SPL Responses Provided on 15 Sept. 2004



HQUSACE Project Guidance Memorandum

Draft Feasibility Report and EIS
Matilija Dam Ecosystem Restoration Study
Ventura County, California
1.  Background
a.  Project Location.  The study area is located on Matilija Creek, a tributary of the Ventura River, in Ventura County, California.  The study area is approximately 16 miles upstream of the mouth of the Ventura River at the Pacific Ocean. 

b.  Authority. The study is authorized by Resolution of the U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure (Docket 2593, adopted 15 April 1999.  The text of the authorization is found on page 1-1 of the AFB report.

c.  Non-Federal Sponsor.  The non-Federal sponsor for the study is the Ventura County Watershed Protection District. 

d.  Background.  The construction of the 190-foot high Matilija Dam was undertaken by the Ventura County Flood Control District to provide water storage for agricultural uses, and also to provide limited flood control benefits.  The construction of the dam was completed in 1947.  The Casitas Municipal Water District (CMWD) operates the dam under a 50-year agreement that expires in 2009.  Large volumes of sediment (approximately 6 million cubic yards) have accumulated in the reservoir area since the completion of construction, and at present the reservoir retains only about 7% of its original capacity.  Matilija dam currently supplies about 590 acre-feet of water per year to the Robles water diversion facility (operated by the CMWD), which is located approximately 2 miles downstream of the Matilija site.    

e.  Problem Identification.  The construction of the Matilija Dam has resulted in the severe degradation of the natural ecosystem functions and riverine processes of Matilija Creek and the Ventura River.  Changes to water flows and sediment transport regimes have significantly degraded wetland and riverine habitats used by a number of aquatic and terrestrial species, including the federally listed endangered southern steelhead trout.  The purpose of the study is to investigate alternatives to restore and improve lost features of the riverine system that are essential to the long-term survival of self-regulating functioning ecosystems.    

f.  Alternatives.  A total of seven action alternatives (and one no-action alternative) have been examined in detail to evaluate potential measures to improve the aquatic functions of Matilija Creek and the Ventura River through removal of Matilija Dam.  The action alternatives consider two different methods to take down the dam (one phase or two phase removal), and three different measures to dispose of the accumulated sediments trapped behind the dam (mechanical removal, natural transport, and partial dredged material removal in combination with natural transport).  The alternative plans include various economic mitigation features to prevent project-induced flooding and adverse effects to municipal water supply intakes.  The initial costs of the action alternatives range from approximately $96 million to $129 million.  Significant aquatic habitat gains would result from all action alternatives.

g.  Tentatively Recommended Plan.  The recommended plan, Alternative 4b, would dredge approximately 2.1 million cubic yards of fine sediment from the reservoir, remove the dam in one phase, temporarily stabilize the remaining sediments to reduce downstream impacts on municipal water intakes and implement structural and non-structural features to prevent project-induced flooding.  The project also includes a recreational trail system.  The selected plan would provide approximately 731 average annual habitat units for aquatic species, and would re-open access to approximately 17 miles of high quality spawning and rearing habitat important to anadromous fish species such as the steelhead trout.  The initial cost of the recommended alternative is about $104,320,000, which includes about $1,000,000 for recreation facilities, and approximately $5,700,000 a desilting basin associated with the Robles diversion facility. 

2.  Draft Feasibility Report Review Comments.  Note:  A number of substantive issues from the AFB review remain unresolved; see section 3c.  

a.  Real Estate comments.  

1.  The draft feasibility report is inconsistent regarding the land costs.  One of the purposes of the Real Estate Plan is to provide estimates of real estate costs for inclusion in the cost estimates for the selected alternative.  The Gross Appraisal, the Real Estate Plan, and the 01 Lands feature of the cost estimate (Appendix F) should all agree as to specific features and their costs, but they do not.    

The Gross Appraisal is incomplete at this stage and has not been reviewed by the District.  Its features and land costs are:

Matilija Hot Springs




$1,925,000

Camino Cielo





  1,118,000

Maricopa Highway




  1,774,000 (total value for 3 parcels)

Slurry Pipeline Between the Dam and Miners Oaks
     116,000

Slurry Line, Levees Improvements to the 

Bridge at Santa Ana Road & Stockpile areas 

within the River Bottom



     278,100

Flood Wall at Casitas Springs



      159,400 (total value of 3 parcels)






TOTAL
$5,370,500
The features and land costs in the Real Estate Plan are:

Camino Cielo





$4,815,000

Slurry Pipeline




     141,500

Hwy 150 Slurry Disposal Sites


     242,500

Levees






     397,900

Bridge Modifications




         2,500




TOTAL

$5,599,400

Appendix F has three features that include the 01 account or Land Costs

01.01 RE for Slurry System



$   185,799

01.02 RE for Disposal of Fine


     334,875

01.03 RE for Downstream Flood Mitigat.

  7,439,070




TOTAL

$7,959,744

The estimated values in the gross appraisal should be used for the Real Estate Baseline Cost Estimate, which then should be used in the Appendix F cost estimate 01 account.

District Response:  Inconsistencies between the gross appraisal and the REP were due to subsequent updates made to the gross appraisal following some recent sales in the study area.  Inconsistencies have been resolved.  With regard to MCACES, the associated lands feature costs included contingencies that should not have been factored in.  These contingencies will be deleted.

Action to be taken:  District will ensure that all numbers and costs are consistent in the report prior to completion of the final report.  District will coordinate with HQSF Real Estate prior to completing the final feasibility report.

FRC PGM District Response:  Extensive coordination has been conducted between the Sponsor, SPL and SPD with regards to updates on the REP and the Gross Appraisal Report.  Inconsistencies in the numbers have been rectified.  Final revisions to the technical appendices include updates to the MCACES cost estimates so the costs for real estate features are updated in accordance with revisions to the REP and Gross Appraisal Report.

2.  The following issues need to be addressed in the REP: A determination of whether real estate rights will be needed for the arundo removal.  Unless the sponsor intends to buy all this land in fee, a non-standard estate will need to be developed and included in the Feasibility Report for approval.  

District Response:  Since access to private properties for the purpose of arundo removal and control would be needed on an infrequent basis and only for short durations, fee title would not be sought. A lesser easement will be sought as allowed under ER 405-1-12, Sec. 12-9, b(6).

Action to be taken:  District will ensure that this information is in the final report.

FRC PGM District Response:  The following text was prepared and incorporated into the REP:  “It is recognized that the USACE regulations in 405-1-12 have determined that the fee estate is generally required to support ecosystem restoration projects. However, a lesser estate is proposed for the Arundo removal feature, based on the extent of interest required for the operation and monitoring requirements of this item of this project.  A permanent easement will be acquired for the Arundo removal. This lesser interest is appropriate because of the infrequent need to access the properties to remove the invasive species. During PED an appropriate permanent easement estate will be developed that will allow the sponsor to access the land to physically remove the Arundo from the site, to access the land to monitor for its return, and to again remove it if the Arundo does return to the site.  A permanent easement has been considered by the appraiser in estimating the probable land costs for this feature of the project.”

· All sponsor-owned land must be valued for inclusion in the estimated LERRD.

· The real estate rights that will be needed for the dam removal and the removal of the sediment and/or the 100’ bottom width channel to be excavated in the reservoir should be identified.  

· The ownership (fee or easement) of the reservoir must be ascertained.  

District Response:  Concur.  Sponsor-owned land will be included under LERRDs.
Action to be taken:  District will ensure that this information is in the final report.

FRC PGM District Response:  See response to 2.a.1. Values have been added to the Sponsor-owned lands in the Recommended Plan area and updates have been included in the MCACES cost estimate, the summary tables of alternative costs, and the cost apportionment Table 5.1 of the main report. 

· An investigation is needed to determine whether any of the lands of the dam, reservoir, and levees were previously credited in the two previous Federal projects in the area.

District Response:  No lands to be credited for this project were previously credited for the other past Federal projects in the watershed.
Action to be taken:  The response is adequate.  No action is necessary.
· The value of the Foster Park wells and access road should be discussed.

District Response:  The purposes of the wells is to restore losses to water supply (surface diversion facilities) to the City of Ventura as a result of the project.  The wells will be installed on City of Ventura property under temporary work area agreement (right of entry).  Maintenance of the wells will be the sole responsibility of the City.

Action to be taken:  District will ensure that this information is clarified and included in the final REP and final report.

FRC PGM District Response:  The LERRD value and a description of the Foster Park wells has been included in the REP.
· A determination is needed whether any real estates rights are needed for the Robles Dam Bypass.  

District Response:  Lands associated with the bypass are Federally owned (Bureau of Reclamation).  The BOR has indicated that the required lands will be made available to the project for this use at no fee.

Action to be taken:  No changes to the report are necessary.  The district should contact the BOR concerning possible permit requirements or restrictions for this work.

FRC PGM District Response:  SPL contacted several BOR representatives including the Matilija Project Manager, a realty specialist and the chief of the Land Resources Branch.   They concurred by email that the appropriate assumption to make at this time is that no additional fees would be necessary for the use of the BOR land for the desilting basin, water/slurry pipelines, the recreation trail, and any other areas.  

The BOR requested additional coordination during the PED phase, when more design details are available.  A waiver may be required for the BOR to provide justification for exercising its discretionary authority to waive land use fees, assuming the titleholder will be a non-Federal entity.  During PED, some BOR administrative costs may be identified for coordination, permit preparation/ processing, surveys and inspections, and the preparation of NEPA documentation for any other permits or hazmat survey work.  No additional work restrictions were identified by the BOR representatives. 

· Desilting basin.  Needs discussion and perhaps a valuation estimate if the costs are included in the total project costs.

District Response:  The land is owned by the BOR.  The Sponsor has coordinated with the BOR for use of the land.  Cost will be fully borne by the non-federal sponsor.

Action to be taken:  The cost will be included in the Total Project Cost.  This information will be included in the REP.

FRC PGM District Response:  See previous response regarding assumptions related to real estate costs for the desilting basin. The desilting basin is no longer considered a betterment (see comment 3.a.5).  At the FRC, SPL was directed to include the cost of this associated feature in the cost apportionment table.  The cost apportionment table in the Main Report (Table 5-1, page 5-3) includes the desilting basin cost.

· The maps in the REP indicate “Federal Land” as part of the land needed.  This needs further discussion in REP.

District Response: Concur.  The REP has been revised to include additional text on Federally-owned land.

Action to be taken:  The REP will describe and display the different federal management in lands required for the project.

FRC PGM District Response:  Other Federal lands required for the project are primarily managed by the BOR, particularly in areas around the Robles Diversion Dam.  Aside from the BOR property around the Robles Diversion Dam and Lake Casitas, the only Federally-owned lands are within the Los Padres National Forest, in the Matilija Wilderness Area, upstream of the Recommended Plan footprint (and upstream of the deposition area behind the reservoir).  The U.S. Forest Service manages the national forest area. Although textual revisions have been included in the REP to better describe the management of Federal lands, corresponding figures have not been revised to distinguish between Federal managers since all Federal lands below Matilija Dam are managed by the BOR, and Federal lands upstream of the deposited sediments at Matilija Dam are managed by the U.S. Forest Service.

3.  A number of other concerns were identified with the REP.  However, if the Gross Appraisal had been prepared according to Chapter 4 of ER 405-1-12, and if the REP had been prepared according to Chapter 12 of ER 405-1-12, most of the concerns would be resolved.  Before this study can be approved, RE Division must be consulted on all of the proposed features in order to determine the estates necessary for the project.  They must be given the approximate sizes and preliminary right of way designs for all of the features and the identified estates.  Then RE will coordinate with an appraiser to complete a Gross Appraisal (following Chapter 4), which must be reviewed by the appropriate level at the Corps.  The REP needs to be written following Chapter 12 and must use the estimated values in the approved gross appraisal.  Appendix F should then incorporate the values in the Baseline Cost Estimate for Real Estate in the 01 account.  Since contingencies and administrative costs are included in the BCERE, care should be taken that the cost estimate does not also add in contingencies, S & A, etc.

District Response:  Gross Appraisal and REP have been revised and will undergo thorough review by District prior to submittal to RE Division.  Consistency between the Gross Appraisal, REP and MCACES real estate costs will be assured.

Action to be taken:  The gross appraisal will be reviewed and approved by SPD-Real Estate, prior to final report transmittal to HQ.  
FRC PGM District Response:  See 2.a.1.  Review and approval has been provided by SPD real estate.

b.  Legal review comments.  (See end of section 2.b for revised description of Items of Local Cooperation).

1.  Pages 5-4 to 5-6 and 8-1 to 8-3:   


A.  Rewrite paragraph a. as follows:

Provide 35 percent of the separable project costs allocated to environmental restoration and 50 percent of the separable project costs allocated to recreation, as further specified below:

District Response: Concur.  If “environmental” is replaced with “ecosystem.”

Action to be taken:  Use of the word “ecosystem” is appropriate.  Paragraph will be written as indicated above.

FRC PGM District Response:  Further review by SPL and HQUSACE counsel representatives (Weintraub, Hostyk) concluded that the term “separable” was not appropriate, and therefore, the paragraph should not be revised from the original text presented in the public draft report. 

(1) Enter into an agreement that provides, prior to execution of a project cooperation agreement for the project, 25 percent of design costs;

District Response: Concur.  For clarification, we propose adding text that shows the design costs will ultimately be wrapped into the project cost and will be cost shared 65/35. 

Action to be taken:  Paragraph will be written as indicated above.
FRC PGM District Response:  The District and HQ counsel representatives agreed that the additional text referenced in the district response related to the ultimate 65/35 cost-sharing was redundant and therefore unnecessary. 

(2) Provide, during construction, any additional funds needed to cover the non-federal share of design costs;

(3) Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and dredged or excavated material disposal areas, and perform or assure the performance of all reloca​tions determined by the Government to be necessary for the con​struction, operation, and maintenance of the project;

(4) Provide or pay to the Government the cost of providing all retaining dikes, wasteweirs, bulkheads, and embankments, including all monitoring features and stilling basins, that may be required at any dredged or excavated material dis​posal areas required for the construction, operation, and main​tenance of the project; and

District Response: Concur. No change.

Action to be taken:  Paragraphs (2)-(4) do not require any revisions to current text.

(5) Provide, during construction, any additional costs as necessary to make its total contribution equal to 35 percent of the separable project costs allocated to environmental restoration and 50 percent of the separable project costs allocated to recreation.

District Response: Concur.  If “environmental” is replaced with “ecosystem.”
Action to be taken:  Use of the word “ecosystem” is appropriate.  Paragraph will be written as indicated above. See pg. 8-1.


B.  Delete paragraph b.  See comment 1 above.  Renumber remaining paragraphs.

District Response:  Do not concur.  This language specifies that features such as the desilting basin will be a 100 percent non-Federal cost.  The text could be rewritten to be clearer.

Action to be taken:  District will draft language to address extraordinary requirements and coordinate with HQUSACE prior to finalization of report.

FRC PGM District Response:  See revised text for paragraph b below.  Also, an additional paragraph was added (e) to address the Sponsor’s continued maintenance of the channel around the Santa Ana Bridge. See Pg. 8-2.


C.  Rewrite present paragraph l as follows:  


"_.  Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including, but not limited to: Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352 (42 U.S.C. 2000d) and Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant thereto; Army Regulation 600-7, entitled "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and Activities Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army"; and all applicable federal labor standards requirements including, but not limited to, 40 U.S.C. 3141-3148 and 40 U.S.C. 3701-3708 (revising, codifying and enacting without substantive change the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 276a et seq.), the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 327 et seq.) and the Copeland Anti-Kickback Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 276c)).
District Response: Concur.

Action to be taken:  Paragraph will be written as indicated above. See para. M, Pg.8-3.

D.  Add new paragraphs at the end as follows:


"_.   Prevent obstructions of, or encroachments on, the project (including prescribing and enforcing regulations to prevent such obstructions or encroachments) which might reduce the ecosystem restoration, hinder its operation and maintenance, or interfere with its proper function, such as any new development on project lands or the addition of facilities which would degrade the benefits of the project."


"_.  Provide and maintain necessary access roads, parking areas, and other public use facilities, open and available to all on equal terms."  

District Response: Concur.  Will be paragraphs p and q.  See. pg. 8-3.

