail Map and site-specific 
conceptual project plans, the proposed Plan incorporates a number of 
existing trail corridors, trail corridors previously evaluated for the Draft 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area Interagency Trail 
Management Plan, the City of Malibu LCP and the City of Malibu Trail 
Master Plan, and analyzes alternative trail alignments to minimize potential 
conflicts with sensitive habitat, adjacent neighborhoods and/or steep 
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terrain. As discussed in the policy consistency analysis, where trail 
construction will result in unavoidable impacts to ESHA, mitigation 
measures have been identified to fully mitigate all impacts to less than 
significant levels.   
 
With respect to proposed improvements at the Conservancy’s Malibu 
Bluffs property, such improvements would not result in impacts to ESHA 
from non-resource dependent uses. The park entrance road for Parking 
Area 3 would result in very minor encroachment into an isolated patch of 
laurel sumac / California sagebrush vegetation located adjacent to Pacific 
Coast Highway. Analysis of site-specific biological data concludes that the 
area does not meet the definition of an ESHA. This area is 0.56 acre and 
supports laurel sumac scrub and California sage brush vegetation, which is 
situated as a linear, isolated area located directly adjacent to Pacific Coast 
Highway. The northerly portion of the area is located in the Pacific Coast 
Highway right-of-way and, unlike the majority of the Malibu Bluffs 
property, there is no natural berm that provides a topographic separation 
of this area from activities occurring along the highway corridor. Due to its 
isolated nature and linear location directly adjacent to the highway in an 
area that is subject to ongoing disturbance, the area is not considered part 
of the larger laurel sumac scrub and California sage brush community the 
occurs on Malibu Bluffs. No special-status plant or wildlife species were 
recorded in this area during biological resource surveys conducted in 2009 
and 2010.   Further, given its isolated nature and the fact that its 
consistently subject to a high level of disturbance, the area likely does not 
provide habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species nor provide 
essential wildlife movement corridors or critical ecological linkages in the 
area. Therefore, this 0.56-acre patch of laurel sumac scrub and California 
sage does not meet the City’s definition of ESHA as it does not support 
plants or wildlife that are particularly rare or valuable and which could be 
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and development. As 
there are no other alternative locations which could accommodate the 
entrance road, and the improvements are located and designed so as not 
to impact ESHA, with implementation of appropriate mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR, the entry road improvements for Parking Area 3 are 
consistent with applicable LCP policies relative to ESHA buffers (policies 
3.23- 3.30).   
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required.   
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GG-26 Based on the NOP response letter from Suzanne Goode, California Department 
of Parks and Recreation, this comment states that the EIR should include 
alternatives that allow for a less intensive use of the park, including concentrated 
campsite locations and elimination of trails, which would allow for greater habitat 
restoration opportunities. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
In response to both oral and written comments, a new Modified Redesign 
Alternative has been proposed for consideration and adoption by the 
Conservancy/MRCA.  Under this alternative, concentrated campsites have 
been developed through a clustering of campsites limited primarily to two 
parks: Corral Canyon Park and the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property.  
Further, under this alternative, no campsites are proposed at Escondido 
Canyon Park, the Latigo Trailhead Property and remote camping locations 
have been removed from Ramirez Canyon Park.     
 
This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions 
or mitigation measures in the EIR. Therefore, no revision of the DEIR 
would be required. Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will 
take into consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process. 

GG-27 This comment states that the proposed Plan is not consistent with the 
City’s certified LCP LUP, including LUP Policy 3.27, as the Plan would 
require fuel modification within coastal sage scrub and chaparral ESHA. 
This comment also states that the Plan would be inconsistent with the 
ESHA buffer and setback requirements under Policy 3.27. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-7 relative to permitted development 
and uses in ESHA. With respect to City of Malibu LUP Policy 3.27, this 
Policy states: “Habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be 
permitted within required buffer areas if designed to protect and enhance 
habitat values.”  Biological mitigation includes, among other items, 
restoration of areas designated ESHA or areas that could achieve ESHA 
designation once enhancement/restoration occurs.  The Plan, including 
biological mitigation programs, is therefore consistent with Policy 3.27. 
 
In addition, the following discussion is provided in response to the 
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commentors’ identified concerns, and has been incorporated into the 
policy consistency analysis for the Modified Redesign Alternative Public 
Works Plan:  
 
“The FEIR includes site specific mapping of proposed improvements and 
associated impacts which demonstrates that throughout the Plan area, site 
specific environmental analysis has found that proposed park facility 
improvements and associated fuel modification would not result in 
unpermitted development impacts to sensitive habitats. Impacts to ESHA 
have been limited to the Plan’s resource dependent uses (trails, low-impact 
camp areas, and Ramirez Canyon Creek enhancement/restoration) and, as 
detailed in the BTR and FEIR analysis, all impacts will be appropriately 
mitigated pursuant to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – 
Habitat Mitigation Program, which provides for 3:1 mitigation (3 acres of 
mitigation for each acre of impact) for all ESHA impacts and will establish 
native habitat within the Malibu and Santa Monica Mountains area of the 
Coastal Zone (see additional discussion of mitigation in following 
discussions). 
 
Ramirez Canyon Park 
 
Kanan Dume Parking Areas 
 
Proposed parking improvements at Kanan Dume limits all direct parking 
area development footprints to within the disturbed, informal parking area 
footprints that currently exist in these locations. The project also limits 
fuel modification requirements around the parking areas to 10 ft. 
consistent with LACFD requirements. Very minor encroachment into 
bigpod ceanothus chaparral areas would result from the 10 ft. fuel 
modification requirements associated with Parking Areas 1 and 2. These 
minor parking area fuel modification encroachments would be limited to 
within an area likely already subject to vegetation management and fuel 
modification requirements that would typically apply to public roads and/or 
existing parking areas. City of Malibu Land Use Plan 3.1, ESHA Designation, 
specifically exempts areas subject to fuel modification activities as follows: 
“Existing, legally established agricultural uses, confined animal facilities, and fuel 
modification areas required by the Los Angeles County Fire Department for 
existing, legal structures do not meet the definition of ESHA.” As such, although 
Parking Areas 1 and 2 fuel modification requirements will result in minor 
encroachments into bigpod ceanothus chaparral vegetation, these affected 
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areas are likely subject to current fuel modification activities and are 
therefore not considered ESHA under the Malibu LCP or the Coastal Act. 
In addition, as the proposed parking areas consist of improvements to an 
existing and disturbed development footprint, and because there are no 
other alternative locations which could accommodate the proposed 
parking improvements and the improvements are located and designed so 
as not to impact ESHA, with implementation of appropriate mitigation 
measures identified in the FEIR, the proposed parking improvements are 
consistent with applicable LCP policies relative to ESHA buffers (policies 
3.23- 3.30).   
 
Via Acero Road Improvements 
 
City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan policy 3.4.2.D.11.b.iv. requires 
the following in connection with the Public Works Plan: “Opportunities for 
additional emergency ingress/egress to and from Kanan Dume Road over Via 
Acero shall be explored, including the potential for feasibly obtaining easements 
from willing property owners or by eminent domain.  Construction of an 
additional emergency ingress/egress at Ramirez Canyon may occur consistent 
with all applicable policies and provisions of the LCP. This policy is not intended 
to limit the use of, or access to, Ramirez Canyon Park via Ramirez Canyon Road. 
The Conservancy/MRCA are required to pursue options for additional 
emergency ingress/egress to and from Kanan Dume Road over Via Acero 
to and from Ramirez Canyon. The certified LCP specifically requires that 
this project component be explored and, as such, this component of the 
project has been appropriately included and analyzed in the FEIR. As there 
appears to be a conflict between the coastal access, recreation, and ESHA 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and LCP, the Via Acero road 
improvements may be found consistent with these applicable policies 
because the proposed road improvements would, on balance, improve 
conditions for coastal resources subject to LCP policy mandate by 
improving emergency ingress/egress into Ramirez Canyon and enhancing 
public access and recreation opportunities at Ramirez Canyon Park. 
 
Ramirez Canyon Road Widening 
 
The project includes minor road improvements to Ramirez Canyon 
Road/Delaplane to improve emergency access for the Ramirez Canyon 
neighborhood. Very minor encroachment into California sycamore-coast 
live oak and coast live oak areas would result from the Ramirez Canyon 
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Road widening improvements. These minor road widening encroachments 
would be limited to within disturbed areas already subject to fuel 
modification requirements associated with surrounding residential uses on 
both sides of the road. City of Malibu Land Use Plan 3.1, ESHA 
Designation, specifically exempts areas subject to fuel modification 
activities as follows: “Existing, legally established agricultural uses, confined 
animal facilities, and fuel modification areas required by the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department for existing, legal structures do not meet the definition of 
ESHA.” As such, although the road widening would result in minor 
encroachment into California sycamore-coast live oak and coast live oak 
areas, these affected areas are already subject to current fuel modification 
activities and are therefore not considered ESHA under the Malibu LCP or 
the Coastal Act. In addition, as the proposed road widening improvements 
consist of improvements to an existing and disturbed development 
footprint, and because there are no other alternative locations which could 
accommodate the road widening improvements, and the improvements 
are located and designed so as not to impact ESHA, with implementation 
of appropriate mitigation measures identified in the FEIR, the proposed 
road improvements are consistent with applicable LCP policies relative to 
ESHA buffers (policies 3.23- 3.30).   
 
Latigo Trailhead 
 
Parking and Camping Emergency Fire Shelter Improvements-ESHA 
 
The project includes a single, supervised camp area (no emergency fire 
shelter is required), reduced parking area and day-use picnic areas for the 
Latigo property. Proposed parking improvements, the only non-resource 
dependent use proposed on the site, would be located in a disturbed area 
and outside of all mapped ESHA on the property. In addition, as the 
proposed parking improvements consist of improvements to an existing 
and disturbed development footprint, and because there are no other 
alternative locations which could accommodate the parking area, and the 
improvements are located and designed so as not to impact ESHA, with 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures identified in the FEIR, 
the proposed parking improvements are consistent with applicable LCP 
policies relative to ESHA buffers (policies 3.23- 3.30).   
 
Corral Canyon Park 
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Employee/Camp Host Quarters and Fire Truck Shed 
 
Fuel modification associated employee/camp host quarters and fire truck 
shed improvements at Corral Canyon Park would be limited to areas 
already subject to fuel modification requirements associated with the 
adjacent restaurant and RV facility. City of Malibu Land Use Plan 3.1, ESHA 
Designation, specifically exempts areas subject to fuel modification 
activities as follows: “Existing, legally established agricultural uses, confined 
animal facilities, and fuel modification areas required by the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department for existing, legal structures do not meet the definition of 
ESHA.” As such, although fuel modification associated employee/camp host 
quarters and fire truck shed will result in encroachment into native 
vegetation areas, these affected areas are already subject to current fuel 
modification activities and are therefore not considered ESHA under the 
Malibu LCP. In addition, as the proposed employee/camp host quarters and 
fire truck shed improvements consist of improvements to an existing and 
disturbed development footprint (and existing, paved parking area), and 
because there are no other alternative locations which could 
accommodate the improvements, and the improvements are located and 
designed so as not to impact ESHA, with implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR, the employee/camp host 
quarters and fire truck shed improvements are consistent with applicable 
LCP policies relative to ESHA buffers (policies 3.23- 3.30).   
 
Malibu Bluffs 
 
Proposed improvements at Malibu would not result in impacts to ESHA 
from non-resource dependent uses. The park entrance road for Parking 
Area 3 would result in very minor encroachment into an isolated patch of 
laurel sumac / California sagebrush vegetation located adjacent to Pacific 
Coast Highway. Analysis of site-specific biological data concludes that the 
area does not meet the definition of an ESHA. This area is 0.56 acre and 
supports laurel sumac scrub and California sage brush vegetation, which is 
situated as a linear, isolated area located directly adjacent to Pacific Coast 
Highway. The northerly portion of the area is located in the Pacific Coast 
Highway right-of-way and, unlike the majority of the Malibu Bluffs 
property, there is no natural berm that provides a topographic separation 
of this area from activities occurring along the highway corridor. Due to its 
isolated nature and linear location directly adjacent to the highway in an 
area that is subject to ongoing disturbance, the area is not considered part 
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of the larger laurel sumac scrub and California sage brush community the 
occurs on Malibu Bluffs. No special-status plant or wildlife species were 
recorded in this area during biological resource surveys conducted in 2009 
and 2010.   Further, given its isolated nature and the fact that its 
consistently subject to a high level of disturbance, the area likely does not 
provide habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species nor provide 
essential wildlife movement corridors or critical ecological linkages in the 
area. Therefore, this 0.56-acre patch of laurel sumac scrub and California 
sage does not meet the City’s definition of ESHA as it does not support 
plants or wildlife that are particularly rare or valuable and which could be 
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and development. As 
there are no other alternative locations which could accommodate the 
entrance road, and the improvements are located and designed so as not 
to impact ESHA, with implementation of appropriate mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR, the entry road improvements for Parking Area 3 are 
consistent with applicable LCP policies relative to ESHA buffers (policies 
3.23- 3.30). “  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-28 This comment addresses a perceived inadequacy regarding the review of 
potential impacts associated with expansion of the wastewater treatment 
facility for the Ramirez Canyon Park site, and possible encroachment of 
the system expansion into the ESHA setback.   
 
RESPONSE: 
 
No expansion of the existing wastewater treatment facility for Ramirez 
Canyon Park is anticipated with the improvements proposed in the Plan.  
The additional three restrooms would be connected to the existing system 
which can effectively receive and treat effluent that would be generated by 
a 200-person event (the maximum proposed event size).   
 
Moreover, the addition of the three new restrooms connected to the 
existing alternative sewage disposal system at Ramirez Canyon Park are 
not anticipated to require new advanced septic treatment or conventional 
septic systems. However, an increase in the intensity of use/ demand of the 
existing systems would be associated with Plan implementation. Section 
18.4 (a) of the City of Malibu’s LCP Local Implementation Plan requires 
that an intensity of use of existing sewage disposal systems be consistent 
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with requirements of the LARWQCB, which require all tertiary treatment 
facilities to prepare and submit annual monitoring/maintenance reports. 
LARWQCB review and approval would be necessary to ensure 
compliance with LARWQCB wastewater discharge requirements for the 
Ramirez Canyon Park sewage treatment and disposal systems. Therefore, 
as identified in Section 5.16, Utilities/Service Systems, the DEIR includes 
Mitigation Measure US-3 to ensure that LARWQCB reviews and approves 
waste discharge requirements for the Ramirez Canyon Park wastewater 
system(s). 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-29 This comment states that the proposed Plan is not consistent with the 
City’s certified LCP LUP, including LUP Policy 3.51, which requires that 
disturbed ESHA areas shall not be further degraded, and if feasible, 
restored. This comment further states that reducing the trail network 
footprint would increase the chance for ESHA to be revegetated to its 
natural state. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Please see response to comment GG-7 and GG-27 relative to permitted 
development and uses in ESHA.  Please note that pursuant to Malibu LUP 
Policy 3.1, fuel modification areas required by LACFD for existing legal 
structures do not meet the definition of ESHA.   
 
With regard to LUP Policy 3.51, the DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with 
Plans and Policies, analyzes the Plan’s consistency with LUP Policy 3.51 and 
other ESHA protection policies of the Coastal Act and LCP and notes that 
the proposed Plan includes several measures to ensure that public park 
areas subject to degradation resulting from intense and/or unrestricted use 
are addressed and fully mitigated. These measures include: 1) revegetation 
of degraded areas with native plants, 2) trail consolidation and 
improvement, 3) provision of support facilities such as defined parking 
areas and trail corridors, trash and recycling receptacles, self-contained 
restrooms, picnic areas, and 4) provision of support facilities necessary for 
operations and maintenance personnel and associated maintenance 
equipment. The Plan includes a comprehensive Coastal Campgrounds and 
Trails Maintenance Plan for proposed trail and park improvements, and the 
existing structures of Ramirez Canyon Park have and will continue to 
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provide a center within the Plan area for maintenance personnel and 
associated equipment storage necessary to sustain maintenance operations 
for the subject park areas. The Plan’s support facilities will ensure that 
adequate facilities are provided and maintained to manage public parking, 
trailhead, day-use and camp areas, to accommodate potential trash and 
waste generation at park areas, and to ensure that support necessary to 
support personnel and store equipment to maintain the park properties 
are provided. These measures will ensure that public use of the parklands 
is maximized in a way that maintains park areas and sensitive resources 
such that they remain desirable destination areas for visitors.  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-30 This comment states that the proposed Plan would be inconsistent with LUP 2.45 
and the LACo LUP Policy 32, which prohibits the public use of motorized vehicles 
on trails. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
There would be no public use of motorized vehicles allowed on existing or 
proposed trails in the Plan area with the exception that the Plan includes 
provisions for very limited motorized vehicular access for park personnel 
to support accessibility services and public safety.  
 
However, no other motorized vehicles would be allowed within the Plan 
Area.  Although the Executive Director has the authority to issue special 
use permits for off-road vehicles, any use permit issued would require 
compliance with the PWP.  As the PWP only allows for limited motorized 
vehicular access for park personnel, no other motorized vehicles would be 
allowed. 
 
No revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

GG-31 This comment states that the Plan is inconsistent with LIP §13.6.2, Proof of 
Ownership or Owner's Consent, as the proposal to do improvements along 
Ramirez Canyon Road does not include the fee holders of the easements.  
 
Commentor's opinions relative to access and improvement rights for the 
proposed Plan uses associated with Ramirez Canyon Road are 
unsubstantiated.  The Conservancy/MRCA believe that their proposed use 
and improvement of Ramirez Canyon Road is in accordance with their 
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rights as an easement holder and is in accordance with well-established 
case law.  The Conservancy/MRCA can sue to enforce their easement 
rights, exercise their right of eminent domain in a worst case scenario, and 
also pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30804 “maintain an action 
to enforce the duties specifically imposed upon the (Coastal) 
commission…or any local government (City of Malibu) by this division 
(removal of unpermitted improvements).” Section 29177 – definition of 
“person” includes the state and any agency thereof (the SMMC) and any 
local government (the MRCA. 
 
Further, based on the Conservancy/MRCA’s easement holder status, it is 
fully consistent with LIP § 13.6.2(C) as it has a legal interest as an easement 
holder that is fully consistent with its proposed use and improvement of 
Ramirez Canyon Road. 
  
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-32 This comment states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the visual impacts 
of the fire truck sheds, fire shelters, and cumulative loss of native vegetation. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
DEIR, Section 5.1, Aesthetic/Visual Resources, analyzes project-specific and 
cumulative impacts with respect to structural development and the 
associated removal of vegetation associated with fuel modification buffers.  
Visual simulations for each Plan have been provided. The camp area 
improvements, including restrooms, emergency fire shelters and fire truck 
storage sheds have been designed to be clustered in specific locations that 
would not damage existing scenic resources (including minimizing impacts 
to surrounding vegetation); visibility from primary public viewing areas 
would also minimized. Furthermore, camp facility improvements have been 
sufficiently setback on the marine terrace at Corral Canyon Park and the 
coastal bluff at Malibu Bluffs and would generally not be visible from the 
beach below or Pacific Coast Highway. The Plan’s improvements are minor 
in nature and would serve to provide additional public access and 
recreational opportunities to enjoy the substantial open spaces and visual 
resources afforded protection by the existing parklands in the Plan area.  
 
Table 5.4-7 summarizes the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities 
that are considered ESHAs. Impacts to native vegetation communities, as 
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well as non-native vegetation communities are provided in the BTR, 
included as Appendix H-1 to the DEIR in Tables 11–16. With respect to 
cumulative impacts to vegetation communities, the DEIR states the 
following: “As proposed, implementation of the proposed project in 
conjunction with other planned state, local, federal, and private projects in 
the project vicinity would result in the cumulative loss of biological 
resources in the region. Proposed campsites, trails, restrooms, and parking 
facilities would encroach into areas currently supporting natural habitats. 
However, it is envisioned that the provision of compensatory mitigation 
required as part of  policies and implementation measures included in the 
PWP as well as mitigation identified in the BTR (Appendix H-1) would offset 
the adverse impacts resulting from the project by eradicating large 
expanses of non-native species from the area and designing a native plant 
palette that meets the needs of nesting and foraging resident and migratory 
avifauna, adequately mitigating cumulative effects on biological resources 
(page 5.4-140 of DEIR).”  
 
Since the project would result in the cumulative loss of biological 
resources in the region, but the impacts would be mitigated through the 
proposed biological mitigation measures, the same conclusion applies to 
potential visual impacts associated with cumulative loss of vegetation.  
Visual resource impacts associated with cumulative vegetation loss would 
be mitigated through the proposed biological mitigation measures. 

 
In consideration of the above discussion, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-33 This comment suggests that proposed Mitigation Measure VIS 1-1, which 
requires use of colors compatible with the surrounding landscape fails in concept 
since the surrounding landscape must be removed for fire protection and fuel 
modification. The comment also states that without schematic plans for the 
proposed emergency shelters and fire truck sheds, it is not feasible to conclude 
that impacts would be less than significant. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As noted in Section 5.1, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, the proposed 
improvements would be sited and designed to minimize visibility consistent 
with the Plan’s Visual Resources Policies and Implementation Measures and 
Chapter 6 of the City of Malibu’s Local Implementation Plan, which 
includes Policy 6.13 that requires new development incorporate colors and 
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exterior materials that are compatible with the surrounding landscape. The 
Plan includes use of the topography and dense vegetation of the area to 
naturally screen the areas from public views, and employ natural materials 
that blend with the surrounding earth materials and landscape. Despite the 
fuel modification requirements near the proposed structures as noted by 
the commenter, the location of most proposed improvements would not 
be visible from public viewpoints, and those that are visible are designed to 
minimize the potential for intrusion into the public viewshed.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed fire sheds and emergency shelters are located 
in previously disturbed areas where existing vegetation is minimal and 
would not provide visual screening. Therefore, the commenter’s note that 
the use of color fails in concept since the vegetation surrounding the 
structures would be removed is inaccurate. As illustrated in Figure 5.6-8 
the emergency shelter located at Corral Canyon Park Camp Area 2 is 
setback from the bluff in an area primarily vegetated with non-native 
grasslands. The use of appropriate colors would ensure that these 
structures blend, to the maximum extent feasible, into the surrounding 
landscape, particularly from public viewpoint along PCH. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-34 This comment states that the visual impact of the new development has not 
been adequately considered and that a less than significant conclusion would not 
be appropriate. This comment further states that the visual simulations are 
inadequate as they are not shown in the context of the existing natural 
environment or shown from a public viewing spot, and that the southbound PCH 
vantage point is more appropriate than the simulated northbound view. This 
comment also states that the scenic impacts from Malibu Canyon Road have not 
been adequately considered. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter did not consider the existing 15' high berm that exists 
along PCH adjacent to Malibu Bluffs along this portion of the project area, 
which provides a natural visual barrier of the fire truck sheds for 
southbound travelers on PCH. Similarly, the steep slopes along PCH near 
Corral Canyon Park also provide a natural visual barrier to the park and 
proposed improvements. The proposed fire truck shed at Corral Canyon 
Park would be located behind the existing restaurant, screening the shed 
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from view for southbound travelers along PCH. 
 
The proposed project area is not visible from Malibu Canyon Road. The 
natural topography of the area visually obstructs views of the Plan area 
from Malibu Canyon Road. As a result, there would be no visual impacts 
from Malibu Canyon Road. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-35 This comment states that “Debutts Way” should be referred to as “Murphy 
Way,” on page 5.1-3 of the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter is correct. “Debutts Way” should be referred to as 
“Murphy Way” on page 5.1-3 of the DEIR. 
  
The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as identified 
in the DEIR. Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-36 This comment states that “Malibu Estates” should be referred to as 
“Malibu Country Estates,” on page 5.1-3 of the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter is correct. “Malibu Estates” should be referred to as 
“Malibu Country Estates“.  
  
The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as identified 
in the DEIR. Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-37 This comment states that “Key locations… designated by the City,” should 
reference “designated in the City’s certified LCP,” as stated on page 5.1-4 of the 
DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter correctly specifies the document (i.e., the LCP) that the 
City of Malibu uses to designate certain public viewing areas as scenic. 
However, this specification does not alter the level of the impact as 
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identified in the DEIR. Based upon the above discussion and the analysis 
contained within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-38 This comment states that “Area roadways… are also considered Scenic Roads by 
the City of Malibu” should reference "are designated in the City's certified LCP," 
on page 5.1-15 of the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment GG-37. 

GG-39 This comment asserts that the DEIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources, incorrectly compares the restroom facility and water tank to a single-
family structure. This comment also states that Section 5.1 fails to account for 
parking lot square footage. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter misinterprets the intended comparison between the 
proposed restroom facilities and water tank and a single-family structure. 
The comparison provided was a visual comparison between the size of the 
proposed structures (e.g., restroom facilities and water tank) and a typical 
single-family home as to blocking views across the site, not a comparison 
between the type of development and their respective permitted 
footprints.  
 
The portion of the comment suggesting that Section 5.1 failed to account 
for the proposed parking lots at Escondido Canyon Park is incorrect. 
Impact VIS-1, under Section 5.1 Visual Resources, discusses the proposed 
improvements, stating that the proposed expanded parking facilities, camp 
and day-use areas, and hiking trails would transform this area of Escondido 
Canyon Park, from a view of a manufactured/ countered slope to a view of 
camping/ parking improvements; however, all of the improvements are 
located below grade from the public roadway, thereby minimizing any 
potential intrusion into the public viewshed of the area and north to the 
Santa Monica Mountains. 
 
Furthermore, the DEIR states that park-specific site design layouts utilize 
the most level portions of the park areas to minimize grading and landform 
alteration, and specifically utilize park areas presently screened from public 
views by natural topography and/or existing vegetation. Necessary grading 
would be designed to follow the natural contours of proposed 

GG-62



improvement areas to minimize disturbed areas and timely vegetation 
restoration of disturbed areas with native plant species would minimize 
any potential visual impacts associated with grading. 
 
Finally, the Conservancy/MRCA has been presented with a Modified 
Redesign Alternative that eliminates all proposed campsites and new 
parking areas at Escondido Canyon Park.  If selected as the project, this 
Modified Redesign Alternative would eliminate the various concerns 
detailed by the commenter with respect to Escondido Canyon Park. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-40 This comment asserts that the DEIR incorrectly states that existing onsite ESHA 
would be improved visually by the introduction of a parking lot and restroom 
facility.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR does not state that existing ESHA would be improved visually by 
introduction of a parking lot and restroom facility. The DEIR states that 
although the proposed expanded parking facilities, camp and day-use areas, 
and hiking trails would transform this area of Escondido Canyon Park, 
from a view of a manufactured/ countered slope to a view of camping/ 
parking improvements, all of the improvements are located below grade 
from the public roadway, thereby minimizing any potential intrusion into 
the public viewshed of the area and north to the Santa Monica Mountains. 
In addition, most of the improvements are minor in scale (e.g., picnic 
tables, a drinking fountain, hose bibbs, a bike rack, and an information 
kiosk), with parking and tent camping occurring on a temporary basis. The 
only permanent structures associated with the proposed improvements at 
Escondido Canyon Park that have the potential to intrude into the public 
view are the restrooms, water tank, and emergency fire shelter, and each 
have been sited and designed to minimize their visibility from public 
viewpoints (see Figure 5.1-24). 
 
Finally, as detailed in the Modified Redesign Alternative, the 
Conservancy/MRCA has been presented with an alternative that would 
eliminate new parking and camping facilities at Escondido Canyon Park. 

GG-41 This comment states that the DEIR does not demonstrate how it will comply with 
LIP Chapter 6 or provide the level of analysis to make the determination. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, analyzes in detail 
the Plan’s consistency with the visual resource protection policies of the 
Coastal Act, the County LUP and the City LCP, including applicable 
provisions of LIP Chapter 6,  and finds the following: 
 
"The Plan and associated improvements will not impact public views to or from 
the ocean, and will not be substantially visible from public viewing or otherwise 
degrade the scenic character of the Plan area. Proposed improvements are 
located in level areas to minimize grading and land form alteration, and within 
areas where existing vegetation and variations in terrain establish a natural 
buffer to minimize visibility of the improvements locations. Where necessary, 
planting efforts utilizing native vegetation will be implemented to provide 
additional buffer areas for new improvement areas to screen these areas from 
public views within park areas.   These efforts will ensure compliance with LIP 
Chapter 6. " 
 
Further, under the Modified Redesign Alternative that is under 
consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA, the camp area improvements, 
including restrooms, fire shelters and fire truck storage sheds are designed 
to be clustered in specific locations that would not damage existing scenic 
resources and would not be highly visible from primary public viewing. 
Proposed camp areas are sufficiently setback from the marine terrace at 
Corral Canyon Park and the coastal bluff at Malibu Bluffs and would not be 
visible in the surrounding area from the beach below or Pacific Coast 
Highway. Proposed improvements at Malibu Bluffs would be visible from 
some locations on Pacific Coast Highway, however the improvements are 
designed to maintain existing bluewater views across the site. 
 
In addition, the Plan and the Modified Redesign Alternative includes design 
features to ensure compatibility of the proposed improvements with the 
surrounding landscape. These features include installing restrooms, 
temporary fire shelters, water tanks and fire truck sheds with colors that 
are earth-toned, camouflage, or otherwise compatible with the existing 
landscape, and screening of structures and retaining walls for trail 
construction. Retaining walls be allowed only where required to support 
critical trail linkages on hillside terrain and where no other alternative 
route or method for trail support is available.  Retaining walls would also 
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not exceed six feet; stepped or terraced retaining walls (up to twelve feet 
in height), with planting in between. All retaining walls would be designed 
with natural materials or would incorporate veneers, texturing and/or 
colors that blend with the surrounding earth materials or landscape.  
 
In addition, the following additional discussion is provided in response to 
the commenter’s identified concerns, and has been incorporated into the 
policy consistency analysis for the Modified Redesign Alternative Public 
Works Plan:   
 
“Finally, although the proposed Plan improvements are 
consistent with all applicable visual resource protection policies 
of the Coastal Act, City LCP and County LUP, Policy 6.8 of the 
City’s Local Implementation Plan directs that the proposed 
access and recreation improvements included in the Plan shall 
not be prohibited by application of the policies or standards of 
the LCP.” 
 
In consideration of the above discussion and the policy consistency analysis 
for the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works Plan, no revisions to 
the DEIR would be required. 

GG-42 This comment states that the EIR must assess the proposed Plan as it relates to 
an increase on public access/use in and around the City, including assessing 
TMDL regulations and implementation/monitoring measures mandated by the 
Federal CWA.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The following clarification language is provided (5.10.1 Setting) to include a 
description of current TMDL regulations as adopted by the Los Angeles 
RWQCB in 2008.  There is an adopted TMDL for Malibu Creek 
watershed; however, neither the Plan Area nor any proposed park site 
improvements are located within the watershed of Malibu Creek.  
Portions of Santa Monica Bay are subject to an adopted TMDL for 
bacteria.  As such, measures to address control of bacteria sources within 
the Plan area are appropriate, as identified in the DEIR, including MM 
HYD-8. 
 
Page 5.10-27, top of page (Federal Regulations, Regulatory Setting) has 
been clarified as follows: 
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“Section 303 / 305 Impaired Waters (Porter-Cologne) 
 
California adopts water quality standards to protect beneficial uses of state 
waters as required by CWA Sections 303 and 305 and the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 (Porter-Cologne). The 
CWA requires states, territories, and authorized tribes to 
conduct an assessment of the quality of all their waters [Section 
305(b)] and develop a list of those waters that are “impaired or 
threatened” [Section 303(d)]Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, 
states, territories, and authorized tribes are required to develop a list of 
water-quality-limited segments. In California, the State Water Board 
develops the list of water-quality-limited segments, while the EPA holds 
approval authority fores each state’s list. 
 
Water bodies on the impaired list do not meet water quality standards, 
even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required 
levels of pollution control technology. Section 303(d) also establishes the 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process as a means of 
achieving compliance with to guide the application of state water 
quality standards for impaired water bodies.  The TMDL process 
established to address these impairments is further described in below.  
For each impaired water body, a TMDL is identified for 
constituents (pollutants) that interfere with the identified 
beneficial uses of such water (i.e., recreation, drinking water, 
biological habitat, etc.), with the aim that enforcement of the 
TMDL will eventually improve water quality consistent with 
adopted standards and/or identified beneficial uses.  
Municipalities and landowners within the watersheds of impaired 
water bodies must implement storm water quality maintenance 
and monitoring plans to ensure compliance with the TMDL. 
 
The Plan Area as well as all of the component parks and trail 
system are in the geographic jurisdiction of the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region.  The 
Los Angeles RWQCB most recently prepared a report that 
integrates the two CWA assessment efforts into one: 2008 Los 
Angeles Region 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report (adopted  July 
2009).  According to the 2008 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report, 
Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay are listed as impaired water 
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bodies.  Malibu Creek has TMDL identified for benthic-macro-
invertebrate, coliform bacteria, fish barriers, invasive species, 
nutrients, scum, siltation, selenium, sulfates, and trash.  Santa 
Monica Bay has a TMDL identified for debris, DDT, PCB, and 
sediment toxicity. 
 
The Plan Area, including all of the proposed park and trail sites, 
is located outside of the watershed for Malibu Creek.  None of 
the drainages within the Plan Area, or watersheds serving the 
Plan Area, are listed as impaired water bodies in the 2008 
303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report,  Nor do the watersheds 
encompassing the Plan Area drain to Santa Monica Bay.  
Consequently, there is not a current mandate for adoption of a 
stormwater quality maintenance or monitoring program with 
regard to any adopted TMDL’s under the CWA, as identified in 
the 2008 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report.”   
 
The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as identified 
in the DEIR.  Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-43 This comment explains that the project area is currently not compliant with the 
Santa Monica Bay Bacteria TMDL and that as proposed activities could impact 
bacteria content in streams and the ocean, the responsible agency should 
implement projects to mitigate any stream and ocean contamination. This 
comment also states that the Plan should mitigate and monitor proposed 
activities, including removal of a vegetated area in Escondido Canyon that 
currently acts as a stormwater detention basin.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The Plan contains a specific mitigation measure addressing pet and horse 
wastes (MM HYD-8) which were identified in the DEIR as potentially 
significant.  The discussion is expanded below to indicate bacteria are an 
existing issue with established TMDL, for Malibu Creek and Santa Monica 
Beach.  The proposed parking area in Escondido Canyon, as with proposed 
parking areas in each park site, are subject to compliance with Water 
Quality Policy 1 and Water Quality Implementation Measure 1 which 
dictate appropriate design and inclusion of BMPs to intercept and treat 
run-off with potential petroleum contaminants, including monitoring of 
these systems. 
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Page 5.10-47, third paragraph (Impact HYD-8) has been clarified as follows: 
 
“In recognition of the importance of carefully controlling trash 
(as exemplified by the adopted TMDL governing trash and debris 
in Malibu Creek and Santa Monica Bay which are adjacent to the 
Plan Area), To prevent prevention of transport of trash transport off-
site would be accomplished via, MRCA would provide trash collection 
by MRCA at each park location on a weekly basis, and further, on as-
needed basis during times of heavier park use. Trash and recycling would 
be collected by MRCA staff, utilizing pick-up trucks and/or small Cushman-
style utility vehicles.” 
 
Page 5.10-48, first paragraph (Impact HYD-8) has been clarified as follows: 
 
“Pet and horse excrement could impact Plan streams without appropriate 
mitigation.  While none of the water bodies within the Plan Area 
are currently listed as impaired in the Los Angeles RWQCB 2008 
303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report, bacteria is identified as a 
contaminant in Malibu Creek and on Santa Monica Beach.  
Therefore, sources which could contribute to elevated bacterial 
levels in local streams are recognized as an issue.  The potential 
for elevated bacterial levels in Plan stream resulting from pet 
and horse wastes Associated impacts would be potentially significant.“ 
 
Page 5.10-49, MM HYD-8 (Mitigation Measures) has been clarified as 
follows: 
 
“MM HYD-8 Plan day use, camping areas, and trails shall be required to 
implement a pet waste program, which would entail installing pet waste 
dispensers and bags as well as posting signage in both Spanish and English. 
MRCA shall be required to refill the dispensers on a routine basis and be 
required to document the number of bags found abandoned. Signage shall 
include verbiage addressing the importance of proper disposal of pet waste 
as well as stating the jurisdictional authority’s ordinance section and fines 
associated with failure to comply with the ordinance. Offenders caught not 
using the bags shall be fined.  If horsewaste is deposited less than 50 feet 
from the bottom of the low flow channel where a trail crosses a drainage, 
during patrols and maintenance activities at a frequency of not less 
than once per week during camping season (approximately April 
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1 through November 1), MRCA staff will move the waste to a distance 
greater than 50 feet to allow for natural decomposition away from the 
drainage course. “ 
 
The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as identified 
in the DEIR.  Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-44 This comment states that the DEIR should discuss mitigation requirements for 
the baseline biological resources assessment as required by CWA, Section 305(b) 
(invasive plants and aquatic life), and include a commitment to plan development 
and monitoring as required in any new TMDL regulations.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
In no case are invasive plants allowed to be introduced under the 
proposed Plan.  To the contrary, the Plan includes restoration of a portion 
of Ramirez Canyon Creek including removal of existing invasive species.  
Routine maintenance of landscaping installed under the Plan would include 
removal of self-propagated invasive species.   None of the water bodies 
within the Plan area are listed as impaired under the Los Angeles RWQCB 
2008 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report; nonetheless, MRCA and SMMC 
would comply with future TMDL regulations as they are promulgated and 
adopted by the Los Angeles RWQCB. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-45 This comment states that the Bolsa Chica decision confirmed that the 
Coastal Act requires that ESHA be avoided and buffered from 
development impacts and that providing mitigation is not sufficient 
justification for allowing development with avoidable impacts to ESHA. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Please see Response to GG-21.  

GG-46 This comment states that the Fire Hazards section of the DEIR is limited, 
incomplete, and attempts to obscure fire hazard conditions of the 
proposed project. 
 
RESPONSE:  
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The Fire Hazards section of the DEIR is supported by the preparation of 
the project Fire Protection Plan and Focused Fire Protection Plans for each 
Park area. The project Fire Protection Plans identify the fire hazard 
conditions in the Plan area and provide greater detail regarding site hazard 
conditions and management guidelines intended to mitigate fire risk.  
Additionally, a Master Fire Protection Plan and Focused Fire Protection 
Plans for each park property are also included in the FEIR for the Modified 
Redesign Project Alternative. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-47 This comment states that improper fuel model assignments were used in 
evaluating fire behavior for the project and quotes a recent study to justify this 
opinion.  
 
RESPONSE:  
 
The fuel models selected for evaluating fire behavior in the Plan area 
include representation from each of the currently available fuel model data 
sets (Anderson (1982), Scott and Burgan (2005), and Weise and 
Regelbrugge (1997)). Fire behavior calculations conducted in support of 
the Plan utilized three of the SCAL models for evaluating fire behavior in 
sage scrub, ceanothus, and manzanita vegetation types, while other 
chaparral vegetation types were assigned models from the Scott and 
Burgan (2005) set. The SCAL fuel models are appropriate for use in the 
Plan area and were developed specifically for southern California fuel 
types, with input from numerous fire and fuels specialists, including 
representatives from the Los Angeles County Fire Department. Further, 
the study referenced by the commenter (Stephens, S.L., et al. 2008) does 
not support an argument for using different fuel models for analysis in the 
Plan area, as this study 1) evaluated fire spread rates in chamise-dominated 
chaparral, 2) was focused in coastal northern California, 3) was burned 
under moderate weather conditions and 4) was burned within a prescribed 
burn environment, conditions dissimilar to those in the Plan area.  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-48 This comment states that a “surface rate of spread” analysis was not conducted 
for evaluating fire behavior potential and identifies two other fire protection 
documents that include this type of analysis. Additionally, the comment states 
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that the surface rate of spread variable was excluded from the analysis 
conducted at the individual camp sites and that this variable is important in 
evaluating evacuation potential. The commenter also states that surface spread 
rates are critical to understanding evacuation capabilities and shelter in place 
strategies. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
BehavePlus calculated surface spread rates for each of the modeling 
scenarios presented in the Focused Fire Protection Plans are presented in 
Table 3.1 below.   
 

Table 3.1 Surface Rate of Spread Analysis Using Fall 
Weather Conditions and Maximum Wind Speeds (69 mph) 

Park Name Scenario Rate of Spread 
(ft./min.) 

Corral Canyon Park 1 385 
Corral Canyon Park 2 382 
Corral Canyon Park 3 658 
Escondido Canyon Park 1 385 
Escondido Canyon Park 2 660 
Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy-Owned Malibu Bluffs 1 732 

Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy-Owned Malibu Bluffs 2 382 

Ramirez Canyon Park 1 380 
Ramirez Canyon Park 2 480 

 
The rates of spread vary up to approximately 8 mph (732 feet per minute) 
in the flashy fuels in Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-Owned Malibu 
Bluffs Park.  However, this spread rate is misleading as it relates to the 
flaming front.  In reality, fire embers may be producing spot fires well 
ahead of the fire, especially under extreme weather conditions.  Because 
the modeled spread rates are not indicative of a wind driven fire, the FPPs 
do not rely on them for fire safety measure application.  While spread 
rates are important in site risk analysis, precautions are built into the fire 
protection plan(s) that directly mitigate the risk of a fast moving fire.  
Specifically, during Red Flag Warning periods for this area as declared by 
the National Weather Service (days where humidity is equal to or less 
than 15% and wind is greater than or equal to 25 mph sustained or gusting 
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to 35 mph), all parks will be closed to all recreational use. This does not 
preclude the possibility that fire can ignite and spread during non-Red Flag 
Warning Periods. It is situations like this that have lead to the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department requiring the "last resort" fire shelters at these 
camp locations. Should fires ignite nearby when campers are on site and 
evacuation/relocation from the site is not possible or is unsafe, campers 
would temporarily shelter in the provided fire structures while the fire 
front passed, then evacuate as directed by fire officials/law enforcement. 
Again, seeking shelter in a fire shelter is a last-resort contingency measure 
with early evacuation the top priority and an abundance of caution by 
removing people from the area on days when wildfire ignitions and spread 
are most likely. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-49 This comment states that had BehavePlus analysis been incorporated, that 
surface spread rates at the Malibu Bluffs location would reach 630 feet/minute 
under extreme fire conditions and that spread rates would have been higher if 
the Anderson or Scott and Burgan fuel models had been used. Additionally, the 
comment states that a fire advancing from the north (Pacific Coast Highway) 
would be moving toward the campsites and that campers would need to run 
either toward the fire to access the fire shelter, or southward toward the bluffs 
resulting in a hazardous situation.  
 
RESPONSE:  
 
BehavePlus analysis was completed for each park area within the Focused 
Fire Protection Plans prepared for the project, and surface rate of spread 
calculations have been completed and are presented in the response to 
Comment GG-48 above. Maximum surface spread rates calculated for the 
Malibu Bluffs area reach 732 feet per minute in grassland fuels (modeled as 
a Fuel Model 1 (Anderson)), and 382 feet per minute in sage scrub fuels 
(modeled as a Fuel Model SCAL 18 (Weise and Regelbrugge)). This result 
is expected, as fire spread rates in dry grasses (Fuel Model 1) are typically 
much higher than those in shrubland fuels. It should also be noted that 
although spread rates are higher in grassland fuels, flame lengths and heat 
output (fire intensity) are lower than fires burning in shrubland fuels.  
 
It is unclear which variables were used by the commenter to calculate 
spread rates at 630 feet per minute, as this result is unsupported by the 
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analysis of surface rate of spread presented in the response to Comment 
GG-48 above, which utilized the same fire behavior input variables as 
presented in the project Focused Fire Protection Plans. Further, the 
comment regarding the use of Anderson or Scott and Burgan fuel models 
and their effect on surface spread rates failed to consider the fire behavior 
modeling inputs presented in the Malibu Bluffs Focused Fire Protection 
Plan. Specifically, maximum spread rates are observed in grassland fuels, 
which were already classified with an Anderson fuel model (Fuel Model 1). 
Further, evaluating surface spread rates in sage scrub vegetation by using 
alternative fuel models did not result in rates reaching 630 feet per minute, 
as presented by the commenter. Using fuel model 6 (Anderson) and fuel 
model SH2 (Scott and Burgan) to represent sage scrub fuels, surface rate 
of spread values are calculated at 175 feet per minute and 481 feet per 
minute, respectively, far lower than the 630 feet per minute stated by the 
commenter.  
 
The statement that a wildfire approaching the Malibu Bluffs site from the 
north would dictate that campers evacuate either toward the fire to access 
the fire shelter, or southward toward the bluffs fails to consider the fire 
protection measures included in the project Fire Protection Plan. 
Specifically, the scenario presented by the commenter indicates a Santa 
Ana wind-driven fire approaching from the north. Under any Red Flag 
Warning period (which includes Santa Ana events), all parks will be closed 
to all recreational use. Additionally, should a fire ignite during a non-Red 
Flag Warning period, when campers may be on site, early evacuation will 
be implemented before the fire threatens the Bluffs location.  In the worst-
case situation, where fire starts on or spots onto the Bluffs site while 
campers are present, there are several potential escape routes in addition 
to the site fire shelters.  Depending on location and spread direction, 
evacuation may occur by foot to safer areas in any direction.   
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-50 This comment states that surface rate of spread analysis is necessary to evaluate 
camper safety and should be provided and that a complete surface rate of 
spread analysis evaluation should be completed to determine if evacuation or 
shelter in place is more viable.  
 
RESPONSE:  
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A surface rate of spread analysis using BehavePlus was completed and the 
results are included in the response to Comment GG-48 through 49 
above. Also, as stated in the response to Comment GG-51 (below), fire 
spread rate is not always indicative of actual conditions and therefore 
mitigation measures have been designed for the project to negate affects of 
fire spread rates, including closure of all parks to all recreational use during 
Red Flag Warning periods. See the response to Comment GG-48 through 
49 for a discussion of evacuation and shelter situations.  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-51 This comment states that the DEIR inadequately addresses whether camping is a 
safe activity relative to wildland fire risk and quotes statistics from the FRAP 
wildland fire database related to camping and unknown fire causes.  
 
RESPONSE:  
 
The use of the FRAP fire history data set is a valuable tool in evaluating fire 
return history and origination. The alternative interpretations of the data 
presented by the commenter, although unsupported by evidence, are 
noted. Typical campfire-originated wildfires are the result of illegal 
campfires (e.g. 2007 Corral Fire). As such, the risk associated with 
campfire ignitions has been addressed in the Fire Protection Plan and has 
been incorporated into the safety regulations outlined for all camp areas, 
which include a strict prohibition on campfires and all open flames at all 
times and the use of hospitality stations with fire safe shields to provide 
safe, non-flammable cooking surfaces for approved-camp stoves to be 
provided at all proposed camp areas. Further, fire history data was 
analyzed in the context of fire return history, and, as stated in the Fire 
Protection Plan, “fire return intervals range between 1 and 11 years, 
indicating significant recurring wildfire potential for the Plan area.” This 
hazard potential informed the development of the safety regulations and 
management guidelines included in the project Master Fire Protection Plan 
and Focused Fire Protection Plans aimed at the historical causes of 
wildfires in the Santa Monica Mountains and mitigating those causes in 
relation to the project.  
 
Finally, the Conservancy/MRCA has been presented with a Modified 
Redesign Alternative that reduces the number of campsites and limits 
camping to primarily two campsites: Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs 
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Conservancy Property); this reduction in camp sites and inclusion of 
various additional restrictions address reduce the risk of fire hazard to an 
even greater degree.  A Master Fire Protection Plan and Focused Fire 
Protection Plans for each park property are also included in the FEIR for 
the Modified Redesign Project Alternative.  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-52 This comment states that the DEIR relies heavily on the County of Los Angeles 
Fuel Modification Standard, which is directed toward structure protection, not life 
protection. Additionally, the comment states that the DEIR does not clarify which 
factors were considered in studying fuel modification requirements.  
 
RESPONSE:  
 
The County of Los Angeles Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines were 
developed as a result of analysis conducted by the Wildfire Safety Panel 
established by the County Board of Supervisors. According to the Fuel 
Modification Plan Guidelines, the mission of the Wildfire Safety Panel was 
to “enhance life safety concerns in Los Angeles County through the 
analysis and development of meaningful, cost-effective ways to improve fire 
safety.” One of the recommendations resulting from this mission was the 
development of the Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. While their use 
provides for structure protection, stating that they were not developed 
with consideration for life protection is inaccurate.  
 
As outlined in the project Fire Protection Plan, fuel modification 
requirements were developed based on the evaluation of wildfire hazard 
variables, including topography, climate, fire history, vegetation/fuels, and 
results of fire behavior modeling. The project Fire Protection Plan 
identifies that Fuel Modification Plans will be prepared for the various Park 
improvements and will incorporate the fuel modification requirements 
outlined in the Fire Protection Plan. These plans will address site-specific 
vegetation, topography, and weather conditions in determining fuel 
reduction and maintenance standards. In summary, the fuel modification 
areas around the structures at Ramirez Canyon Park will be consistent 
with LA County guidelines.  Since no other typical structures will be built, 
modified fuel modification areas are proposed that will provide buffers 
from camp areas and camp host accommodations to the nearest wildland 
fuels and larger buffers around the last-resort fire shelters and fire engine 
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sheds. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-53 This comment states that the FlamMap landscape file used in evaluating fire 
behavior was not provided to allow for a verification of fire risk potential, 
specifically surface rate of spread, or the applicability of using fire shelters.  
 