Action to be taken:  Paragraphs will be added as indicated above.
FRC PGM District Response: Revisions to the recommendations are presented below:

a. Provide 35 percent of the total project costs allocated to ecosystem restoration and 50 percent of the total project costs allocated to recreation, as further specified below:

(1) Enter into an agreement that provides, prior to execution of a project cooperation agreement for the project, 25 percent of design costs; 


(2)  Provide, during construction, any additional funds needed to cover the non‑federal share of design costs;



(3)  Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and dredged or excavated material disposal areas, and perform or assure the performance of all reloca​tions determined by the Government to be necessary for the con​struction, operation, and maintenance of the project;



(4)  Provide or pay to the Government the cost of providing all retaining dikes, wasteweirs, bulkheads, and embankments, including all monitoring features and stilling basins, that may be required at any dredged or excavated material dis​posal areas required for the construction, operation, and main​tenance of the project; and



(5) Provide, during construction, any additional costs as necessary to make its total contribution equal to 35 percent of the total project costs allocated to ecosystem restoration and 50 percent of the total project costs allocated to recreation.


b. Provide during construction 100 percent of total project costs allocated to the desilting basin project feature.


c. Give the Government a right to enter, at reasonable times and in a reasonable manner, upon land which the local sponsor owns or controls for access to the project for the purpose of inspec​tion, and, if necessary, for the purpose of completing, operating, maintaining, repairing, replacing, or rehabilitating the project.


d. Assume responsibility of operating, maintaining, replacing, repairing, and rehabilitating (OMRR&R) the project or completed functional portions of the project, including mitigation features and the desilting basin without cost to the Government, in a manner compatible with the project’s authorized purpose and in accordance with applicable Federal and State laws and specific directions prescribed by the Government in the OMRR&R manual and any subsequent amendments thereto.


e. Maintain responsibility for the continued OMRR&R of the Ventura River channel flow capacity at the Santa Ana Bridge. 


f. Comply with Section 221 of Public Law 91-611, Flood Control Act of 1970, as amended, and Section 103 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, Public Law 99-662, as amended, which provides that the Secretary of the Army shall not commence the construction of any water resources project or separable element thereof, until the non-Federal sponsor has entered into a written agreement to furnish its required cooperation for the project or separable element.


g. Hold and save the Government free from all damages arising from the construction, operation, maintenance, repair, replace​ment, and rehabilitation of the project and any project-related betterments, except for damages due to the fault or negligence of the Government or the Government's contractors.


h. Keep and maintain books, records, documents, and other evidence pertaining to costs and expenses incurred pursuant to the project to the extent and in such detail as will properly reflect total project costs.


i. Perform, or cause to be performed, any investigations for hazardous substances that are determined necessary to identify the existence and extent of any hazardous substances regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601-9675, that may exist in, on, or under lands, easements or rights-of-way necessary for the con​struction, operation, and maintenance of the project; except that the non-Federal sponsor shall not perform such investigations on lands, easements, or rights-of-way that the Government determines to be subject to the navigation servitude without prior specific written direction by the Government.


j. Assume complete financial responsibility for all necessary cleanup and response costs of any CERCLA regulated materials located in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-way that the Government determines necessary for the construction, opera​tion, or maintenance of the project.


k. Agree that, as between the Federal Government and the non-Federal sponsor, the non-Federal sponsor shall be considered the operator of the project for the purpose of CERCLA liability, and, to the maximum extent practicable, operate, maintain, repair, replace, and rehabilitate the project in a manner that will not cause liability to arise under CERCLA.


l. Comply with the applicable provisions of the Uniform Relo​cation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public law 91-646, as amended by title IVk the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and the Uniform Regulations contained in 49 CFR part 24, in acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-way, and performing relocations for construction, operation, and maintenance of the project, and inform all affected persons of applicable benefits, policies, and procedures in connection with said act.


m. Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including, but not limited to: Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352 (42 U.S.C. 2000d) and Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pursuant thereto; Army Regulation 600-7, entitled "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and Activities Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army"; and all applicable federal labor standards requirements including, but not limited to, 40 U.S.C. 3141-3148 and 40 U.S.C. 3701-3708 (revising, codifying and enacting without substantive change the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 276a et seq.), the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 327 et seq.) and the Copeland Anti-Kickback Act (formerly 40 U.S.C. 276c)).


n. Provide the non-Federal cost share of that portion of total cultural resource preservation mitigation and data recovery costs attributable to ecosystem restoration that are in excess of one percent of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for ecosystem restoration.


o. Do not use Federal funds to meet the non-Federal sponsor’s share of total project costs unless the Federal granting agency verifies in writing that the expenditure of such funds is authorized.

p. Prevent obstructions of, or encroachments on, the project (including prescribing and enforcing regulations to prevent such obstructions or encroachments) which might reduce the ecosystem restoration, hinder its operation and maintenance, or interfere with its proper function, such as any new development on project lands or the addition of facilities which would degrade the benefits of the project.


q. Provide and maintain necessary access roads, parking areas, and other public use facilities, open and available to all on equal terms.

c.  Editorial comments.

1.  Page 2-6 Main Report.  The city of Ojai is located to the southeast, not northeast, of Matilija Dam.

District Response: Concur.
Action to be taken:  Paragraph will be revised as indicated above.

FRC PGM District Response:  Revision has been made to the location of the City of Ojai on Page 2-6 of the Main Report.
3.   Alternative Formulation Briefing Review Comments
a.  Plan Formulation 

1.  Responsibilities for Corrective Actions.  The report materials are proposing that the Corps Civil Works program undertake the removal of a relatively large non-Federal dam in order to restore ecological values to the watershed including improvement of habitat for a species listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act.  The District also needs to address the guidance from HQUSACE found in section 5 of this PGM entitled Additional Policy Guidance per HQ Assessment, paragraph 3.a.1, prior to submittal of the final report.
An undertaking of this nature is unprecedented absent specific legislative directives or as part of a larger restoration project.  In this instance, all implementation activities are the direct result of the removal of the dam.  The district needs to research and address other Federal and State laws, rules, and regulations which pertain to the responsibilities of non-Federal owners of such facilities to undertake corrective actions for compliance with the Endangered Species Act, and other environmental restoration requirements where the degradation is the direct cause of the actions of single identifiable entities.  The information is needed to help build a case that an undertaking of this nature is an appropriate recommendation for the Corps Civil Works program.  

District Response:  The District coordinated with in-house staff, the Sponsor and resource agencies, and referred to other reports to address this comment.  The District has concluded that there are no Federal or State laws, rules or regulations that require the dam owner, the Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) to undertake any corrective actions in compliance with the ESA.  VCWPD responsibilities do not extend beyond assuring dam safety related to potential downstream flooding if the dam fails.  The leaseholder of the facility, the Casitas Municipal Water District (CMWD) has a 50-year lease agreement that began in 1959 and will expire in 2009.  CMWD are also not required to provide fish passage or other restoration measures at Matilija Dam as part of the lease agreement or in order to comply with the ESA.

The VCWPD states that it is unlikely that measures could be taken on their own to restore fish passage and sediment transport at the Matilija watershed without the involvement of the Federal government due to the size, complexity and cost of dam removal.  Removing Matilija Dam is a key component of a long-term plan to manage and implement multi-purpose projects to address Ventura River watershed issues, such as ecosystem degradation, flooding, and management of surface and ground water supplies for domestic and environmental purposes in other portions of the Ventura River watershed.  The estimated 17 miles and 422 acres of riverine habitat that could become accessible to steelhead above Matilija Dam for the Recommended Plan are the most valuable remaining reaches of rearing and spawning habitat for the entire Ventura River watershed.

Proposed District Action:  Text describing the need for the involvement of the Federal government in the removal of Matilija Dam, and the long-term objectives of the VCWPD will be added to the report.  Specific discussions related to the ownership, and operations and management responsibilities of Matilija Dam (pages 2-7 to 2-12) will be provided in the baseline conditions chapter.  The same discussions will be presented for the Robles Diversion Dam (pages 2-28-2-30).

Discussion:  HQUSACE furnished additional policy guidance in the form of issues to be considered, to augment the proposed District action.  This guidance is included at the end of this document for reference purposes.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report, as described in the District Response and the Proposed District Action, and additional information relevant to the attached policy guidance to further strengthen the need for Corps involvement in this project.

District Action:  Information described in the District Response and the Proposed District Action has been included in the Public draft on pg. 2-28, first, second and fourth paragraph.  Additional information per attached policy guidance will be incorporated for the final document.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The draft report materials on page 2-28 referenced in the District response state that the existing lease agreement that CWMD has with the VCWPD does not require fish passage measures, or compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  The relevance of the lease agreement is not apparent- the District should clarify the intent and meaning of this statement.  The District should also clarify whether any other Federal or State agency has responsibilities under the ESA or other environmental laws that could result in a requirement that the owner of Matilija Dam undertake actions for recovery of the threatened/endangered species.  The District also needs to address the guidance from HQUSACE found in section 5 of this PGM entitled Additional Policy Guidance per HQ Assessment, paragraph 3.a.1, prior to submittal of the final report.
District Response:  The existing lease agreement between CWMD and VCWPD does not provide any nexus for compliance with the ESA.  Likewise, we are not aware of any future probable action that would require any federal permit under “Without Project” conditions.  Thus, there are no other Federal or State agencies responsible for endangered species recovery under the ESA or other environmental laws.

See Section 5 regarding District Response to Additional Policy Guidance per HQ Assessment.
Discussion:  Are there other agencies or entities with potential enforcement actions?  Could a letter be obtained from the National Marine Fisheries Service that expresses they will not require the owner of the Matilija Dam to establish fish passage?  Dam is currently stable, so no actions are anticipated by the owners which would trigger a NMFS action.  Robles diversion was planning a modification and based on conjunctive use agreement, there was agreement to implement a conservation recommendation in coordination with the NMFS.  Ideally, a letter from NMFS saying there is no means for them to force fish passage at Matilija Dam would help resolve this.

Action to be taken – District will pursue correspondence from NMFS that would describe conditions under which possible enforcement or jurisdiction would be asserted.

FRC PGM District Response:  A review made by the District has concluded that there are no other agencies or entities that can require the owners of the dam to restore fish passage.  Because of staffing shortages at NMFS, NMFS will review an email sent from the District to NMFS regarding the reasons to support the position that NMFS would not require the Matilija Dam owner to establish fish passage.  NMFS will respond with a ‘concur’ or ‘non-concur’ statement.  To date, this message has not been sent to NMFS, but will be sent prior to the Division Engineer’s Briefing.     

2. Study Authorization and Alternatives.  The study resolution cites a report of the Chief of Engineers on the Ventura River Basin published in a 1941 House Document.  However, no information is presented on that report or any Corps projects that may have been authorized and constructed as a result of that report.  It is also noted that the study resolution addresses restoring the environment on Matilija Creek and returning natural sand replenishment to Ventura, and California beaches.  No mention is made in the resolution limiting studies to the removal of Matilija Dam.  The draft report should present information on the following: 

· Summary information on the cited report of the Chief of Engineers and any resultant authorization and construction of Civil Works projects.

· Consideration of alternatives that restore the environment but do not involve dam removal and restoring natural sand replenishment.

District Response:  (i.) The 1941 House Document recommended construction of a levee for flood control along the east bank of the lower Ventura River to protect the city of Ventura, and also a debris basin and channel in Stewart Canyon to protect the city of Ojai.  The projects were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944.  The Ventura Levee was subsequently completed by the Corps in December 1948, and consists of a 2.6 mile-long earthen levee with one-foot grouted stone slope protection.  The project is maintained by local interests.  The Stewart Canyon Debris Basin and channel was constructed by the Corps in January 1963, and consists of an earthfill 40-foot high debris basin with a storage capacity of 300,000 cubic yards, and a 4,500-foot long box and open rectangular concrete lined channel that extends from the basin through the City of Ojai to a natural channel south of the city.

In general, the Chief’s Report cites local interests desires, including construction of flood control channel protection along 15 miles of the Ventura River and several dams for combined flood control and water conservation.  Dam sites include Matilija Creek and Coyote Creek.  The Corps could not justify support of the dams due to the inability of the structures to provide flood control on the lower Ventura River.

(ii.) Based on extensive coordination and interaction with the Plan Formulation Group, the Environmental Working Group and some of the other technical teams (see page 1-4 for the org. chart), only measures that included the eventual removal of Matilija Dam could reasonably address restoration of anadromous fish populations on Matilija Creek.  Other fish bypass measures that did not require dam removal, such as trapping and trucking, construction of a fish ladder, a bypass tunnel for fish passage, and stocking of fish upstream of the dam were considered and dismissed based on their effectiveness, cost, and technical viability.  The dam still provides a major impediment to downstream migration in all of those circumstances, except for the bypass tunnel.  Steelhead could not survive the drop over the face of the existing dam during higher flow conditions when they would be migrating.  Trapping the steelhead while migrating downstream somewhere upstream of the dam was not a viable measure due to the flashy nature of storm flows in the canyon.  Therefore, dam removal measures are included in the final array of alternative plans to fully address the restoration of anadromous fish populations, allowing access to the 17 miles of pristine riverine habitat upstream of Matilija Dam. 

Restoration of natural sand replenishment will occur in the future no action plan, but it is estimated that the dam will trap an additional three million cubic yards of sediment over the next 35 years before pre-dam volumes of coarse-grained material will be transported over the dam.  Restoration of the 16 miles of sediment-starved reaches along the Ventura River is estimated to take an additional 65 years.  Measures were considered to mechanically transport the more coarse-grained sediments from above the dam to areas downstream of the dam, from directly below the dam to the ocean.  It was determined that these measures could not be considered without the removal of the dam because of potential dam safety issues.  The dam, in the current condition with trapped sediment behind it, is a stable structure that is not expected to required additional improvements for the next 50 years.  If the sediment were removed from behind the dam, significant structural improvements would have to be made to the dam to ensure that the structure is safe. Therefore, dam removal was included as a measure in the final array of alternative measures to restore sediment transport to the beaches in far less time (10 to 20 years for the Recommended Plan) when compared to 100 years for the No Action Plan. 

Proposed District Action:  (i.) The report will be revised to add summary information related to the conclusions of the Chief’s report and two project constructed by the Corps based on the report recommendations.  (ii.) The report will be revised to emphasize that the formulation process led to the conclusions that dam removal was a necessary measure in order to fully address the study objectives, and any combination of alternative measures that did not include dam removal would only partially address the study resolution.  More emphasis will be placed on the overall ecosystem restoration benefits related to the tentatively recommended plan, including additional qualitative discussions related to the benefits of the restoration of natural sediment transport, particularly related to beach nourishment.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the District Response and Proposed District Action.

District Action: For item i under Proposed District Action, discussion is included in the Public draft on pg. 1-5.  For item ii, the paragraph Basis for General Characteristics of Alternative Plans has been added on pgs 3-19 – 3-20.  See also Measures Addressing Fate of Matilija Dam on pgs 3-8 – 3-9.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is partially resolved.  HQUSACE agrees that the tentatively selected dam removal proposal is the only cost-effective plan, however, it is not clear that all plan features, such as the eradication of Arundo donax, are at the proper scale and scope (i.e., have not been analyzed through the CE/ICA process).  The District should demonstrate that eradication (100% removal) of the arundo infestation is feasible, and is the most appropriate measure to implement at this site.  In many cases, the focus of invasive species management is control, not eradication, of the species in question.  Should the District be able to convincingly demonstrate that eradication is the only appropriate path to pursue, a CE/IC analysis will not be necessary.     
District Response:  This will be clarified.  The intent of the Arundo removal/control measures is to increase the habitat value of the riparian community where it is currently infested.  The HEP analysis is only adjusted (devalued) if the river reach is infested with 5 percent or more Arundo.  Thus, it may be considered appropriate to control Arundo at a 95 percent infestation rate and still achieve the maximum habitat value.  However, the intent is clearly to remove as much Arundo as possible from the river reaches so that it does not re-infest the riparian zone.

Relative to a cost-effective/incremental cost (CE/IC) analysis, Appendix 5 of the HEP (Appendix E of the DEIS/EIR) illustrates the predicted change in AAHUs if Arundo is removed incrementally from top to bottom.  It is assumed that Arundo will continue to spread throughout the river reaches if it is not removed from the entire study area.  Over time, the total HUs (of the entire study area) will decline because, even though the upper reaches remain free of Arundo, the lower reaches are eventually fully infested.  Arundo infestation in the lower reaches devalues the HUs of that reach, which devalues the total HUs.  Thus, the more Arundo left downstream will over time reduce the total HUs proportionally.  As we have:  1) a cost/acre figure for Arundo removal; 2) a total Arundo removed in each reach; and 3) the resulting HUs for the incremental removal, it is possible to provide an incremental cost/HU.

Discussion:  The information needed to perform the CE/ICA is available.  It just needs to be assembled and displayed.  Eradication implies 100%, so another word should be substituted.

Action to be taken:  The CE/ICA should be assembled and included in the EIS, with a summary of the CE/ICA information included in the final report.  The term “eradication” should be replaced with “control” or “removal”.

FRC PGM District Response:  Information related to the CE/ICA for arundo removal by reach is presented below.  The CE/ICA Arundo information will be presented in the Economics  Appendix Summary section of the Main Report (Chapter 5, Recommended Plan), but will not be included in the EIS/EIR since that document only presents the HEP evaluation and does not display other economic considerations such as the CE/ICA of alternatives.  

The reference to Arundo “eradication” has been revised in the main report and replaced with “removal/control”.  The same changes will be referenced in the errata sheet to the EIS/EIR for future supplemental report revisions. 

	Arundo CE/ICA Summary

	
	AAHU Increase by Reach
	Avg. Annual Cost by Reach ($)
	AA Cost/AA Habitat Unit ($)
	AA Cost/Acre ($)
	Initial Cost/Acre ($)

	Reach 1
	11
	23,850
	2,168
	353
	6,016

	Reach 2
	55
	92,100
	1,674
	313
	5,455

	Reach 3
	17
	20,700
	1,218
	297
	5,051

	Reach 4
	55
	77,500
	1,409
	367
	6,392

	Reach 5
	39
	69,400
	1,779
	141
	2,450

	Reach 6
	7
	7,800
	1,114
	165
	2,651

	Reach 7
	45
	67,400
	1,497
	572
	10,000

	Total/Avg
	229
	360,450
	1,574
	315
	4,793


The average annual increase in Habitat Units by reach is based on the comparison between the No Action plan HEP outputs directly related to Arundo removal/control (riparian habitat component for the HEP). The avg. was calculated based on the comparison of Habitat Units provided for target years 0, 5, 20 and 50 (no action and 4b).  The difference by reach was calculated by subtracting the No Action AAHU by reach from the Recommended Plan AAHU by reach.

The Avg. Annual cost by reach was calculated based on the initial work in year 1 to remove the Arundo on a reach-by-reach basis, and the O&M costs associated with the control of new Arundo growth for years 2-5.  The cost was annualized for the 50-year period of analysis.

The average annual cost per average annual habitat unit column was calculated by taking the average annual cost of arundo control by reach (initial removal and O&M) divided by the average annual habitat unit increase by reach when comparing the no action plan to the recommended plan.

The average annual cost per acre column divides the average annual cost by the number of acres of arundo by reach.

The initial cost per acre column is the cost for the initial removal of the arundo in the first year divided by the number of acres of arundo by reach.

3. Role of Forest Service in recreation proposal.  The report should discuss the role and responsibilities of the U.S. Forest Service concerning the proposed recreation segments on USFS lands. 

District Response:  The Recommended Plan’s recreation components provide a link between existing bike, pedestrian and equestrian trails.  The County of Ventura currently manages the trails along Highway 33, parallel to the Ventura River.  Management of those facilities is not expected to change.  The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) manages hiking trails in the Matilija Wilderness area.  The Sponsor (VCWPD) is coordinating with the USFS to have USFS assume management responsibilities of the new recreation trails described in the Recommended Plan.  The USFS are receptive to the conceptual idea, and talks are continuing at this time.  A contingent plan is to have the trails managed by a local land conservancy.