RESPONSE:  
 
The FlamMap landscape file was made available to the City via ftp site 
transfer on March 18, 2010. Dudek was contacted by the City on March 
23, 2010 (after the date of the comment letter), as the City was having 
difficulty downloading the available files. Due to these technical difficulties, 
a CD containing this data file was delivered to the City of Malibu on March 
25, 2010. For a discussion on the comments regarding evacuation and 
shelter, please see the response to Comment GG-50 above.  
 
Additionally, it should be noted that the Conservancy/MRCA has been 
presented with a Modified Redesign Alternative that limits camping to two 
primarily campsites:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 
Property.  Both campsites are in close proximity to PCH to ensure access 
to the highway in the event of a fire emergency. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-54 This comment indicates that further fire behavior analysis is needed due to 
limited State resources and the history of State agencies filling obligations for 
public protection from wildland fire risk.  
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Additional fire spread rate calculations were prepared and analyzed, as 
presented in the response to Comment GG-50 above. As mentioned, 
these spread rates are irrelevant to the site risk assessment as a worst-
case condition was assumed and that condition includes spotting well 
ahead of the flame front and a higher than calculated spread rate.   
 
The statement regarding State resources and the history of State agency 
wildfire protection is unclear. The Plan area is within the service area of 
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the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, which maintains a contractual 
relationship with Cal Fire and utilizes the California Fire Plan within Los 
Angeles County as the primary wildland fire protection plan. .The 
commenter’s attempt to evaluate State-level involvement in a future 
wildland fire event is speculative.  However, the combined fire fighting 
resources available for fires in this area include numerous agencies under 
automatic or mutual aid as well includes a very robust array of aircraft, 
apparatus, equipment and personnel.   
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-55 This comment states that Table 5.6-1 does not provide a comprehensive history 
of fires within the City of Malibu. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Table 5.6-1 is not intended to be a comprehensive history of fires in the 
area, but a list of some of the more notable recorded fires in vicinity of the 
Plan area.   Additionally, the proposed additions to the list in Table 5.6-1 
do not alter the environmental analysis or conclusions contained in the 
DEIR regarding fire impacts.   
 
The above clarification to the DEIR does not alter the analysis provided in 
the DEIR. Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-56 This comment addresses the rescission of the Winter Mesa Alquist-Priolo Special 
Studies Zone in a revised Map dated August 16, 2007.   
 
RESPONSE:  
 
The following clarification is provided concerning Geology discussion 
contained in the DEIR relative to the reference to the Winter Mesa 
Alquist-Priolo Zone. 
 
Page 5.7-4, fourth paragraph (Malibu Coast Fault Zone) has been clarified 
as follows: 
 
“Parts of the Malibu Coast fault are classified as active and are included 
within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone by the State of California. 
These This zone occurs on Winter Mesa just west of the Civic Center and 
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just west of Corral Canyon Park, beginning near the intersection of Pacific 
Coast Highway and Corral Canyon Road. This zone extends westward to 
the northern half of Escondido Canyon Park (Southwestern Engineering 
Geology, 2009).” 
 
The above clarification to the DEIR does not alter the analysis provided in 
the DEIR. Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-57 This comment points out that Appendix J (Southwestern Geology technical 
reports) was omitted from the CD of the DEIR.   
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This omission appears to have been an isolated case, as file copies of the 
CD contain Appendix J.  Nonetheless, the entire DEIR document (including 
Appendix J) was made available for the duration of the public review period 
on the MRCA and the Conservancy websites, through request at MRCA 
offices, and at the local Library.   

GG-58 This comment addresses a perceived inadequacy in the review of potential water 
quality impacts from intensification of uses at Ramirez Canyon Park, particularly 
upon the new stormwater treatment system facility for Ramirez Creek at 
Paradise Cove.   
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Run-off volume and water quality impacts are addressed under Impact 
HYD-6.  As discussed therein, Water Quality Policy 1 and 2, and Water 
Quality Implementation Measures 1, 5, 6, 7 and 8 establish mandates for 
stormwater management including minimization of net new run-off 
volumes, infiltration opportunities, and natural or physical filtration 
processes to maintain water quality such that impacts are avoided, on and 
off-site.  Further, no expansion of the existing wastewater treatment 
facility for Ramirez Canyon Park would be required with the proposed 
improvements detailed in the Plan.  See response GG 28. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-59 This comment states that the land use consistency analysis is flawed since it uses 
the Overlay as the standard of review, which, as the commenter states, is not a 
valid regulatory document. 

GG-78



 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to GG-20 

GG-60 This comment states that the DEIR fails to discuss the Plan’s conformance to 
typical development standards and processing requirements within the LCP. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The proposed Plan improvements are subject to the Malibu Parks Public 
Access Enhancement Plan Overlay for which, unlike the other Overlay 
Districts identified in Section 3.4 of the LCP, there are no specific 
development standards as noted by the commenter. No revision of the 
DEIR would be required.  Further, please see response GG-20. 

GG-61 This comment states that the project is not consistent with the LCP ESHA 
development standards, even though the Overlay proposes relief from such 
standards. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-7 and GG-27 relative to permitted 
development and uses in ESHA and required buffers. No revision of the 
DEIR would be required. 

GG-62 This comment states that the DEIR does not provide real/concrete development 
standards and associated analysis necessary for an implementing document. This 
comment further states that significant environmental analysis cannot be 
conducted absent of such standards, 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As identified and discussed throughout the DEIR, the proposed Plan 
includes site-specific projects plans from which to conduct environmental 
analysis, and includes a number of policies and implementation measures to 
ensure future project implementation would be carried out consistent with 
all applicable Coastal Act and LCP policies, which provide the standard of 
review for future NOID submittals. In addition, upon certification of the 
FEIR, mitigation measures identified in the FEIR would be incorporated 
into the certified Public Works Plan which will serve as additional 
standards for future project implementation. 
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No revision of the DEIR would be required. 
GG-63 This comment states that the DEIR studies a proposed location for development, 

but does not provide information limiting the development of the proposed sites. 
This comment also states that the DEIR does not confirm if future studies would 
be conducted if new locations are chosen. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As identified and discussed throughout the DEIR and the Draft Public 
Works Plan (see also the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works 
Plan), the proposed Plan includes site-specific projects plans from which to 
conduct environmental analysis, and these project plans will continue to be 
a component of the Public Works Plan from which to assess development 
consistency with the approved Plan during future NOID submittal.  As 
detailed in the development review procedures included in the Public 
Works Plan, any substantial deviation from the Plan would potentially 
require that a public works plan amendment be filed with the Coastal 
Commission and any associated study and/or environmental review would 
be conducted at that time, as applicable. 
 
No revision of the DEIR would be required. 

GG-64 This comment states that the RR-10 zoning at Latigo Trailhead does not allow 
for camping; as such, a zone change would be required. The commenter 
expresses their belief that the DEIR mistakenly implies that campsites are 
considered in the Overlay. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to GG-22. 

GG-65 This comment states that Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
indicates that the proposed park facility improvements at Latigo trailhead result 
in a potentially significant and unavoidable impact associated with  geologic and 
landslide hazards, which is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and the LUP. As 
such, the proposed Plan would conflict with land use policies for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigation significant impacts. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter is correct in that DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans 
and Policies, indicates that the proposed park facility improvements at 
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Latigo Trailhead would result in a potentially significant and unavoidable 
impact associated with geologic and landslide hazards, which is inconsistent 
with the Coastal Act and the LUP. 
  
Because an unavoidable significant impact was identified for the Proposed 
Project, a Modified Redesigned Alternative is being proposed for 
consideration and would reduce the unavoidable geology impact to a less 
than significant residual level.  The policy consistency analysis included in 
the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works includes the following 
analysis which demonstrates the identified land use impact would be 
reduced to less than significant. 
 
“Parking and Camping Improvements-Geology Hazards 
 
The project includes a single, supervised camp area, reduced parking area 
and day-use picnic areas at the Latigo property. All structural 
improvements would be located with adequate setbacks from the recent 
landslide identified on the property. With implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR, the park facility improvements 
at the Latigo Trailhead would be consistent with Section 30253 of the 
Coastal Act and City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Policies 4.2, 4.14, 
4.4.” 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-66 This comment states that Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
indicates that the Plan would result in minor impacts to sensitive habitats from 
development that does not constitute a resources dependent use, which is 
prohibited in ESHA; therefore, the Plan would be inconsistent with the Coastal 
Act and the LUP. Improvements that would result in impacts, as specified by the 
commenter, consist of development encroachment and/or fuel modification 
required for support facilities. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commentor is correct in that DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans 
and Policies, indicates that the proposed park facility improvements would 
result in a potentially significant and unavoidable impact associated with 
Plan conflicts with policies addressing permitted uses in ESHA, which is 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act and the LUP. 
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Please see response to comment GG-7 and GG-27 relative to permitted 
development and uses in ESHA. Because an unavoidable significant impact 
was identified for the Proposed Project, a Modified Redesigned Alternative 
is being proposed for consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA, and if 
adopted, it would reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts to ESHA 
to a less than significant residual level.  The policy consistency analysis 
included in the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works Plan 
demonstrates the identified land use impact would be reduced to less than 
significant 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-67 This comment states that Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, 
indicates that the Plan would result in minor impacts to sensitive habitats from 
development of emergency fire shelters, which are prohibited in ESHA as they do 
not constitute a resources dependent use. As such, the Plan would be inconsistent 
with the Coastal Act and the LUP policies that require avoidance or mitigation of 
significant ESHA impacts. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-7 and GG-27 relative to permitted 
development and uses in ESHA. Because an unavoidable significant impact 
was identified for the Proposed Project, a Modified Redesigned Alternative 
is being proposed for consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA.  If 
adopted, this alternative would reduce the significant and unavoidable 
geology impacts, and impacts to environmental sensitive habitat areas 
(ESHA) to  a less than significant residual level.  The policy consistency 
analysis included in the Modified Redesign Alternative Public Works Plan 
demonstrates the identified land use impact would be reduced to less than 
significant. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

GG-68 This comment states that the Latigo option is inconsistent with the analysis 
contained in the DEIR on the basis that it is not allowed per the Overlay, in 
Section D(2)(a)(i). 
 
RESPONSE: 
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Section D(2)(a)(i) states: “To maximize access to parklands, trails, and 
recreational opportunities, new campsite facilities shall be provided within 
park boundaries at Ramirez Canyon Park, Escondido Canyon Park, and 
Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Park.” 
 
It should be noted that the Conservancy/MRCA has been presented with a 
Modified Redesign Alternative that limits camping primarily to two 
campsites:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property 
(along with two accessible camp sites in Ramirez Canyon Park).  Adoption 
of the modified Design Alternative would remove the potential 
inconsistency with Section D(2)(a)(i) identified in this comment. 

GG-69 This comment states that the proposed Plan improvements at Latigo Trailhead 
would conflict with Coastal Act and LUP policies. This comment further states 
that this element may either be removed from the Plan, adopted via a proposed 
alternative, or considered with a Statement of Overriding Consideration, which 
would provide for consistency with the applicable policies. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see responses to GG-65. 

GG-70 This comment restates text from the DEIR to indicate that the provision of 
compensatory mitigation, including mitigation to offset adverse impacts to 
biological resources, would reduce cumulative effects on biological resources. As 
such, the Plan’s contribution to cumulative impacts to ESHA resulting from 
conflicts with plans and policies would be less than significant. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
It is unclear if the commenter is taking issue with the required mitigation.  
Nevertheless, based on the expansive discussion contained in the DEIR, 
this mitigation has been imposed to ensure a less than significant impact on 
biological resources, and would further ensure a less than significant 
cumulative impact caused by the Plan on ESHA  with regard to consistency 
with plans and policies. 
 
This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions 
or mitigation measures in the EIR. Therefore, no revision of the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-71 This comment states that the DEIR does not study noise impacts associated with 
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proposed RV camping at Escondido Canyon Park. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The Plan does not include RV camping at Escondido Canyon Park.  There 
is a single parking space designated for a Camp Host Trailer, which would 
be occupied by a properly trained individual very familiar with the noise 
restrictions applicable to use of the camping areas.  This individual would in 
fact be responsible for monitoring/enforcing compliance of camper activity 
with the noise restrictions.  Consequently, there would not be significantly 
adverse noise impacts from the Camp Host trailer function.  
 
Additionally, under the Modified Redesign Alternative, all new parking at 
Escondido Canyon Park would be eliminated.  If this alternative is adopted 
by the Conservancy/MRCA, the commenter’s concern regarding noise 
impacts would be eliminated. 

GG-72 This comment states that the DEIR does not analyze the potential impacts of the 
alarm/siren discussed in the FPP, including potential impacts to surrounding 
wildlife and neighboring residents. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As discussed in the FPP, an emergency alarm system is proposed within 
the Plan area.  The alarm system would consist of sirens, megaphones or 
PA systems that are mounted to vehicles or portable.  The alarm system 
would be periodically tested during day-light hours and the noise could 
briefly be audible to residents in the immediate testing vicinity.   However, 
due to the periodic and short-term duration of the testing the noise 
impact would be less than significant upon surrounding wildlife and 
neighboring residents.    
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-73 This comment states that the DEIR does not address left turn movement impacts 
generated from southbound Kanan Dume Road traffic into the proposed parking 
area. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Kanan Dume Road adjacent to the proposed parking areas is a four-lane 
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road with a double-yellow stripe in the center of the road. The double-
yellow stripe allows for southbound left-turns into the parking areas. 
However, Los Angeles County has recommended that the section of 
roadway be restriped to provide one travel lane and one paved shoulder in 
each direction and a two-way left-turn lane.  
 
In an effort to respond to this comment, the Conservancy/MRCA is 
considering the adoption of a Modified Redesign Alternative.   The 
Modified Redesign Alternative has incorporated the following design 
changes via civil plans (see Appendix MRA-3, Sheets 4 & 8): 
 
“Vehicles wanting to make the southbound left-turn into the parking areas 
will utilize the two-way left-turn lane to make this maneuver safely. The 
restriping will make this section of roadway identical to the section of 
Kanan Dume Road south of the parking areas, where there are several 
driveways and roads where vehicles safely turn into/out of using the two-
way left-turn lane. “ 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-74 This comment states that the Section 2.0, Project Description, and Appendix A 
(NOP & IS) do not provide warrants for the proposed mid-block crosswalks. This 
comment also states that the parking area off of Malibu Road should be located 
outside of the public right-of-way as the City cannot be responsible for 
maintenance. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
According to the project traffic engineer, painted crosswalks are not 
warranted and therefore not recommended where the trails cross Murphy 
Way, Latigo Way, and Corral Canyon Road. These roadways carry low 
volumes and vehicles travel at relatively low speeds (30 MPH or less). Signs 
would be installed (consistent with the proposed Sign Program) on the 
trails to notify pedestrians/hikers of vehicle traffic at the road crossings. 
 
Parking Area 4, located along Malibu Road, would be located entirely on 
the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property and would not be located within 
the public right-of-way. 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
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would be required. 
GG-75 This comment requests that natural drainage course and private drains be added 

to the description of storm water conveyance systems.   
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The narrative in Section 5.16.1 is clarified with the following: 
 
"In general, the City of Malibu utilizes the existing natural drainage 
systems to carry storm flows to the ocean. Within private property, 
natural drainage courses are often supplemented or replaced 
with private storm drainage systems.  At locations where these 
natural systems cross the State Highway (Pacific Coast Highway) or a local 
street, the drainage is collected and channeled into a culvert under the 
roads. According to the City of Malibu Public Works Department, the 
drainage along PCH is conveyed via City, County, and/or Caltrans owned 
drainage systems (Kiepke, 2008), where necessary in addition to 
natural drainage systems." 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-76 This comment states that DEIR Section 5.14, Recreation, omits some of the 
amenities provided at the City’s Malibu Bluffs Park. This comment also indicates 
that this Section incorrectly describes the park as 6 acres, when it is 10 acres.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Section 5.14, Recreation, is clarified as follows: 
 
“The property lies immediately adjacent to and west of the City of 
Malibu’s Malibu Bluffs Park site, which contains several ball fields, 
playground equipment, a community center, onsite parking area, 
maintenance facility, restroom facility, and grassy picnic areas.   
 
The park is accessible from Pacific Coast Highway where an existing 
parking lot supports shared access to the open space area and the City of 
Malibu’s adjacent six10-acre Malibu Bluffs Park.” 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 
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GG-77 This comment states that Table 5.14-1 of the DEIR requires corrections to 
information regarding Malibu Bluffs Park, Trancas Canyon Park, Malibu 
Community Pool, Malibu Equestrian Park, and Papa Jack’s Skate Park, and the 
addition of the Malibu Senior Center.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Table 5.14-1 is clarified as follows: 
 

Table 5.14-1   
City of Malibu Park and Recreation Facilities 

Name Type of Facility Activities 

Malibu Bluffs Park 
610-acre Community 

Park 
(Leased)  

2  baseball diamonds, 
soccer/multi-use field, jogging 
course, picnic tables, whale 
watching stand, community 

center, 4 playgrounds 

Las Flores Creek 
Park 

4.4-acre Neighborhood 
Park Play and picnic areas 

Charmlee 
Wilderness Park 

532-acre Open Space 
area 

8 miles of hiking trails, native 
plant display, nature center 

Trancas Canyon 
Park  

13-acre Community 
Park (Proposed Under 

construction) 

Multi-use area for sports, 
children’s play area, dog park, 

picnic area, walking paths 

Malibu Community 
Pool 

Swimming Pool 
(Leased Joint 

agreement with the 
SMMUSD) 

Non-school hour recreation 
programs and activities 

Malibu Equestrian 
Center Park 

10.13 acre Horse 
Riding Facility (Leased 
Joint agreement with 

the SMMUSD) 

Two riding rings, a judges 
stand, tie bars, picnic tables 

Papa Jack’s Skate 
Park 

10,000 square foot 
skate facility (Leased 

Agreement with 
private property 

owner) 

Skate park with ramps and 
obstacles 

Malibu Senior 
Center 

Located at Malibu City 
Hall 

Programs include yoga, day 
excursions, reading, 

computer lab 

 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-78 This comment states that DEIR Section 5.14, Recreation, incorrectly identifies 
Trancas and Legacy Park as “in design,” which should instead, be listed as 
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“under construction.” 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Section 5.14, Recreation, is clarified as follows: 
 
“The City of Malibu’s Trancas Canyon Park, is currently in the planning 
and design process for a planned 13-acre community park, called Trancas 
Canyon Park is currently under construction.  In addition, the City of 
Malibu is currently in has entitled and plans to the construction phase 
for the 17-acre Malibu Legacy Park Project, which is bordered by Pacific 
Coast Highway on the south, Cross Creek Road on the east, Webb Way 
on the west, and Civic Center Way on the north.”   

 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-79 This comment states that Table 5.14-3 within Section 5.14, Recreation, should 
reference that all schools are used by the City during “non-school” hours and that 
activities at Webster Elementary and Point Dume Elementary Schools should be 
listed as “Multi-use sports fields.” 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Table 5.14-3 is clarified as follows: 
 

Table 5.14-3  Joint Use School Facilities 

Name Type of 
Facility Activitiesa 

John L. Webster 
Elementary School Facility rental (after school hours) 

Multi-use sports fields 

Juan Cabrillo 
Elementary School Facility rental (after school hours) 

Multi-use sports fields 

Point Dume 
Marine Science 
School 

School 

Ball fields, basketball, children’s play area, 
picnic area, restrooms, and walking/hiking 

path 
(after school hours)  

Malibu High 
School School 

Ball fields, basketball, facility rental, 
restrooms, soccer fields, swimming pool, 

tennis courts, and walking/hiking path (after 
school hours) 

a During non-school hours 
Source: http://www.ci.malibu.ca.us/; Vic Peterson, City of Malibu, 2010,  
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As can be seen in the above table, all reference to “after school hours” has 
been removed and a footnote has been added to indicate that listed 
activities would occur during non-school hours. The activities for John L. 
Webster Elementary and Juan Cabrillo Elementary Schools have been 
clarified from “Facility rental” to “Multi-use sports fields.” 
 
In consideration of the discussion above, no further revisions to the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-80 This comment states that Section 8.1, Description of Alternatives, fails to use the 
City’s LCP Amendment as an Alternative.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The City’s proposed LCP Amendment No. MAJ-3-07 was denied by the 
Coastal Commission in June 2009. As such, it is not a feasible alternative 
and need not be analyzed in the Alternatives Section of EIR. No revisions 
to the DEIR would be required. 

GG-81 This comment states that Section 8.2, Alternative Environmental Impact 
Summary, incorrectly assumes that the 2002 LCP allows camping in all of the 
City’s Public Open Space zoned properties. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, analyzes the Plan’s 
consistency with the City’s LCP and states: 
 
"In addition, Table 2 Permitted Uses, of the City of Malibu Local Coastal Program 
Implementation Plan (attached) indicates that the following uses are permitted 
uses in the OS Zone: 
 
• equestrian and hiking trails  
• wildlife preserves  
• camping  
• parks, beaches and playgrounds 
• public beach accessways  
• recreation facilities (including swimming pools, sandboxes, slides, swings lawn 

bowling, volley ball courts, tennis courts and similar uses)  
• educational (non-profit) activities are primary permitted uses in the OS 

Zone." 
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Based on a review of this information, camping is an allowable use on all 
properties zoned Public Open Space under the LCP pre- and post- 
certification of the Overlay. No revisions to the DEIR would be required.   

GG-82 This comment states that the DEIR alternatives analysis does not present an 
independent assessment to the decision makers as it fails to consider alternatives 
that have previously been met with support by the City of Malibu. The comment 
also speculates that an alternative that allowed for limited camping would have 
been approved if the 2007 fires occur during or prior to the review of the 
approved alternative. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-80. 

GG-83 This comment states that the DEIR alternatives analysis fails to consider the full 
scope of the project including uses permitted with a special use permit issued by 
the EO. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see Response to Comment GG-2 through GG-5 

GG-84 This comment states that none of the alternative site locations considered in the 
SAIC analysis are within or adjacent to the City of Malibu or involve coastal 
resources at issue in the coastal zone. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions 
or mitigation measures in the EIR. Therefore, no revision of the DEIR 
would be required. 

GG-85 This comment states that the SAIC report suggests that 4 of the 92 parcels 
evaluated have the potential for development, yet all 4 alternatives would not 
provide for public access or recreation for coastal uses, meet the project 
objectives, or connect the shoreline and the California Coastal Trail. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions 
or mitigation measures in the EIR. Therefore, no revision of the DEIR 
would be required. 
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GG-86 This comment identifies a “questionable” statement on page 21 or DEIR 
Appendix R (Alternatives) and requests clarification. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter is referring to an anecdotal comment in the DEIR that is 
applicable neither to the setting nor impact analysis discussion for the 
Alternatives.  This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the 
analysis, conclusions or mitigation measures in the EIR. Therefore, no 
revision of the DEIR would be required 

GG-87 This comment states that pursuant to the LUP, the action to develop public 
access within an ESHA is allowed as a resource-dependent use if it is sited to 
minimize impacts. Accordingly, this comment suggests that the statement on 
page 26 of DEIR Appendix R (Alternatives) incorrectly identifies vehicle access to 
Ramirez Canyon Park from Kanan Dume Road as a non resource-dependent 
development within ESHA. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-27 relative to Via Acero road 
improvements and permitted uses in ESHA. 

GG-88 This comment states that pursuant to the LUP, the only land use designation 
within the City that explicitly allows camping is Commercial Recreation; as such 
the statement on page 33 of DEIR Appendix R (Alternatives) incorrectly states 
that “…the public improvements being considered in the Overlay are already 
allowed under the LCP.” 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment GG-81. 

GG-89 This comment serves as a closing statement to the City of Malibu’s comment 
letter on the DEIR and indicates that the City’s response is based on current 
applicable policies, plans, and interpretations; any changes to such may result in 
a different determination by the City. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The report preparers appreciate the City’s effort in expressing their 
concerns with the proposed Plan, and in providing their comments on the 
DEIR within the public review deadline. The Conservancy acknowledges 
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that the City’s comments are based on applicable material in effect on or 
prior to the date the letter was submitted. 
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From: stellem [mailto:stellem@tellem.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 3:37 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Subject: Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Comments

To Whom It May Concern: 

I attended the recent SMMC meeting in Malibu where the public was offered an 
opportunity to make comments re: the EIR for this plan 
http://www.mrca.ca.gov/DEIR.html and was insulted that SMMC head Joseph 
Edmiston sat with his back to us the entire time.  Further, the SMMC board was 
given 3/4s of the room to sit while the residents were forced into the final ¼ as 
standing room only.  It was a disgusting display of contempt for Malibu residents 
as usual. 