Proposed District Action:  The description of the recreation plan will be modified to address management roles and responsibilities of the trails for the public draft report after the Sponsor has more time to address issues with the USFS.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the District Response and the Proposed District Action.  The draft report shall also include information relative to non-Federal sponsor responsibilities for OMRR&R of recreation facilities in accordance with WRDA 86, Section 103, as amended, and how performance of OMRR&R by others would comport with these requirements.

District Action:  Discussions between the Sponsor and the USFS for establishing management responsibilities are not comlete at this time.  Resolution is possible prior to the completion of the final report.  OMRR&R for recreation facilities and performance by others will be completed for the final report.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is not resolved.  Based on the map of the proposed trail system shown in the draft report, it is not clear whether all portions of the trail would be on project lands (for example, the portions downstream of the sediment basin.  Is the trail in these areas on levee easements?).  HQUSACE requests that additional information on the recreation plan be provided prior to the release of the final report.  
District Response:  All portions of the proposed trail system would be on project lands that are already owned by the Sponsor or will be acquired by the Sponsor (VCWPD) for the project.  The upper portion of the trail lies within the footprint of the sediment deposition behind Matilija Dam and is already owned by the Sponsor. The trail downstream from Matilija Dam follows the slurry pipeline/service road alignment (not levee easements) from the dam to the Highway 150 Bridge (description in second paragraph on Page 4-32 of the main report).  The bridge is the downstream terminus of this project’s bike trail along the Ventura River.  The approximate ½ mile distance between the Highway 150 Bridge and the Ojai Valley Trail along Highway 33 (bottom of Figure 4-14, page 4-36) is not on project lands.  

The Main Report Figures 4-13 and 4-14 will be modified to better describe the location of the recreation trails and use of the slurry pipeline alignment for the majority of the trail.  These revisions will be included in the final District report.  Additional text will be added to the page 4-38 OMRR&R description of recreation features.  The REP will include clear descriptions of the necessary estates for the trail from the upstream to downstream terminus.

Discussion:  Sponsor has initiated discussions with the Forest Service about accepting recreation facilities and areas around the project.  When PCA is executed, sponsor is responsible for OMRR&R.  If sponsor chooses to have another organization to perform, sponsor will still be held responsible for OMRR&R activities.  Absent authority, another federal agency cannot sponsor the recreational facilities.

Action to be taken:  Information on the recreation, including O&M, will be clarified and included in the final report.  Information on participation in the construction of the ¼ mile of trail outside of project lands must be clarified.  District will provide an information paper on the O&M issue, to be coordinated with district/HQSF/HQ Offices of Counsel.

FRC PGM District Response:  The Sponsor has prepared an issue paper in regards to their present acceptance of OMRR&R responsibilities related to the recreation trails.  The Sponsor will continue to seek a second party agreement with another agency to assume OMRR&R responsibilities related to recreation features.  There were also discussion related to the Federal government’s participation in any links to existing recreation trails that are outside the project lands, such as the ¼ mile portion of the road between Baldwin Road Bridge (Highway 150) and Highway 33.  The assumption at this time is that the Corps will not participate in this trail link.   Therefore, the cost for such a link will be fully-borne by the Sponsor.  Details will be addressed during the detailed design phase.  The issue paper is as follows: 

Issue: The summary description of the Recreation Plan, as presented in the Public Draft Report, includes a proposal that the U.S. Forest Service and/or the Ojai Valley Land Conservancy provide maintenance of the recreational trails.  The Feasibility Review Conference Project Guidance Memorandum included concerns regarding the potential role of the U.S. Forest Service in operations and management (OMRR&R) of the recreation trails.  In particular, potential future transfer of O&M responsibilities from the Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) to the U.S. Forest Service could be perceived as transferring Federal responsibilities (and funding) from one Federal agency (Corps) to another (U.S. Forest Service).

Discussion:  Secondary interests for the management of the recreation trails are being pursued because VCWPD cannot assume long-term responsibility for OMRR&R of the proposed recreational facilities based on the constraints of our mission statement.  The mission of VCWPD is to protect life, property, watercourses, watersheds, and public infrastructure from the dangers and damages associated with flood and stormwaters. Provisions are made for recreational uses of VCWPD facilities only where it does not interfere and is not inconsistent with the broader public safety purpose, as is the case for the proposed recreation trails for the Matilija Dam Recommended Plan. Therefore, VCWPD can participate in the costs associated with the acquisition, construction or installation of the recreational trail and other features, but not the OMRR&R of the trail. 

The VCWPD has initiated discussions with the U.S. Forest Service and the Ojai Valley Land Conservancy. Both entities have indicated interest in extending their OMRR&R responsibilities to include new trails that would connect to existing trails they currently maintain. The U.S. Forest Service would only be interested in extending their OMRR&R responsibilities of trail maintenance through Matilija Canyon, upstream of Matilija Dam.  Other entities, including the County of Ventura Parks Department and the Trust for Public Lands have also been identified as potential sponsors.  However, no formal agreements have been reached.

Resolution:  The VCWPD will assume responsibility for the OMRR&R in the short term, and will take the lead in securing a long-term sponsor for the recreational trails until such time that VCWPD secures a second party OMRR&R agreement.  The issue of OMRR&R will be further addressed during the detailed Planning, Engineering and Design (PED) phase of the project.  The trail above Matilija Dam will be excluded from the final plan prior to execution of a Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) if the U.S. Forest Service agrees to operate and maintain that portion of the trail. 
4.  Role of the Bureau of Reclamation.  The report should present information concerning the findings and recommendations of the appraisal report on Matilija Dam removal prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation in 2000, cited on page1-5.

District Response:  The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) report findings and recommendations were fully integrated into the feasibility study.  The appraisal report focused particular attention on dam removal methods, leading to a demonstration project in 2000 that included the participation of the Secretary of the Interior at the time, Bruce Babbitt.  These measures are included as structural measures addressing Matilija Dam, as shown on pages 3-7 and 3-8.  The BOR appraisal report also discussed the dam removal methods on an incremental, staged removal approach and full dam removal.  These measures are included on page 3-9.  Some of the stakeholder interests involved in the plan formulation group were directly involved in the BOR study.  The BOR also prepared the hydrologic, hydraulic and sediment transport studies for this feasibility study.  

Proposed District Action:  Text will be added to the draft report to address the use of the BOR report information for the formulation, comparison and evaluation of alternative measures.  

Action Required:  District shall include in the draft feasibility report information on the BOR report, the demonstration project, their participating in the Corps study, and why the BOR is not recommending removal of the dam under their program.

District Action:  BOR findings from the Appraisal report are provided on page 3-9 – 3-10 of the Public draft.  Study participation text is on pg. 1-2 under Study Participants and Coordination.  Discussion related to the reason for no consideration of dam removal under a BOR program will be included for the final report.  Though the BOR initially was contracted by the Sponsor to do an appraisal report, the Sponsor did not pursue continuation through feasibility and design with the BOR as this federal agency has no congressional authorization to participate in federal cost-sharing projects.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is not resolved.  The District has not specifically addressed the BOR demonstration project, or explained why BOR is not recommending removal of the dam under their program and authorities.
District Response:  The District addressed the BOR Appraisal Report and a summary of field methods used by the BOR for Matilija Dam removal (pages 3-9 to 3-10 of the Main Report).  The dam removal methods documented in the appraisal report and referenced in the feasibility study include controlled blasting, diamond wire cutting, use of expansive chemicals, and use of a hoe-ram.

During the BOR appraisal report, the focus was primarily on dam removal and not ecosystem restoration.  The BOR contracted the preparation of the appraisal report environmental evaluation to the Corps based on their staffing limitations and the Corps experience addressing environmental concerns.  The reconnaissance-level appraisal report generated much more discussion and interest in the overall goals related to restoration of the entire ecosystem, not just dam removal.  After the BOR appraisal report was completed, it became apparent that the problems and opportunities in the watershed were more complex than simply elimination of the dam.  There were many issues to be considered throughout the entire length of the stream above and below the dam that required planning, engineering, ecological, and hydrologic analysis and expertise – a mix of technical resources the Corps of Engineers could offer and facilitate in detailed planning, design and construction.

The SPL Corps planning staff and program was better suited to address the more wide-ranging ecosystem restoration problems and needs in the Ventura River watershed system than the BOR at the inception of the feasibility study, based on staff availability at the BOR Sacramento and Denver offices.  The BOR provided valuable information to the feasibility study by providing experienced staff to prepare the quantification and characterization of the trapped sediments behind Matilija Dam, and by preparing the H&H and sediment transport models.

No authorities have been identified to state that the BOR or the Corps is a better agency to address dam removal alone, but Corps authorities are favorable based on the broader watershed ecosystem restoration objectives that were being pursued by the Sponsor and numerous stakeholder interests.

Discussion:  Description of basis for the Corps to take action rather than the Bureau needs to be specific and supportive overall.  Corps authority will be examined in regards to taking this action.  Is there any information available regarding the Bureau’s program?  Sponsor has met with the Bureau representative and may have information to support Corps lead.  Stakeholder group strongly supports ecosystem approach – however, wanted to keep “dam removal” in study title. 

Action to be taken:  The district, in coordination with the local sponsor, will pursue confirmation from the Bureau that BOR programs/authorities/funding sources are insufficient to undertake an extensive effort such as this project.

FRC PGM District Response:  Staff members from BOR offices were contacted regarding any BOR interest in being the lead Federal agency for the Matilija Dam feasibility study.  The BOR could have been the lead Federal agency has Congress provided them funding and direction to do so.  Members of the BOR staff have continued their involvement in the development and evaluation of the Recommended Plan.  The BOR understands that the Corps is the lead Federal agency and that the Corps has existing authorities to continue as the lead Federal agency.

The Corp’s planning process and ecosystem restoration authority are well suited to evaluate, develop and propose beneficial ecosystem restoration projects within the Ventura River watershed.  The public draft report contains a recommended plan that is much more than a dam removal project.  The Corps has a unique opportunity to lead efforts in restoring many lost habitats within the Ventura River.  In further support of the Corps being the lead Federal agency, Congress has continually funded the Corps to develop the feasibility report.

5.  NER vs. LPP.  Please clarify whether the desilting basin for the Robles site is part of the NER plan (page viii Executive Summary), is part of an LPP (page 3-65), or is a betterment. 

District Response:  The desilting basin is not part of the NER plan, but is included in the Locally Preferred Plan (also the Recommended Plan).  The desilting basin is considered a betterment, and the costs would be fully funded by the Sponsor.  The basin is designed to address the potential for increased turbidity levels in surface water diverted from the Ventura River, along the Robles Canal, to Lake Casitas.

The Corps position on the need for the desilting basin is that the other measures, including the addition of soil cement along the temporary sediment storage sites, the slurry of two million cubic yards of fines to a downstream disposal site, and the construction of a sediment bypass structure at the Robles facility adequately mitigates for the potential increases in downstream turbidity due to the Recommended Plan. 

The CMWD considers any possible increase in turbidity as an unacceptable risk to water diversion operations, and would like to ensure that there is absolutely no possibility of increases in turbidity levels beyond existing (and not future) conditions at the Robles Dam.  The Sponsor provided a design for the desilting basin, and requested that the basin be included in the Recommended Plan as a betterment.

Proposed District Action:  The draft report text will be revised to assure understanding that the desilting basin is considered a betterment, is not part of the NER Plan, but is a feature of the Recommended Plan (Locally Preferred Plan).

Discussion:  Although the District and sponsor have determined that the desilting basin is not necessary as mitigation, comments during the review of the draft report/environmental documentation may result in modification of this measure.  District and sponsor will review comments from draft report/EIS and will verify their conclusions.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report that clearly establishes whether the desilting basin is a necessary part of the NER plan or is part of an LPP.

District Action:  The desilting basin is part of the LPP and is a betterment.  Text is included on pg. x and 3-88 of the Public draft.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is partially resolved.  The desilting basin, as described in the report, is not an essential component of the NER plan (and therefore cannot be described as a betterment), and should be described either as feature of the Locally Preferred Plan, or as a compatible local development activity.  Unless there is some specific reason for the Corps to construct the desilting basin as part of the NER plan, HQUSACE believes that it would be most appropriate to classify the basin as a compatible local development activity.  If after public coordination of the draft report, the district desires to include this feature in the NER plan, justification of doing so needs to be presented and approved by HQ prior to completion of a final district report. 
District Response:  The District concurs that the desilting basin is not an essential component of the NER plan, and will not pursue inclusion of this feature in the NER plan.  The desilting basin was intended to be a separable element of the recommended plan and was to be a 100 percent sponsor responsibility.  The term “betterment” may have been misused, but it is not clear what the appropriate terminology is for this feature.  The District requests direction as to the proper term to use for this feature, (such as ‘compatible local development activity’) and the reasons why ‘betterment’ is not an appropriate description of this feature.  References to the desilting basin being used as a betterment will be made for the final report. 

Discussion:  To be a “betterment,” the element must already be a part of the project.  Can this element be recognized as a good thing to perform and included as part of the project?  Sponsor desires to include in the cost accounting.
Action to be taken:  District will clarify in the final report that the feature is a compatible local development activity, not a “betterment.”

FRC PGM District Response:  The District has revised the description of the desilting basin in the Main Report from “betterment” to “associated feature”. 

6.  Project-induced turbidity impacts to water supply.   HQUSACE requests a discussion of the confidence level for predictions of project-induced sediment and turbidity impacts for the Robles and Foster Park sites.  Various sections of the report discuss uncertainty as an important consideration for the project. 

a. The adaptive management plan for the project (page 4-19) states that “considerable”, “higher than normal”, and “a great degree” of uncertainty exists concerning a number of factors, including downstream water quality impacts caused by sediments and turbidity.

District Response:  There is considerable uncertainty in assessing with-project induced sediment and turbidity impacts at the Robles and Foster Park sites.  The uncertainties are related to the frequencies, durations and magnitudes of the storm events for a given period of time, erosional behavior of trapped sediment in the reservoir basin, and changes to hydraulic characteristics in the downstream channel as a result of deposition.

Proposed District Action:  The language in the Adaptive Management section pertaining to uncertainty will be revisited to insure it is consistent with other sections that may be revised as a result of this comment.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  In the Public draft, minimal change has been made to language pertaining to uncertainty in the Adaptive Management section (pgs. 4-28 – 4-31).  A change made was to “higher than normal” in 4th paragraph.  Though the level of uncertainty still remains appreciable, the current language in this section will be revised to emphasize that proposed features of the recommended plan will be in place to reduce levels of  risk and uncertainty.  

Features to reduce turbidity impacts include the slurrying of the majority of fine sediment downstream; allowing a “metered” release of remaining finer sediments from the Matilija reservoir basin by use of soil cement revetment; the addition of a desilting basin (as a local associated feature) to serve to completely remove any (infrequent) remnant levels of increased turbidity from reaching Lake Casitas; and the installation of two groundwater wells at Foster Park.  Levees and bridge modifications will reduce flooding risks.  This discussion will be included in this specific section as part of the final report.

Additional discussion in the Adaptive Management section to account for uncertainty and goals of the program has been added to the top paragraph on pg. 4-30.

HQUSACE Assessment: Please provide the additional revisions to HQUSACE for review prior to the release of the final report.  
District Response:  District will provide additional revisions to HQUSACE prior to release of the final report.

Action taken:  Monitoring and Adaptive Management.   Section presented on pgs. 4-28 to 4-31 in the public draft report has been revised for the final report.  Discussion of extension of monitoring/adaptive management period to 10 years (per Issue 3 resolution included in PGM package) has been included in paragraph 2.  Discussion of features to reduce the level of risk and uncertainty as per relevant bullet item District Action is included in paragraph 5.  Revised section has been provided for HQ review and concurrence prior to completion of final report.

FRC PGM District Response:  Revised Monitoring and Adaptive Management text provided to HQUSACE (pg. 4-30-33).

For complex specifically authorized projects that have higher levels of risk and uncertainty of obtaining the proposed outputs, monitoring and adaptive management measures may be recommended.  For this project, a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan will be established to evaluate the effectiveness of the implemented restoration measures and to make adaptive changes, if required, to obtain project objectives.  Initial monitoring and adaptive management measures for the project have been developed.  Details are presented in Appendix K of the EIS/R.  Additional refinement is necessary and will be based on more detailed work to be performed during the Pre-construction, Engineering and Design (PED) phase.

In general, the monitoring of project performance and outputs is considered necessary to provide feedback for future projects and to assure the project is functioning in accordance with its objective.  Adaptive management measures may be taken to address project performance problems such as trapped sediment evacuation and unforeseen circumstances such as additional removal of exotic species and revegetation. In general, the period for monitoring and adaptive management is limited to no more than five years following completion of construction unless there is justification to extend this period. The cost of monitoring project performance and outputs is generally limited to 2 percent of total project costs; adaptive management actions, if needed, is limited to 3 percent of the project cost.  Extension of the monitoring and adaptive management period to 10 years is justified and has been approved based on the higher levels of risk and uncertainty associated with this proposed project.  Monitoring and adaptive management costs will be increased to 4 and 6 percent, respectively, of total project costs.

Considerable uncertainty exists regarding removal of dams and sediment impacts as related to achieving restoration objectives and minimizing adverse impacts. This is because limited projects involving dam removal, especially large projects of the magnitude of Matilija Dam removal, have been completed to date.  Given the lack of precedent and scarcity of empirical data, there is uncertainty regarding a number of aspects of the design, construction and operation of the recommended alternative.

For the Recommended Plan there is uncertainty regarding the volumes and frequency of sediment transport from flow events and resulting impacts on ecosystem, flooding, water quality, and water supply.  Monitoring with respect to project performance and achieving output objective will be required.  The effectiveness of revegetation efforts and eradication of exotic species are also uncertainties that need to be monitored. The monitoring of sediment transport and revegetation and exotic species eradication shall be accomplished through periodic surveys of sediment deposits and quantities to assure unforeseen performance results do not degrade the restored ecosystem or increase flooding or water supply impacts.  Adaptive management measures to address unforeseen sediment transport impacts include partial or complete removal of deposits as well as further stabilizing sediment sources in the reservoir areas. Additional eradication of exotics and revegetation efforts may also be necessary to achieve project performance objectives. 