Here are my comments.

I am opposed to putting overnight camping into Malibu’s narrow deep canyons 
where campers can start illegal fires to keep warm or signal when they are lost. 
 It is a fool hardy idea and a thumb in the eye of every Malibu resident who has 
lost his home to fire.  I have.  

You are aware that there were six hikers lost a few weeks ago after hiking in 
Newton Canyon off Kanan Road.  They started an illegal campfire.  No one…not 
rangers, not SMMC personnel, not police or fire saw it or them.  This points out 
the very real danger of people trying to get warm in a cold canyon whether 
camping and getting cold or just getting lost.

Further, Escondido Canyon, another camp site, hosts several beautiful 
waterfalls.  Read how people will get hurt and die including the disabled you so 
strongly promote on this walk – this is an actual our guide webs site. Hiking to 
Escondido Falls in Malibu - LAist http://bit.ly/aHjntk   Here's an excerpt…A steep 
trail--get ready to use your hands--can be found off to the right of the waterfall 
(there are actually two ways up, an extremely steep route for crazy people found 
immediately to the right of the waterfall or the much easier, yet still steep, 
official trail a little further to the right). As you make your way up, you'll come 
upon a set of small waterfalls, but keep going. Eventually, you'll make it to the 
upper tier, a perfect place to chill out, play and eat lunch. While this is where 
most all hikers stop before turning around, a trail to the right of the fall will lead 
you to the top. But be warned, this is the most dangerous part, complete with 
loose soil and rocks and very steep portions.�

I must say that I am not surprised at the conclusions reached by SMMC/MRCA 
and Dudek which can be summed up in a few words... “environmental issues are 
less than significant.”  Less than significant.  Ridiculous. 
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Please explain to me how taking beautiful natural areas surrounded by ESHA and 
grading them for: 

� parking lots
� day-use picnic areas  
� picnic tables
� potable water
� self-contained chemical restrooms
� shade trees
� water tanks
� portable fire suppression apparatus
� designated tent areas
� disability improvements
� modifying the stream channel
� road improvements
� fire-proof cooking stations
� a vehicle bridge
� trail bridges
� water hydrants
� water lines
� fire truck sheds 40 feet by 18 feet high
� fire shelters
� and so on

can be less than significant.  Just dragging all this stuff in and bringing people 
and equipment into a previously pristine area is significant.  From a personnel 
standpoint, there are not enough rangers and now you claim to be adding 
“hosts.”  Whose in charge of hiring them and who is in charge of cleaning the 
toilets?

And as you propose who is going to monitor the noise levels for the California 
gnatcatcher you claim you will not harm.  We’d like the name and training of the 
monitors.

This is yet another fiasco perpetrated by an agency that has no over sight for the 
personal glory andf edification of one Joseph Edmiston.  

Susan M. Tellem 
5782 Calpine Drive 
Malibu, CA  90265 
310-589-5521
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

HH 
Susan Tellum 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

HH-1 This comment expresses the author’s frustration regarding the 
environmental hearing held in Malibu.  
 
RESPOINSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  See, also, Topical 
Responses #1 and #2.   

HH-2 This comment expresses the author’s opposition to proposed camping in 
Malibu. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment HH-1. 

HH-3 This comment states that six hikers were lost in Newton Canyon off Kanan 
Road and they started an illegal campfire.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment HH-1. 

HH-4 This comment states that people will get hurt or die hiking to Escondido 
Falls. 
 
RESPONSE: 
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See Response to Comment HH-1. 
HH-5 This comment expresses the author’s opinion regarding the conclusions of 

the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment HH-1. 

HH-6 This comment requests an explanation as to how implementation of the 
proposed Plan can result in less than significant impacts. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The proposed Plan includes trail and park improvements intended to 
enhance public access opportunities in the Plan area and would include 
primarily low-intensity uses consisting of access trails which are sited 
and designed to be noninvasive on the natural topography of trail 
corridors and to minimize impacts to sensitive habitat areas. Limited 
camping facilities are proposed exclusively within existing park 
boundaries which would provide rare and unique resources for low-
cost overnight recreation in the Plan area; these facilities are limited in 
size and location in consideration of geologic and natural resource 
constraints of each park property.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed park improvements, uses and programs 
have been designed to protect natural resources, to ensure public 
safety, to protect the rights of private property owners, and to 
minimize conflicts with and preserve the character and integrity of 
adjacent residential areas. The proposed Plan has been designed to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to sensitive and special-status biological 
resources by focusing on constructing campsites and associated 
infrastructure in clustered, designed patterns and in disturbed, upland, 
and non-native land covers adjacent to existing trail corridors where 
human activity already exists, thus reducing impacts to wildlife 
movement and reducing adverse edge effects. 
 
Lastly, as identified within each section of the DEIR, the proposed Plan 
includes a number of policies, implementation measures, and proposed 
mitigation measures designed to minimize potential impacts to the 
various issue areas to a less than significant level. 
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Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

HH-7 This comment states that there are not enough Park Rangers and asks who 
is in charge of hiring and training camp hosts as park monitors. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The MRCA has 23 sworn rangers, 3 seasonal sworn rangers, and a 
total of 103 qualified wildland firefighters. The MRCA has its own 
Ranger Training Academy and Fire Academy. Rangers are trained to 
the Park Rangers Association of California (PRAC) standards for the 
generalist ranger. Rangers are California Peace Officers whose 
authority extends to any place in the state for the performance of 
their primary duty and may make arrests for any public offence 
anywhere in the state for an offense committed in their presence. (CA 
Penal Code 830.31(b).) All field personnel go through a background 
check and screening and are selected by an interview panel of senior 
management, all of whom have over 10 years experience in park 
management. The Chief Ranger of MRCA has assured that there will 
be made available adequate staffing resources to meet the supervision 
commitments as stated in the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement 
Plan—Public Works Plan. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  

HH-8 This comment requests the name and training of the monitor to oversee 
noise levels concerning the California gnatcatcher. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
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will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  See DEIR Section 5.4 
for additional discussion relating to gnatcatchers.   

HH-9 This comment expresses the author’s opinion regarding the proposed Plan. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body. 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

 
 

Date: 

II 
G. Greg Aftergood 
Malibu Road Association, represented by the Law Offices of 
G. Greg Aftergood 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

II-1 This comment provides information on the purpose of the Malibu Road 
Association (MRA), which is a non-profit organization dedicated to promote 
the safety and welfare of its approximately 350 constituent 
landowner/residents. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   

II-2 This comment provides information on a fire that occurred a few years ago 
at Malibu Bluffs park. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response II-1, above. 

II-3 This comment expresses MRA’s opposition to certification and approval of 
the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response II-1, above. 

II-4 This comment states that the pleadings and administrative record filed in 
connection with the pending litigation brought by the City of Malibu and 
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Ramirez Canyon Preservation Fund (RCPF) are incorporated by reference. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response II-1, above. 

II-5 This comment states that the California Coastal Commission staff report for 
the proposed Plan did not mention anything about improvements or camping 
at Malibu Bluffs Park. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
At the CCC June 2009 meeting and in the Revised Findings adopted by 
the Commission in certifying the Malibu LCP Overlay, the Commission 
did identify Malibu Bluffs Park as an Alternative site for MRCA 
improvements such as trails and camping.  Please see the 
Commission's revised findings (LCPA 1-08, Revised Findings, included 
in Appendix C of the DEIR, Draft Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Plan Public Works Plan).  The Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 
Property is therefore addressed and analyzed in the EIR as part of the 
Plan area, consistent with the approved LCP Overlay. 
 
Also, please refer to response II-1, above. 

II-6 This comment reiterates the proposed Plan’s improvements at Malibu Bluffs 
and indicates that the improvements at Malibu Bluffs will be located in 
ESHA.  Additionally, the comment points out that the textual description of 
“parking area 4” did not state a restroom facility. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
With regard to the first comment, the policy consistency analysis 
contained in DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, of the 
DEIR indicates that implementation of the proposed Plan would result 
in minor impacts to sensitive habitats resulting from development at 
Malibu Bluffs that does not constitute a resource-dependent use, and 
which is therefore prohibited in environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
as defined by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act and City of Malibu 
Local Coastal Program Policies 3.8, 3.9, and 5.69. These improvements 
and associated impacts are limited to encroachment of circulation 
improvements and fuel modification requirements for a parking/camp 
host/emergency fire shelter improvement area (Parking Area 3).  
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In response to this comment and others, the Conservancy/MRCA is 
considering for adoption a Modified Redesigned Alternative.  This 
alternative includes a redesigned scope of improvements for Malibu 
Bluffs which eliminates all impacts to ESHA from non-resource 
dependent uses.  Please see Topical Response #1. 
 
The second portion of the comment correctly points out that the 
textual discussion in DEIR Section 2.0, Project Description, describing 
“parking lot 4” did not include mention of the proposed restroom. 
The following clarification is provided: 
 
"parking lot 4 includes one self-contained restroom." 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-7 This comment states that although the proposed Plan does not permit 
smoking, campfires, kerosene or white gas lanterns, the Conservancy’s 
Executive Director, or his designee, is given broad and unilateral power to 
authorize campfires and fireworks as, when and where they please. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please note that on May 10, 2010, MRCA Ordinance No.1-2005 was 
amended to remove the ability of the Executive Officer to issue special 
use permits contrary to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement 
Plan – Public Works Plan.  Furthermore, the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 
(DEIR Appendix I, Page 60), which is a part of the Public Works Plan 
(PWP), will establish the following new restriction within Plan area: 
“No person shall make or maintain, nor aid and abet others in making 
or maintaining a campfire or any other open fire in any of the park 
facilities. The only cooking apparatus permitted shall consist of self-
contained propane stoves, when permitted and consistent with the 
terms of the FPP.  No kerosene or white gas lanterns shall be 
permitted.”   
 
Further, a Modified Redesign Alternative has been proposed for 
consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA.  This Modified Redesign 
Alternative includes within its FPP, a further limitation that mandates 
the use of flameless cook-stoves and lanterns within the camp areas.  
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As part of the Modified Redesign Alternative PWP, an all-weather 
electrical outlet will be provided to allow for small electrical cooking 
appliances at campsites.  
 
Thus, if the PWP (and associated FPP) either for the Public Works 
Plan analyzed in the DEIR, or the Modified Redesign Alternative 
detailed in the FEIR is approved, while the Executive Officer would 
continue to be able to make well-reasoned exceptions to the no 
campfire rule for areas outside the PWP area, there would be no 
campfire exceptions within the PWP area.   
 
Please also see Topical Response #2. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-8 This comment claims that the language in the DEIR is deceptive relative to 
Park Ranger patrols of campsites. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As noted in DEIR Section 2.0, Project Description, and DEIR Section 5.6, 
Fire Hazards, a Camp Host, staff maintenance person, or Ranger, who 
is wildland fire-trained, will be on site at each park property during the 
times camping is permitted. This shall be accomplished by either 
providing for residency of a Camp Host, staff maintenance person or 
Ranger at existing park properties, or ensuring that support facilities 
and apparatus are provided to sustain continuous daily and nightly 
patrols to strictly enforce the No Campfire Policy and use restrictions 
relating to hazardous conditions. Park patrols shall be conducted daily 
at each park property when campers are present. Adjustments to 
patrol procedures will be made as necessary to ensure park rule 
enforcement and compliance. 
 
Finally, in response to oral and written comments, a Modified Redesign 
Alternative has been proposed for consideration and adoption by the 
Conservancy/MRCA.  The Modified Redesign Alternative would 
provide permanent overnight accommodations for wildland fire-
trained MRCA rangers, camp host, or staff maintenance person to 
strictly enforce the cold camp policy and further reduce any fire risk 
associated with the Plan.  All MRCA rangers and camp hosts will be 
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public officers designated pursuant to the MRCA Park Ordinance as 
authorized by the Public Resources Code and would be able to strictly 
enforce all policies through the issuance of citations. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-9 This comment provides a narrative of certain CEQA case law. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR details the project as well as various alternatives for 
consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA.  The alternatives detailed in 
the DEIR have not been rejected, but are alternatives to be considered 
by the Conservancy/MRCA at the time it makes its determination on 
whether to proceed with the project or an alternative.  Thus, at the 
time the Conservancy/MRCA makes it decision, it is free to select the 
project as proposed in the DEIR, or an alternative. 
 
Further, in response to comments on the DEIR, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is also considering for adoption a Modified 
Redesign Alternative.  Please see Topical Response #1. 
 
Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process. 

II-10 This comment states that CEQA requires an EIR to consider and analyze 
project alternatives that would reduce adverse environmental impacts.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment N-1.   

II-11 This comment questions the proposed Malibu Bluff campsite Areas 3, 4, and 
5, located in ESHA as a resource dependent use. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As discussed in detail in DEIR, Section 4.0, Consistency With Plans and 
Policies, the Plan includes development of low-impact campsites, as 
defined by the City LCP, and are therefore resource-dependent uses 
and permitted in ESHA. Nevertheless, the majority of proposed 
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campsites would be located in existing public use areas and in 
previously disturbed or non-sensitive areas. The proposed park-
specific project plans demonstrate that campsites are appropriately 
setback from the top of bank from all streams, or outer edge of the 
riparian canopy, whichever is greater, and in areas of level terrain, 
where feasible, to avoid the need for excessive grading and to 
minimize associated impacts to sensitive habitat areas and water 
quality. Where construction of camp facilities will result in unavoidable 
impacts to ESHA, mitigation measures have been identified in the DEIR 
to fully mitigate all impacts to less than significant levels (see DEIR 
Section 5.4, Biological Resources). 
 
Furthermore, Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) must be protected 
against disruption of habitat values, and that proposed development 
adjacent to ESHA and parks shall be designed to prevent adverse 
impacts to those areas and be compatible with their continuance. 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, and City and County LUP policies 
state that only resource dependent uses are permitted to occur in 
ESHA. City and County LUP policies, including the Malibu Parks Public 
Access Enhancement Plan Overlay, define resource dependent uses as 
including trails and low-impact campsites. In addition, the proposed 
Ramirez Creek Habitat Enhancement/Restoration Plan, prepared by 
Penfield & Smith, includes a detailed analysis of stream restoration 
opportunities for Ramirez Canyon Creek, which was channelized by a 
previous property owner. The creek restoration project would 
significantly improve the water quality and habitat value of Ramirez 
Canyon Creek, and is also considered a resource dependent use 
pursuant to the Coastal Act, and the City and County LUP.   
 
Additionally, a Modified Redesign Alternative is being proposed for 
consideration by the Conservancy/MRCA that includes a redesigned 
scope of improvements for Malibu Bluffs which eliminates all impacts 
to ESHA from non-resource dependent uses. The park entrance road 
for Parking Area 3 would result in very minor encroachment into an 
isolated patch of laurel sumac / California sagebrush vegetation located 
adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway. The policy consistency analysis for 
the Modified Redesign Alternative-Public Works Plan analyzes site-
specific biological data in this location for consistency with ESHA 
designation policies of the LCP and, based on site-specific evidence, 
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determines that the area does not meet the definition of an ESHA. 
This is a 0.56-acre area which supports laurel sumac scrub and 
California sage brush vegetation, which is situated as a linear, isolated 
area located directly adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway. The northerly 
portion of the area is located in the Pacific Coast Highway right-of-way 
and, unlike the majority of the Malibu Bluffs property, there is no 
natural berm that provides a topographic separation of this area from 
activities occurring along the highway corridor. Due to its isolated 
nature and linear location directly adjacent to the highway in an area 
that is subject to ongoing disturbance, the area is not considered part 
of the larger laurel sumac scrub and California sage brush community 
the occurs on Malibu Bluffs. No special-status plant or wildlife species 
were recorded in this area during biological resource surveys 
conducted in 2009 and 2010.  Further, given its isolated nature and the 
fact that it is consistently subject to a high level of disturbance, the 
area likely does not provide habitat for special-status plant and wildlife 
species nor provide essential wildlife movement corridors or critical 
ecological linkages in the area. Therefore, this 0.56-acre patch of laurel 
sumac scrub and California sage does not meet the City’s definition of 
ESHA as it does not support plants or wildlife that are particularly rare 
or valuable and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and development. 
 
As there are no other alternative locations which could accommodate 
the entrance road, and the improvements are located and designed so 
as not to impact ESHA, with implementation of appropriate mitigation 
measures identified in the FEIR, the Modified Redesigned Alternative 
entry road improvements for Parking Area 3 are consistent with 
applicable LCP policies relative to ESHA buffers (policies 3.23- 3.30).  
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-12 This comment states that if wildland fire trained personnel are not actually 
onsite, ready and able to act at the time an outbreak of fire occurs, an 
unstoppable chain of events may lead to tragic consequences. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, K-5, K-7, K-10, K-12, 
K-17, and U-3. In addition, DEIR subsection 5.6.2 of Section 5.6, Fire 
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Hazards, provides a detailed impact analysis of the proposed Plan that 
includes overnight camping. The proposed Plan includes Fire 
Protection Plans (FPPs) for each of the five park areas, which provide 
detailed analysis of the proposed Plan improvements and the Plan’s 
potential risk for wildfire, and its impact on the fire response 
capabilities. The FPPs provide a redundant layering of prevention, 
protection, suppression and pre-planning methods and measures that 
have been proven to reduce fire risk. The combined fire protection 
system designed for the proposed Plan includes fuel 
reduction/treatment, enhancement and maintenance of ingress/egress 
routes, park and trail access control, options for emergency relocation 
and contingency sheltering areas, and restriction of open flames in all 
Park areas, amongst others. The system significantly reduces the fire 
risk associated with the Plan and the project area.  Please see Topical 
Response #2. 
 
Finally, in response to oral and written comments, a Modified Redesign 
Alternative has been proposed for consideration and adoption by the 
Conservancy/MRCA.  The Modified Redesign Alternative would 
provide permanent overnight accommodations for wildland fire-
trained MRCA rangers, camp host, or staff maintenance person to 
strictly enforce the cold camp policy and further reduce any fire risk 
associated with the Plan.  All MRCA rangers and camp hosts will be 
public officers designated pursuant to the MRCA Park Ordinance as 
authorized by the Public Resources Code and would be able to strictly 
enforce all policies through the issuance of citations. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-13 This comment states that overnight camping should not be allowed at 
Malibu Bluffs, due to the unavoidable risks posed by camping in high fire risk 
areas.  Day camping would be a reasonable alternative as long as a Park 
Ranger is in on-site. The comment also expresses opposition to Malibu Bluffs 
Camp Areas 4 and 5 due to their remoteness from primary facilities located 
near Pacific Coast Highway, and states that if the foregoing requests are 
rejected, then overnight camping should be confined to Malibu Bluffs Camp 
Areas 1 and 2 to facilitate optimum emergency access from Pacific Coast 
Highway.  The commenter also notes that camping should be prohibited if a 
full time Ranger is not continuously on-site and that all combustible brush be 
removed for a distance of not less than 100 feet around each campsite, 
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consistent with clearance standards imposed upon local homeowners. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment II-12.   
 
With respect to brush clearance, as part of each FPP, fuel modification 
areas are identified and have been designed to gradually reduce fire 
intensity and flame lengths from advancing fire by reducing fuels, 
placing thinning zones, restricted vegetation zones, and irrigated zones 
adjacent to each other on the perimeter of structures and adjacent 
naturally vegetated areas. Fuel modification requirements will vary at 
each park property depending on site-specific characteristics and the 
type of improvement/uses proposed. Site-specific planting and spacing 
requirements apply to all Parks, as described in detail in DEIR Appendix 
I.    
 
See, also, Topical Responses #1 and #2. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-14 This comment suggests that Parking Area 4 at Malibu Bluffs should be 
eliminated since it would remove one, possibly two parking spaces that are 
currently available along Malibu Road.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The proposed 3-space Parking Area 4 at Malibu Bluffs would provide 
off-street visitor parking instead of utilizing public on-street parking, 
which is consistent with City of Malibu Land Use Plan policies requiring 
new development to provide off-street parking to minimize impacts to 
public street parking for coastal access and recreation. 
 
Finally, in response to oral and written comments, a Modified Redesign 
Alternative has been proposed for consideration and adoption by the 
Conservancy/MRCA.  The Modified Redesign Alternative would 
eliminate Parking Area 4 as the commenter suggests, providing a public 
restroom at this location instead.  
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
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DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
II-15 This comment asserts that the EIR fails to provide a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the Project and provides examples of off-site alternatives 
(Topanga Canyon, Malibu Lagoon State Park, Point Dume State Beach), 
which may be more conducive to camping without the adverse impact on the 
environment. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments L-2 and N-1. While the 
Conservancy/MRCA believe that a reasonable range of alternatives has 
been considered in order to allow for informed decision-making, the 
alternative sites mentioned by the commenter were considered by the 
Conservancy/MRCA and were determined to be not feasible, 
inconsistent with the project objectives, and/or likely to result in 
similar or greater environmental impacts than the proposed project.  
Brief justifications for the rejection of the suggested alternatives are 
identified below. 
 
Topanga State Park:  
Topanga State Park (TSP) is comprised of over 11,500 acres, most of 
which is upland topography that does not meet the objectives for 
coastal camping and enjoyment of predominately coastal resources.  
TSP is also located outside the City of Malibu far from the Public 
Works Plan (PWP) park sites, making it less accessible to Malibu 
coastal parks and trails. For instance, the recently acquired Lower 
Topanga State Park property (the only portion of the park that has 
direct coastal proximity), does not connect with the east-west Coastal 
Slope Trail. There are also no safe north-south trail connections; a 
more than six mile walk along the dangerous narrow shoulder along 
Topanga Canyon Blvd would be required to reach the Backbone Trail.  
This site would also have limited transit connectivity, and would be 
difficult to separate vehicle access roads and parking from 
campgrounds, providing an inferior visitor experience to that found at 
the primary park site in the PWP. Furthermore, this park is under 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDP&R) ownership; 
planning options being considered by CDP&R include total restoration 
of the historic Topanga Creek Lagoon, restoration of the historic 
Topanga Ranch Motel, and various other combinations of historic 
preservation and restoration of resources.  None of the options being 
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studied involves the kind of low intensity coastal camping 
contemplated by the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan-
Public Works Plan, and consequently there is no certainty that CDP&R 
would consider camping at this state park. Lastly, the habitat and 
vegetation types within this park are similar to the proposed Plan, and 
therefore, implementation of a project at this location would likely 
have similar or greater impacts to ESHA as the Proposed Plan. As a 
result, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Malibu Lagoon State Park: 
This alternative would not meet most of the project objectives. The 
park area is predominantly built-out with limited undeveloped in-fill 
areas sufficient in size for site development. Due to insufficient 
developable acreages, this alternative would not meet primary project 
objectives to enhance public access and recreation opportunities, 
particularly low- impact and low-cost camping and trail facilities. As a 
result, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Point Dume State Beach: 
This alternative would meet some project objectives supporting 
enhanced public access and recreation opportunities to park facilities 
in the Plan area; however, it would not meet the objectives to increase 
accessibility for all persons, since the beach is only accessible via a foot 
path down the cliff.  In addition, adequate undeveloped land suitable to 
develop necessary facilities is not available and the beach is owned by 
the County of Los Angeles; it is not known whether this public agency 
would allow camping at the beach. As a result, this alternative was 
eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

II-16 This comment states that the Conservancy and MRCA have committed 
themselves to the proposed Plan and questions the process where the 
Conservancy and MRCA prepares and review the CEQA document. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment B-1.  Further, the 
Conservancy/MRCA have not committed to the project detailed in the 
DEIR, and in fact, have refined the existing Redesign Alternative 
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detailed in the DEIR to create a Modified Redesign Alternative.  Please 
see Topical Response #1.  The Conservancy/MRCA will consider all 
comments provided on the DEIR, as well as the project and all of the 
alternatives prior to making a decision on whether to approve the 
project or an alternative.   