Though the level of uncertainty remains appreciable, proposed features of the Recommended Plan will be in place to reduce levels of risk and uncertainty.  Features to reduce turbidity impacts include the slurrying of the majority of the trapped fine sediment downstream; allowing a degree of control with respect to the release of the remaining trapped finer sediments from the Matilija reservoir basin by use of soil cement revetment; the addition of a desilting basin (Local Sponsor preferred feature) to serve to completely remove any (infrequent) remnant levels of increased turbidity from reaching Lake Casitas; and the installation of two groundwater wells at Foster Park.  Levees and bridge modifications will reduce flooding risks. 
The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan for the Recommended Plan has been developed by the Environmental Working Group, with input from the Technical Studies Working Group.  The goal of this effort is to restore the pre-dam natural ecology of Matilija Creek and allow species to have unobstructed access to and from the upper watershed habitat and achieve other natural habitat and ecosystem improvements.  It is expected that the habitat value of the restored natural river regime will have good to above average quality. It is also expected that the restored habitat will be suitable for native wildlife. The quality of the habitats (i.e., average or high) is expected to dictate the abundance or density of wildlife.  Additional goals of the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan include, but are not limited to, the following actions: 1) monitor deposition and erosion in the riverine system and at the estuary and to take necessary actions to reduce any adverse impacts including blockage to fish passage and increase to flooding risks; 2) monitor erosion of trapped sediment from the reservoir basin, performance of the soil cement protection, and plan and execute staged removal of soil cement; 3) monitor turbidity levels and suspended sediment concentrations with the intent to minimize impacts to water supply;  4) monitor water quality for regulated substances potentially transferred to the water by trapped sediments associated with Matilija Dam, and provide any necessary mitigation measures in accordance with consultations with the Regional Water Quality Control Board; and 5) monitoring effects of sediment bypass to sediment deposition and diversion operations at the Robles Facility, and also effects to the fish passage facility function and operation , with the intent to minimize any impacts to current operating criteria of the diversion facility.  Further refinement and/or additional goals will be established during the PED phase.

The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan will provide a description of: the habitats to be restored, the density and composition of the plantings to restore habitat, surveys to monitor the expected, natural re-introduction of native wildlife into the restored habitats, the monitoring protocols, and the performance or criteria and monitoring protocol to evaluate success of the restoration effort. The plan will also present adaptive management actions (or maintenance activities) that may be performed to ensure a successful restoration effort and reporting requirements.

The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan covers monitoring and adaptive management actions during the first 10 years after initial construction. After the first 10 years, monitoring and/or adaptive management becomes the responsibility of the Local Sponsor.  During the PED phase, more specific monitoring details (e.g., exact monitoring transect locations, reference site locations, more specific performance/success criteria, more specific monitoring protocols, etc.) will be added to the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan.

The Corps and/or the non-Federal Sponsor will be responsible for collecting monitoring data and preparing annual Monitoring Reports. A Technical Committee consisting of, at least, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries, California State Fish and Game, and possibly other agencies or organizations, will assist in collection of monitoring data, review monitoring data results, and provide recommendations of possible adaptive management measures. The Technical Committee will recommend adaptive management measures to the existing project’s design should habitat not achieve the identified goal and objectives. If designed vegetation species composition are not achieved: replanting, additional irrigation, and/or removal of vegetation (especially exotics) may be necessary. Annual Monitoring Reports and any adaptive management measures recommended by the Technical Committee will be forwarded to an Executive Committee that will consist of, at least, a representative of the non-Federal Sponsor and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Executive Committee will decide whether to adopt adaptive management measures recommended by the Technical Committee.

b. Estimates of water diversion shutdown (pages 3-66 and 3-67) show a considerable range in the potential lost diversion days per year, and the duration of adverse effects.  Is a sensitivity analysis appropriate, or possible, to refine the estimates?  The draft report should discuss the confidence level of these estimates, and how this factor was considered in assessing the various alternatives.

District Response:  The referenced section in the above bullet item pertains to Foster Park.  There is a considerable uncertainty in the potential lost diversion days per year at Foster Park.  Additional work needs to be completed to better define this uncertainty.  Currently, the City of Ventura does not divert from the surface wells when the turbidity is above 10 NTU.  On average, this occurs approximately 17 days per year.  However, in any given year, the facility may be shut down anywhere between 0 and 30 days.  The turbidity is highly variable with in stream measurements between 0 and 10,000 NTU.  The with-project alternatives compound this uncertainty and additional work needs to be completed to better define this uncertainty.  The uncertainty of the computed increases in turbidity will be used to compute ranges of possible impacts to the Foster Park facility.  This work will be completed prior to the completion of the draft public report.  It is believed at this time, that at least a portion of the proposed mitigation (2 groundwater wells for a total of $800,000) would be in the federal interest.  The AFB text on p. 3-67 incorrectly arrives at the conclusion that the costs to replace water losses from missed diversions would justify the investment of the two wells.  The current apportionment reflects that the mitigation would be cost-shared. 

The City of Ventura has been a proactive participatory stakeholder during the course of the feasibility study, and has also offered to consider the supply of 4,500 ac-ft of water needed for the slurry operation.  This water may be available as part of the City’s underutilized entitlement from CMWD.  The project savings from acquiring this allocation directly from CMWD at the City’s rate (($177/ac-ft) versus purchasing from an outside water purveyor at a much higher rate (estimated at $650/ac-ft) would offer a relatively significant cost savings. The City rates for the water are currently being used for the slurry water cost estimate.

Proposed District Action:  Water supply impacts associated with Foster Park will be further assessed.  Justification to provide Federal interest in cost sharing mitigation of two wells will be discussed at the AFB meeting.  

Discussion:  Foster Park – 2 additional groundwater wells to mitigate for turbidity impacts (est. at $800,000). Additional analysis will be performed during next two weeks to confirm impacts.  City of Ventura will allow use of water to slurry.  

Action Required:  The response appears reasonable.  Although qualitatively the basis is reasonable, quantitative justification would be a stronger basis at draft report stage. District needs to describe potential alternatives and trade-offs. District shall include further information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action and this HQUSACE Assessment.  

District Action:  To better account for uncertainty at Foster Park, additional assessment has been provided in the Public draft (pgs. 3-74 – 3-76) to quantify the range of lost diversion opportunity between lower and upper bounds.  For the recommended plan (Alt 4b), benefits forgone by the City of Ventura for the lost diversion quantity ($925,000) associated with the upper bound (5220 ac-ft, Table 3-3) are greater than the costs for the proposed mitigation of two water wells ($800,000).  These cost figures are based on recent water rates paid by the City to CMWD ($177/ac-ft).  

Though not explicitly stated in the report, the only other option to constructing water wells would be to restitute water losses to the City by way of purchasing water from an outside purveyor (other than CMWD).  This option would be a much more costly venture; the Sponsor has estimated the rate to be $650/ac-ft, based on discussions with outside purveyors.  Even for the water losses at the lower bound (1350 ac-ft, Table 3-3), the costs of restituting water would be greater than the cost of installing two wells for the City.  This justification was not included in the Public Draft Report but will be added for the Final report.

HQUSACE Assessment: Please provide the additional revisions to HQUSACE for review prior to the release of the final report.  
District Response:  District will provide additional revisions to HQUSACE prior to release of the final report.

Action taken:  Diversion Operations Impacts at Foster Park text on pgs. 3-75 to 3-76 has been revised.  Restitution of water losses by way of purchasing from an outside purveyor, and justification for mitigation measure sought (wells) has been added to the final report.  Revised section has been provided for HQ review and concurrence prior to completion of final report.

FRC PGM District Response:  Diversion Operation Impacts to Foster Park text (pgs. 3-74-3-76)

The diversion at Foster Park (owned by the City of Ventura) is an operation dependent on surface diversion and subsurface wells.  The surface diversion includes both a shallow intake (4 feet below the riverbed surface) and a riverbed surface diversion.  The subsurface wells are approximately 50 feet deep.  It should be noted that the riverbed surface diversion has not been operated since year 2000 as the river has shifted and has subsequently abandoned, for the time being, the channel where the structure is located.  This situation cannot be assumed to persist under future without-project or with-project conditions.

Impacts to diversion operations at Foster Park under without-project and with-project conditions are described below.  Figures for average surface diversion rates, average days of diversion shutdown per alternative, and average volume lost per day due to diversion shutdown, are based on an assessment described in Appendix D- Hydrologic, Hydraulic and Sediment Studies, Section 10.4.

Foster Park surface diversion operations are interrupted when turbidity levels exceed 10 NTU (NTU is a measurement for clarity or cloudiness of water).  The shallow intake structure diversion is also affected by this limit because fines can be drawn into the pervious riverbed materials and decrease the infiltration rate in the vicinity of the intake. Based on City of Ventura diversion flow records for the period of 1984 to 2002, diversion shutdowns due to turbidity for an average rainfall year occur about 17 days/yr. This will be considered as baseline conditions.  During shutdown periods, a representative flow rate based on the 90th percentile confidence limit is 2.5 ft3/sec for the shallow intake and 4.6 ft3/sec for the surface diversion.  A day of missed surface diversion is approximately 14 ac-ft.

To account for the considerable uncertainty in the potential lost diversion days per year at Foster Park, an upper and lower bound for annual surface water loss was established based on modeling results and comparison of without- and with-project turbidity levels associated with various storm events.  To evaluate and compare the effects of with- and without-project impacts to surface diversion losses due to above threshold (10 NTU) turbidity limits, a 15-year period was chosen as a time frame representative of when the trapped sediments from Matilija Dam could contribute most significantly. This period was divided into segments of three years based on the minimum recurrence interval of a storm (2.7 years) that could produce a sufficient peak flow (over 3000 cfs) to mobilize a significant amount of sediment.  

Table 3-3 presents the estimated annual surface diversion water loss for each alternative at Foster Park Diversion.  Results are presented in terms of lower and upper bounds. 

For Alternatives 1 and 4a, the values presented assume conditions similar to No Action, except in the first time interval (1 –3 yrs) when turbidity levels could be slightly higher due to availability to natural erosion of remnant fine sediments remaining in the reservoir following slurrying operations

Mitigation Measures For Diversion Operation Impacts at Foster Park

For losses to surface water supply at Foster Park due to missed diversions, the Federal government would need to provide mitigation for alternatives 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, and 4b.  Alternatives 1 and 4a would not require mitigation as the net increase from the No Action condition is not substantial.

One option would be to purchase replacement water from an outside purveyor.  According to a survey conducted by VCWPD, the estimated rate would be $650 per ac-ft. The costs associated with Alternatives 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, and 4b would range from $700,000 to $2.5 million for the lower bound; and $2.7 to $5.4 million for the upper bound. 

Another option would be to replace the surface water diversion operation with groundwater wells. Wells would not be affected by increased turbidity concentrations.  It is estimated that two wells (50 feet deep each) would be needed at a total cost of $800,000.  This option is more cost effective than the purchase of replacement water, and is therefore recommended.

	Table 3-3: Estimated Annual Surface Water Volume Not Diverted at Foster Park due to Above 10 NTU Threshold Turbidity (ac-ft/yr)

Lower Bound

	Alternative
	Yr. 1 - 3
	Yr. 4 – 6
	Yr. 7 - 9
	Yr. 10 - 12 
	Yr. 13 -15
	15-Yr. Total (ac-ft)
	Change from No Action (ac-ft)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No Action
	240
	240
	240
	240
	240
	3600
	-

	1, 4a
	330
	240
	240
	240
	240
	3870
	270

	2a, 3a
	420
	330
	330
	240
	240
	4680
	1080

	2b
	950
	700
	330
	240
	240
	7380
	3780

	3b
	950
	700
	330
	240
	240
	7380
	3780

	4b
	330
	330
	330
	330
	330
	4950
	1350


	Upper Bound

	Alternative
	Yr. 1 - 3
	Yr. 4 – 6
	Yr. 7 - 9
	Yr. 10 -12 
	Yr.13 -15
	15-Yr. Total (ac-ft)
	Change from No Action

(ac-ft)

	No Action
	240
	240
	240
	240
	240
	3600
	-

	1, 4a
	420
	330
	240
	240
	240
	4410
	810

	2a, 3a
	700
	700
	420
	420
	330
	7710
	4110

	2b
	950
	950
	700
	420
	330
	10050
	6450

	3b
	950
	950
	950
	700
	420
	11910
	8310

	4b
	700
	700
	700
	420
	420
	8820
	5220


The need for water supply mitigation for two of the alternatives (2b and 3b) appears to be predicated on a drought persisting for as long as 8 years following dam removal.  This assumption is the basis for the $31 million water replacement cost that is included in these alternatives.  The discussion on page 3-63 states that water diversions cannot be assured due to the potential increase in fine sediments accumulating in the fish screen at Robles diversion.  What level of assurance is appropriate and feasible for these two alternatives, and the other alternatives?  Absolute assurance is not possible, but the report should discuss the risk level that is appropriate for the project.

District Response:  The referenced section in the above bullet item pertains to Robles Diversion Dam.

The appropriate risk level to water supply impacts at Robles was kept intentionally low.  Casitas Municipal Water District (CMWD), which operates and maintains the facility, supplies water to over 60,000 customers and approximately 6,000 acres of agricultural lands.  Approximately 55% of CMWD’s water supply at Lake Casitas is diverted from the Ventura River.

For alternatives 2b and 3b, the impacts at Robles would be the most severe, as all the trapped sediment (5.9 MCY) behind Matilija Dam is made available to natural erosion and fluvial downstream transport, following full dam removal.  The inclusion of a high-flow sediment bypass will likely preclude the forebay (sediment basin) from being overwhelmed by sediment deposition (largely coarser-grained materials) and interrupting diversion operations.  However, finer sediments accumulating at the fish screen within the diversion canal will effectively cause long-term shutdowns of the facility.  The inclusion of a desilting basin to address mitigation of the fine sediment impact was not pursued due to limitations for suitable sites able to accommodate the potentially excessive quantity of fine sediment (sands, silts and clays) that would be delivered to the diversion canal during even a 3 to 4 yr recurrence storm event.

The basis for the selecting the risk level to water supply impacts to CMWD was adopted by the criteria used by that district to establish its safe annual yield to meet water supply demand after the current lease for use of Matilija Dam expires in 2009.  For Lake Casitas, safe annual yield is defined as the amount of water that the reservoir can yield for consumption without producing unacceptable negative impacts on long-term water supply within the boundaries of the Casitas Service District.  To this end, the primary criteria for determining safe annual yield was to ensure that the water supply in the Lake Casitas, when full, would extend through a period characterized by the most severe drought on record.

To plan for the missed diversions due to the removal of Matilija Dam, the reduction in safe annual yield that CMWD would need to accommodate is an annual volume of 6,000 ac-ft for a period of 8 years.  CMWD has determined  their safe yield by utilizing the hydrologic record of 1944 to 1964.  This is the driest period from the available 75-yr stream gage record starting from 1929.  If it is assumed that the dam removal begins during a period such as this, then it would take approximately 8 years to remove enough trapped fine sediment from the reservoir during which time diversions at Robles would need to be interrupted so as to not cause adverse impacts at the facility.  After 8 years, CMWD would be able to reinstate diversion.  During that 8-yr period, it is assumed that CMWD would have a shortfall of 6,000 ac-ft per year compared to the No Action alternative.

From a turbidity standpoint, a drought period would prolong the adverse effects of turbidity, since the lower flows associated with this period are capable of eroding and transporting only the trapped finer sediments.  During this 8-year period, there would be a few intermittent storm events that cumulatively allow mobilization of the ‘Reservoir Area’ where the majority of fine sediment (2.1 MCY) is trapped.  The formulation process has assumed that the project would need to restitute CMWD for this water loss of 48,000 ac-ft.

With respect however to the formulation and screening process, it is unlikely that alternatives 2b or 3b would have not been screened out from a cost effectiveness perspective.  The costs associated with either of these alternatives as a result of mitigation for water supply impacts are inherently high.  See related discussion under response to comment 7.

Proposed District Action:  No change to the formulation process is anticipated.  District shall clarify these distinctions in draft report.

Discussion:  At Robles diversion, drought condition is of concern.  Alternatives 2b and 3b represent scenarios where all sediments are released downstream and would affect the Robles diversion.  Comparison to the no action without project condition was used to determine impacts.  Relationship to soil cement and worst-case scenario drought conditions can be clarified.

Action Required:  The response appears to be reasonable, however, HQ requests additional explanation as to why the worst-case scenario (i.e., the drought of record) was used for the assessment of lost water diversions, but the worst-case scenario (i.e., 1% storm event) was not used to characterize the risks to the 10% event soil cement channel discussed in the following comment.  Given either worst-case event, the effects on Robles diversion would be severe.  HQ asks for clarification concerning the choice of two very different scenarios in response to similar risk assessment issues. District shall include information in the draft feasibility report on the choice of different scenarios and clarification of the relationship to soil cement and worst-case scenario drought conditions.

District Action:  See District Action provided below for the next related discussion.
HQUSACE Assessment: The issue is resolved.
Page 3-64 states that for the recommended plan (Alternative 4b), a storm greater than the 10% occurrence event would require a course of action similar to that for Alternatives 2a and 3a to alleviate the adverse turbidity effects.  This statement suggests that the benefits that would accrue from the 10-year level of protection granted by the soil cement structure included in Alternative 4b would be voided if a large storm struck the area soon after the dam was removed.  It is not clear from the report that the risks associated with a greater than 10% occurrence event have been considered in the cost estimates for the recommended plan.  The issue of relative risk, and the associated mitigation costs, is similar to the water supply mitigation costs applied to Alternatives 2b and 3b.  In any case, a risk assessment for the recommended plan for a storm event exceeding the 10% occurrence should be developed for the draft report.   

District Response:  The referenced section in the above bullet item pertains to the recommended NER plan (Alternative 4b).

The soil cement revetment will only protect areas of the reservoir basin that contain the remaining fine sediment (770,000 cy) after the majority of fines, 2.1 MCY, are slurried offsite.  The purpose of the revetment is to provide some measure of control against the mobilization of fine sediment.  This control is with respect to timing and volume releases of the fines downstream.    For storm events greater than the 10- year recurrence, the soil cement revetment would be overtopped and turbidity levels could be similar to Alternatives 2a and 3a, depending on how much of the fines are accessed and made available to erosion.  The benefits accrued from the soil cement are that for flows less than the 10-year recurrence, turbidity levels to diversion operations at Robles are essentially assured to be similar to  ‘No Action’ (i.e. background) levels.  Conversely under Alternatives 2a and 3a, there is no control of the erosion accessibility of fine sediments.  Ultimately for Alternative 4b, all the fines will be eroded and transported downstream, with Robles seeing the effects of increased turbidity, but as a worst case, no greater than Alternatives 2a or 3a.  It is anticipated that the soil cement would be removed in stages, following monitoring and adaptive management measures to be defined with the draft public document, again to limit the adverse impacts to Robles to the greatest degree possible.

Essentially for Alternative 4b there is no need for a risk assessment to water supply impacts for storms exceeding the 10% occurrence.  During the formulation process, there was only discussion related to how high to make the level of protection.  The tradeoff with a higher revetment is an increase in time required to erode the trapped sediment.

With regard to losing the benefit of the soil cement revetment, only for a very large event (such as the 1969 100-year storm), could the benefit of having the revetment be negated as the structure could conceivably be destroyed.  In this situation however, from a water supply impact perspective, most of the trapped sediment in the basin would be transported to the ocean. The Robles Diversion was severely damaged during the 1969 storm event. 

Proposed District Action:  No changes to the formulation process and selection of recommended plan with respect to any of the natural transport alternatives will be pursued.

Action Required:  District shall include in the draft feasibility report information as per the Action Required for the previous comment.

District Action:  Revised discussion has been provided in the Public draft on pg. 3-72 for Alternative 4b (recommended NER plan).  In general, the discussion of turbidity effects for Alternative 4b no longer makes a comparison with Alternatives 2a or 3a (described on pg 3-43, first paragraph).

The last paragraph in the discussion for Alternative 4b (pg. 3-72) states that for a very large storm event (e.g. 100-yr recurrence), the adverse turbidity effects at Robles would actually be diminished since most of the trapped sediments would be flushed to the ocean. 

With respect to the effect of drought conditions for Alternative 4b and impacts at Robles, the revised second paragraph on pg 3-72 states that for flows below a 10-yr storm event (i.e. when soil cement would not be overtopped), turbidity conditions would not be any greater than baseline conditions.  (Instead of “baseline conditions”, it would be more correct to state  “No Action conditions” as turbidity levels are expected to increase by 30% after the remnant lake becomes completely filled by approximately year 2020 for the No Action Alternative.  This revision will be made for the final report).

There is also a revised discussion of turbidity effects in the Downstream Deposition and Turbidity section (pgs. 3-39 through 3-46).  For Alternative 4b, this discussion is on pgs 3-45 and 3-46.

For lost water diversions at Robles, the worst-case scenario (drought of record) was used for Alternatives 2b and 3b.  The choice of this scenario was adopted in accordance with the rationale used by CMWD to establish future safe yield.  Discussion has been enhanced on pgs 3-70 and 3-71.

HQUSACE Assessment: Please provide the additional revisions to HQUSACE for review prior to the release of the final report.  
District Response:  District will provide additional revisions to HQUSACE prior to release of the final report.

Action taken:  Robles Diversion Dam and Lake Casitas.   Further revision made was to change baseline to No Action conditions.  Revised section has been provided for HQ review and concurrence prior to completion of final report.

FRC PGM District Response:  Alternative 4b Page 3-72

For Alternative 4b, the deposition impacts from coarser sediments in the sediment basin at the Robles facility would approach levels described for Alternatives 2a and 3a.  A high-flow sediment bypass would be a warranted feature.

Prior to the staged removal of soil cement, flows below a 10-yr storm event would exhibit turbidity levels similar to No Action conditions.  Moreover, should there be an onset of drought conditions, turbidity levels would still not increase above No Action conditions.   For flows above a 10-yr storm event, turbidity levels would be on the order of 2 to 4 times greater than No Action conditions.  During these high-flow events, the fine sediment concentrations are already high, and therefore the increase in turbidity would be expected to be within the natural variability.  

During the staged removal phase of the soil cement revetment (removal phase sequence would be downstream to upstream), due to the likely temporary increases in turbidity levels, from 2 to 10 times greater than No Action conditions, it would be prudent to coincide removals in periods when reservoir levels at Lake Casitas are at or above average.  Removal phases would be coordinated utilizing a monitoring/adaptive management plan.  Turbidity levels would be expected to stabilize to levels similar to the No Action Alternative after one or two storm events of average magnitude pass through the reservoir basin.

Turbidity impacts to Lake Casitas resulting from the removal of Matilija Dam are not expected to be significant.  A desilting basin would not be a warranted feature as part of a Federal plan.

Alternative 4b offers a compromise: providing a benefit to water supply by limiting turbidity impacts and at the same time providing environmental benefits to habitat quality by timely release of trapped sediment from Matilija Dam.  

Only in the situation of a very large storm event (e.g. 100-yr recurrence), would the benefit of having the soil cement revetment be negated as the structure could be conceivably destroyed.  In this situation, however, most of the trapped sediment in the basin would be transported to the ocean, thereby resulting in no adverse impact to water supply. The Robles facility was severely damaged during the 1969 storm (100-yr recurrence event).
c. Given the stated level of uncertainty and other factors listed above, HQUSACE requests additional information regarding the selection of the recommended plan.  Some potentially significant effects and costs that could have a bearing on plan selection may not have been adequately evaluated.  

District Response:  The details provided above for the various bullet items provide supporting information that was utilized during the formulation process to arrive at the selection of the recommended plan.  It is further understood that the evaluation of Foster Park impacts would not have a significant bearing on the recommended plan. 

Proposed District Action:  Additional information/justification will be provided if requested by HQUSACE.  More assessment regarding Foster Park will be provided in the next draft report product.

Action Required:  District shall provide more assessment in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  In the Public draft, more assessment has been provided in the Water Supply section (Pg 3-65 through 3-77) and the Adaptive Management section (pgs 4-28 through 4-31) as described in the preceding District Action discussions associated with Comment 6 to address project induced turbidity and sediment impacts, associated costs, and bearing on plan selection.  Additional revisions described in the preceding District Action discussions pertaining to this comment will be included prior to finalizing the report.

HQUSACE Assessment: Please provide the additional revisions to HQUSACE for review prior to the release of the final report.  
District Response:  District will provide additional revisions to HQUSACE prior to release of the final report.

Action to be taken:  District will provide data prior to completion of final report and HQ will provide concurrence.

FRC PGM District Response:  See the previous responses provided in 3.a.6.a-d.
7. Desilting basins.  One of the alternative plans includes the construction of a desilting basin to serve the Robles diversion site.  Has an investigation been done regarding the practicability of building a larger desilting facility to deal with the increased turbidity levels of the natural transport alternatives?  Such an investigation should be done so that the construction and O & M costs for such a facility could be compared to the $31 million cost of water mitigation for the natural transport alternatives 2b and 3b.  

District Response:  A larger desilting basin was considered to potentially offset the $31 million cost of water mitigation but physical site constraints in the area preclude this measure from being pursued any further.  

For any alternative, the ideal location for a desilting basin would be upstream of the diversion canal headworks and fish screen, so the basin could serve an “in-line” function.  However this is not possible, regardless of the potential desilting basin size, due to limited space in the basin upstream of Robles.  As a consequence, all of the natural transport alternatives (and the No Action plan) will require maintenance of the headworks and fish screen to remove the build-up of sediments (mostly sands and silts).  However, only alternatives 2b and 3b would overwhelm the canal and fish screen and cause long-term interruptions to diversion operations. 

The only available sites for the desilting basin are downstream of the canal headworks and therefore would only serve an off-line function.   The costs associated with modifications to the Robles facility (including the $9 million fishway), as well as an estimated 40-acre site for a desilting basin, to accommodate the fine sediments resulting from alternatives 2b and 3b was more expensive than the $31 million cost of water mitigation, based on rough costs for construction, real estate acquisition, operations and maintenance and a permanent disposal for the fines.  The separate disposal site would be required to restore storage capacity in the desilting basin. There would also be significant environment impacts related to this option.

Proposed District Action:  Discussions will be added to the report to dismiss a larger desilting basin for alternatives 2b and 3b as a viable mitigation measure for water supply impacts.  A better schematic showing the Robles complex including the fish screen and fishway (currently under construction) will be provided in the draft public document, as well as a better description of the overall situation.

Action Required:  The expansion of the de-silting basin does not appear to be practicable. The District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  On pg. 3-70 of the Public draft, the third paragraph under the subheading “Alternatives 2b and 3b” has been added to address the preclusion of constructing a larger desilting basin for the referenced alternatives.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The expansion of the de-silting basin does not appear to be practicable.  The issue is resolved.  In addition, the draft report has demonstrated that Alternative 4b is the only cost-effective alternative; therefore the issue of a larger desilting basin for Alternatives 2b and 3b is moot.   
Action to be taken:  None

8.  Equilibrium conditions in Ventura River.  Pages 3-44 through 3-54 discuss the time required to restore the sediment transport equilibrium in the Ventura River for the various alternatives, and the resulting effects on the environment.  Under the recommended plan (4b), the equilibrium point would take twenty years to achieve, while the equilibrium point would be reached in ten years for some of the other alternatives (2a, 2b, 3a, 3b).  Chapter 2 of the report describes the severe erosion that has occurred in the bed of the Ventura River since the dam was constructed, and characterizes a portion of the river below the dam as sediment-starved.  The restoration of the pre-dam sediment relations would appear to be a significant factor in reestablishing a self-sustaining ecosystem within the Ventura River.  The equilibrium point for sediment transport is important for restoring the damaged environmental values of the river, and for beach nourishment considerations at the Pacific Ocean coastline.  Additional information should be provided in the draft report clearly outlining the rationale, advantages and trade-offs behind selecting a plan that increases the amount of time needed to restore sediment transport equilibrium.         

District Response:  The results of the cost effectiveness analysis established alternatives 2a and 4b as the “best buys”, that is, for their respective level of output, there was no other least cost alternative. 

The rationale for selecting an NER plan that likely requires a longer time frame to restore sediment transport equilibrium is the result of a tradeoff between impacts to riverine/coastal nourishment, ecosystem and water supply.  Although Alternative 4b may take up to 20 years before a riverine equilibrium point is reached (and equilibrium transport to the coast begins), versus 10 years for Alternative 2a, the tradeoff offers some advantages.

From a fish passage perspective at the former dam site, the opportunity for success is immediate for Alternative 4b following completion of construction.  Conversely for Alternative 2a, the time required for passage is uncertain and depends on significant erosion (downcutting) of the trapped sediment depths that can approach 60 feet in elevation. 

From an ecosystem perspective, Alternative 4b offers a “metered” approach of sediment evacuation from the reservoir due to the use of soil cement protection of selected sediment storage areas (see response 6), thereby potentially alleviating impacts to riparian and faunal habitats. In comparison, Alternative 2a does not limit downstream impacts to the ecosystem from trapped sediments mobilized from the reservoir basin.

From a water supply perspective, the soil cement protection in Alternative 4b offers a level of assurance that turbidity impacts will not affect the quality of diverted flows at Robles facility for storm events less than the 10-year recurrence period.  Only at higher than 10-year recurrence storm flows would turbidity levels be potentially comparable to Alternative 2a levels.

Proposed District Action:  Information will be added to the comparison and evaluation of alternative plans to better address the tradeoffs between the alternative plans, as described above.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Since the AFB report, additional assessment for the Public draft has been performed and has identified Alternative 4b as the only cost effective alternative (other than No Action) and the NER plan (pg 3-88).  All of the other alternatives considered have higher costs and lower benefits.  The selection of a lesser cost-effective alternative (such as 2a) that would potentially provide less time to restore sediment transport equilibrium would not be as attractive in terms of a) time to reach fish passage; and b)“unchecked” releases of sediment volumes from Matilija reservoir with potentially higher deposition impacts downstream.

The resulting changes due to the additional assessment mentioned above includes:

· Revisions to HEP valuation to reflect time to establish fish passage. The portion of the steelhead component of the HEP formula specific to time (years) to establish fish passage opportunity received higher outputs for alternatives where passage is immediate (1, 4a, and 4b).  The remaining alternatives (2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b) assumed passage to occur by year 7 after completion of construction, and thereby received relatively lower outputs.  Related discussions has been added to pg. 3-58 through 3-60 for Alternatives 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b. 

· Addition of desilting basin to Alternatives 2a and 3a.

The uncertainties related to turbidity impacts to Robles and Lake Casitas, especially prolonged effects should drought conditions prevail (as low flows can still transport fine sediments) necessitated the addition of a desilting basin as a mitigation feature of the federal plan for Alternatives 2a and 3a.  Discussion has been added to the first paragraph on pg. 3-43, and the third paragraph on pg. 3-70.  For Alternative 4b, a desilting basin was determined not be required because of the inclusion of the soil cement revetment and its effect on limiting turbidity levels (pg.3-72).  Turbidity effects associated with 4b for the Ventura River in general is provided on pg. 3-46.

Alternatives to construction of a desilting basin was not pursued as this would increase the study scope and limits to include baseline conditions to Lake Casitas water quality, recreation and treatment plant operations.  This is outlined in the Turbidity paragraph starting on page 3-66.  As part of monitoring and adaptive management, turbidity and water quality monitoring will be included, with the possibility of further mitigation as required (pg. 4-30, top paragraph; also Appendix K of the DEIS/R). 
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
Action to be taken:  None

9.   Mitigation features.  Features for mitigating downstream flood damages tally nearly $27 million (pages 4-29 and 4-30) without contingencies, or more than 35 percent of the project first costs.  The report will need to demonstrate that the various components are justified and at the right scale of protection.

District Response:  An assessment to refine the scale of protection for the various flood mitigation features is currently being undertaken.  Preliminary assessments for required levee and floodwall heights presented in the AFB document were based on a conservative approach.  The current assessment incorporates risk and uncertainty associated with the hydrology and riverine with-project sedimentation depths.  Fine-tuning may lead to a decrease in the flood damage mitigation costs. For the associated LERRDs, the relatively high costs of the real estate takes are currently at about 25% of the flood mitigation costs.  More information was presented on this comment in Issue Paper 1 that the District provided to HQUSACE with the AFB report documentation, dated 12 February 2004.  

Proposed District Action:  Updates to levee/floodwall dimensions and associated costs as a result of the risk and uncertainty analysis will be provided in the Main Report documentation for the public draft report.  

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Discussions on revised flood protection levels as a result of the risk and uncertainty analysis is provided on pgs 3-47 through 3-49 of the Public draft.  Also more detailed discussion is provided on pgs 4-7 through 4-17.  For the recommended plan, a summary of required flood mitigation measures and justification is shown in Table 4-1.  

The results of the risk and uncertainty analysis (Pgs 4-15 and 4-16) have significantly reduced levee/floodwall heights from the previous assessment presented in the AFB report.  The selected flood level of protection represents a 95 percent conditional non-exceedance level. Features for flood mitigation presently total approximately $13 million without contingencies, or 20% of project first costs.
HQUSACE Assessment: The issue is not resolved.  While the HQUSACE review team appreciates the substantial downscaling and reduced costs of the previous estimate for mitigation of induced flooding, the district needs to present more compelling information as to the “justification” for each of the mitigation measures recommended.  The action item here, though not specifically noted, is actually tied in with the HQUSACE Assessment of the issue raised by the district in paragraph 3.a., herein.  The district needs to present information that more fully describes the Matilija Hot Springs, and explains the need for purchase and removal of that facility.  Also, as noted in the HQUSACE  Assessment in paragraph 3.a., the district needs to present information on the amount of induced damages at each location (Matilija Hot Springs, Camino Cielo, Meiners Oaks/Robles Area, Live Oak Levee area, Casitas Springs) and the most cost effective means of reducing those induced damages (e.g. purchase/removal, bridge modifications, levees/floodwalls, etc).  If the cost of avoiding the induced damages is less than the damages, then the mitigation would be part of the NED plan.  If not justified in this manner, the district should prepare a “takings analysis” to determine if there is legal basis to include the mitigation actions.  In addition, HQUSACE questions the accuracy and reasonableness of the cost estimates presented for the new levee/floodwall and the raising and extensions of existing levees/floodwalls, as shown in Table 4-4, and in Appendix F (e.g., $7500 for levee raising).

District Response:  Because of safety, economic and social concerns, the PDT (including the Local Sponsor) has determined that mitigation for induced flooding would be a necessary component of any recommended alternative.  Public and Sponsor support for the Recommended Plan could be jeopardized without the inclusion of flood damage mitigation features.  Further, lack of mitigation would result in serious public safety concerns for impacted properties, particularly for Matilija Hot Springs.  

Since it has been assumed from the outset of the study that mitigation would be a requirement, it was the determination of the PDT that once the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses identified those areas subject to induced flooding, the focus of subsequent analysis would be on developing least cost mitigation alternatives rather than quantifying the total induced damages.  It is for this reason that the R&U analysis was conducted to determine with and without project performance statistics to assure that without project levels of protection are maintained.  

Given the cost of real estate in the Study Area, it became apparent that constructing new or modifying existing levees is less expensive relative to the cost or acquiring real estate.  For this reason, most of the project induced flooding is mitigated for with levee improvements.  However, for some properties, floodwalls and levees were determined to be not feasible from an engineering and/or public acceptability standpoint.  For these selected properties (including the Matilija Hot Springs property), real estate acquisition was recommended.  

As a result of the study schedule, a limited amount of time was available to devote to the analysis of project induced flooding.  It is recommended that during the PED phase, additional engineering analysis will be conducted to verify the extent and location of induced damages.  At that time, the specific recommendations regarding required levee heights and property acquisitions will be revisited and modified as appropriate.  

Regarding accuracy/reasonableness of cost estimates specific to levee/floodwall modifications:  first costs were determined by cost estimator based on earthfill and floodwall quantities provided by the PDT.  The figure of $7500 for levee raising in Table 4-2 is the additional cost necessary to modify the existing levee at Live Oak to maintain the current 100+ yr level of protection (requiring a 6 ft high levee) versus constructing a levee to meet the 100-yr FEMA level (requiring a 4 ft high levee).  This additional cost does not include mobilization/demobilization which is covered under the first cost.