II-17 This comment states that the proposed Plan should be revised to eliminate 
overnight camping at Malibu Bluffs and requests that additional offsite 
alternatives be considered. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The portion of the comment relative to eliminating overnight camping 
does not identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions or 
mitigation measures in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) 
specifies that the “lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft 
EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  This comment does not 
address an environmental issue.  Your opinion is on the proposed 
project is important, however, and your comment will be included in 
the FEIR presented for review and consideration by the 
Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   For the portion of the 
comment requesting additional offsite alternatives be considered, 
please see response to comments L-2, N-1, and II-15. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 
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From: Scott Tallal [mailto:scott@commcinema.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 4:12 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Subject: Proposal for overnight camping in Malibu

Over�the�past�several�years,�I�have�personally�donated�hundreds�of�hours�of�my�time�organizing�
free�public�events�to�attract�visitors�to�Malibu�and�entertain�them�while�they’re�here�–�so�please�
stop�insulting�local�residents�like�me�by�falsely�accusing�us�of�being�racist�and�elitist.��Aside�from�
all�of�the�traffic�they�cause�and�the�several�tons�of�litter�they�leave�behind�(which�we�local�
residents�take�care�of�on�Beach�Cleanup�Day),�Malibu�has�never�had�a�problem�welcoming�the�
estimated�16�million�visitors�who�come�here�each�year�–�so�we�and�you�both�know�that�SMMC�is�
simply�playing�politics�whenever�you�accuse�us�of�NIMBYism.��There�are�idiots�everywhere,�so�
please�stop�blaming�our�entire�community�when�the�rare,�selfish�neighbor�crops�up�trying�to�
interfere�with�public�access.�
�
By�the�same�token,�we�know�and�you�know�that�the�overwhelming�majority�of�Malibu�residents�
who�strongly�support�public�access�are�only�objecting�to�your�overnight�camping�proposal�
because�WE�DON’T�WANT�OUR�HOMES�TO�BURN�DOWN!��For�the�past�several�decades,�every�
wildfire�which�has�caused�loss�of�life,�destroyed�homes,�and�burned�hundreds�of�thousands�of�
acres�of�ESHA�has�been�man�made�–�not�a�natural�occurrence.��And�since�it’s�obviously�
impossible�for�anyone�to�guarantee�that�there�will�never�be�an�overnight�camper�who’d�start�a�
fire�(again,�there�are�idiots�everywhere),�any�resulting�fire�caused�by�your�horribly�misguided�
proposal�will�have�ultimately�been�caused�by�you.�
�
If�someone�dies�as�a�result,�are�you�really�ready�to�have�that�blood�on�your�hands?��We�all�know�
that�it�would�be�a�matter�of�if�–�not�when�–�so�how�about�if�we�just�agree�to�forever�refer�to�it�as�
the�Edmiston�Commemorative�Fire,�so�that�no�one�will�ever�forget�who’s�responsible?�
�
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

JJ 
Scott Tallal 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

JJ-1 This comment provides personal information regarding the author’s efforts to 
organize free public events to attract visitors to the Malibu area and 
requests that the Conservancy stop accusing the local community of 
NIMBYism in trying to interfere with public access.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body. 

JJ-2 This comment expresses opposition to overnight camping as proposed in the 
Plan.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Please, see Topical 
Responses #1 and #2. 
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From: Julie Carmen Hoffman, LMFT [mailto:info@juliehoffmantherapy.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 4:00 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Subject: Puerco Canyon Concerns

PUERCO CANYON CONCERNS 

Thank you for listening to some of the serious concerns among 
Puerco Canyon residents about overnight camping at Corral 
Canyon South. We appreciate that you are giving us this window 
of opportunity to voice our concerns before irreversible changes 
are made to our undisturbed mountain. 

PLEASE MAKE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS ESSENTIAL
COMPONENTS OF YOUR IMPACT RESEARCH: 

FLAMMABLE MATERIALS - Details of all flammable material
including but not limited to propane and gasoline at the RV Park which 
is located between Corral Canyon and Puerco Canyon. We would like to 
know the contents and quantity of flammable materials, especially during 
high tourist season. That information can probably be gotten from their 
logs.

FIRE PROTECTION - Detailed plans to protect hikers, campers and residents 

from propane / gasoline fed fires due to negligence from people using your 
proposed trails between Corral and Puerco Canyons. The canyons 
mentioned are narrow, the fires travel very fast. My family has watched 
flames jump the canyon and reach our homes within five minutes. We 
were evacuated four times last year alone. Corral and Puerco Canyons are 
more flammable than other canyons. Pepperdine University and many 
small businesses are also in the direct line of fire if the winds are directed 
South or East. The EIR states there will not be a road suitable for fire 
trucks into the proposed campsite and a one inch hose will be there. 
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Having lived through fifteen years of fires at Puerco Canyon, we consider 
a one inch hose to be extraordinarily insufficient.  

RED FLAG WARNINGS - We would like to know your solution to the 

problem of red flag warning conditions including up to ninety mile an 
hour winds from the Northwest or Southeast which often drive the fires 
around the RV park and the gas station at the base of Corral Canyon. Will 
all trails and campgrounds be closed during red flag warnings, similar to 
beach closures during serious riptides? Who will actually enforce these 
closures? In fifteen years we have never seen a ranger in Malibu State 
Parks and we are avid hikers.

MOUNTAIN LIONS - Regarding sensitive habitats, please let us know how 

you plan to not disturb the mountain lion pair which has been re-populated 
into Puerco Canyon and often walks around my neighbor’s swimming 
pool like it’s their watering hole. Not only do you need to consider the 
response the cats will have to being re-located yet again but also the safety 
of the hikers and campers you plan to introduce to the area.

BEES - Please let us know your experts’ opinions of the bees which have congregated 

in the micro climate of Puerco Canyon. With global concern that bees 
may be becoming extinct, it has been exciting to witness their abundance 
on the mountain area between Corral Canyon and Puerco Canyon. Our 
hope is that the bee population will not be deemed a pest for campers and 
hikers and eradicated. 

DOG WALKING/DOG PACKS - Since the Puerco Canyon fire road has 

gotten the reputation for not having Rangers, professional dog walkers 
let dozens of dogs off leash daily and the dogs form aggressive packs 
towards hikers. As I mentioned during your open meeting at Webster 
School,  I was bitten during such an attack. Not only is there no cell 
phone reception on those trails but once I got into cell phone range I was 
told by both the Lost Hills Police Department and Parks Department that 
no one is available to patrol those mountains and prevent those problems. 
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CEMENT SHAFT - You may not be aware that there is a very dangerous
cement shaft alongside your trail leading from PCH up to Puerco Canyon. 
A hiker slipped down it two years ago while she was looking for her dog. 
It took two days for rescue teams to find her and remove her.  Please 
assure us that the shaft has been sealed off before such an accident 
happens again. 

We have all read in the Los Angeles Times that people from 
certain agencies consider residents an intrusion to the undisturbed 
campground potential of the California Coast. Unfortunately, the 
residents you are negotiating with happen to be the taxpayers who 
support those agencies. If more of our homes, churches, temples, 
schools, stores and universities burn due to negligent civic 
planning, there will be deep erosion in the government’s ability to 
support the agencies. 

Thank you for considering these crucial issues.

Julie Hoffman, LMFT
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

KK 
Julie Hoffman 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

KK-1 This comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to comment on the 
DEIR and requests that the author’s comments become essential 
components of the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   

KK-2 This comment requests that details of all flammable material including 
propane and gasoline at the RV Park located between Corral Canyon and 
Puerco Canyon be provided, particularly the contents and quantity during the 
high tourist season. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
DEIR Section 5.9, Hazardous Materials, provides detailed information 
regarding hazardous materials or wastes that could result from 
implementation of the Plan and the results of an October 2009 search 
of regulatory databases for sites with known or suspected hazardous 
material contamination, use of hazardous or toxic materials and 
regulated wastes, discharge or spillage incidents, discharge permits, 
landfills, and storage tanks for the Plan and surrounding area.  
 
The results of the regulatory search listed the RV Park as a site with a 
septic disposal system and did not indicate that the RV Park contained 
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hazardous materials (e.g., flammable materials) at levels which would 
trigger the need, under the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Health Hazardous Materials Division, of a “Unified Program 
Consolidated Form” (UPCF).   Businesses which use, store, or handle 
55 gallons of a liquid, 500 pounds of a solid, or 200 cubic feet of a 
compressed gas at standard temperature and pressure require a 
Consolidated Contingency Plan to be submitted and approved by 
LACFD.  At any point were the RV Park (as a businesses handling or 
storing certain amounts of hazardous materials) to exceed these 
threshold quantities, they would be required to prepare a 
Consolidated Contingency Plan, which includes an inventory of 
hazardous materials stored onsite (above specified quantities), 
preparation of an emergency response plan, and an employee training 
program. Such plans must be prepared and submitted to LACFD for 
approval prior to facility operation and are reviewed/updated biennially 
or within 30 days of a change. 
 
Please, also, see Topical Response #2.  
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

KK-3 This comment requests that detailed plans be prepared to protect hikers, 
campers, and residents from propane/gasoline fed fires due to negligence 
from people accessing the proposed trails in Corral and Puerco Canyons.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments A-2 and A-4.  See, also, Topical 
Responses #1 and #2. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

KK-4 This comment requests information as to how red flag warnings will be 
enforced and monitored. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments A-2, A-4, B-3, K-10, K-17, K-18, T-
4, and U-3. 
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During Red Flag days/periods as declared for the Santa Monica 
Mountains area by the National Weather Service, a division of NOAA, 
all the Parks would be closed to all recreational use. Park properties 
would be posted and patrolled by Park Rangers to inform visitors of 
Red Flag Day closures and notification provided that violation of the 
Red Flag Day closure policy may be punishable by fines up to $1,000. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

KK-5 This comment requests information on how the proposed Plan will not 
disturb the mountain lion pair that lives in the area. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Human activity in wildland areas also used by mountain lions invariably 
increases the chances of encounters and interactions between lions 
and the public. The primary means of addressing these potential 
interactions is through public education and monitoring, and regulating 
public activities within the study areas. The DEIR includes several 
project design features and mitigation measures to reduce the 
potential for conflicts between humans and mountain lions. MM BIO-
10.5 and MM BIO-10.6 require trash receptacle and food storage 
lockers and regular trash maintenance measures to reduce wildlife 
attractants (although mountain lions tend not to be attracted to such 
areas). Park regulations require that dogs be kept on leash at all times; 
this regulation is also included as MM BIO-10.7. MM BIO-10.8 provides 
for routine trail and camp maintenance to ensure that public activities 
are limited to authorized areas (e.g., prohibiting off-trail and off-
campsite activities). MM BIO-10.12 provides for signage including 
regulations required to promote safe use of an area. This signage 
would include warnings and information about mountain lion activity in 
the study area, and procedures to avoid and minimize negative 
encounters with mountain lions.  
 
With regard to the effect on mountain lions living in the area, the Plan 
would not disrupt the large, contiguous stretches of native upland and 
riparian scrub/forest communities, which provides habitat for the 
mountain north to Thousand Oaks and on to the Los Padres National 
Forest. At a local level, Mountclef Ridge, an east-to-west trending 
ridgeline north of the study area, extends from Point Mugu State Park 
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to the Los Padres National Forest and is part of an extended habitat 
linkage that has been constrained by development from 1.2 miles wide 
to approximately 800 feet wide (Save Our Ring of Green [SOROG] 
2007). This wildlife corridor provides important wildlife movement 
habitat for mountain lion, and its main prey, mule deer. The Mountclef 
Ridge wildlife corridor has been identified as one of the last remaining 
movement corridors for mountain lion in the Santa Monica Mountains 
(SOROG 2007).  
 
The Plan has been designed to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
sensitive and special-status biological resources, including the mountain 
lion. The Plan focuses on constructing campsites and associated 
infrastructure in disturbed, upland, and non-native land covers adjacent 
to existing trail corridors where human activity already exists, thus 
reducing impacts to wildlife movement and reducing adverse edge 
effects. Mountain lion use, movement, and dispersal in the Plan area 
may be temporarily hindered by construction of the campsites, 
associated facilities, and trails/trail connectors, but because of the 
localized setting of these disturbances, nocturnal movement is unlikely 
to be substantially affected. In addition, there are no “bottlenecks” 
adjacent to the proposed construction area (e.g., narrow passages 
between construction areas and existing development) that would 
preclude movement during construction. The most narrow potential 
passage area in the study area is where the gap between two single 
residences is about 750 feet on either side of the Latigo Trailhead. This 
kind of short “pinch point” would not hinder mountain lion 
movement. Otherwise, there is substantial natural vegetation adjacent 
to the construction areas to provide for movement during 
construction, especially at night. Furthermore, any impediments to 
mountain lion use, movement, and dispersal during construction will 
be temporary in nature and the species would be expected to use the 
area following construction.  
 
With respect to long-term mountain lion activity, apart from the 
campsites, the Plan would not construct physical obstacles to 
mountain lion movement.  MM BIO-10.13 requires that all proposed 
park fencing will be designed to allow for wildlife passage. In addition, a 
variety of project mitigation measures would be implemented to 
reduce the chance of adverse indirect effects to mountain lions and 
other wildlife. In addition to the mitigation measures cited above 
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regarding food and trash, campsite and trail maintenance, leashing of 
dogs, and signage, MM BIO-10.3 (lighting restrictions) and MM BIO-
10.4 (noise restrictions) would be implemented. Following completion 
of the Plan, the mountain lion would continue to move without 
substantial hindrance through the study area to other areas of high 
biological value. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no further revision of the DEIR 
would be required 

KK-6 This comment requests opinions of experts on the bee population in Puerco 
Canyon. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
It is the expert opinion of the project biologists that there is no reason 
to expect that the Plan would have an adverse effect on the local bee 
population, which is not endangered, threatened, or otherwise 
designated a species of special concern. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

KK-7 This comment expresses concern with dogs on the Puerco Canyon fire road, 
particularly professional dog walkers that may be in possession of dozens of 
dogs. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
MRCA Ordinance No. 1-2005, Chapter 3, General Rules and 
Regulations, strictly regulates dogs on MRCA park property. For 
instance, no person may be in possession of more than three dogs, 
either on or off leash, at any time. Although this comment does not 
identify an inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions or mitigation 
measures in the EIR, please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards 
will take into consideration all comments and suggestions during the 
decision-making process. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

KK-8 This comment provides information on the existence of a very dangerous 
cement shaft adjacent to the proposed trail between PCH and Puerco 
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Canyon.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   

KK-9 This comment states that the residents of Malibu support the planning 
agencies through payment of taxes, and if more homes, churches, temples, 
schools, stores and universities burn due to negligent civic planning, there will 
be a decline in the ability of taxpayers to support those agencies. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment KK-8. 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

 
 

Date: 

LL 
James Repking 
Winding Way Murphy Way Home and Landowners 
Association, represented by Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLC 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

LL-1 This comment states that the DEIR is inadequate and must be significantly 
revised and recirculated in order to comply with CEQA. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Although the commenter asserts that the DEIR is inadequate and must 
be significantly revised and recirculated, the commenter does not 
identify a specific inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions or mitigation 
measures in the EIR.   
 
Nevertheless, the comment is noted, but without any specific 
environmental inadequacy alleged, no specific response on an 
environmental issue can be provided.   
 
With regard to recirculation, the standard for recirculation of an EIR 
under the CEQA Guidelines is a high one.  Only the addition of 
significant new information triggers recirculation, and only where: (1) a 
new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
a new mitigation measure proposed; (2) a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation is 
adopted; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly 
lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but it is declined to 
be adopted; and (4) the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature.  See, CEQA Guideline 15088.5.  
The DEIR circulated for public review analyzed the environmental 
impacts of the proposed Plan and did so at a volume of 5,253 pages.  
Thus, the analysis was extensive and would not meet the standard of 
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recirculation even with the minor revisions provided in response to 
comments. 
 
Please note that the Conservancy/MRCA Boards will take into 
consideration all comments and suggestions during the decision-
making process. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-2 This comment states that the DEIR is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and 
Malibu LCP relative to ESHA protections. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, provides a 
detailed analysis explaining how the proposed project improvements 
and design measures would be consistent with Coastal Act and 
certified Local Coastal Program policies relative to ESHA, including 
analyzing project features for consistency with policies which limit uses 
in ESHA to resource dependent uses. The following discussion is 
provided in response to the commentors’ concern regarding 
inconsistency with the Coastal Act and Malibu LCP relative to ESHA 
protections. 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, analyzes the 
Plan’s consistency with Coastal Act Section 30240 and LUP Policy 3.8, 
which limit uses in ESHA to resource-dependent uses. As described in 
DEIR Section 4.0, the proposed Plan would result in minor impacts to 
ESHA from non-resource dependent uses. However, as described 
below, in an effort to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative for consideration and adoption.  Under this alternative, the 
proposed Plan would not result in impacts to ESHA from non-
resource dependent uses.  
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, analyzes the 
Plan’s consistency with LUP Policy 3.9 and other ESHA protection 
policies of the Coastal Act and LCP and notes that, although trails are 
a resource-dependent use and are permitted in environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA), proposed  trails have been located and 
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designed to avoid or minimize impacts to ESHA by utilizing established 
trail corridors, following natural contours, and avoiding naturally 
vegetated areas with significant native plant species to the maximum 
extent feasible. In addition, as illustrated on the Public Works Plan 
Proposed Trail Map and site-specific conceptual project plans, the 
proposed Plan incorporates a number of existing trail corridors, trail 
corridors previously evaluated for the Draft Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area Interagency Trail Management Plan, the City 
of Malibu LCP and the City of Malibu Trail Master Plan, and analyzes 
alternative trail alignments to minimize potential conflicts with 
sensitive habitat, adjacent neighborhoods and/or steep terrain. As 
discussed in the policy consistency analysis, where trail construction 
will result in unavoidable impacts to ESHA, mitigation measures have 
been identified to fully mitigate all impacts to less than significant levels.  
 
Further, DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, cites and 
analyzes City of Malibu Land Use Plan policy 5.69 and City of Malibu 
Local Implementation Plan policy 3.5.2.D.7.a., which define resource-
dependent uses for the proposed park improvements as follows: 
 
City of Malibu Land Use Plan policy 5.69 
Overnight campsites, including “low-impact” campsites, are permitted uses in 
parklands subject to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan 
Overlay and should be developed within park boundaries for public use to 
provide a wider range of recreational opportunities and low-cost visitor 
serving opportunities for visitors of diverse abilities, where impacts to coastal 
resources are minimized and where such sites can be designed within site 
constraints and to adequately address public safety issues. For purposes of 
this Overlay, low impact campsites (and associated support facilities 
including, where appropriate, picnic tables, potable water, self-contained 
chemical/composting restrooms, shade trees, water tanks, portable fire 
suppression apparatus, and fire-proof cooking stations) are “carry-in carry-
out” campsites accessed by foot or wheelchair and which have an 
educational or interpretative component including signage related to the 
natural resources of the Santa Monica Mountains. Low impact campsites, as 
defined, constitute a resource dependent use. 
 
City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan policy 3.5.2.D.7.a. 
Trails, camp facilities, park uses as described in this Overlay, and necessary 
support facilities shall be considered permitted uses for those parkland areas 
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subject to the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Overlay and as 
identified on the Public Parkland Map and Proposed Trail Resources Map. 
Trails and other resource dependent park uses, and necessary support 
facilities associated with resource dependent uses, located within or adjacent 
to areas mapped as ESHA shall be sited and designed to avoid significant 
disruptions of habitat values within the ESHA and avoid significantly 
degrading such areas. Minor disruptions to ESHA resulting from resource 
dependent uses shall be mitigated pursuant to LIP provision 
3.4.2(D)(7)(a)(viii). 
 
Policy 5.69 specifically defines low-impact campsites and associated 
support facilities as resource dependent uses. Policy 3.5.2.D.7.a. 
further specifies that resource dependent park uses and necessary 
support facilities associated with resource dependent park uses, 
located within or adjacent to areas mapped as ESHAs, must be sited 
and designed to avoid significant disruption of habitat values and that 
appropriate mitigation be applied pursuant to the certified LCP. These 
policies recognize trails and low-impact campsites, and associated 
support facilities, as resource dependent uses and as such acknowledge 
that such uses may occur within ESHA.  
 
In addition, City of Malibu Local Implementation Plan policy 3.5.2.D.12 
defines support facilities under the Malibu Parks Public Access 
Enhancement Plan Overlay as follows: 
 
“Existing and proposed support facilities are defined as those facilities 
deemed necessary to support the primary permitted land use, public access 
and recreation, research and education, and nature observation. The type of 
support facilities addressed at each park facility shall be based on the level 
and complexity of public uses and specialized programs offered at each park 
area.“  
 
In approving the Overlay, the Coastal Commission concluded that low 
impact camping is a resource dependent use.  The Commission’s 
revised  findings (LCPA 1-08, Revised Findings, included in Appendix C 
of the DEIR, draft, Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan Public 
Works Plan) explained: 
 
"Clearly, hiking trails and low impact interpretive walk-in camp sites 
are dependent on the spectacular parkland sensitive habitats and 

LL-12



resources.  An integral part of any public access or recreational 
experience in the Santa Monica Mountains is the ability to experience 
the sights, smells, and feel of the habitat up-close by being within it; by 
being "in nature".  This means that by its very essence, such access and 
recreation use, including its various components, is dependent on the 
resource to function at all." 
 
"In order to clarify that campsites (including necessary support 
facilities) are a resource dependent use, the Commission finds it 
necessary to revise Section D2 of the Overlay to include a definition 
for "low impact campsites" and the limited support facilities associates 
with these campsites  ETC." (LCPA 1-08, Revised Findings, p. 95.) 
 
In connection with the Overlay and proposed trail and camp 
improvements, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department has stated 
its opposition to all the proposed parkland improvements unless 
certain mitigation measures are provided, including "approved fire 
proof shelters strategically located along the trails and in camping areas 
to accommodate park visitors when evacuation is obstructed by an 
approaching fire" and “Emergency fire shelters shall be located as 
approved by the Fire Department” (6/2/09 Letter from Chief P. 
Michael Freeman to John Ainsworth, Dep. Dir., CCC; 6/2/09 Letter 
from Chief P. Michael Freeman to John Ainsworth, Dep. Dir., CCC; 
04/21/10 Letter from County of Los Angeles Fire Department to Judi 
Tamasi, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy).  Thus, but for fire 
protection shelters and any associated fuel modification required by 
the Fire Department, there can be no new trails, camp areas or any 
other increased public use of the parklands in the Plan area.  Fire 
protection shelters and associated fuel modification are therefore 
equally integral to the public access and recreation experience in the 
Santa Monica Mountains because, according to the Fire Department, 
they are essential to the ability to develop trails and low impact 
campsites and therefore are necessary support facilities associated with 
resource dependent uses as defined by to Policies 5.69 3.5.2.D.7.a. As 
such, improvements, such as fire protection shelters and associated 
fuel modification are resource-dependent uses and may occur in ESHA 
where sited and designed to avoid significant disruption of habitat 
values and with appropriate mitigation applied pursuant to the certified 
LCP. 
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Finally, under the Modified Redesign Alternative, impacts from non 
resource dependent uses to ESHA would be eliminated. Similar to the 
proposed Plan and consistent with LCP ESHA protection policies, the 
Modified Redesign Alternative includes site specific mapping of 
proposed improvement areas and associated impacts which 
demonstrates that throughout the Plan area, site specific analysis has 
found that proposed park facility improvements and associated fuel 
modification would not result in unpermitted development impacts to 
ESHA. Consistent with Coastal Act Section 30240 and LCP policy 3.8, 
impacts to ESHA have been limited to the Plan’s resource dependent 
uses (trails, low-impact camp areas as defined by the Malibu LCP, and 
Ramirez Canyon Creek enhancement/restoration). Specifically, 
proposed parking improvements at Kanan Dume limit all direct parking 
area development footprints and associated fuel modification to within 
the disturbed, informal parking area footprints and fuel modification 
areas that currently exist in these locations.  The campsites at Latigo 
Trailhead have been eliminated and the parking area reduced, and the 
only improvements on site would be parking improvements that would 
be located in a disturbed area and outside of all mapped ESHA.  
Further, at the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property, there is a 
redesigned scope of improvements for Malibu Bluffs which eliminates 
all impacts to ESHA from non-resource dependent uses.  Finally, at 
Escondido Canyon Park, all improvements with the exception of trail 
improvements, which are resource dependent uses, are eliminated.  
All other improvements that impact ESHA at other park sites under 
this alternative would be from resource dependent uses as detailed 
above. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-3 This comment cites several cases and makes the statement that the law is 
clear that non-resource dependent uses may not be located in an ESHA and 
impacts cannot be mitigated by creating ESHA elsewhere, as the DEIR 
proposes. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment II-11. In addition, the proposed Plan 
includes a Biological Concept Mitigation/Restoration Plan (DEIR 
Appendix H-2), which provides for 3:1 mitigation (3 acres of mitigation 
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for each acre of impact) for all ESHA impacts and which would 
establish 66.77 acres of native habitat within the Malibu and Santa 
Monica Mountains area of the Coastal Zone.  
 
With respect to the cases cited, the cases are very general 
propositions. For example, the Bolsa Chica case held that a residential 
use is not a resource dependent use, and therefore is not permitted in 
ESHA. The proposed Plan does not include the development of new 
residential development. The Plan includes new trails and low-impact 
interpretive walk-in campsites and limited support facilities associated 
with the campsites. As evidenced through numerous Coastal 
Commission decisions where trail development through ESHA have 
been approved based on the conclusion that trails are a resource-
dependent use. Furthermore, the Coastal Commission as part of their 
approval of the LCPA override, concluded that camping and associated 
limited support facilities are also resource-dependent uses, as they are 
dependent on the spectacular parkland sensitive habitats and 
resources.  See also response LL-2 above. 
 
In addition, LUP policy 3.14 states, in part, that impacts to ESHA that 
cannot be avoided through the implementation of siting and design 
alternatives shall be fully mitigated with priority given to on-site 
mitigation, and that off-site mitigation measures shall only be approved 
when it is not feasible to fully mitigate impacts on-site, or where off-
site mitigation is more protective in the context of a Natural 
Community Conservation Plan that is certified by the Commission as 
an amendment to the LCP. As with the proposed Plan, impacts to 
habitat areas under the Modified Redesign Alternative would be 
mitigated pursuant to the Modified Redesign Alternative Biological 
Concept Mitigation/Restoration Plan (Appendix MRA-11), whereby 
mitigation would be proportional to the resource being impacted and, 
where high-quality habitat is impacted, the proposed mitigation would 
replace the ecological function through the establishment of similar 
high-quality habitat. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-4 This comment states that the DEIR admits that the proposed Plan is 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan Amendment 
approved by the Coastal Commission, and therefore, the Plan may not be 
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approved without being revised to be consistent with the Coastal Act and 
LCP Amendment. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment LL-2. 
 
The DEIR Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and Policies, analyzes the 
Plan’s consistency with Coastal Act and LCP and finds that the 
proposed Plan would be inconsistent with Coastal Act and LCP ESHA 
policies due to minor impacts to ESHA from non-resource dependent 
uses, and that Latigo Trailhead improvements would be inconsistent 
with Coastal Act and LCP policies addressing geologic hazards. 
However, in an effort to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative for consideration and adoption.  Under this alternative, the 
proposed Plan would be consistent with all applicable Coastal Act and 
LCP policies, including policies addressing protection of ESHA and 
geologic hazards. 
 
Consistent with Coastal Act Section and LCP ESHA protection 
policies, impacts to ESHA have been limited to the MRA’s resource 
dependent uses (trails, low-impact camp areas as defined by the Malibu 
LCP, and Ramirez Canyon Creek enhancement/restoration). All non-
resource dependent park improvements are located and designed so 
as not to impact ESHA and, as there are no other alternative locations 
which could accommodate the proposed park improvements, with 
implementation of the appropriate mitigation measures identified the 
proposed improvements are consistent with applicable Coastal Act 
and LCP policies relative to development adjacent to ESHA and ESHA 
buffers. In addition, the project includes a reduced parking area, day-
use picnic areas and a restroom at the Latigo property. All structural 
improvements would be located with adequate setbacks from the 
recent landslide identified on the property. Picnic tables would be 
placed near the landslide area but with no grading. With 
implementation of the appropriate mitigation measures identified, the 
park facility improvements at the Latigo Trailhead would be consistent 
with Coastal Act and LCP policies relative to geologic hazards. 
 
The Coastal Commission will make the final determination of the 
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proposed project’s consistency/inconsistency with the Coastal Act and 
Local Coastal Plan Amendment.  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-5 This comment states that impacts to ESHA are a biological impact and must 
be analyzed in the biological impact section of the DEIR. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please refer to DEIR subsection 5.4.2 of Section 5.4, Biological 
Resources, which provides a detailed impact analysis of the potential for 
the Plan’s proposed improvements to directly or indirectly impact 
sensitive vegetation communities and populations of native and/or 
sensitive plant and animal species.  
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment LL-2. 
 
Further, in an effort to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative for consideration and adoption.  Similar to the proposed 
Plan and consistent with LCP ESHA protection policies, the Modified 
Redesign Alternative includes site specific mapping of proposed 
improvement areas and associated impacts which demonstrates that 
throughout the Plan area, site specific analysis has found that proposed 
park facility improvements and associated fuel modification would not 
result in unpermitted development impacts to ESHA. Consistent with 
Coastal Act and LCP ESHA protection policies, impacts to ESHA have 
been limited to the Plan’s resource dependent uses (trails, low-impact 
camp areas as defined by the Malibu LCP, and Ramirez Canyon Creek 
enhancement/restoration) and appropriate ESHA buffers have been 
provided. Further, under this alternative, the overall impact level of the 
Modified Redesign Project Alternative on biological resources would 
be considered potentially significant, but mitigable (Class II) (similar to the 
Proposed Plan). Although impacts to sensitive vegetation communities 
and sensitive wildlife habitat would be similar, impacts to sensitive 
plant species, native trees, and wildlife movement would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Plan as a result of a reduction in campsites 
and parking. 
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Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-6 This comment requests that a new biological study be prepared to cover 
each park as a whole and address the increased use of the parks from 
implementation of the proposed Plan. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
DEIR subsection 5.4.2 of Section 5.4, Biological Resources, provides a 
detailed discussion and impact analysis relative to increased use of park 
areas. The DEIR states that the increased presence of domesticated 
animals, trash and debris, and human trampling could indirectly affect 
adjacent sensitive habitats in the long-term. As this would represent a 
substantial adverse effect on sensitive natural communities identified in 
local or regional plans, this could be considered a significant impact. 
However, the proposed Plan's signage program would provide 
information on regulations required to promote safe use of the project 
area and resource protection. Appropriate signage and visual cues 
would also serve to clearly identify the designate public parking areas 
and public trails throughout the Plan area to avoid conflicts with 
private property and sensitive habitat areas. This also includes 
requirements for appropriate fencing and signage installation around 
restoration areas for purposes of identifying sensitive habitats and 
educating visitors of ESHA occurrence and/or restoration efforts. 
Therefore, with the implementation of these project design features, 
significant, long-term indirect impacts to vegetation communities are 
not anticipated. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed Plan has been designed to avoid and/or 
minimize impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat linkages by focusing 
on constructing campsites and associated infrastructure in disturbed, 
upland, and non-native land covers adjacent to existing trail corridors 
where human activity already exists, thus reducing impacts to wildlife 
movement and reducing adverse edge effects.  
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment YY-41. 
 
Further, in an effort to be responsive to comments raised on the 
DEIR, the Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified 
Redesign Alternative.  Under this alternative, camping would be 
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clustered and limited mainly to two locations:  Corral Canyon Park 
and the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property.  Escondido Canyon that 
is cited by the commenter would be eliminated as a proposed 
campsite location.  This clustering and limiting of campsites would 
further aid in reducing the impact visitors may have on the area.   
 
See, also, Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-7 This comment states that the DEIR did not address the potential existence 
of salamanders in the Escondido Canyon Park area and the degradation of 
riparian habitat in area surrounding Escondido Falls. The commenter also 
states that members of the Association have observed salamanders near 
Escondido Falls and notes that according to the case Mejia v. City of Los 
Angeles, neighborhood residents observations of sensitive species are 
substantial evidence that those species may exist in the area. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This comment addresses an environmental concern regarding 
salamanders in Escondido Canyon.   
 
It is unclear from the comment what species of salamander(s) has or 
have been observed in the Escondido Canyon Park area. Nonetheless, 
there are four salamander species that could occur in the study area. 
One of the species is a California Species of Special Concern—Coast 
Range newt (Taricha torosa torosa)—and is considered to have a high 
likelihood of occurring in the study area in riparian areas and adjacent 
chaparral, coastal scrub, and woodland communities, which would 
include the Escondido Falls area. There are three non-special-status 
salamanders whose geographic ranges overlap the project area and 
which may have potential to occur in the study area: the arboreal 
salamander (Aneides lugubris), which inhabits valley-foothill hardwood, 
valley-foothill hardwood-conifer, mixed conifer, and sometimes 
chaparral; the black-belly salamander (Batrochoseps nigriventris), 
which inhabits open oak, mixed conifer, and mixed chaparral; and the 
ensatina (Ensatina eschscholtzii), which typically inhabits conifer forest 
and mixed chaparral. However, these three salamander species are not 
special-status species. 
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In order to clarify the effects of the project on Coast Range newt, an 
analysis of the Plan impacts on Coast Range newt is provided below, 
including the impacts of public uses and activities.   
 

Taricha 
torosa 
torosa 

Coast 
Range 
newt 

None/ 
CSC 

Often occurs in areas 
where streams and ponds 
dry up in the summer. 
Occurs beneath logs, 
boards, rocks, and in 
rodent burrows, but adults 
must return to water to 
breed. May be found in 
drier habitats, such as oak 
forests, chaparral, and 
rolling grasslands. 
Commonly found in or 
near ditches, ponds, 
lakes, and streams; 
however, a permanent 
water source is not 
necessary. Stream-
breeding populations 
typically breed in slow 
moving or stagnant pools 
in streams. 

High potential to 
occur in study 
area in riparian 
areas and 
adjacent 
chaparral, coastal 
scrub, and 
woodland 
communities.  

 
Impacts of public activities within the study area that could impact the 
coast range newt, including Escondido Canyon Park, would be 
mitigated through standard park policies and MM BIO-10.8, MM BIO-
10.11, and MM BIO-10.12. As described in the DEIR Section 2.0, 
Project Description, standard rules and regulations include: 

o Except in designated camp areas, park properties shall 
be closed sunset to sunrise. 

o No smoking or fires. 

o No alcoholic beverages. 

o No littering or dumping. 

o No unauthorized vehicle use. 

o No defacing or destroying property. 

o Dogs must be on a leash and cleaned up after. 

o Possession of firearms, bow and arrow prohibited. 

o Violations subject to $1000 fine and/or 6 months in 
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County jail  

With regard to enforcement, the Plan includes providing seven hours 
of patrol per day, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the 
FEIR. These hours would be assigned during various times of the day 
reflecting the needs of the parks that would be patrolled. In addition, 
there would be a two-person car on Friday and Saturday for four 
hours of patrol. During Red Flag Days (estimated 10 days per year), 
there would be a one person car 17 hours to provide 24 hour 
coverage.  
 
In addition, MM BIO-10.8 provides for routine trail and camp 
maintenance to ensure that public activities are limited to authorized 
areas (e.g., prohibiting off-trail and off-campsite activities). MM BIO-
10.11 provides signage where appropriate to identify Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA), which includes Escondido Falls and to 
educate the public about ESHA occurrence and/or restoration efforts. 
MM BIO-10.12 provides for signage including regulations about 
permitted uses and resource protection. 
 
These standard park policies, rules and regulations, and mitigation 
measures will serve to avoid and minimize impacts to salamander 
habitat in Escondido Canyon Park. 
 
Nevertheless, in response to this comment, the Conservancy/MRCA 
has developed a modified version of the Redesign Alternative 
contained in the DEIR.  This Modified Redesign Alternative is being 
proposed for consideration and adoption by the Conservancy/MRCA 
and would eliminate previously proposed camping and trailhead 
facilities at Escondido Canyon Park, including a fire shelter and 
restroom facilities.  The elimination of these activities would further 
reduce impacts in this area, including those potential impacts to 
salamanders cited by the commenter.  However, standard park 
policies and MM BIO-10.8, MM BIO-10.11, and MM BIO-10.12 would 
continue to be imposed under this alternative to ensure a less than 
significant impact. 
 
Finally, in response to the case cited, Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, the 
court concluded that neighbor observations about the presence of 
special-status wildlife species on property was relevant evidence, but 
that was in part because prior expert assessment corroborated the 
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personal observations and in that case specific neighbors testified to 
their observations.  The commenter makes a generalized statement 
regarding the observation of salamanders in the area surrounding 
Escondido Falls. The statement, however, lacks any factual foundation, 
does not identify who made the observations, the nature of the 
species identified, or any quantifications regarding the observation. It 
therefore does not constitute substantial evidence under CEQA or the 
CEQA Guidelines concerning the presence of a special-status wildlife 
species in the area of the Falls. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-8 This comment states that the DEIR did not adequately study four sensitive 
species in Escondido Canyon: burrowing owl, coastal California gnatcatcher, 
arroyo toad, and California red-legged frog. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This comment addresses an environmental concern regarding the 
analysis of burrowing owl, coastal California gnatcatcher, arroyo toad, 
and California red-legged frog for the Escondido Canyon area.   
 
The potential for impacts to California red-legged frog and arroyo 
toad as a result of the new trail in Escondido Canyon is considered to 
be very low. 
  
In the last thirty years, there are no known or recorded sitings of 
California Red-legged Frogs (Rana aurora draytonii) or Arroyo Toad 
(Bufo californicus) on the coastal slope of the Santa Monica Mountains 
between Ramirez Canyon and Puerco Canyon.   More broadly, there 
are no documented sitings for either species in the Santa Monica 
Mountains proper for a minimum of 25 years. The only known 
population of Red-legged frogs within 20 miles of the project area is 
located on Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy-owned property in 
the Simi Hills at the upper northern end of the Malibu Canyon 
watershed (East Las Virgenes Canyon).  Bull frog predation and other 
factors downstream in Las Virgenes/Malibu Creek have most likely 
isolated this population and prevented its expansion. 
 
Documentation of the absence of these species from the project area 
between the Ramirez and Puerco Canyon watersheds has been 
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supported by a joint stream survey effort between the National Park 
Service (NPS), United States Geological Survey, Pepperdine University, 
Santa Monica Mountains Resource Conservation District, and 
California State Parks.  From 2000 to present each of these entities 
has collected its own data for compilation by the NPS.  None of the 
above agencies has reported the presence of Red-legged frogs or 
Arroyo Toad in Ramirez, Escondido, Solstice, Corral or Malibu Creeks 
over the past ten years.  
 
The NPS has five years of amphibian survey data from Corral Canyon 
and lower Malibu Canyon (2000-2004), 2008 survey data from 
Escondido Canyon, three years of data in Ramirez Canyon between 
2000-2004, ten years of data from Solstice Canyon, and 2008 data for 
Malibu Canyon at Cross Creek. 
 
The Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority’s staff biologist 
who is on the shared USFWS permit to survey the East Las Virgenes 
Creek Red-legged frog population, and has been the principal surveyor 
for the past three years, surveyed Escondido Creek on April 2, 2010 
and did not site either sensitive species. 
 
With regard to burrowing owl and coastal California gnatcatcher, 
impacts to potential habitat from trail construction in Escondido 
Canyon would be small and less than significant.  The primary concern 
would be impacts to these species if they were to nest within or 
adjacent to construction areas.  Pre-construction surveys will be 
conducted during the nesting season for both species.  MM BIO-7 will 
implemented to avoid direct impacts to nesting raptors and songbirds. 
Additionally, MM BIO-8 will also be implemented and requires pre-
construction surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher during the 
breeding season. 
 
With regard to potential impacts to burrowing owl and coastal 
California gnatcatcher during the non-breeding season, MM BIO-10.2 
requires that a monitoring biologist be on site during any clearing of 
habitat (annual ground cover, shrubs, or trees).  
 
Although the analysis contained within this response, the DEIR and the 
mitigation detailed above would ensure a less than significant impact 
on the various species cited by the commenter, to be fully responsive 
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to this comment, the Conservancy/MRCA is considering for adoption 
a Modified Redesign Alternative as discussed in response LL-7 above.  
As this alternative will eliminate many of the most impactful portions 
of the Plan in Escondido Canyon Park, impacts to the various species 
would be further reduced. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-9 This comment states that the DEIR did not consider the biological impact of 
nighttime lighting and construction noise. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please refer to DEIR subsection 5.4.2 of Section 5.4, Biological 
Resources, which provides a detailed analysis of construction-related 
noise impacts to potentially disrupt foraging, nesting, and reproductive 
activities of breeding birds. The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure MM 
BIO-7, which requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys between 
February 15 and August 31, as well as buffers if nests are found during 
that seasonal period. 
 
Within the camping areas, the Plan’s proposed improvements do not 
include the introduction of any new building, security, landscaping, or 
street lighting, beyond the extension of electrical service to each of 
the proposed camp host sites. The proposed new restroom facilities 
are designed to take advantage of natural lighting through non-
reflective skylights and vents. Furthermore, construction activity 
associated with implementation of the proposed improvements would 
not create an increase in nighttime lighting or glare. The Plan does not 
include the use of nighttime security lighting for construction 
equipment during implementation of the Plan’s improvements. No 
reflective elements (with the exception of standard night-time 
reflective signage) are included as part of the Proposed Plan. 
 
Although the Plan would allow the extension of electrical service to 
the proposed new camp host sites and would permit temporary 
lighting for special events and allow campers to use flashlights and 
lanterns, any lighting associated with the special events, camp host 
sites and campers would be temporary and would be limited to 
relatively small lighting “foot-prints” such that nocturnal habits of 
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wildlife would not be substantially affected. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-10 This comment states that the DEIR proposes to mitigate biological impacts 
by creating habitat elsewhere outside the Escondido Canyon area. The 
commenter states that this is inadequate to mitigate impacts within 
Escondido Canyon and any mitigation measure to create additional habitat 
should be within Escondido Canyon. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
This comment addresses an environmental concern regarding 
mitigating impacts in Escondido Canyon by creating habitats outside 
Escondido Canyon.  
 
With respect to the location of mitigation sites, mitigation for impacts 
to loss of vegetation communities will be implemented as described in 
Appendix H-2 of the DEIR, the “Biological Concept 
Mitigation/Restoration Plan”. As discussed in the restoration plan 
(DEIR Appendix H-2), the proposed revegetation sites have been 
analyzed for appropriate hydrology, soil, site quality, slope aspect, site 
access and species diversity to enable long-term success of the 
revegetation effort.  
 
Large expanses of mature native vegetation communities are already 
preserved through the Mountains Recreation and Conservation 
Authority and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy in their parkland 
areas and areas adjacent to restoration sites. Thus, native wildlife 
species will be able to utilize adjacent intact, contiguous habitat for 
foraging and breeding while the vegetation at the mitigation sites 
matures. Given the minimal effect on wildlife, as described above, and 
because the functions and services of the impacts will be replaced, it is 
not considered necessary or appropriate to restrict mitigation of 
impacts such that it must occur within the canyon wherein the impact 
is originating. 
 
Further, to be responsive to this comment and others raising concern 
regarding Escondido Canyon Park, a Modified Redesign Alternative is 
being considered for adoption by the Conservancy/MRCA.  Under this 
alternative, camping and other related improvements would be 
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eliminated from Escondido Canyon Park and only resource dependent 
trail improvements would occur (trail segments 4 and 9). Escondido 
Canyon Park improvements would be reduced and limited to only two 
trail segments; therefore, this alternative would not impact the habitat 
values of the park. In addition, LUP policy 3.14 states, in part, that 
impacts to ESHA that cannot be avoided through the implementation 
of siting and design alternatives shall be fully mitigated with priority 
given to on-site mitigation, and that off-site mitigation measures shall 
only be approved when it is not feasible to fully mitigate impacts on-
site, or where off-site mitigation is more protective in the context of a 
Natural Community Conservation Plan that is certified by the 
Commission as an amendment to the LCP. Because a large expanse of 
mature native vegetation communities is already preserved in 
Escondido Canyon Park, there is little opportunity in the park for 
additional mitigation/restoration that would meet the criteria of the 
Biological Concept Mitigation/Restoration Plan. As with the proposed 
Plan, impacts to habitat areas in Escondido Canyon Park and elsewhere 
in the Plan area would be mitigated pursuant to the Modified Redesign 
Alternative Biological Concept Mitigation/Restoration Plan (see 
Appendix MRA-11), whereby mitigation would be proportional to the 
resource being impacted and, where high-quality habitat is impacted, 
the proposed mitigation would replace the ecological function through 
the establishment of similar high-quality habitat.  
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-11 The comment states that the traffic study was based on trip counts for 
Winding Way that were taken on a day which does not represent typical 
conditions (including a house that was undergoing substantial construction 
and a water leak that resulted in many trucks accessing the street).  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The weekday traffic counts (collected October 30, 2006) were 
compared to the weekday P.M. peak hour turning movement counts 
for the PCH/Winding Way intersection that were collected by ATE on 
September 22, 2009 to determine if the 2006 counts were unusually 
high.  This data is summarized below. 
 

Winding Way Counts Northbound Southbound Total 
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Traffic counts (October 30, 2006) 
4:00-5:00 P.M. 25 16 41 

Turning movement counts 
(September 22, 2009) P.M. peak 
hour 

26 33 59 

Difference +1 +17 +18 
 
The newer counts collected in 2009 were slightly higher than the 2006 
counts.  The difference in the new counts and the old counts is not 
significant and both counts confirm that Winding Way currently 
operates in the LOS A range. 
 
Additionally, the weekend traffic counts (collected October 29, 2006) 
were compared to new weekend counts that were collected by ATE 
on April 10, 2010. This data is summarized below. 
 

Westbound Eastbound 
TIME Traffic 

counts 
(Oct 29, 
2006) 

New 
counts
(Apr 10, 

2010) 
Difference

Traffic 
counts
(Oct 29, 

2006) 

New 
counts 
(Apr 10, 

2010) 
Difference

11:00AM 7 19 +12 8 7 -1 
12:00PM 13 22 +9 4 17 +13 
1:00PM 7 10 +3 9 14 +5 
2:00PM 8 10 +2 17 16 -1 
 
The newer counts were higher for each time period except eastbound 
during 11:00 A.M. and 2:00 P.M., where they were only one vehicle 
less than the older counts performed on Winding Way. The difference 
in the new counts and the old counts is not significant and both counts 
confirm that Winding Way currently operates in the LOS A range. 
 
Additionally, it is noted that the traffic impact analysis determines 
roadway operations based on an evaluation of the volume to capacity 
ratio for the roadway.  If traffic volumes are higher on a given roadway 
segment then the volume to capacity ratio is higher and the capacity to 
handle project-generated traffic is decreased.   Thus utilizing baseline 
volumes that are higher than average presents a more conservative 
worst-case scenario for evaluating project impacts than using lower 
volumes. 
 
Further, to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative that would eliminate all improvements, including proposed 
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day-use, camping, and parking improvements at Escondido Canyon 
Park thereby eliminating all potential trips to this area.  See, also, 
Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-12 This comment states that the trip generation rates used for camping are not 
consistent with the rates used in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. As a 
result, the DEIR underestimated trips by 25% in the AM and 59% in the PM 
peak hour. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 
description for “Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park” is as follows: 
“Campground and recreational vehicle parks are recreational sites that 
accommodate campers, trailers, tents and recreational vehicles on a 
transient basis. They are found in a variety of locations and provide a 
variety of facilities, often including restrooms with showers, 
recreational facilities such as swimming pool, convenience store and 
laundromat.” The Escondido Canyon Park Project would not include 
these facilities. The project proposes to develop 13 new campsites and 
a new parking lot on Winding Way to accommodate 11 standard 
spaces, 3 RV/trailer spaces, and 2 ADA spaces, for a total of 16 parking 
spaces. Therefore the “Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park” rates 
do not apply. Instead, counts were performed at similar parks in the 
Santa Monica area to determine the trip generation rates used for the 
Escondido Canyon Park Project. 
 
Nevertheless, to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative that would eliminate all improvements, including proposed 
day-use, camping, and parking improvements at Escondido Canyon 
Park thereby eliminating potential trips to this area.  See, also, Topical 
Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-13 This comment states that the DEIR calculated trips based on the number of 
paved spaces, where ITE calculates trips based on the number of acres of 
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park and states that ITE rates for “Beach Park” should have been used to 
estimate trips.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The ITE Trip Generation Manual description for “Beach Park” is as 
follows: “Beach parks consist of a beach and possibly other facilities 
such as changing rooms, restrooms, picnic facilities and hiking, fishing 
and camping facilities.” The Escondido Canyon Park Project would not 
include these facilities. The project proposes to develop 13 new 
campsites and a new parking lot on Winding Way to accommodate 11 
standard spaces, 3 RV/trailer spaces, and 2 ADA spaces, for a total of 
16 parking spaces. Therefore the “Beach Park” rates do not apply. 
Instead, counts were performed at similar parks in the Santa Monica 
area to determine the trip generation rates used for the Escondido 
Canyon Park project. 
 
Nevertheless, to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative that would eliminate all improvements, including proposed 
day-use, camping, and parking improvements at Escondido Canyon 
Park thereby eliminating potential trips to this area.  See, also, Topical 
Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-14 This comment states that the DEIR did not analyze the traffic safety impacts 
of placing a large number of trips on narrow, winding roads and the 
potential of automobile/pedestrian conflicts. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The project would generate a total of 367 average daily trips over the 
entire study area, which equates to approximately 30 to 40 trips per 
hour over the entire study area. This small increase in traffic would 
not result in safety impacts to the study-area roadways. 
 
The proposed Plan would not result in any automobile/ pedestrian 
conflicts.  For all trail crossings at roadways, sight distance was 
considered by the design engineer.  The PWP also contemplates trail 
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signage at these crossings would identify the presence of on-road 
vehicular traffic and to exercise caution in crossing the road.  
Furthermore, the Traffic Engineer (Associated Transportation 
Engineers) determined that painted crosswalks were not warranted 
and therefore not recommended where the trails cross Murphy Way, 
Latigo Canyon Road, and Corral Canyon Road. These roadways carry 
low volumes and vehicles travel at relatively low speeds (30 MPH or 
less). It was recommended that signs be installed on the trails to notify 
pedestrians/hikers of vehicle traffic at the road crossings. 
 