Discussion:  Estimates for Casitas springs and other components are not clear.  Estimates can be checked.  Source material will be available nearby.   Hot springs property is currently in use as spa.  Due to high risk of sedimentation and flooding, it would be prudent to acquire property in total.  Conservative estimate for acquisition is $2 million.  Assumptions for acquisition based on structures adjacent to the stream channel.  Additional analyses will be performed during design phase for final disposition of property.  Substantial bridge modifications [$7 million] and channel work under bridges for channel widening are included in the project.  Currently, the sponsor is maintaining flow capacity at Santa Ana Bridge.  There is an assumption for mitigation for any and all induced flooding impacts – generally, are measures justified to mitigate, then find least cost means to mitigate.  Analysis for induced damages used “worst-case” scenario based on Bureau’s modeling.  There is a need to have a footprint for the floodplain.  Has “taking analysis” been performed? 

Action to be taken:  Confirmation of the cost estimates of features will be coordinated with HQUSACE.  HQUSACE will provide its concurrence.  District will provide an assessment of the effort to perform the induced damages analysis and state that this effort will be the initial work performed during the design phase.  District will also provide confirmation of the worst-case scenario.  District counsel will draft item of local cooperation to capture the current non-federal flow capacity maintenance responsibility.  

FRC PGM District Response:  Investigations have been conducted to address the justification of the levees and floodwalls, and the acquisition of properties described in the Recommended Plan.  A cost effectiveness/incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA) has been prepared for the revised Economic Appendix and includes evaluation of the Casitas Springs, Live Oak and Meiners Oak levees/floodwalls and Santa Ana and Camino Cielo Bridge modifications.

Based on potential induced damages prevented in each area, the Casitas Springs levee is the only economically justified measure at this time.  On the whole, the damages prevented by the levees/floodwalls and bridge modifications amount to $8.7 million, and the total costs for these features equal $11.1 million.

A takings analysis has not been prepared to date.  But judging from the current level of property costs and real estate values, the building of levees and the bridge modifications are the most likely least cost option.     

Purchase of the properties in the Camino Cielo area and the Matilija Hot Springs are necessary at this time due to the close proximity to the dam site and the risk and uncertainties associated with sediment deposition in the area.  Currently, water surface elevations of model runs related to the Recommended Plan show inundation at or near some of the structures that have been identified for acquisition. Further refinement of the modeling during the detailed planning phase will allow for more runs to be conducted to verify what properties, or portions of properties, may still need to be acquired.  

The cost estimates for the levees have been revised based on further review of the assumptions for the necessary fill quantities for the levees.   Costs now range from $413,000 to $1.3 million, depending on the location of the levee/floodwall. 

An Item of local cooperation has been added to capture the non-Federal requirement to maintain their channel cleanout activities upstream of the Santa Ana Bridge  (see comment #2.e on page 10).

10.  Robles fishway.  The benefits to the steelhead trout from dam removal would be wholly dependent on the success of the Robles fishway.  Therefore, the effectiveness and sustainability of the Robles fishway warrants further analysis in the report.  In addition, page 2-29 notes that the fishway is operable between flows of 50-1,500 cfs, yet the operating criteria (page 2-30) specify a flow of 30 cfs for non-stormflow periods.  Will the fishway function effectively at 30 cfs?  Furthermore, constraints on the operation of the fishway with respect to drought provisions are mentioned on page 2-30.  These constraints should be specifically discussed with respect to the likelihood of fishway success at Robles Diversion, and how the habitat gains attributable to dam removal would be affected by the success or failure of Robles fishway to perform as modeled.  

District Response:  The District concurs that the ability of steelhead to use the Robles fishway is key to upstream access, and therefore benefits to steelhead described in the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) are dependent on the ‘success’ of the fishway.   The HEP team assigned a passage value of 0.5 through the Robles fishway, which reflects its inability to provide complete passage.  The maximum habitat values above Robles will not exceed 0.8 (out of 1.0) in the HEP analysis, largely because of the constraints on passage opportunities at Robles due to the nature and function of the structure.  Sustainability of the fishway is addressed in the NMFS BO operating criteria.  Adjustments may be made to operations of the fishway based on the monitoring and adaptive management also described in the BO.

Page 10 of the NMFS BO for Robles states: “At inflow ranges of 10 to 671 cfs, fish will move up- and downstream through the diversion structures via the fishway, fish bypass channel and the diversion headworks gate.  The fishway is designed to meet established fish passage criteria at flows of 20 cfs.  Passage may be possible at lower flows.”  The fishway will also function in higher flow conditions, greater than 671 cfs.

Proposed District Action:  Revisions will be made to the report to clarify the assumed effectiveness of the Robles fishway, and the operating criteria.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Additional discussion on operating criteria of the fishway at Robles and sustainability as described in the District Response has been added to the Public draft on pg. 2-31.  
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is partially resolved.  In general, the terms and conditions of a jeopardy biological opinion (i.e., reasonable and prudent measures) carry much greater force under the Endangered Species Act than the terms and conditions developed pursuant to a non-jeopardy opinion (i.e., conservation recommendations).   HQUSACE requests that the District and Division Office of Counsel develop a legal opinion concerning the adequacy of the NOAA-Fisheries/Bureau of Reclamation BO to provide the necessary assurances of fish passage for the Matilija project.      
District Response:  District Counsel is reviewing the adequacy of the BO in an effort to identify the necessary assurances of fish passage for the recommended project.  A determination of adequacy is expected prior to the end of the review period, which is August 30, 2004.

Action to be taken:  District will pursue with counsel a review of the conservation recommendation of the opinion issued.  Counsel review will be furnished to HQUSACE.
Final District Action:  SPL District counsel transmitted the following response via email to HQUSACE (Attn: Zwickl):  

HQUSACE has requested that we develop a legal opinion concerning the adequacy of the a NOAA Fisheries/Bureau of Reclamation Biological Opinion (“BO”) for the Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility Project to provide the necessary assurances of fish passage for the Matilija Dam Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study (“Matilija Study”).  This question appears to confound legal sufficiency with scientific merit.  The Matilija restoration project relies upon the Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility BO for a description of the Robles fishway and its predicted effectiveness.  The adequacy of the operating criteria stated in the BO is a scientific question.  Further, the adequacy of the EIS for the Matilija restoration project is not dependent upon the adequacy of the Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility BO because the EIS does not rely upon the fishway to prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of construction activities.   SPL Office of Counsel has previously reviewed the Matilija EIS and determined it to be legally sufficient.

The Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility is an independent project.  It is currently under construction.  It will be completed before commencement of the Matilija restoration project, and it does not rely in any way on the Matilija restoration project.  The BO does acknowledge, however, that should the Matilija restoration project come to fruition, fish habitat will likely improve as a result.  BO at p. 35.  In developing operating criteria and downstream releases deemed sufficient to ensure successful steelhead migration through the lower river below the diversion and between storm flows to sustain spawning and rearing habitat, NOAA Fisheries relied on the best scientific and commercial data available.  BO at p. 2.  Prior to commencement of the Matilija restoration project, NOAA Fisheries will have additional data and information available enabling it to gauge the effectiveness of the operating criteria in ensuring passage of steelhead trout. If the fishway does not operate effectively, we expect that NOAA will coordinate with BOR and the facility operator to make the necessary modifications to the fishway.  

This case is distinguishable from the recent decision by the District Court for the District of Columbia in National Wildlife Federation v Norton, (03-1393 JR D.D.C. August 20, 2004).  In Norton, the Court invalidated a non-jeopardy biological opinion issued by the Fish and Wildlife Service and a permit by the Army Corps of Engineers that relied upon the biological opinion, which together cleared the way for a large mining project to be conducted in habitat of the endangered Florida panther.  For the Matilija restoration project, the Corps is not relying upon the Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility BO either as support for a section 404 permit decision, or as support for its study’s analysis of the environmental effects of the construction phase of the Matilija restoration project upon steelhead trout.  The Corps is merely relying upon the presence and utility of the fishway to show the environmental benefits of the Matilija restoration project when completed.  

The draft Matilija Study includes information from the Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility BO concerning the assumed effectiveness of the operating criteria in order to demonstrate enhanced fish passage for steelhead trout.   Assuming for argument’s sake a lack of enhanced fish passage for steelhead trout, this would not make either the Matilija Study or the EIS for the Matilija restoration project legally insufficient.  Rather, a lack of enhanced fish passage would affect only the scientific merit of the benefits analysis.   

11.  Future without project conditions.  The condition of Matilija Dam is described as deteriorating (page 2-9 and elsewhere), yet the future without project assumption (page 2-10) is “that the dam will remain in place as it exists today…for the next 50 years.”  The draft report should discuss the legal responsibilities of the dam owner with regard to the assumption that the dam will remain as it exists today for the next 50 years.  

District Response:  The only legal responsibilities of the VCWPD, owners of Matilija Dam, are to maintain the facility in a condition that does not increase the risk of downstream flooding due to dam failure.  The leaseholder, CMWD, will continue to operate the dam as a water supply facility until 2009, and will use the remaining reservoir storage area during the year, in conjunction with Robles Dam diversion operations.  

VCWPD performs frequent monitoring of the dam to check for any movement using laser measurements from land-based control points to targets on the dam face, and concrete testing.   When necessary, maintenance has been performed on the dam to maintain the structural integrity of the facility, such as the past notching in the upper 40 feet of the dam (pages 2-9 to 2-11).  The last paragraph on Page 2-10 describes the assumptions associated with future management of the dam.     

It is assumed that the dam will eventually become a safety liability, some time beyond the 50-year period of analysis for this study.  At that time, the dam will be more than 100 years old and will have over 9 million cubic yards of sediment deposited behind it.

Proposed District Action:  Statements will be added to the report identifying that the legal responsibilities of VCWPD, as described in the first sentence of the district response.   

Action Required:  District shall included information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Discussion regarding legal responsibilities of VCWPD has been added to pg. 2-28 of the Public draft.  As stated in the District Response and described in the paragraph Monitoring and Management of Matilija Dam (starting on pg 2-27), the dam will continue to undergo a periodic inspection program to assure that it will continue to exist for the next 50 years.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.  The draft report provides sufficient information showing that the dam will likely remain in place in the future-without project condition.
12.  A number of different figures concerning the populations of steelhead trout are provided in the report.  The current steelhead population is estimated to be 100 on page 2-1, and to be “less than 200” on page 4-35.  The estimated population recovery upstream of the site following dam removal is thought  to be sufficient to support a steelhead run of 2100-2800 fish (page 2-4), while historical estimates of pre-dam populations for the Ventura River watershed is 4,000-5,000 fish (pages 2-4 and 4-35).  The report should clarify the current population of the steelhead, and specifically address how the estimated improvement to the number of steelhead participating in the spawning runs attributable to the Matilija restoration relates to the historical population numbers given in the report.  

District Response:  The District cannot clarify the current population of the steelhead in the Ventura River watershed, more than stating that it is estimated to be less than 200 fish.  There are many sources of information that were used during the preparation of the report document to estimate the number of fish that currently populate the lower Ventura River, and historically used the Ventura River and tributaries.  The District will use the March 2003 BO prepared by NMFS for the Robles Fishway as a basis for clarification of the steelhead population estimates that are currently included in the report. Even so, the best estimate that can be made on existing populations ranges from about 100 to less than 200 fish. The BO states: “NOAA Fisheries’ estimated run size of <200 adults (Busby et al. 1996) is the most recent estimate of the Ventura River steelhead population. However, in light of the continued pressures exerted upon the population and the paucity of recent sightings in the drainage, NOAA Fisheries fears the Ventura River steelhead population is likely less than 100 adult individuals at the current time.” 

The historical (pre-dam) estimates made by California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) personnel are based on direct, historic observations according to the BO.  A 1946 CDFG report “…actually reported that the Matilija Creek system supported a minimum of 2,000 to 2,500 fish in normal years, and this represented approximately half of the total run in the Ventura River system.”  

Proposed District Action:  The District recommends report revisions to provide a consistent estimate of the historic population of steelhead in the Matilija Creek and the Ventura River watersheds.  The report would also clarify the estimated range of the current steelhead population, as described in the response above.  The District proposes to de-emphasize any perception based on current report documentation that the costs of the Recommended Plan related to ecosystem restoration are specifically for steelhead only, and can be equated to a dollar-per-fish amount based on concerns expressed by the Environmental Working Group members, and the HQUSACE recommendations made in comment #13.  Instead, more discussion will be included to emphasize the riparian, natural processes and aquatic ecosystem restoration benefits related to the Recommended Plan.  The District is deleting all discussions related to "estimated population recovery" of steelhead following dam removal from the EIS and the main report.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Consistent reporting of estimates of steelhead numbers has been made in the Main report document of the Public draft.   Clarification of numbers has been provided on pg. 2-12.  Estimated population recovery discussions have also been deleted from Project Justification section (pg 4-48).  Discussion to emphasize riparian, natural processes, etc as described in Proposed District Action will be provided in District Action under comment #13.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.

13.  HQUSACE recommends that the report emphasize the larger aquatic ecosystem benefits that the recommended plan would bring about, as discussed in the Study Purpose section on page 1-1 (i.e., the restoration of dynamic, self-regulating ecosystem functions).  This revision is recommended to minimize the perception that the project is being undertaken solely for benefit of the steelhead trout, at an approximate cost of $1500-$3000 per fish per year.   

District Response:  The District concurs with the HQUSACE comment that the report needs to emphasize the larger ecosystem benefits of the project.

Proposed District Action:  The report will be modified, as discussed in the response to Comment #12, to minimize the perception that restoration is solely for steelhead and to emphasize the more comprehensive ecosystem restoration and recreation benefits, including:

Improvement of degraded aquatic habitats at the dam site and in the downstream riverine reaches, and the benefits to the native aquatic and riparian species (in addition to steelhead) that these ecosystems support.  This includes reestablishment of suitable substrate and return to natural stream processes, restoration of a free flowing river and native riparian ecosystem, and restoration of the native steelhead population and other aquatic species by providing access to ancestral habitat upstream of the dam.

· Restoration of the natural sediment regime to nourish and replenish the coastal regime.

· Benefit of removal of exotic species, including giant reed (Arundo Donax) and aquatic predators.

· Improvement to coastal ecosystem habitats as a result of renourishment, benefiting native species. 
· Providing recreational opportunities near a major population center, in an area that has been closed to the public for almost 50 years.
Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  In the Public draft, an effort has been made to add text relevant to the benefits outlined under the Proposed District Action in both the Executive Summary (ES) and the Main Report body.  Some of the discussion provided in the first bullet under the Proposed District Action needs to still be added, and will be incorporated into the final document. 

Discussion has been added for improvement of degraded downstream riverine reaches (last paragraph starting on pg. 3-39); benefits to coastal regime re-nourishment and habitats (pgs 3-50 through 3-51); benefits from removal/management of exotic plant species (e.g. Pg 3-56 and ES pg. iv); and recreational feature details (pg 4-31 through 4-36).  Also the final paragraph in the ES (pg x) summarizes the scope of the effort.
HQUSACE Assessment:  Note:  please add the benefits of coastal restoration in the section of the report pertaining to benefits of the recommended plan (see pp. 4-44 and 4-45).

District Response:  No response required.  Note: Add a discussion of coastal benefits resulting from the recommended plan (see pg. 4-47).

Required Action:  Add a discussion of coastal benefits resulting from the recommended plan (see pg. 4-47).

FRC PGM District Response:  The following Coastal Benefits section has been added to page 4-46 of the Project Benefits portion of the Recommended Plan chapter.  

Sediment released from behind the dam and the Matilija watershed will not only deposit within downstream Ventura River reaches, but will also nourish the nearby shoreline.  The sediment transport modeling showed that there would be an approximate 32% increase in the delivery of sands, gravels, and cobbles over a 50-year timeframe when compared to the No Action plan.  This equates to an increase of about 1.9 million cubic yards of sand, 80,000 cubic yards of gravel and 5,000 cubic yards of cobble (see Table 3-2).  The delivery of fines will also increase by about 6% over 50-years, by approximately 400,000 cubic yards.  The fines will dissipate soon after delivery by the storms due to strong littoral currents.  

Cobbles are anticipated to settle by the mouth of the Ventura River at Surfer’s Point.  The cobbles act to stabilize the point, thereby decreasing the potential nearby shoreline erosion.  Each cubic yard of additional sand could potentially equate to an additional square foot of dry sand on the beach based on the Beach Erosion Authority for Clean Oceans and Nourishment (BEACON) estimates.  The assumption is that some of the sand will deposit on the beach after storm events and will contribute to increases in beach widths, benefiting recreational beach uses, increasing the aesthetic appeal of the beach, and adding storm damage protection to local shoreline structures.

If other nearby sources were pursued for beach nourishment estimates of mechanical placement of sand on these beaches range between $10 and $15 per cubic yard.  Therefore, the restored natural transport of sand to the shoreline also provides a significant economic savings when compared to sources of sand that require mechanical dredging and transport.

Delivery of additional sand and cobbles could also help stabilize the upper beach zone, a spawning habitat for the California grunion and the threatened western snowy plover.  Coastal dunes in the area have also been subject to erosion.  Additional beach sand could help to stabilize the dune loss, which provides habitat for the silvery legless lizard, a California species of special concern.   

Nearshore habitats should not be adversely affected by increased sediment delivery from the Ventura River watershed.  The plumes of fines could add nutrients to the coast.  Hard bottom habitat is also not expected to be adversely impacted by the increased delivery of sediment due to the strong littoral currents in the nearshore area.

14.  The District should be prepared to discuss the reasons for choosing to invest in this project, considering that the cost per AAHU appears to be approximately $14,000 annually, and about $47,000 per acre in initial investment costs.  The OASA(CW) and the OMB will likely question whether it is reasonable to invest in this project in light of other, potentially less expensive, restoration opportunities.  The District should also be prepared to discuss the per acre cost of the project, a topic that is usually of great interest to the OMB.    