Nevertheless, to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative that would eliminate all improvements, including proposed 
day-use, camping, and parking improvements at Escondido Canyon 
Park thereby eliminating potential trips to this area.  See Topical 
Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-15 This comment asserts that Winding Way cannot be used by the 
Conservancy for vehicular access to Escondido Canyon pursuant to a 1998 
quitclaim deed from the County of Los Angeles to the Conservancy. The 
comment also notes that the proposed camping in Escondido Canyon is 
located in an area where “overnight camping and/or vehicular use by the 
general public” is prohibited per the 1998 quitclaim deed. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter incorrectly interprets the applicability of the 1998 
quitclaim deed. The quitclaim deed only applies to one parcel 
(Assessor Parcel No. 4460-002-901) owned by MRCA; it does not 
apply to the remainder of the park owned by the Conservancy. The 
overnight camping and vehicle use restriction under the 1998 quitclaim 
deed only encumber APN 4460-002-901. The restriction is no 
overnight camping on APN 4460-002-901 or no vehicular use on APN 
4460-002-901; it does not restrict vehicular access to APN 4460-002-
901. 
 
However, in response to this comment and others, the Modified 
Redesign Alternative would eliminate this concern as all proposed Plan 
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improvements at Escondido Canyon Park would be eliminated with 
this alternative.  No day-use activities, camping, or parking 
improvements would be proposed. See Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-16 This comment states that the DEIR focuses on the potential impacts of fires 
on campers, not the increase in fires due to the camper’s use of the parks, 
which is backwards. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As defined in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, 
a significant impact would occur if a project would expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands.  
 
Therefore, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR assesses 
the potential for impacts associated with wildland fires considering 
changes to the built environment and activity levels resulting from the 
proposed Plan as well as implementation of the measures identified in 
the Fire Protection Plans (FPPs). DEIR Section 5.6, Fire Hazards, 
provides detailed analysis of the potential impacts of exposing people 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. The 
proposed Plan includes preparation and implementation of the FPPs 
and the site-specific risk assessments for each Park property included 
in the Plan area, provides fire protection and emergency relocation 
measures designed to minimize the risk of fire ignition, reduce the risk 
to Park users and adjacent properties, enhance the ability of 
responding fire fighters to access the Parks, and provide for off-site 
relocations or contingency sheltering should an emergency wildfire 
occur. 
 
See, also, response to comment 3-1, DEIR Section 5.6, Fire Hazards, 
and Topical Response #2.  It is well documented that residents within 
the Plan area live within an area prone to wildfires; the LACFD and 
CAL FIRE consider the area a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  
There have been at least six (6) major fires within the Plan vicinity 
over the past ten years.  Based on fire history data for the vicinity (see 
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FPP), fire return intervals range between 1 and 11 years, indicating 
significant recurring wildfire potential for the Plan area.   
 
It should be noted that the thousands of structures, residences, 
vehicles, and related human activities that are adjacent to and within 
the Santa Monica Mountains (and the fire environment that they 
represent) result in substantial ignition sources; most of these activities 
are unsupervised and unmanaged.  The proposed Plan includes 
increasing the daily population in the area, but is tightly controlled to 
minimize the likelihood of ignition by highly regulating and/or removing 
ignition sources and activities and by robust supervision and 
monitoring.  Further, the provisions detailed in the FPP are provided 
as protection and safety measures to minimize the likelihood that 
people are present if an ignition occurs and if they are present, that 
they can be safely relocated. 
 
As the description and analysis of FPPs within the DEIR is considered 
adequate by Conservancy/MRCA staff, and absent specific analysis to 
the contrary, with incorporation of the above discussion, no further 
revision of the DEIR would be required. 
 
Nevertheless, the Conservancy/MRCA in developing the Modified 
Redesign Alternative, considered this fire risk concern and 
incorporated components into the alternative that would reduce any 
fire risk.   This alternative would limit camping to primarily two 
locations:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 
Property.  Both campsites would be clustered at each location to 
facilitate patrolling of each campsite.  Additionally, both campsites are 
in close proximity to PCH to allow easy highway accessibility.  Further, 
under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative included in the FEIR, 
a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of propane stoves and 
other flame-emitting devices would be strictly enforced.  The only 
approved cooking devices would be small electrical cooking appliances 
compatible with a park provided all-weather electrical outlet.  Lastly, 
the Modified Redesign Alternative would provide permanent overnight 
accommodations for wildland fire-trained MRCA rangers, camp host, 
or staff maintenance person to strictly enforce this cold camp policy 
and further reduce any fire risk associated with the Plan.  All MRCA 
rangers and camp hosts would be designated and trained as public 
officers designated pursuant to the MRCA Park Ordinance as 
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authorized by the Public Resources Code and would be able to strictly 
enforce the Plan cold camp policy. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-17 This comment states that the proposed mitigation measures are inadequate 
to reduce fire hazards to a less than significant level. The commenter also 
states that the proposed level of staffing is inadequate to ensure individuals 
will not use the parks despite being closed on Red Flag days. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commentor indicates the mitigation measures are inadequate to 
reduce fire hazards to a less than significant level, but does not speak 
to any specific inadequacies of the FPP (which is, in effect, a fire-
mitigation program which has been incorporated into the Plan/ Project 
Description), nor does the commentor demonstrate why or how 
implementation of the Plan would result in significant fire hazards.  The 
commentor also states that staffing levels would be inadequate, but 
does not identify how or why they would be inadequate. In short, the 
comments are unsubstantiated.   
 
See, also, response to comment 3-1, A-2, A-4, K-23, and LL-16.  
 
Further, as detailed above, the Conservancy/MRCA developed the 
Modified Redesign Alternative and considered this fire risk concern 
and incorporated components into the alternative that would reduce 
any fire risk.   This alternative would limit camping to primarily two 
locations:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 
Property.  Both campsites will be clustered at each location to 
facilitate patrolling of each campsite.  Additionally, both campsites are 
in close proximity to PCH to allow easy highway accessibility.  Further, 
under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative included in the FEIR, 
a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of propane stoves and 
other flame-emitting devices would be strictly enforced.  The only 
approved cooking devices would be small electrical cooking appliances 
compatible with a park provided all-weather electrical outlet.  Lastly, 
the Modified Redesign Alternative would provide permanent overnight 
accommodations for wildland fire-trained MRCA rangers, camp host, 
or staff maintenance person to strictly enforce this cold camp policy 
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and further reduce any fire risk associated with the Plan.  All MRCA 
rangers and camp hosts would be designated and trained as public 
officers designated pursuant to the MRCA Park Ordinance as 
authorized by the Public Resources Code and would be able to strictly 
enforce this cold camp policy.  See, also, Topical Response #2. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-18 This comment states that the DEIR relies on existing fire department 
services and does not take into account recent and reasonable foreseeable 
future cut-backs in fire services. The commenter also states that the DEIR 
does not consider funding more fire services as mitigation for park 
construction. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As stated in DEIR Section 5.13, Public Services, LACFD stated that 
current LACFD staff levels and facilities at stations within Battalion 5 
are sufficient to support the incremental increase in recreational 
demands associated with the proposed Plan. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-19 This comment states that the LACFD regulations require a minimum 20-foot 
access road to all development and states that the campsites are not within 
20-feet of a road.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Section 5.6.2 Impact Analysis provides specific requirements relative to 
LACFD fire access road requirements.  The requirements shown are 
consistent with LACFD requirements and would remain in accordance 
with LACFD requirements. Furthermore, the LACFD minimum 20-
foot access road requirement applies to habitable structures, of which 
there are none proposed in camp sites.  See, also, Topical Response 
#2. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-20 This comment suggests that the proposed Plan will increase the number of 
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injuries in Escondido Canyon Park due to increased visitation from Plan 
implementation. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
is on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body. 
   
Nevertheless, to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative that would eliminate all improvements, including proposed 
day-use, camping, and parking improvements at Escondido Canyon 
Park. See, also, Topical Response #1. 

LL-21 This comment states that the DEIR does not address maintenance of the 
trail along Winding Way and is a public safety issue. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Plan 
includes a Coastal Trails Maintenance Supplemental Plan, which is a 
comprehensive approach to providing for both regular maintenance 
and periodic repairs to Coastal Trails and Trailheads. The plan would 
make use of both existing agency maintenance and repair databases; as 
well as, the incorporation of several site-specific management tools. 
The trail network would have projected maintenance hours and 
supplies and servicing outlines. The above, combined with a regular 
inspection process would provide for an active oversight system that 
would identify needs, provide for adjustments to maintenance levels, 
and assure that trail users have a “clean and safe” trail system available 
to them. 
 
Nevertheless, to respond to this comment and others, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative that would eliminate all improvements, including proposed 
day-use, camping, and parking improvements at Escondido Canyon 

LL-35



Park. See, also, Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-22 This comment states that the DEIR does not include a quantification of 
construction noise impacts. It also asserts that mitigation measures which 
indicate application “only where feasible” are inadequate under CEQA. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As discussed in detail in DEIR Section 5.12, Noise, across the Plan site, 
the improvements proposed at individual park properties vary.  
However, in total, proposed Plan improvements include road 
development, creation of campsites and paved parking lots, installation 
of water storage tanks and distribution lines, restroom facility 
construction, camp host and camp sites development, creation or 
widening of hiking trails, and associated limited utility work.  Such 
improvements would require the use of standard construction 
equipment, both for grading and for limited structure or facility 
construction.  Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of each of the 
construction areas would increase during construction activities.  The 
intensity of potential noise impacts would depend upon the proximity 
of the noise receptor to the area under construction, the number and 
type of construction equipment operating each day, and the length of 
time each piece of equipment is in use.  Construction equipment 
anticipated to be used for the project may include a crane, 
excavator/backhoe, drill auger, concrete trucks, concrete pumper 
trucks, dump trucks, backhoe, small skip-loader and various other 
smaller equipment and manual tools.  Small equipment may include 
generators, air compressors and welding equipment.  In order to 
provide a conservative assessment, and to address the range of 
anticipated construction projects, a typical assembly of heavy 
construction equipment was assumed for each construction project, at 
each park property. As reported in DEIR Table 5.12-4, Construction 
Equipment Noise Levels, temporary noise impacts associated with 
grading and construction activities anticipated to be used on this 
project could result in potential noise levels ranging between 76 dBA 
to 88 dBA for heavy equipment measured 50 feet from the noise 
source. 
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Because construction would occur only during daytime hours, avoiding 
critical evening and overnight periods, construction noise would be 
considered a nuisance effect, with short-term duration. The prescribed 
mitigation measures are intended to minimize nuisance, short-term, 
noise effects from construction.  All mitigation measures would be 
strictly enforced pursuant to a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program that would be enforced for the implementation of the Plan.   
 
With regard to the one portion of the comment addressing mitigation 
feasibility, the assemblage of ten mitigations all addressing short-term 
nuisance noise is a catch-all comprehensive approach with control 
actions that apply to a plethora of noise sources in the typical 
construction zone environment.  By far, the most effective (and 
proven) mitigation to avoid nuisance noise from construction is a 
limitation on the construction schedule, which restricts noise 
generating construction activity in the evening and overnight period.  
Such a measure (MM N-1.10) is included in the DEIR, is feasible, and 
has well-demonstrated efficacy.  The remaining required mitigation 
measures would further reduce nuisance potential by lowering the 
noise level of construction activity as experienced at noise sensitive 
receptor locations (i.e., neighboring residential properties).  While two 
of the 10 short-term noise mitigations in the DEIR have a “where 
feasible” qualifier (MM N-1.2 use of electric power to run 
compressors, and MM N-1.3 sound blankets on noise-generating 
equipment), the remaining 8 have no such distinction and would be 
mandated in all cases.   Therefore, in certain circumstances, at a 
particular construction site associated with Plan implementation, if 
either or both MM N-1.2 and MM N-1.3 are in fact found to be 
infeasible. MM N-1.1 and MM N-1.4 thru MM N-1.10 would continue 
to control construction noise in a manner to avoid a significant short-
term nuisance noise impact. 
 
However, in light of the stated concern, MM N-1.3 is clarified as 
follows: 
 
“MM N-1.3  When feasible, Where construction employing 

heavy equipment would occur within 400 feet of a 
neighboring residential property line construction 
contractors shall use sound blankets on noise-generating 
equipment or erect a temporary sound barrier 
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between the construction zone and neighboring 
residential property.“ 

 
The above clarification does not alter the level of the impact as 
identified in the DEIR.  These requirements will be included in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the adopted 
Plan.    Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained 
within the DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

LL-23 This comment states that the DEIR does not include a discussion of 
operational noise from campers or any quantification of the noise or its 
effect on overall noise levels, and that the DEIR did not evaluate the efficacy 
of the mitigation measures to reduce the noise levels and the reasonably 
foreseeable potential that campers will violate noise restrictions. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As discussed in detail under Impact N-3 in DEIR Section 5.12, Noise, 
operational noise from camp site would generally include a variety of 
activities such as driving of tent stakes, conversation, cooking 
functions, children playing, music, cars in the parking lots, people 
walking along trails, periodic maintenance of toilets and trails, etc.  
These types of activities would typically generate low to moderate 
levels of noise.  However, because of the close proximity of the 
proposed camp sites within Malibu Bluffs Park to the western Park 
property boundary and adjacent existing residential property 
(approximately 80 feet to the residential property line) the potential 
exists that noise from camping activities could cause nuisance noise 
which might exceed the City of Malibu’s maximum noise level 
thresholds (depicted in DEIR Table 5.12-2) for the adjacent residential 
development.   
 
It should be noted the National Park Service, US Forest Service, 
Environmental Protection Agency, and California State Park System (as 
of June 2010) have not conducted noise measurements or attempted 
to quantify the noise generation associated with camp sites, concluding 
there would be minimal, less than significant, noise generated by typical 
campground activities.  Environmental impact documentation 
(including those prepared for CEQA and NEPA) certified by these 
agencies have used this assumption.  This EIR employs a conservative 
stance, in that the residences along the western Malibu Bluffs Park are 

LL-38



accustomed to noise levels from unimproved open space, and could be 
sensitive to even minimal changes to the noise environment. 
 
The remaining proposed camp sites would be located 200 feet or 
more from a neighboring residence; at this distance, typical noise 
associated with camp site activities would not be clearly noticeable or 
constitute a nuisance.  Many of the proposed camp sites are located at 
distances of 500 feet or more from the closest residence.   
 
The DEIR includes several mitigation measures designed to avoid 
significant noise impacts from future use of the proposed camp sites 
and trail system. The measures include noise restrictions such as quiet 
hours from 10 p.m. to 6 a.m., no generators allowed in camp areas, 
and electronic sound emitting devices shall be operated so that sound 
is not audible at adjacent campsites or off-site properties. The on-site 
Camp Host and/or Park Ranger would enforce these restrictions. 
Given the presence of a camp host or resident ranger at the Malibu 
Bluffs Park (where residences are closest to proposed camp sites), it is 
not reasonable to assume campers will violate the adopted 
campground rules governing noise restrictions.  Additionally, all 
Rangers and Camp Host will be designated and trained as public 
officers designated pursuant to the MRCA Park Ordinance as 
authorized by the Public Resources Code and would be able to strictly 
enforce quiet hours through the issuance of citations. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-24 This comment states that the DEIR inappropriately rejected four alternative 
locations (King Gillette Ranch, Charmlee Park, Tuna Canyon Park, and 
Solstice Canyon Park/Zumas/Trancas Canyons Site) for reasons which were 
not specified as project objectives. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments N-1 and BB-4. In addition, as 
discussed in detail in DEIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, use of KGR as a 
camping area, with trails located in the Malibu front country, would 
not satisfy the project objective of an emphasis on pedestrian 
circulation between park areas and the shoreline as a primary form of 
circulation, nor would it provide low-impact and low-cost camping and 
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trail facilities for all persons in the coastal zone, and specifically the 
Malibu coastal zone. City restrictions on the use of Charmlee Park 
would not satisfy project objectives for low-impact and low-cost 
camping and would limit coastal access to potential trail facilities to 
only a select few persons; it would, therefore, not be regionally 
serving.  Access to Tuna Canyon Park is several miles inland at the 
juncture of Saddle Peak Road and Ferndale Pacific Road, a couple of 
miles from Topanga Canyon Boulevard, and therefore, could not 
provide similar connectivity between the five coastal parks included in 
the Plan, nor the proposed trail system that would link the parks.  In 
addition, the site has no potential for direct access to the shoreline.  
Thus, Tuna Canyon Park would not meet the project objectives.  The 
NPS SMMNRA General Management Plan does not specifically identify 
camping as a proposed use at Solstice Canyon Park and Zuma/Trancas 
Canyons. The feasibility of camping at these locations cannot be 
ascertained at this time and would likely require extensive Federal 
review that would include adoption of a development concept plan and 
National Environmental Policy Act review, which may require an 
amendment to the General Management Plan.  NPS is a different 
landowner than the Conservancy and MRCA and there is no level of 
certainty at this time that NPS would ever entertain the possibility of 
creating campsites at these locations, and therefore, this alternative 
would not meet the primary project objective of providing new 
overnight camping opportunities in the Santa Monica Mountains and 
Malibu coastal area. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-25 This comment states that the DEIR reject King Gillette Ranch as an 
alternative for factors not listed as project objectives. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments N-1, BB-4, and LL-24. 
 
Based upon the above, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

LL-26 This comment states that the DEIR dismissed Charmlee Park as an 
alternative simply because the City refused to allow camping, when the site 
meets other project objectives, such as increased public park access and 
recreational opportunities. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment LL-25. 
 
Based upon the above, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

LL-27 This comment states that the DEIR rejected Tuna Canyon Park as an 
alternative based on its “limited accessibility”, but did not consider whether 
access could be improved to the site. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment LL-25. 
 
Based upon the above, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

LL-28 This comment states that the DEIR rejected Solstice Canyon 
Park/Zumas/Trancas Canyons site as an alternative based on the NPS 
Management Plan does not identify camping as a proposed use, yet the site 
would meet the project objective of increased public park access and 
recreational opportunities. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comment LL-25. 
 
Based upon the above, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

LL-29 This comment states that the DEIR failed to consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives as required by CEQA and should have included additional 
alternatives, such as (1) no camping alternative, (2) a reduced camping 
alternative (camping at only some of the parks), (3) alternative sites 
(including the four sites eliminated from consideration), and (4) the 
alternative City of Malibu parks plan presented during the LCP proceedings. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments N-1, BB-4, and LL-24.  Also, in 
response to this comment and others, an additional project alternative 
called the Modified Redesign Alternative has been created. This new 
alternative would include improvements similar to the proposed Plan, 
but not as extensive as it would develop fewer campsite and parking 
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spaces.  Specifically, camping would be clustered and limited mainly to 
two locations:  Corral Canyon Park and the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy 
Property.  Please see Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-30 This comment states that the DEIR should have considered an alternative to 
the Escondido Canyon Park plan where no new parking lot would be built, 
which would reduce biological and ESHA impacts. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to comments N-1, BB-4, and LL-24.   
 
Further, as stated previously, in response to this comment and others, 
a Modified Redesign Alternative is being considered for adoption by 
the Conservancy/MRCA.  This alternative would eliminate the 
proposed parking lot, day-uses and camping at Escondido Canyon 
Park, thereby reducing any potential impacts to biological resources 
and ESHA.  Please see Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-31 This comment states that the DEIR rejected two reduced park plan 
alternatives since they would “fall short in providing adequate facilities” to 
meet current and future demands, yet the DEIR does not contain any 
quantification of demand for park services.  The commenter also states that 
CEQA does not allow alternatives to be rejected based on justifications that 
are unsupported by evidence in the record. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The commenter incorrectly interprets the discussion under DEIR 
Section 8.3, Discussion of Environmentally Superior Alternative. The two 
reduced park plan alternatives mentioned by the commenter, were not 
rejected, but were the two alternatives considered as part of the DEIR 
and per Section 15126.6 (e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines that 
requires an environmentally superior alternative be identified among 
the selected alternatives (excluding the No Project alternative).   No 
selection of the project or any alternative has occurred and will not 
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occur until a decision is made by the Conservancy/MRCA.  As noted in 
the DEIR, this analysis found that the 2002 LCP Alternative was 
determined to be environmentally superior to the Redesign alternative 
as it would reduce potential impacts to Land Use & Planning (Class I), 
which would be similar to the Redesign Alternative, but would also 
further reduce impacts to other impact issue areas, with biological 
resources being a primary consideration.  Furthermore, although the 
Reduced Project Alternative would not provide as many camping and 
recreational amenities as that of either the Proposed Plan or the 
Redesign Alternative, it would achieve most of the goals and objectives 
of the proposed Plan.   
 
Further, based on oral and written comments received on the DEIR, 
the Conservancy/MRCA is considering for adoption a Modified 
Redesign Alternative.  Please see Topical Response #1. 
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 

LL-32 This comment questions the appropriateness of moving forward with the EIR 
when the California Coastal Commission approval of the LCP Amendment, 
which is the basis of the proposed Plan, is being litigated. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The decision is presumed to be valid. The Los Angeles Superior Court 
will provide resolution to the legal objections to the Overlay raised by 
the City of Malibu and the Fund through its deliberations on Case No. 
BS121650.  The Conservancy/MRCA, as joint lead agencies, are 
properly exercising their duties to conduct environmental review for a 
project being considered under their jurisdiction.  As comments 
related to the DEIR should be focused on the potential environmental 
consequences of implementing the project, no further response 
relative to the propriety of the Plan’s consideration or the related 
CEQA proceedings is warranted by the Conservancy/MRCA at this 
time.   

LL-33 This comment states that the DEIR must be revised and recirculated in light 
of inadequacies identified in the commenter’s letter. 
 
RESPONSE: 
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Please see response LL-1.  This comment does not identify a specific 
inadequacy in the analysis, conclusions or mitigation measures in the 
EIR.  A blanket statement alleging inadequacy without a foundation 
requires no formal response.  Please note that the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy Board will take into consideration all 
comments and suggestions during the decision-making process.   
 
Based upon the above discussion, no revision of the DEIR would be 
required. 
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From: Gary Hoffman [mailto:garyhofprods@charter.net]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 4:30 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Subject: Over night camping in Malibu

Although the EIR addresses the fire issues by stating that there has been success in predicting 
fires in the areas that resemble Malibu and in fighting them, this quote used in the EIR is from a 
1984 document. I don't believe the people who put together the EIR were totally forthcoming in 
using that quote or the 1984 document.
If there is such success in predicting and fighting these fires, why has there been the loss of 
about 100 homes in Malibu since 1993, which is when I purchased our residence. 

The statement utilized in the EIR from 1984 is simply not true and just because some agency said 
something 26 years ago doesn't mean it is true, or has value at this time.

The most recent fires in Malibu, set by campers up in Latigo, raced through dozens of homes in a 
matter of hours and in many cases the fire departments were unable to do anything because of 
the intensity and location of the fires which were fed by the winds.

If there is such a success rate of predicting the fires why weren't the more than 6 BIG FIRES 
since 1993 predicted and either avoided or easily put down? The answer is that they weren't 
predicted and people were killed and homes destroyed. I don't understand the logic of creating 
more danger for the people who live in Malibu by integrating over night camping in highly fire 
prone areas. To say that fires are prohibited is like saying there will be no drunk driving or 
speeding accidents because drinking while driving and speeding are against the law. Why 
increase the danger in such a clearly fire prone area?
I think we all know that there are many place for people to camp in Malibu that are under utilized 
now.

Let us not play politics with the lives and property of the people who live here.

Thanks, Gary Hoffman
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

MM 
Gary Hoffman 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

MM-1 This comment questions the accuracy and value in citing a source from a 
1984 document in predicting fires and states that if there is such success in 
predicting and fighting wildfires, why has there been the loss of 100 homes 
in Malibu since 1993. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The fire behavior modeling conducted for the Plan area includes a high 
level of detail and analysis which results in reasonably accurate 
representations of how wildfire may move through available fuels. This 
modeling is not intended to provide a prediction as to when a fire may 
occur as noted in the comment. 
 
DEIR Section 5.6, Fire Hazards, provides detailed information on the 
fire behavior modeling conducted to document the type and intensity 
of fire that would be expected in the Plan area, given characteristic 
features including topography, vegetation, and weather. The fire 
behavior models prepared for the Fire Protection Plans (see DEIR, 
Appendix I) were based on existing site conditions. The 1984 reference 
in question is used as a source not to predict wildfires, but to support 
the use of fire behavior modeling in fire prevention planning. The 
context of the reference is shown below, which is from DEIR Section 
5.6. 
 
“Predicting wildland fire behavior is not an exact science. As such, the 
movement of a fire will likely never be fully predictable, especially considering 
the variations in weather and the limits of weather forecasting and the 
weather that is created by the firestorm. Nevertheless, practiced and 
experienced judgment, coupled with a validated fire behavior modeling 
system, results in useful and accurate fire prevention planning information 
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(Rothermel, 1983).” 
 
Please also see Topical Response #2. 
 
Based upon the above discussion and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no revision of the DEIR would be required. 

MM-2 This comment states that the fire set by illegal campers up in Latigo raced 
through the area and in many cases, the fire departments were unable to do 
anything due to the intensity, location, and winds.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Please, also, see 
Topical Response #2. 

MM-3 This comment questions the success rate of predicting fire and expresses 
skepticism that people will not start fires simply because it is prohibited. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment MM-2. 

MM-4 This comment expresses the author’s opinion that there are many places for 
people to camp in Malibu that are underutilized.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment MM-2. 

MM-5 This comment states “Let us not play politics with the lives and property of 
the people who live here”.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment MM-2. 

 

MM-3



From: Even, Greg [mailto:GEVEN@dpw.lacounty.gov]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 4:33 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Cc: Lafferty, Dan; Gindi, Ramy 
Subject: Comments for the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan - Public Works Plan 
Draft Environmental Impact Report - SCH# 2009091018

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority

Attn: Ms. Judi Tamasi

5750 Ramirez Canyon Road

Malibu, CA 90265

The Los Angeles County Waterworks Districts (District) has reviewed the 
referenced document and have the following comments:

� Ramirez Canyon Park – In multiple locations the report states 
“Hydrants located near the park; along Ramirez Canyon Road and Via Acero 
achieve pressures ranging from 661 to 2,500 gallons per minute” this statement 
is inaccurate, as flows through an 8-inch water main is restricted to 
approximately 1,500 gallons per minute of flow.  The flow is additionally restricted 
by existing water main locations and elevations.   Any requirements above the 
existing system capability shall entail the replacement of existing main and the 
potential upgrade of existing facilities such as storage tanks and pump station. 
  Approval of domestic water supply shall require the installation of a regulating 
station and conversion of existing main to a lower pressure to reduce the 
pressure for the required backflow device(s).

� Escondido Canyon – The existing public fire protection is limited to 
1,500 gallons per minute of flow, any additional requirements shall entail the 
replacement of existing main and the potential upgrade of existing facilities such 
as storage tanks and pump station.   Approval of domestic water supply shall 
require the installation of a regulating station and conversion of existing main to a 
lower pressure to reduce the pressure for the required backflow device(s).

� Latigo Trailhead – The existing public fire protection is limited to 1,500 
gallons per minute of flow, any additional requirements will entail the replacement 
of existing main and the potential upgrade of existing facilities such as storage 
tanks and pump station. Approval of domestic water supply shall require the 
installation of a regulating station to reduce the pressure for the required 
backflow device(s).
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� Corral Canyon Park – The existing water supply infrastructure on 
Pacific Coast Highway fronting the park lacks the necessary storage tanks to 
provide the park with customary level of water service for fire fighting purposes 
and/or domestic use.  Project proponent shall install approximately 3,800 feet of 
12-inch water main along Pacific Coast Highway, and construct a water storage 
tank of adequate size and elevation to meet project domestic and fire storage 
demands.  All water system infrastructure shall be constructed in accordance 
with District standards and shall be dedicated to the District upon completion.

� Malibu Bluffs Open Space Area – The existing water supply 
infrastructure on Pacific Coast Highway fronting the park lacks the necessary 
storage tanks to provide the propose facility with customary level of water service 
for fire fighting purposes and/or domestic use.  Project proponent shall install 
approximately 2,400 feet of 12-inch water main along Pacific Coast Highway, and 
shall utilize infrastructure required for the Corral Canyon Park to provide 
domestic and fire storage.

� Project proponent shall construct on-site facilities meeting all health 
and safety codes, and all domestic water service meter and fire protection 
connections shall have a backflow device to prevent contamination of the public 
water system.  

The above stated flows are estimated maximum flows based on pipe size, actual 
fire flow tests must be physically conducted to obtain actual system yields.  The 
Draft EIR must adequately address all of the above mentioned infrastructure 
improvements and additional requirements may be added as the project impacts 
are more thoroughly defined.

Please add the LA County Waterworks District No. 29, Malibu to your distribution 
list for CEQA documents of projects within the Districts’ service area.

Thank you

Greg Even

LA County Waterworks Districts

LA County Department of Public Works

900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803

626-300-3331
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Letter  
Commenter:  

 
 

Date: 

NN 
Greg Even 
Los Angeles County Waterworks Districts 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline 15088, proposed written responses shall 
be provided to all public agencies that commented on an EIR at least 10 
days prior to the certification of any EIR.  The Conservancy and MRCA 
provided all public agencies with proposed written responses to their 
comments on the DEIR at least 10 days prior to the certification of this 
FEIR.  The version of all responses contained in this FEIR constitutes the final 
version as any previous version was a proposed response. 
 
In response to both oral and written comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Malibu Parks Public 
Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works Plan (the “Proposed 
Plan”) the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and the Mountains 
Recreation and Conservation Authority (“Conservancy/MRCA”) has 
revised one of the alternatives detailed in the DEIR to create the 
Modified Redesign Alternative (“MRA”).  In developing this MRA, the 
Conservancy/MRCA worked to refine the Redesign Alternative Plan 
contained in the DEIR to reduce all significant and unavoidable impacts 
to a level of insignificance.  The Conservancy/MRCA also created the 
MRA to further reduce those impacts deemed insignificant (with or 
without mitigation) in the DEIR, but were of concern to the public.  
The intent was to make use of the comments received, and the 
analysis contained in the DEIR, to develop an alternative which was 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Plan analyzed in the DEIR.  
A detailed description of the MRA is provided in Appendix MRA-1 in 
Volume IV of the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) and a 
detailed analysis of the environmental consequences of the MRA is 
included in Volume IV of the FEIR, which is scheduled to be released 
prior to the Conservancy/MRCA’s public hearing on the Plan.   
 
Briefly, compared to the proposed Plan, the MRA reduces the total 
number of campsites from 71 to 54, eliminates the Escondido Canyon 
Park and Latigo Trailhead campsites included in the Proposed Plan, and 
clusters the 54 campsites at primarily two parks: Corral Canyon Park 
(17 campsites) and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property (35 campsites).  
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These two campsite locations have easy access to Pacific Coast 
Highway (PCH).  In addition, under the MRA, two accessible campsites 
would be implemented at Ramirez Canyon Park in Phase 2. Phased 
roadway/ bridge improvements for enhanced access to Ramirez 
Canyon Road, Delaplane Road, and/or Via Acero are proposed, if 
required by the appropriate fire agency.  Within each park containing 
campsites, the campsites would be clustered.  For example, at Corral 
Canyon Park, the campsites would be eliminated along the creek and 
clustered along a bluff overlooking the Pacific Ocean.  Clustering is 
intended to facilitate the oversight/management of the camp areas, 
result in lower operational costs, and maximizes the efficiency and 
effectiveness of fire protection and relocation efforts.   
 
Under the MRA, day use facilities would be provided at Corral Canyon 
Park, the Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property, Ramirez Canyon Park 
and Latigo Canyon. At Escondido Canyon Park the MRA includes only 
trail improvements to connect the proposed Coastal Slope Trail from 
Murphy Way to Latigo Trailhead. 
 
Additionally, numerous project features have been added in the MRA 
to address the community’s fire concerns.  Under the MRA, for 
example, cooking would be limited to small electrical cook stations, 
and the use of flame-less cook-stoves and lanterns would be required. 
Further, a camp host, staff maintenance person, or Ranger, (all of 
whom would be wildland fire-trained), would be required to be onsite 
at park properties included in the MRA, during times when camping is 
permitted at the location.   
 
The Final EIR includes an analysis of the MRA as well as a MRA Fire 
Protection Plan.  The responses to comments that follow address the 
comments on the DEIR and indicate where concerns raised by oral or 
written comments will be potentially eliminated or reduced with the 
adoption of this MRA. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

NN-1 This comment states that LA County Waterworks District has reviewed the 
DEIR and has provided comments. 
 
RESPONSE: 
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The Conservancy/MRCA acknowledge LA County Waterworks 
District’s review of the DEIR and appreciate their effort in 
commenting on the DEIR. 

NN-2 This comment questions the accuracy of the fire flow information provided 
for the existing fire hydrants in the Ramirez Canyon Park area. The 
commenter also notes that a regulating station and conversion of the existing 
main to a lower pressure to reduce pressure for the required backflow 
device(s) shall be required. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see Section 2.4 of the DEIR, which describes water supply and 
infrastructure for the Proposed Plan.  A meeting with LA County 
Waterworks District staff (Greg Even and Ramy Gindi) was held on 
May 3, 2010 to discuss and clarify the District’s comments on the 
DEIR. At this meeting, it was communicated to District staff that the 
fire flow data included in the DEIR was provided by District staff. It 
was also clarified that the fire flow data contained in the DEIR did not 
represent a requirement applicable to a private water system, but was 
provided as informational. However, in order to avoid confusion, 
District staff requested that the DEIR provide clarification regarding 
the fire flow data included in the DEIR, explaining that the proposed 
“private water system” for fire protection does not require specific 
flows, but would rely upon whatever flows are available from the 
District.  
 
The following clarification is provided in response to the commenter’s 
identified concerns.  
 
“The proposed private water systems at each park area do not require 
specific fire flows greater than what is currently available from existing 
County of LA Waterworks infrastructure.” 
 
In addition, subsequent communication with District staff (Greg Even 
and Kirk Allen) on July 21, 2010 and July 23, 2010 confirmed and 
clarified that the flow data contained in the DEIR for Ramirez Canyon 
Park was accurate. The flow tests were conducted within the last 
couple of years (3/4/2009, 9/8/2008, and 5/24/2007) and no mains have 
been replaced that would change flow capacities in the area. It was also 
clarified that due to elevation changes and storage capacity in the area, 
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flow rates will vary as will duration. According to District staff, under 
normal operation in the area, the storage tank providing gravity 
storage to this pressure zone would have 350,000 gallons available for 
fire flow purposes. At a fire flow rate of 2,500 gpm at 20 psi, the 
duration of fire flow would be 140 minutes.   
 
The information detailed above would similarly apply to the MRA. 
 
Lastly, in response to the commenter’s note regarding backflow 
devices, Section 2.3.2 in Section 2.0 Project Description of the DEIR 
provides detailed information regarding the installation of required 
backflow devices for the Proposed Plan.  Similar information is 
provided for the MRA in Appendix MRA-1 of Volume IV of the FEIR. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

NN-3 This comment states that the existing public fire protection system at 
Escondido Canyon Park is limited to 1,500 gallons per minute and any 
additional requirements would require replacement of an existing main and 
potential upgrade of existing facilities such as storage tanks and pump 
station. The comment also states that a regulating station shall be required 
and conversion of an existing main to a lower pressure to reduce pressure 
for the required backflow device(s). 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See response to comment NN-2. Under the Proposed Plan analyzed in 
the DEIR, the proposed private water systems at Escondido Canyon 
Park would not require specific fire flows greater than what is 
currently available from existing County of LA Waterworks 
infrastructure.  Escondido Canyon Park receives water via an 8-in. 
water main line located along Winding Way. 
 
The MRA does not include park and recreation improvements at 
Escondido Canyon Park other than trails. As a result, Escondido 
Canyon Park would not require specific fire flows greater than what is 
currently available from existing County of LA Waterworks 
infrastructure, and existing fire flows currently available from existing 
County of Waterworks infrastructure for this area would not be 
affected under the MRA. 
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Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

NN-4 This comment states that the existing public fire protection at Latigo 
Trailhead is limited to 1,500 gallons per minute and any additional 
requirements would require replacement of an existing main and potential 
upgrade of existing facilities such as storage tanks and pump station. The 
comment also states that a regulating station shall be required and 
conversion of an existing main to a lower pressure to reduce pressure for the 
required backflow device(s). 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see Section 2.4 of the DEIR, which discusses water 
infrastructure and supply.  See response to comment NN-2. The 
proposed private water systems at the Latigo Trailhead site would not 
require specific fire flows greater than what is currently available from 
existing County of LA Waterworks infrastructure. 
 
The MRA would eliminate most of the park and recreation 
improvements at the Latigo Trailhead site.   Under the MRA, The 
Latigo Canyon Trailhead property would receive water via an existing 
6-in. water main line located along Latigo Canyon Road.  As a result, 
Latigo Trailhead would not require specific fire flows greater than 
what is currently available from existing County of LA Waterworks 
infrastructure, and existing fire flows currently available from existing 
County of LA Waterworks infrastructure for this area would not be 
affected under the MRA. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

NN-5 This comment states that the existing water supply infrastructure along 
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) fronting Corral Canyon Park lacks the 
necessary storage tanks to provide the park with customary level of water 
service for fire fighting purposes and/or domestic use, and requests that 
approximately 3,800 feet of 12-inch water main along PCH, and 
construction of a water storage tank of adequate size and elevation to meet 
project domestic and fire storage demands. 
 
RESPONSE: 
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Please see Section 2.4 of the DEIR, which describes the water supply 
and infrastructure for the Proposed Plan.  Please see response to NN-
2. In addition, it was clarified during the May 3, 2010, meeting with 
District staff and a subsequent telephone conference call meeting on 
May 12, 2010 with Jim Bailey, LA County Fire and District staff (Greg 
Even and Ramy Gindi) that the proposed “private water system” at 
Corral Canyon Park would not require specific fire flow requirements; 
therefore, existing District infrastructure would be able to serve the 
proposed uses at Corral Canyon Park. However, the District 
requested that a single point of connection to the District’s fronting 
main on the south side of PCH be used.  Additionally, the District 
concluded that the Conservancy would not be required to construct 
its own water storage tank to meet project domestic and fire storage 
demands, but would be required to pay its pro rata share toward the 
future construction of a water storage tank for the area. 
 
Under the MRA, Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs would receive 
water via a proposed extension of either a 10- or 12-in. main line off 
of PCH. New water lines, ranging from 2- to 6-in., would connect to 
and extend to proposed improvement areas from the existing water 
mains within adjacent streets; back flow prevention devices would be 
installed as required by the District. As with the Proposed Plan, the 
MRA would not require specific fire flows greater than what is 
currently available from existing County of LA Waterworks 
infrastructure, and existing fire flows currently available from existing 
County of LA Waterworks infrastructure for this area would not be 
affected. 
 
For Corral Canyon potable water would be provided via a 6-in. 
diameter connection to a water main in PCH.  This water would be 
boosted by a small pump station located near the service vehicle 
access area to serve the camp areas with domestic water.  This 
boosted water will also supply water to the 10,000-gallon storage tank 
at the top of the knoll above Camp Area 1.  The 10,000-gallon storage 
tank will only be used to provide water to the wildland hydrants.  To 
augment pressure and flow to the wildland hydrants, a stand pipe and 
Siamese connection are provided near the service vehicle access area.  
This will allow a pumper truck to take municipal water and pump it 
into the fire water line that services the wildland hydrants in the camp 
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area.  
 
Under the MRA, as a backup to firewater pressures and flows at 
Corral Canyon, a gas powered booster pump would be provided at a 
central location in Camp Area 1.  The booster pump would be able to 
connect to the domestic supply and pump into the firewater line 
boosting the pressure and flow into the wildland hydrants.  
Additionally, the booster pump would be able to also connect directly 
to the 10,000-gallon storage tank supply line and be fitted with a fire 
hose and nozzle to fight fires directly.  The gas powered booster 
pump, hoses and nozzles will be stored in a steel container centrally 
located in Camp Area 1.  The approximate 20-horsepower booster 
pump would be refueled (as needed) and inspected/ tested 
approximately four (4) times per year by wildfire trained personnel.  
The booster pump would be housed within a 2 ft by 4 ft steel 
container.  Any necessary refueling of the pump would occur without 
removing it from the steel container; any accidental fuel spillage would, 
therefore, be contained.  The booster pump would be capable of 
providing 120 GPM and would be located in a central location 
between several campsites (with surrounding 20-ft fuel modification 
buffers) and on a trail (with approximately 10 ft in width of fuel 
modification). 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

NN-6 This comment states that the existing water supply infrastructure along 
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) fronting Malibu Bluffs Open Space Area lacks 
the necessary storage tanks to provide the park with customary level of 
water service for fire fighting purposes and/or domestic use, and requests 
that approximately 2,400 feet of 12-inch water main along PCH, and shall 
utilize infrastructure required for the Corral Canyon Park to provide domestic 
and fire storage. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see Section 2.4 of the DEIR, which describes water supply and 
infrastructure for the Proposed Plan.  Please see response to NN-2. In 
addition, it was clarified during the May 3, 2010, meeting with District 
staff and a subsequent telephone conference call meeting on May 12, 
2010, with Jim Bailey, LA County Fire and District staff (Greg Even and 
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Ramy Gindi) that the proposed “private water system” at Malibu Bluffs 
would not require specific fire flow requirements; therefore, existing 
District infrastructure would be able to serve the proposed uses at 
Malibu Bluffs. However, the District would require that a “fronting” 
12-in. water main line be installed along Pacific Coast Highway. The 
“fronting” main line could be extended from either or both of two 
existing “fronting” mainlines at the north or south ends of the 
property adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway. Additionally, the District 
concluded that the Conservancy would not be required to construct 
its own water storage tank to meet project domestic and fire storage 
demands, but would be required to pay its pro rata share toward the 
future construction of a water storage tank for the area. 
 
Under the MRA, Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs would receive 
water via a proposed extension of either a 10- or 12-in. main line off 
of PCH. New water lines, ranging from 2 to 6 in., would connect to 
and extend to proposed improvement areas from the existing water 
mains within adjacent streets; back flow prevention devices would be 
installed as required by the District. As with the Proposed Plan, the 
MRA would not require specific fire flows greater than what is 
currently available from existing County of LA Waterworks 
infrastructure, and existing fire flows currently available from existing 
County of Waterworks infrastructure for this area would not be 
affected. 
 
Under the MRA, an emergency supply of water for fire protection 
purposes would be provided at and Malibu Buffs (Parking Lot #1 and 
#3) via a proposed 10,000-gallon water tank.  The tanks would be kept 
full at all times via a connection to municipal water supplies.  The tanks 
would not be connected to on-site hose-bibs or wildland fire hydrants, 
but a +4-in. standpipe outflow would be provided at each tank; the 
tank would be identified with signage for fire protection uses and 
available for fire pump truck hook-up as an emergency back-up supply 
of water in the event of failure of the municipal water delivery system. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

NN-7 This comment states that the project shall construct on-site facilities in 
compliance with all health and safety codes, and all domestic and fire 
protection water connections shall have a backflow device to prevent 
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contamination of the public water system. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Please see response to NN-2. In addition, as discussed in detail in 
Section 2.0 Project Description, all fire hydrant water connections would 
have back flow prevention devices attached to prevent backflow and 
protect water supplies from being contaminated.  Under both the 
Proposed Plan and the MRA, all improvements would be constructed 
consistent with health and safety codes. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required 

NN-8 This comment states that actual fire flow tests must be physically conducted 
to obtain actual system yields, and that the DEIR must address the 
mentioned infrastructure improvements and any additional requirements 
that may be added. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The Conservancy acknowledges that actual future fire flow tests may 
need to be conducted to determine actual system yields; however, as 
described in the response to comment NN-2, the proposed “private 
water system” at each park area would not require specific fire flow 
rates, and therefore, would not require infrastructure improvements 
to achieve specific fire flows, with the exception of Malibu Bluffs, 
where a new “fronting” main line would be required to connect to the 
District’s system. 
 
Based on the discussion above and the analysis contained within the 
DEIR, no further revisions to the DEIR would be required. 

NN-9 This comment requests that LA County Waterworks District No. 29 Malibu 
office be added to the distribution list for CEQA documents. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
The LA County Waterworks District No. 29 Malibu office has been 
added to the distribution list for CEQA documents. 
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From: Alan Hamel [mailto:Alan@PortCarlingCorp.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2010 4:36 PM 
To: EIRcomments@smmc.ca.gov 
Subject: MALIBU ROAD FIRE BURNED OUR HOME

I URGE YOU TO RECONSIDER HAVING CAMPSITES ON THE BLUFF ABOVE MALIBU 
ROAD. 
OUR HOME BURNED DOWN TWO YEARS AGO AND WE DISCOVERED AFTER THE FIRE 
HAD BARED EVERYTHING ON THE HILL  ABOVE US,  THAT THERE WAS A CAMPSITE 
WITH SOFAS AND COOKING POTS AND OBVIOUSLY PEOPLE WERE LIVING THERE AND 
WERE DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR OUR  BURNING DOWN OUR HOME. 

OFTEN,  THE WIND COMES FROM THE BLUFF TO THE SEA AND IF THERE IS EVEN A 
SMALL SPARK,  THE DEADWOOD AND SAGEBRUSH CATCH FIRE AND ALL HELL 
BREAKS LOOSE. 

WE LOST ALL OUR BELONGINGS AND ALL OUR FAMILY MOMENTOS AND MOST 
IMPORTANTLY,  OUR HOME.  
IT HAS CHANGED THE DYNAMICS OF OUR FAMILY INCLUDING KIDS AND GRAND KIDS 
WHO USED TO SPEND WEEKENDS AND SUMMER VACATIONS WITH US;  THAT IS GONE. 

PLEASE,   DO NOT PUT US ON MALIBU ROAD IN JEOPARDY, HAVING TO CONSTANTLY 
WORRY ABOUT THE COMBINATION OF WIND AND FIRE CREATING A RECURRENCE OF 
WHAT HAPPENED TO US TWO YEARS AGO. 

MOST CAMPERS ARE RESPONSIBLE.   IF EVEN ONE IS NOT,   IT CAN BE A DISASTER. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION. 

RESPECTFULLY,

SUZANNE SOMERS 
ALAN HAMEL 
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Letter  
Commenter:  

Date: 

OO 
Suzanne Somers and Alan Hamel 
March 22, 2010 

Introduction In response to comments, two topical responses have been created 
(Topical Response #1 – the Modified Redesign Alternative & Topical 
Response #2 – Fire Concerns).  Where a response to a comment can 
be addressed with one of these topical responses, the commenter is 
referred to the topical response. 

COMMENT 
NO. 

RESPONSE 

OO-1 This comment requests that the Conservancy reconsider placing campsites at 
Malibu Bluffs. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.   
 
Furthermore, in response to comments raised on the DEIR, the 
Conservancy/MRCA is being presented with a Modified Redesign 
Alternative.  This alternative would limit camping to primarily two 
parks:  Corral Canyon Park and Malibu Bluffs Conservancy Property in 
an effort to reduce fire risk.    Both sites are located in close proximity 
to PCH to facilitate highway access in a fire event, and are considered 
areas with lower intensity fire behavior and near other open space 
areas for relocation purposes.   
 
Additionally, a Fire Protection Plan is included in the FEIR for this 
Modified Redesign Alternative and for each park area, and further and 
includes the following additional measures to ensure any fire risk is 
reduced further.  First, the drop box registration system has been 
eliminated and all camping fees would be collected in person.  
Furthermore, under the Fire Protection Plan for this alternative 
included in the FEIR, a strict cold camp policy prohibiting the use of 
propane stoves and other flammable devices would be strictly 
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enforced.  The only approved cooking devices would be small 
electrical cooking appliances compatible with the park provided all-
weather electrical outlet.  Further, the Modified Redesign Alternative 
would provide permanent overnight accommodations for wildland fire-
trained MRCA rangers, camp hosts, or a staff maintenance person to 
monitor and enforce this cold camp policy and further reduce any fire 
risk associated with the Plan.   Additionally, all MRCA rangers and 
camp hosts will be public officers designated pursuant to the MRCA 
Park Ordinance as authorized by the Public Resources Code and 
would be able to issue citations to strictly enforce this cold camp 
policy. 
 
See, also, Topical Response #1 and Topical Response #2. 

OO-2 This comment stats that the wind comes from the bluff to the sea and if a 
small spark, dead wood, or sagebrush catch fire, it would most likely be 
devastating to homes along Malibu Road. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) specifies that the “lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
This comment does not address an environmental issue.  Your opinion 
on the proposed project is important, however, and your comment 
will be included in the FEIR presented for review and consideration by 
the Conservancy/MRCA’s decision-making body.  Please, also, see 
Topical Response #2. 

OO-3 This comment provides a personal account of the effects a fire that 
originated on Malibu Bluffs.  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment OO-2. 

OO-4 This comment states that most campers are responsible, but just one 
irresponsible camper could create a disaster. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See Response to Comment OO-2. 
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