District Response:  The District will prepare to discuss the per acre cost of the project. There are very few examples of a restoration project of this nature, and particularly of this magnitude. A nationwide comparison of ecosystem restoration projects presents a bias on a cost per acre basis to other regions that have much lower real estate and water supply costs.  The magnitudes of costs for the project will be addressed by the following considerations:

The HEP values presented in the AFB report did not include benefits related to the arundo removal and management plan for the riverine reaches, extending downstream of Matilija Dam to the coast.  The HEP numbers are in the process of being revised, and are expected to increase significantly as a result of the improvement in the quality of the riparian ecosystem.  The revised HEP figures and cost per AAHU will be presented at the AFB conference.

In general, riparian zones are narrower (i.e. lesser associated acreage) in the semi-arid southwest compared to counterparts in the wetter parts of the Nation.

Discussions will be added to the coastal impacts to qualitatively describe benefits.   For the recommended plan, sediment transport modeling has indicated that over a period of 50 years, there is a net increase of over 3 MCY of sand delivered to the ocean when compared to the No Action plan.  Some qualitative cost comparisons will be made to the expected increases in beach width, and the costs for the providing the sand from another sources (approximately 70 acres).

Proposed District Action:  The documentation will be updated to provide the above information, including revision to HEP numbers and costs per AAHU based on inclusion of Giant reed eradication measures.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  In the Public draft, the revisions to HEP gains (including from giant reed removal) and costs have resulted in a project with an approximate annual cost per AAHU of $9,000 and a first cost per acre of approximately $37,000.  Of the three bullet items under the District Response, only the narrower riparian zones in the southwest has not yet been included but will be in the final document.  Reference is made to the District Action for comment #13 for locations in the document of text relevant to the other two bullet items.

HQUSACE Assessment:  With the addition of the recalculated HEP values and acreage improvements attributable to the giant reed (Arundo donax) control measures and other refinements, the first cost per acre is about $37,100, and the average annual cost per habitat unit is about $8,889.  While lower in cost per unit of output than presented in the AFB materials, these values remain relatively high in comparison to recent reports approved by ASA(CW) and OMB.  As further support for such expenditures, the district should present cost information on similar projects proposed by the Corps or other Federal and State agencies.  Examples:  the Willamette Oregon Temperature Control project authorized by Section 101(a)(25) of WRDA 96, and Howard Hanson, WA, authorized in Section 101(b)(15) of WRDA 99, are large scale measures designed to improve fishery resources by improving fish passage and opening up habitat additional areas for habitat.  Other examples may exist, and should be examined to muster support for this project. 

 Note:  please add the benefits of coastal restoration in the section of the report describing the benefits of the recommended plan (see pg. 4-47).
District Response:  Though the purpose of this study is ecosystem restoration, the scope and scale is unique with respect to typical Corps projects. The features associated with managing the 6 million cubic yards of trapped sediment, including: a) those necessary for the protection of the regional water supply, and b) the necessary improvements to protect against induced with-project flood risks, comprise a substantial portion of the total costs.

Though there are a few studies that link cost to habitat units, the Corps may be the only agency undertaking this type of correlation.  For example, the Elwah Project is evaluated based on cost per value of fish (in dollars).  As the Matilija project is not intended to restore a commercial fishery, this measure is not applicable.  As discussed in the previous District response, riparian zones are narrower (i.e. lesser associated acreage) in the semi-arid southwest compared to counterparts in the wetter parts of the Nation.  When combined with higher real estate values and labor costs in Southern California, riparian habitat restoration is inherently more expensive in this area.  However, this is offset by the higher value of riparian habitat as California has lost more than 91% of its riparian and wetland habitat.

Action to be taken:  District will review references cited in the HQUSACE assessment for comparable relationships, recognizing that the references are targeted for fish.

FRC PGM District Response:  Based on our understanding of the referenced reports, we have determined that we cannot adequately compare benefits between projects.  The details are very different.  The Willamette Oregon Temperature Control project involves construction of selective withdrawal structures to enable the release of water with a desired temperature.  The control of water temperature released can be used to maximize the survivability of the spring Chinook salmon and the native trout.  The Howard Hanson project, otherwise know as the Additional Water Storage Project, involves raising the water surface elevation in the reservoir in two phases.  The first would increase the water elevation 20 feet.  The second would increase the water elevation 10 feet.  These increases would allow sufficient water for release throughout the low flow season and to meet increased water supply demands.  Other elements of the project include gravel purchase and placement downstream of the dam for spawning, plantings around the reservoir, and fish transport around the dam.  Long term operation and maintenance costs on this project are higher than the maintenance costs for the Matilija project.  The Matilija project restores 33 miles of riverine ecosystem and will allow natural fish passage for the endangered steelhead at the current dam location.  The project will restore a more natural sediment transport through the river system and will remove a non-native invasive weed, Arundo, allowing native vegetation to regenerate.   The restored ecosystems for each project are so different; it is difficult, if not impossible, to equate them.

15.  How will future water demand throughout the period of analysis affect the prospects of the recovery of the steelhead trout, the broader ecological values of the Ventura River and the operation of the Robles fishway?  It is not clear from the report whether projections of future water use have been considered with regard to these issues.

District Response:  Future water demands are not anticipated to increase in the area based on strict growth initiatives and existing water supply limitations.  Therefore, steelhead recovery, broader ecological values and the operation of the fishway are not anticipated to change based on future water demand. 

Proposed District Action:  The response will be included in the report in discussions related to water supply.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  In the Public draft, discussion of population and land use has been added (pgs 2-6 - 2-8), as well as future water demand and effects on steelhead recovery (pg. 2-24, top).

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
16.  The draft report should describe how the commitment to perpetuate operation of the Robles fishway would be assured, considering that the habitat gains of dam removal are dependent on the Robles fishway.

District Response:  The operating criteria for the fishway, ensuring the success of its functioning, and monitoring and adaptive management is directed by the terms and conditions expressed in the BO between NMFS and the USBR.  The BO is considered a binding agreement in regard to the future operation of the fishway.  The Recommended Plan may require some modification to the operation of the radial gates at Robles Dam, as currently described in the BO.  

Proposed District Action:  The operation of the radial gates will be reviewed, particularly to address the criteria for opening and closing the gates to allow Matilija Dam sediments to be transported past the Robles Dam while maintaining fish passage and water diversion.  Any modifications to the Biological Opinion’s description of operations, monitoring or adaptive management resulting from implementation of the Recommended Plan will be described for the public draft report.  

Action Required:  It appears that reasonable assurances are in place for the Robles fishway. The District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Pertinent discussion on assurance of fishway continued future operation and conditions per the BO has been included on page 2-31 of the Public draft.  Effects of proposed sediment bypass at Robles to diversion operations and fish passage have been identified for monitoring and adaptive management (pg 4-30, top paragraph, item 5).  Additional refinement to proposed adaptive management measures based on more detailed work performed in PED will be required. 

HQUSACE Assessment:  HQUSACE recommends that District and Division Office of Counsel develop an opinion on whether the BO for Robles Diversion is adequate for the Corps’ needs.  
District Response:  See the District’s response to item 3.a.10.

Action to be taken:  As stated above.
17.  The table on page 3-80 is a bit unconventional, although the computations appear to be sound.  The heading on the far right column is labeled “cost per unit above NER”, although it appears to display the incremental cost per additional AAHU.  If this assessment is accurate, this heading should be re-labeled for clarity. 

District Response:  The District concurs that the table presents the incremental cost per additional AAHU.

Proposed District Action:  The heading will be changed to clarify the information presented in the table column. 
Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report that clearly shows the incremental cost per additional AAHU.

District Action:  Since there is only one cost effective alternative (4b), based on revisions since the AFB document (as outlined in the District Response for comment #8), an incremental analysis is no longer required and the comment is no longer applicable.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
b.  Cultural Resources. 

1. The potential for sedimentation damages to the two historic and prehistoric sites described on page 2-23 should be discussed in greater detail.  In addition, it is unclear from the information provided on this page whether these sites will require mitigation efforts to offset the expected damages, although page 4-30 shows cost estimates for cultural resources mitigation in excess of $1 million.  There also appears to be a conflict between the statements on page 2-23, and those on page 1-18 stating that no cultural resources would be adversely affected by project construction activities.  This apparent conflict should be resolved.

District Response:  The potential future sedimentation damages to the referenced sites are for without-project conditions and are based on estimates used to predict sediment deposition trends in the reservoir (p 2-19 in the AFB report). Since these sites however are located at higher elevations in the reservoir basin, it is questionable whether without-project impacts would occur.  Should the sites be threatened by future sedimentation accumulation in the basin, the decision would have to be made whether to protect the site or allow partial or complete burial.  In either case, complete documentation protocol of the sites would be required.  For the recommended plan these sites would not be impacted as they would be kept off-limits by any proposed modifications or construction operations.

The cost estimate for $1.05 million is based on 1% of the total project costs excluding recreation and betterments) and covers for any unforeseen cultural resources mitigation required as a result of project construction.

Proposed District Action:  Clarification will be provided in the report documentation for both with- and without project impacts.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the District Response and the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Clarification to without- project potential impacts as described in District Response has been provided on pg. 2-15, fourth paragraph of the Public draft  Final Main Report.  With-project discussion has been provided on pg. 4-23  4-25, fourth paragraph.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
2.  Page 8-3, item m., delete the present language and substitute:

Provide the non-Federal share of that portion of the costs of archeological data recovery activities associated with historic preservation, that are in excess of 1 percent of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for the project, in accordance with the cost sharing provisions of the agreement. 

District Response:  Will comply.

Proposed District Action:  Text will be revised as stated.

Action Required:  District shall include information in the draft feasibility report as described in the HQUSACE comment.

District Action:  Required language has been substituted (pg. 8-3, item m n).

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
c.  Real Estate  

Note:  Refer to section 2.a for HQUSACE Assessment of District responses to AFB Real Estate Issues.

 
There is no real estate plan in this draft AFB report.  HQUSACE requests the opportunity to review the real estate plan before this report is made available to the public.  A total of 10 working days is requested for this review.  

District Response:  No Draft REP was provided with AFB document.  The District will comply with request for review of document prior to public release.

Proposed District Action:  Draft REP will be provided to HQUSACE prior to release of public draft.  (Note:  Draft REP was provided to HQUSACE for review and approval.)

Action Required:  District shall include a draft REP in the draft feasibility report.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved. [See Real Estate Comments above.]
District Action:  A draft REP has been provided for the Public draft (Technical Appendix G.  Please note that the accompanying real estate figures were inadvertently placed under the Appendix D tab in the Technical Appendices volume).

2. The draft AFB report mentions in the paragraph describing alternative 4b, page v Executive Summary, that a 94-acre disposal site is needed for disposal of excavated materials.  The real estate plan should address the disposal site, and all other necessary sites.

District Response:  Concur.

Proposed District Action:  REP will address all disposal sites and other necessary sites, including mitigation sites.

 

Action Required:  District will include the appropriate information in the draft REP as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  In Appendix G, the slurry disposal site is addressed on pg  4 and 5; desilting basin on page 6  9.  

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
3. The section on "Mitigation for Flooding Impacts," pages 4-7 through 4-9, describes a number of parcels that need to be purchased, that contain residences, that contain other structures, and that need a bridge replacement.  Please make sure that all of these various real estate interests involved, including relocation costs, purchasing land for construction, dealing with bridge replacement, etc., are adequately addressed in the real estate plan.  Pages 4-15 and 4-16 also mention these elements in the section  "Mitigation for Induced Flooding."  Of particular note on page 4-16 is the sub-paragraph discussing the bridge.  One sentence in that paragraph states, "...a temporary bridge may be needed during construction, although real estate investigations are continuing at this time to determine whether the new bridge can be constructed adjacent to the existing bridge...".  The draft feasibility report should discuss when these issues will be resolved, and should also discuss the costs associated with these features.    

District Response:  Concur.  The REP will address all LERRDs for the recommended plan.  For the modification at Santa Ana Bridge, it has been determined by the Sponsor that a temporary bridge is necessary.  

Proposed District Action:  The draft feasibility report will be revised to include the need for a temporary bridge and the associated costs.

Action Required:  District shall include the appropriate information in the draft REP as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Appendix G: Real estate interests are included under paragraph Description of Lands, Easements and Rights of Way.  Text on temporary traffic realignment associated with bridge modification included on page 5  6.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
4. The paragraph "Real Estate Requirements" at page 4-15 states that a gross appraisal has yet to be performed.  The real estate plan, when it is drafted, must incorporate information from the gross appraisal in its analysis.

District Response:  Concur.

Proposed District Action:  Information from the gross appraisal will be utilized in the preparation of the REP.
 

Action Required:  District will include the appropriate information in the draft REP as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Information from the gross appraisal has been utilized for the REP.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
5. The paragraph "Mitigation for Water Supply Impacts" states that real estate requirements for the Foster Park wells will be developed for the draft feasibility report.  Please ensure that the requirements are incorporated into the Real Estate Plan.

District Response:  Concur.

Proposed District Action:  Real estate requirements for the Foster Park wells will be included in the REP.
 

Action Required:  District shall include the appropriate information in the draft REP as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Real estate needs for Foster Park wells (encroachment permit) provided on pg. 6  7.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
6. The paragraph "Associated Costs", page 4-27, refers to the need for a compensability analysis to determine whether certain costs are associated costs or project mitigation requirements.  When will this be performed?  Will it be done prior to the Real Estate Plan's completion?

District Response: The compensability analysis will be completed concurrently with the REP and prior to the release of the public draft report. 

Proposed District Action:  An appropriate analysis will be performed per Corps guidelines and for the necessary milestone date.

Action Required:  District shall include the appropriate information in the draft REP as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  Associated Costs and need for compensability analysis is no longer applicable.   See also text in Main Report document, page 4-19- Lost Storage.  Note: the text on page 4-25 should be deleted.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
7. Table 7-1 on page 5-4 lists several costs associated with LERRDs.  Under "Relocations" there are only zeros listed.  Please explain how this relates to paragraphs such as "Mitigation for Induced Flooding" on page 4-15 that states, "These properties would include purchase in fee, relocation of occupants, and removal of structures."  

District Response:  In the referenced table, the zero entries are misleading.  Time did permit completion of this line item prior to submittal of the AFB report. 

Proposed District Action:  Relocation costs will be provided in the next report documentation.

Action Required:  District shall include the appropriate information in the draft REP as described in the Proposed District Action.

District Action:  The zeros in Table 5-1 of the Main Report need to be updated with the relocation figures shown in the table on page 8  10 of Appendix G.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
4.  HQ Assessment of Issues Raised by District in AFB Package Submittal.
Issue 1:  Downstream Induced Flooding Mitigation versus separable element or betterment.

Issue Definition. Should the without project flood problem be considered as a separable element/betterment or incidental benefit to the mitigation of induced flooding impacts.

Background. Preliminary studies indicate that under without project conditions, the following flood damage potential exists in the downstream study area (not including damage to agriculture crops). 

	Item
	 50-Year
	100-Year
	500- Year

	Number of Structures
	184
	229
	458

	Flood Damage by Event
	$4,230,000
	$5,198,000
	$18,308,000

	Equivalent Average Annual Damage
	
	
	$152,200


The magnitude of potential average annual damages would support justification of a project of about $2 million. The cost of improvements to downstream areas substantially exceeds $2 million. Accordingly, a separable element for flood control is not justified. 

The Recommended Plan will cause a significant increase in the risk of flood damages due to sediment transport and deposition associated with removal of Matilija Dam. Measures have been included to mitigate these impacts which will also provide incidental benefits associated with the without project flood problem. 

It is noted that the cost-sharing requirement would require the sponsor to provide 35 percent of the cost for flood control measures as well as 35 percent of the mitigation costs associated with the environmental restoration feature. 

Recommendation. Since the magnitude of the without project flood problem is relatively minor as reflected in equivalent average annual damages, and that mitigation is the primary purpose of the design and cost of the flood control measures, the benefits to without project flooding should be considered incidental

HQUSACE Assessment:  The report must show what the damages are without levees and compare costs of damages to the costs of the levees.  If there is “taking,” then identify the least cost means to address mitigation.
District response:  District will evaluate the potential for benefits and induced damages and revise the draft report accordingly.

District Action:  In the Public draft, assessment results are provided on pg. 4-16 and conclude that additional protection to the 100-yr level (or higher for Live Oak levee) should be considered an incidental benefit to the project due to the relatively insignificant additional costs.

HQUSACE Assessment: The issue is resolved.

Issue 2:  Payment of loss of storage at Matilija Dam as associated cost or mitigation.

Issue Definition. Should the loss of potential water supply storage at Matilija Dam be considered an Associated Cost or a Mitigation Cost?

Background. Ventura County has contracted to the Casitas Water District the use of Matilija Dam for water supply storage. This contract extends to 2009. The present estimate of removal of the Dam is in year 2007. It is also noted that continued sedimentation would eliminate all potential storage within 40 years. Estimates by the Bureau of Reclamation indicate there is a potential loss of about 1080 acre-feet of water storage for the two-year period from removal of the dam to the end of the contract. (The estimates of lost water storage may be higher based on Ventura County and other interests estimates.)

The replacement of this lost storage is likely to be from purchasing water storage from the California State Water Project. The cost of this water is estimated to be about $650 per acre-foot. Accordingly, the value of the water is about $777,400 or about  $971,800 (including a 25 percent contingency). 

It is expected that the increased cost of the water could be recovered by selling to customers. (A compensability analysis will be performed and discussed at AFB). Accordingly, it is expected that there would not be a net loss to Casitas Water District, and that this loss of water, which is not required for the Recommended Plan, should be considered an Associated Cost.

Conversely, the increase in cost of providing the lost water supply storage could be considered termination of a utility contract and a LERRDs cost. This would reflect the increase cost as a value to be mitigated by the Ecosystem Restoration Project.

The impact of deciding whether the cost is Associated Cost of Mitigation Cost is related to whether the value (if it is mitigation) is reflected in LERRDs and credited as part of the local 35 percent cost sharing.

Recommendation. At this time, the cost for loss of water supply storage is being reflected as an associated cost, since it is not a required relocation to make the project function, and that Casitas Water District can recover the costs through sales of the replacement supply. 

HQUSACE Assessment:  Concur with District recommendation.  In addition, it is noted that the contract extends to 2009.  A realistic schedule for when the dam could actually be removed, may be beyond this date, which would make this issue moot.

District Action:  Associated Costs and need for compensability analysis is no longer applicable.   See also text in Main Report document, page 4-19- Lost Storage.  Note: the text on page 4-25 should be deleted.
HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.
Issue 3:  Extending monitoring and Adaptive Management from 5-year to 10-year period District and sponsor may recommend use of performance measures as trigger for adaptive management measures… 

Issue Definition. Is there sufficient justification to include extension of Federal participation in Monitoring and Adaptive Management for a 10-year period?

Background. Corps of Engineers Policy for Ecosystem Restoration Projects is to allow for Monitoring and Adaptive Management measures to be included if justified and generally limited to a five-year period after project construction is completed, unless additional justification is provided.

For the Recommended Plan, the extent of restoration of the natural ecosystem is related to the sediment transport of remaining reservoir material after the fine sediment below the existing lake is slurried and the dam is removed. There is potential that the transport of remaining sediments could degrade downstream conditions such that deposition could temporarily disrupt fish passage and revegetation and recovery of the natural riparian conditions and natural processes. It is also noted that within the reservoir area, the completion of construction includes removal of soil cement revetment when sufficient release of trapped material has occurred and revegetation of the reservoir area is consistent, in general, with pre-dam conditions.

It is estimated that a period of up to 20-years could be required for the material to be removed from the reservoir area. It is proposed that for half this period (10 years), monitoring of sediment transport and deposition would continue and adaptation measures involving removal of degrading sediment deposits could occur to realize the projected project benefits. 

The alternative to extending Federal participation in Monitoring and Adaptive Management period would be to require the additional monitoring and adaptive  measures as an OMRR&R cost and 100 percent a local responsibility.

Recommendation. Since the additional monitoring and adaptive management is considered essential to assuring that the project outputs can be achieved, and since there is potential that this information could be used for future dam removal projects of this magnitude, it is recommended that the Monitoring and Adaptation period be extended from 5 years to 10 years.

HQUSACE Assessment:  Decisions on extended time periods and costs for monitoring and adaptive management are made on a case-by-case basis.  The District should present as strong a case as possible for more time and more funding.  Given that the uncertainties involved in this restoration project is a basis for the request, it should be recognized that there is a threshold beyond which the uncertainties raise questions about the viability of the project as a whole.  Other concerns include the recognition about when adaptive management actions will be complete, and when the project can be considered complete.  Emphasis should be placed on analyzing how well project is performing.

District Action:  Extension from 5 to 10-yr period will be sought by District.  The District suggests that HQ consider a discussion item for the FRC.

HQUSACE Assessment:  The issue is resolved.  
Issue 4:  Deferral of efforts to PED to refine design of project and mitigation measures.

Issue Definition. Is the level of detail accomplished to date in the feasibility study sufficient to support the Recommended Plan for authorization for construction, and allow further detailed studies to be accomplished during PED? 

Background.  The detail currently accomplished during the feasibility study is considered sufficient to provide a level of design that allows for defining costs and impacts to compare alternative plans and select the best plan from NER and other Federal criteria. (This will be further confirmed based on technical review of the AFB report and discussed at AFB conference).

The level of detail is believed to have produced reasonable if not conservative costs that reflect additional contingencies included in the cost estimates for the ecosystem restoration measures, and measures to mitigate induced flooding and water supply impacts. Further effort is being made on providing additional measures such as removal of arundo and revegetation of downstream areas, as well as providing further details on Monitoring and Adaptation Requirements, and the Recreation Plan. The additional details of these features will be discussed at the AFB and included in the draft Feasibility Report. It is expected that these features will not result in any significant increase in cost, will be well justified based on the benefits, and will be consistent with Corps policy guidelines. 

There are several major study efforts that would normally be accomplished during the Feasibility Study with respect to final design of the Recommended Plan. In general the detail of design associated with the ecosystem restoration measures involving removal of the dam and reservoir sediments is considered sufficient for a final design in the Feasibility phase. Additional studies are needed to better define the impacts of the restoration measures and mitigation features. These studies include:

· Hydrology, Hydraulic, and Sediment Transport Studies using Risk Based Analysis to better define sediment transport and mitigation measures.

· Economic studies on induced flooding impacts and water supply impacts

· Design studies on mitigation alternatives for induced flooding impacts

· Consideration of other less costly and more environmentally acceptable mitigation measures for induced flooding and water supply impacts

· Accomplishment of gross appraisal real estate studies to further define requirements and costs of LERRDs associated with the mitigation requirements, in particular those related to induced flooding.

· A Finite Element Method Study on the dam to better define removal requirements.

It is believed at this time that the level of detail currently applied includes sufficient contingencies such that the result of these additional studies would reduce mitigation requirements, and associated LERRDs and cost estimates. 

It is the desire of the local sponsor that the Feasibility Report be completed to allow for possible contingent authorization in a 2004 Water Resources Development Act. Our current schedule is targeted to compete the Feasibility Report with a Division Engineer Notice by end of September 2004, which would be consistent with a contingent authorization similar to procedures used for WRDA 2000 Feasibility Reports.

Recommendation.  It is recommended that the level of detail presently applied to the Feasibility Study be considered sufficient for completing the Feasibility Report (subject to the additional effort required to define remaining separable ecosystem measures to be included in the Recommended Plan, defining Monitoring and Adaptation requirements and costs, and defining Recreation Plan features and costs. This is subject to Technical Review finding that the level of detail is sufficient to provide reasonable if not somewhat conservative design and cost estimates (i.e. project can be constructed within included contingencies), and that the studies noted above be deferred to PED phase.  

HQUSACE Assessment:  Refining analyses are appropriate in design phase. The issue is resolved.
5.  Additional Policy Guidance per HQ Assessment, paragraph 3.a.1.

The following guidance is excerpted from the HQ comments on the draft Project Study Plan for the Rappahannock River, Virginia, Embrey Dam Environmental Restoration Study 

District Response:  Where it is pertinent to the discussion, District will incorporate into the Main Report the policy guidance provided below.
Action to be taken:  Information addressing the policy guidance will be provided to HQUSACE prior to final report transmittal to SPD.

a.  Ecosystem restoration projects should accomplish objectives and produce benefits related to the restoration of ecological systems. Removal of a dam may be an appropriate and justified restoration measure for accomplishing ecosystem restoration objectives. As such, this measure can be considered, among other alternatives, if it helps achieve the objectives specified for a given study. If the removal is part of an effective, efficient, complete, acceptable and otherwise justified plan, the Corps can implement the removal of a non-Federally owned dam to help accomplish the ecosystem restoration objectives as part of a cost-shared project. However, various factors will influence whether such a measure is appropriate for Corps implementation in any particular case. 

FRC PGM District Response:  The Matilija Dam Ecosytem Restoration Feasibility Study could have been aptly named the Ventura River Watershed Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study based on the broad-based ecosystem restoration objectives.  The primary study objectives are:

· Improve aquatic and terrestrial habitat along Matilija Creek and the Ventura River to benefit native fish and wildlife species, including the endangered Southern California steelhead trout;

· Restore the hydrologic and sediment transport processes to support the riverine and coastal regime of the Ventura River Watershed;

· Create recreational opportunities along Matilija Creek and the downstream Ventura River system.

The Sponsor and stakeholder interests agreed it was important to keep Matilija Dam in the name of this study to emphasize the key feature that needs to be addressed in this watershed to fully address the study objectives.  Dam removal is only one of the measures included in the array of study measures and one of the measures that are part of the Recommended Plan, but it is also the primary measure considered to fully address the study objectives.  No other measures analyzed in this study more completely, effectively and efficiently address the full array of the study objectives as does dam removal.  The broad-based views of the Sponsor and stakeholder interests is that dam removal is the only acceptable alternative measure to address the study objectives and the key component to the restoration of the Ventura River and nearby coastal ecosystem, given that other areas within the watershed have been developed, modified for water supply (Casitas Dam), or contribute little to the ecosystem degradation within the watershed.

One of the primary reasons for pursuit of a dam removal measure was the restoration of fish passage for the southern steelhead, an endangered species.  Many other measures where addressed to restore fish passage, including fish ladders, pool and riffles systems and fish tunnels, but the removal was shown to be the best, most efficient way to meet the objective.  A key component of the ecosystem restoration goal was for fish passage to the pristine spawning and rearing habitat above the dam’s current location, the best historic habitat for steelhead within this watershed.  This also contributes to the overall goal of restoration of other natural processes.

Limited improvements could be made to the aquatic and terrestrial habitat along Matilija Creek and the Ventura River if the dam was left in place, such as removal of exotic species such as Arundo, bullfrogs, crayfish and green sunfish in the dam area. Sensitive species such as the California red-legged frog and the southwestern pond turtle could be relocated from the reservoir area behind Matilija Dam since suitable habitat for these species will disappear in the future no action condition as more sediment deposits behind the dam.  But these measures alone have limited benefits associated with them, and are therefore inefficient, incomplete and unacceptable based on the comparison and evaluation of alternative plans when compared to much greater benefits attained by the inclusion of dam removal measures.

The Ventura River reaches have been starved of sediment for over 50 years since Matilija Dam was constructed.  Casitas Dam, built about one decade later, effectively cut off the primary sources of sediment nourishment to the Ventura River and shoreline.  Since Casitas Dam is the primary water supply for the County of Ventura, there are no plans to modify that facility to restore historic sediment transport from that sub-watershed to the Ventura River.  If Matilija Dam is left in-place, an additional three million cubic yards of sediment will be trapped behind the dam over the next 35 years or so.  The significant benefit associated with the one-time dam removal and restoration efforts included in the Recommended Plan is that it restores sediment transport to downstream reaches immediately, and restores channel equilibrium within about 10 years compared to over 100 years before channel equilibrium would be restored if the dam was left in-place.  The Recommended Plan is designed in such a way that the hydrologic and sediment transport processes to the riverine and coastal regime are immediately restored while minimizing the timeframe to reach channel equilibrium when considering the protection of downstream surface water and groundwater diversion operations, the protection of nearby developed areas, and the added benefit of immediate restoration of fish passage to historic spawning and rearing habitat. A significant source of material for sands and cobbles will be restored, benefiting the nearby shoreline. Therefore, dam removal is the most effective and efficient measure to restore the hydrologic and sediment transport regime, and the most complete and acceptable approach when combined with the other measures that make up the Recommended Plan.  

Recreation opportunities, mostly trails, are currently located upstream and downstream of the dam area.  These areas are not currently connected to each other.  Although measures could be pursued to link these recreation trails without removing the dam, dam removal offers better opportunities to locate a trail system that links existing trails but avoids sensitive habitat areas and private properties. 

Finally, the Recommended Plan, and particularly the consideration of dam removal, is an excellent example of a study and potential project that addresses the Corps’ Environmental Operating Principles, striving to achieve environmental sustainability within the Ventura River Watershed, providing a balanced solution to ecosystem restoration while taking into account human development and economic considerations, fully integrating a wide range of diverse views and interests within the watershed into the study process, and drawing conclusions and recommendations based on sound scientific studies with strong support from the Sponsor, stakeholder interests and the local community.  

b.  Considerations related to dam ownership and real estate interests may influence operations and maintenance liability, and may influence the feasibility of the measures recommended.  Decisions may vary depending upon whether the project involves an abandoned structure, a publicly owned structure, or one that is privately owned. Details pertaining to cost allocation and other considerations related to implementation and operations and maintenance responsibilities are likely to be influenced by these factors. These and other considerations may influence the appropriateness of Corps involvement in dam removal as a measure to accomplish restoration objectives. 

FRC PGM District Response:  The dam is owned by the Ventura County Watershed Protection District, and is therefore a publicly owned structure.  The structure is not abandoned, although it no longer serves as an effective water storage and water supply facility due to the extensive sedimentation that has occurred and the loss of over 93% of the original storage capacity.  The structure is not an abandoned structure.  Casitias Municipal Water District still maintains a 50-year lease agreement to operate the dam to enhance the surface water diversion operations to Lake Casitas.  This agreement will expire in January 2008.  The owner continues to maintain the condition of the dam, has investigated the structural integrity, has taken measures in the past to control an alkali-silica reaction in the concrete that was weakening the upper portion of the dam (by notching), and monitors the dam for movement using laser targeting, particularly after earthquakes.  The study assumes that the dam will remain in a similar condition as exists today for at least the next 50 years.  All surface water storage is expected to be lost by 2020, when continued sedimentation fills in the remaining reservoir. 

Real estate interests for the entire project area have been described in the report, and in some cases were considered for location of certain project features, such as the slurry disposal sites.  Operation and maintenance liability has also been addressed.  Cost allocation considerations require the Sponsor to provide all required LERRD and assume all OMRR&R responsibilities. Details regarding the Sponsors required real estate interests and operations and maintenance responsibilities will be fully developed during the design phase of the project.  

c.  Dam removal should not be for the purposes of reducing a dam owner's requirements or costs for dam maintenance or removal to meet regulatory or dam safety requirements.  There may however be instances where removing a dam no longer needed by its owner can produce significant environmental benefits and thus a "win-win" situation can be achieved -- accomplishing both restoration objectives and reducing future dam maintenance costs. 

FRC PGM District Response:  The Matilija project is not intended to reduce the dam owner’s future maintenance or to meet any dam safety requirements.  No mention or benefit was made related to these purposes.  This project is being solely pursued as an opportunity for ecosystem restoration.  Matilija Dam no longer performs as designed.  About 95% of its original water storage purpose has been lost due to sedimentation.  Other benefits, if they exist, are considered incidental and can contribute to a “win-win” project.

d.  There may be instances where dam removal is only one of the measures or actions required to accomplish the restoration objectives and best achieve the ecosystem restoration benefits.  As for any other measure that is dependent on other measures or actions for success, the interrelationships of the various components of the project should be described. This helps give a sense of the completeness of the project and its relationships with complimentary or integrated efforts to be implemented by the Corps and/or sponsor, or by others under separate programs or initiatives.

FRC PGM District Response:  See the response to 5.a for more information regarding the completeness of the plan. The removal of the dam is only one component of the overall project and the plans for Ventura River watershed ecosystem restoration.  There are many features that contribute to meet the overall project objectives.  Removal of even one of the measures could significantly change the project benefits.  A key element to the project is the removal of the dam because that alone allows for the restoration of natural processes in the river system including providing upstream fish passage to the southern steelhead.  Other features like Arundo removal will contribute to the project benefits by improving the health (and increasing the HEP outputs) of the riparian community’s habitat.  Dam removal provides a significant opportunity to control the arundo infestation in the watershed where it is most prevalent, behind the dam growing in the deposited sediments in a more cost effective manner.  Since the Recommended Plan requires significant earth movement to construct a 100-foot wide fish passage channel and the sediment storage areas, the Arundo can be removed with large equipment along with other vegetation, greatly decreasing the cost of removal in this reach.  

Other features, such as the levees and floodwalls, work in concert with dam removal to prevent damages that would be expected based on the restoration of the Ventura River reaches to equilibrium (nearly pre-dam) conditions.  The radial gates of the high flow bypass structure at the Robles Diversion Dam, could potentially be operated in such a manner that could benefit both existing water diversion operations and the future operation of the fish ladder. The operation of this feature will be investigated in more detail in the design phase of the project.

The desilting basin was added by the Sponsor as an associated measure to provide additional benefits to a local water purveyor.  The desilting basin compliments the NER Plan by enhancing the ability of Casitas Municipal Water District to reduce background turbidity levels of Ventura River surface water diverted through the Robles canal to Lake Casitas.  All recommended measures were developed on concert to result in a complete and successful project.

e.  Both the merits and adverse impacts of dam removal, like any other restoration measure, must be examined as part of the restoration study.  The changes in an ecological system to achieve one set of objectives may have effects that are considered adverse and such effects must be disclosed and considered. 

FRC PGM District Response:  Chapter 4 of the Main Report describes the Recommended Plan and includes text related to the adverse impacts associated with dam removal.  Temporary adverse impacts to the existing habitats and the species they support, traffic, water quality, air quality and noise will occur during construction as well as during the period when sediment from the reservoir area is transported downstream.  

In particular, the existing lake habitat that has formed in and around the reservoir will be lost due to project construction, although that habitat would be lost anyways in the future due to sedimentation and never would have existed if the dam had not been constructed.  A relocation plan will be implemented as part of the Recommended Plan for sensitive species such as the California red-legged frog and the southwestern pond turtle that are in and around the reservoir behind the dam.  An eradication plan will be implemented for bullfrogs, crayfish and green sunfish to prevent downstream relocation.  The HEP evaluation for the study quantifies temporary adverse impacts to the species and habitat in the reservoir area, and reflects the loss of this habitat in order to restore the channel.

The EIS/EIR fully describes details about the habitat and species impacts and project-related impacts to the local community.  Mitigation measures are identified to address impacts during construction on the local community, particularly related to noise of the equipment and operations, truck traffic impacts, added emissions and there impacts on air quality, noise of the equipment, particularly truck operations, the blasting of the dam and slurry operations.   

Allowing the uncontrolled release of sediments that have deposited behind the dam via natural transport would have significant effects on downstream water supply activities, hence the need for slurrying almost 2 million cubic yards of fines.  This action requires about 4,500 acre-feet of water, adversely impacting local water supplies.  Some of the water used for this operation could be recycled.  Further studies related to this consideration will be addressed during the detailed design phase of the project.

Some of the downstream sediment storage sites that will remain in the reservoir area after dam removal and restoration of a fish passage channel include some remaining fine material.  Soil cement is included on the banks of the fish channel to protect against erosion during more frequent storm events (< 10 years) when higher concentrations of turbidity could impact water diversion operations.

The potential for additional deposition of sediment at the Robles Diversion Dam is addressed by the addition of a high flow bypass (radial gates) and other revisions to the structure.

Levees and floodwalls are included, where necessary, to provide the same level of protection that exists today after channel equilibrium is restored in the sediment-starved reaches of the Ventura River. 

Other considerations for potential adverse impacts related to this restoration project are included in the HEP analysis and in measures included in the Recommended Plan.  An additional consideration is the ecosystem restoration purpose for this study.  Some habitats will be lost due to the initial construction of the project or future releases of sediment during storm events, but the gains outweigh these losses when considering the benefits associated with the restoration of a natural ecosystem.  This project provides a unique opportunity to restore a significant ecosystem link that has been lost for over 50 years in the Ventura River Watershed. 
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